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ABUNDANCE AND PREY SELECTION OF DHOLE (CUON ALPINUS) IN HUAI KHA
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ABSTRACT

The study of abundance and prey selection of dhole in Huai Kha Kheang Wildlife Sanctuary, Uthai Thani
Province was conducted in the area around Khao Bun Dai Forest Guard Station during December 2015 and
July 2016, total time of 1 year approximately. Camera trap techniques and walking on the forest road to
collect dholes’ feceses for prey identification by microscopic technique were used. The result gained from
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camera trap within 1 km2 square grid, 50 square grids totally that covered an area of 50 km2, 1,500 trap day
was deployed. The results reflected that the abundance of dhole in the area was 0.6. Twenty one of prey
species were detected by the camera. The study showed that baking deer was the most abundance (34.27%)
followed by Sambar deer (29.87%), wild pig (14.20%) and group of bird species (10.87%). Ten prey species
of the dhole were found based on 134 dholes’ feceses. There composed of Barking deer, Sambar deer, Hog
deer, Wild pig, Large Indian civet, Asian palm civet, Porcupine, Pig-tailed macaque, some species of birds,
some species of rodents. The results showed that barking deer was the highest frequency of occurrence,
31.34% followed by Large Indian civet 30.60%, Sambar deer 20.90%, Wild pig 14.18%. The relative biomass
consumed by the dhole in the area revealed that the highest relative biomass consumed was Sambar deer
39.92%, followed by Wild pig 18.78%, Barking deer 17.03%. The ungulates species was the most prey there
was 78.17% of the biomass totally. Moreover one of the most important prey species was Large Indian civet
there was 13.46% of the total relative biomass consumed. In the case of the relative number of individual
consumed found that the highest number was some bird species 33.93% followed by some small rodent
species 26.90%, Large Indian civet 17.67%. The selectivity index analyzed by pooled data found that the
highest was Large Indian civet 0.86, followed by Wild pig 0.00, Barking deer - 0.07 and Sambar deer - 0.23.
Determined the results of this study with the results gained from other studies sites of Thailand showed in
the same direction that the abundance of Dhole was a little when compared with the abundance of prey
based. Main preys of the Dhole also were Sambar deer, Wild pig and Barking deer when determined by the
relative biomass consumed. Prey selection index showed that the dhole in the area liked to feed on large
Indian civet followed by Wild pig, Barking deer and Sambar deer respectively. Recommendations for further

study and management for Dhole and their conservation were proposed in this study.

Keywords: dhole, relative biomass consumed, relative number of prey consumed, prey selection, Huai
Kha Khaeng Wildlife Sanctuary
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mulududaiUfuienifinnuddlussuuiion sglsinumsinvniesudnitduidediulng
yatun1sAnwianizidalase (Panthera tigris) Wavidan1d (Panthera pardus) Tuwaedinunlu (Cuon
alpinus) wiinfuguisiulaemsafuriadnividudosansiadand s (Selvan et al, 2013) naonaui
anudrdnluszuuinamsuiderfuudldgnasias feszrrgussiiiaugnisavdevaily enaidlesain
waAnssunssImAumAudugsivilfanansaardnivrvuialnglle (Cohen et al, 1978) sinldinnsidn
vlufeIBnsene Saduammddguesnisandiuiuasedisnadluynuvasmsunsnszaedudume
ﬁﬂﬁ@ﬂi%ﬂ?iﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂi%%ﬁﬂiaﬂa\‘umﬂﬁhﬂmﬂﬁm’jﬂ’lﬁuL‘ﬁasﬁﬁﬂgu UsNLULINN1TaNAURIUTTYINT
wmile waznisanawiuetde dagtuminlulddunisdnaaiunmmianisoydndindudnivnlndgniug
(endangered species) (IUCN, 2016)

msAnmaTIInnIsLasiavieveslwaefimsdnuluiufiinaesssmalne 4 wis W
wasnwugdnivigen Jmintend gnetuuisrfwilug Yamdauasssdun gneruuwianfvivay
Fimdauniug uazlundnwiiugdaivhadnnse damianigauyd uinisAnwiieafumnlu luadnw
stusdniUsheruds Saduituifddnitudovualng 1 vy delads uasidionnn erduegsufiu
st ynyudslaiinefinsinunneu namsAnuildaansodanldifefiuaudlaujduius viamde
n1sdeuiiufureandossnitednifudovunalugfiondeegluiiuiiideatu dreifivarudilaay
afududeuvassruuiing ilensdantsiud vugtuanuilinndstusely nisfnwiiiinguszasdidie (1)
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1. AnwrAnusnunevesiuly uaswiendn IﬂaLLm'ﬁuﬁﬁﬂmLi‘]umﬁwﬂ%mmuLLmuﬁnuﬁmam%sum
ATUUNUTINTNT Lwia..,n%mmamauﬁuﬁ 1 msneilatwns Ansandessnatenmiie Bushnell HD $1u7u 6
- 13 Y0 T,mﬂfu 1 yage 1 n3n LdonUTMTNUTeIsesvesdail mmmaﬂaaammﬂwumuﬂiumm 30
WURLIAT faAraanan 10 Jund Tufin 1 nm maen 24 Falus ImmaumLmuamnaaﬂmmauﬂimmh
Wunan 30 Ju FadudBidentuit Nag (2008) ldnwUssansveunionasdaiiniuesudmunluly
Ussinaduiie Wensufviun 30 Su Sedhendesnarsnwlusunisduaunsu 50 mseRlawns (nnd 1)
FIWINWIUNUANIU (trap day) W 1,500 fusn

2. Rumuazfugavesrlunuduniaiudn g weenwmsransaitld luiuidnwmniteudas 3
-5 Ju maenszevian 1 U lnenisdunadiuunyanuiludainaanyagunsinszuenviiendigldnsen dn
Adn YanedunileSendnuazinduuse uRuANdNaaaUsEan 2 - 3 lwufwns (Grassman et al.,
2005) wm‘luﬁﬂmaﬂaqua‘luﬂ%nmﬁmﬁ’wmanaﬂﬂﬁﬁ’uwﬁu‘ldq yonanidildnsdunnainsessosan
iaamwﬂsmguuwumuiam o

3. Anwvlamioanuy muAEn1sves Petdee (2000) FeiiseaziBunsine
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3.1 thyafildludna idenemzidusundnilueulsiuis 19 Acetone nangmndunuulatioas
wiualadnivsuasvuiiduvessmuauliiusingaisvessddenvuisusanldnszanalantaudqludesiay
ndesganssmivuiinamsiendesiineaisiumis Tau nans wag Yansvesiduau (Petdee, 2000)

3.2 Anwwnuvuiivuluadludiunauves Ether wag Absolute alcohol agsazivinfiuyssann 5
- 10 wiiantuauluudly Xylene Usvanas 18-24 dhluaiielansdavarsaunun wavifiunnuaudniou
Nuduruasuuiualaddosgunurusendesgansmituiinnmasunuvuifnaty

3.3 nnveadenvunazunurulyiuSeuiisuindusudnisialadualadne19diniu Petdee
(2000)
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3. AuniAn Correction factor nseuntnivdeiivaluiuseneas (kg/scat) 3nansdmsununly
(Kamler et al., 2012) lawn

Y =0.439 + 0.008X

Y = Correction factor
X = dninanveandsinag

a [

4. Aunanadinnndenigniuduing (Relative biomass consumed: R) 91ngnsves Andheria et
al. (2007) gisil

R = (AXY)/ Z (AXY)
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5. ATUIUTIUIUAIVRMEoTINAUFUIMS (Relative number of prey consumed: E) 31n@n5U8 1
Andheria et al. (2007)

E = (R/X)V/ Z (R/X)
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6. AudAvtinisIdeniu (Electivity index: D) fiuanstisanuraulunisideniumdevemnnly au
Jacops (1974) BellgnsAuinieil

__ (@—p)
(r+p)—2rp
e r = dadiuwvesiiambedngniu
p = drdiuvewsiaunbendrsianulusisuyis
NaLazINTal

AnmNInIeva Ity uazwEe

nan1sAnwIInNIRandosdnaisawnudmaludidrfesazanuununeduing (% Relative
abundance) 1M siATIEToyaTIN 0.6 YazfinNIAIBve Do luA v IS AR T Thevuded
wuaINNdesRna1enm 33u 34 vila wudnAsdiamindian 34.27%585a 0770 N9 29.87% Myt
14.20% dninguun 10.87% Buiusssuni 8.13% wiulvg) 6.47% Juaa 4.33% dninguynsedniluuns
YUALEN 4.27% BuauRamaUdos 3.27% LHudu mnasnninevesmdondnillefiansannuggmanyuing
AuruiUsiuaueiadn vl wu i wagvydiia1anuanuneeggauInnInguas neUidiA1Ay
wnanetiesadtutiengay iWusu Tneanufuudsdandrifnnnmadumadioenudnaiuiifnuiiaag
ndespaditnninafistuvioanaswesUsesing wanisAnwinandlunsad 1

Sofansamamsanuilagsimmuindnifug iwu 7 wda leua nnei s vygon nsgis Saues ane
U nszaamy fnrminnueinniian s 83.66%

wiauazmsideniunavasanluy

mmamamﬂuﬁwuﬁgmm 134 noswualunsnugiegguas 115 nos wasnutiegauy 19 nes n1s
wumamqqmuuaammﬂumﬁ mimumm’mLaumqmaqiuwummmumﬂma ma‘l,usznmml,aa
uaﬂmﬂwmlumamumqaaﬂiﬂmﬂwwﬂﬂwﬂﬂmaﬂ‘wuwm maﬂ1iﬁﬂmwmﬁﬂaqmsuawmiumaﬂaa
wuwmbaiiesiladien 80.60% wumieanwiin 16.42% waznuwibeauwila 2.99% Insnesinumbodes
warauila Ezjﬁmm?iaﬁwuLﬁuuaﬂmﬁamﬂé’miﬁuﬁ Iuaﬂaﬁ?u LU YEUALKIMNIUADY BLAUSIIUAT dRinan
wy U0 Wy 2909 Wudu 919fnnnsunislunuwas SuduzAuneImsvaman iy (Rabinowitz,
1989)
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A15197 1 ANUEININEFUING (%RA) vaainluwazmiisluundnyiugdn I e wds

All year round The dry The wet
No. Prey species
n %RA N %RA n  %RA
1 wanlu (Cuon alpinus) 9 0.6 6 057 3 067
2 W19 (Muntiacus muntjak) 514 34.27 317 30.19 197 4378
3 n119U1 (Cervus unicolor) 448 29.87 373 3552 75 l16.67
4 wyun (Sus scrofa) 213 1420 93 886 120 26.67
5 dninguun (Bird) 163 10.87 90 857 73 1622
6 Buusssum (Paradoxurus hermaphroditus) 122 8.13 98 933 24 533
7 wiulwe) (Hystrix brachyuran) 97 647 85 810 12 267
8 198 (Bos javanicus) 65 4.33 30 2.86 35 7.78
9 dwninguuy (Rodent) 64 4.27 27 257 37 822
10 YzunlNensUdes (Viverra zibetha) 49 3.27 35 333 14 311
11 a4 (Macaca nemestrina) 12 0.80 9 0.86 3 0.67
12 wywids (Arctonyx collaris) 9 060 2 019 7 156
13 n3e¥4 (Bos gaurus) 8 0.53 9 0.86 - -
14 a8 (Bubalus arnee) 5 0.33 5 0.48 - -
15 dnen (Macaca mulatta) 5 0.33 - - 5 111
16 nznIn (Varanus bengalensis) 5 0.33 3 0.29 2 0.44
17 aakay (Macaca fascicularis) 4 0.27 4 0.38 5 1.11
18 wld (Martes flavieula) 4 0.27 2 019 2 044
19 avuada (Viverricula malaccensis) a4 0.27 a4 0.38 - -
20 1611 (Testudinidae) 4 0.27 1 0.10 3 0.67
21 nszamwmy (Tragulus kanchil) 2 0.13 2 0.19 - -
22 LﬁEJ (Varanus salvator) 2 0.13 1 0.10 1 0.22
23 @wada (Tapirus indicus) 1 0.07 1 010 - -

GRPRELE mmﬁmaqmiﬂiwmﬁuaqm?ia‘lmama (% Frequency of occurrence) Wlaitas1esilasiu
Toyawudh ifisildn 31.34% el azilasfuunauggnianuitdieggsuilan 31.58% daagqud siler
31.30% FslndiAearty sesasnforsuaunanaUdosiian 30.60% Faenguusian 21.05% Prsnquisuliiuiy
dnteelaedirn 32.17% naaUndian 20.90% Fregouaadien 22.61% Ysganulrianadlag fif1 10.53% 1y
Unflelagsan 14.18% qaudadien 13.04% Frenguudifian 21.05%

Wisuiflsudnfesazanuinisusinguesiiambelunesyanuilufunisinulufuiidunudng
wnlduiiedreadsiulunsdvsandendn nande wudivdendnvesmnlulufiuiiynus Ao dnifug
Tgiame 3t e wazayh Tasnisidenfudniiuguiaziufioraunnsdlumugduaumntdesves
wielunsazuvis 19y wasnwiusdnitradnnsznuny Uil fosazanudlunisunnglunesyagege
Winfu 53.71% (Charaspet, 2015) Wuienifu Prayoon et al. (2012) fisnsauliimynidgsgn 50.00%
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Tugnenuwiimavivatu faninusduys vued Slangsingha (2012) wuinnathilafesaganuiluns
Usngluyamnlusnniigaluwasnuiiugdnivigde Smindend 31.40% Wewnwasnwiiuddnitg
Jen nuiinnethdannugnemas WuReadu Austin (2002) Adnwlugneruuissdunlgfinuiinais
L‘TflummiﬁwﬁaujLﬁaﬁmmnmﬂmm?iﬁﬂiwﬂgiwﬂamﬂu (80.00%) VUl Grassman et al. (2005) T1841Y
namsAnwuansseenlUlun$nuiusdnivngilsinanaenuiddiamiosaranudlunmsusingluya
auitan 42.60% ddlinandofunamsfnwadiinuinfaduriaudeiinluyaminlugeian 42 as An
Hu 31.30% feseasiBoanumnsned 2

Kamler et al. (2012) enudfesazauAnsUnguesvdedildannsiaszsinesyanuiluly
ﬁuﬁay%’m&? Nam Et-Phou Louey nsnauniiovssussinaarinuinadiulnaiduins (55.3%) sesa1u1fe
21917 (25.0%) g1 (7.9%) wgwi3a (6.6%) LEBINN (4.0%) vzun BLiiu (4.05) iudn (2.6%) n3zidu
(1.8%) wilae (1.3%) Tiduiuenmiionnudondnisamsindindrudmnlugudenfumiorun
dnasuanulenianisnu laun vzun B driftuuvgmnuy wiu vioun lnaenizliviuazunga Selvan
et al. (2013) Anw1ildenisiuemsvesmnluluunasiuielase Kalakad-Mundanthura §§niiluuig
Ussiaduiie :inmslinnzinesyadiuan 78 nes seriudeuunmauiiafiounsngiau 2553 wuwied
mulufiu 10 vile sawdoitmuiudefvsamnandinudunie 25 ade sedasnAevyUl 18
aa naviis 2 A% uazmann audy

A1919% 2 FegarAUnveIN1IUIING (% Frequency of occurrence: %FO) vilawdslunasyanunluain
nmylaTzvinasyaluashwiugdnivneviuds Jamingivsil

All year (n=134) Thedry (n =115) The wet(n =19)

No. Prey species
n %FO n %FO n %FO
1 LA 42 31.34 36 31.30 6 31.58
2 N9t 28 20.90 26 2261 2 10.53
3 devse 5 3.73 5 4.35 0 0.00
i U 19 14.18 15 13.04 i 21.05
5 YLUALKIUAD a1 30.60 37 32.17 4 21.05
6 BUETTUAN 6 4.48 6 5.22 0 0.00
7 Ly 4 2.99 4 3.48 0 0.00
8 aan 3 2.24 3 2.61 0 0.00
9 dninguwy 4 2.99 3 2.61 1 5.26
10 dringuun 10 7.46 9 7.83 1 5.26
11 e 21 15.67 19 16.52 2 10.53

UIATVINTNVBINRTDTUNNTUAZIIUIURINTDTUNNS
HAN1SANYINUINAINIATININGUTNS (Relative biomass consumed) Nuansistninmiiaiivunly
AunuInetdamnniign 39.92% sesasunae iU (18.79%) 1 (17.03%) vranuxaaUded (13.46%)
dninguun (2.87%) wlensne (2.44%) Buitusssun (1.80%) wiu (1.61%) dningumy (1.14%) 833 (0.94%)
o w a % = \ ! & o sa o9 Y R 1 o sa & dl v ao w
MINAIAU SeaziBunfn1s19n 3 dulugnuludnifv (78.17%) vilidiuindaidudumbdendnidfny
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vosnunlu Anadinmveavdefigniuduimsidefiansanniuggnianuin ¥29ngudenanstriaiuaa
FanwdignAuduinsunniign 41.71% sesasunfe uydn (16.69%) LAa (16.42%) sranunamaUos
(13.67%) &ninduun (2.91%) ilan1e (2.74%) Biiussaunn (2.03%) iy (1.819%) Asite (1.06%) dningy
1y (0.96%) mNFIFU VaurRTggiunUIn vytilrnnadinniigniuduinsanndiga 35.56% sosasnde
111901 (25.63%) 114 (21.87%) YuauKan1eUaes (11.81%) dadnguun (2.58%) dndnguny (2.56%)
pudIRU fan11edl 4 WeiUieuifisuainatinmmBengnuanlufuduinsainnisfnuves Selvan et al.
(2013) Anudrdnlngiludadvualvgudendu laud n31901 sesasunluniands e 30.77% g
23.08% N34 10.24% A9 1.70% NI19A1 1.40% NT£R9 1.11% n3gdeUn 1.10% uazlath 0.63%
naddu Tnewuintminmdeiinanlufusesludisszesna 7 WeuRaduthwiin 191.72 Alany wans
A umBeiigniudiusing (Relative number of individuals consumed) nudwsnlufudainguun
Tudndrusnniign 33.93% ranisinwanduy wulivn ungs wasdniUnvuiadndug andumieves
w1l 509890A0 dndnquuy (26.90%) YsUALNINIUABY (17.67%) 114 (8.38%) Biitusssun (6.08%)
119U (2.12%) @93 (1.78%) wyU (1.61%) ki (0.81%) dlone (0.72%) sugity (9a579i1 3) &
nawun uazdn inguayinuimanlududuuinniigeluadsdadretunanisineives Slangsingha (2012)
finuinnszidu SSuusduiméfigamunluluadnuiugdnivngdetiuniniign 50.00% Wufeaiu
Karnler et al. (2012) finuimanlufudnfidesgndouuludaifuunsauiadn (rodent) Tudndiudiuui
unigaanu 54.60%

A1599 3 WaTinmduivsuassumbeniduemsvesnunluduinslunnwiiugdn iumeyuds
Welnsgvideyalne sy

. % Frequency Correction % Relative % Relative
. Body weight .
No. Prey species of factor Biomass consumed/
(average) Kg. ) o
occurrence (kg/scat) (Y1) consumed individual/year

1 A 20-28 (24.00)Y 31.34 0.63 17.03 8.38
2 19t 185 — 260 (222.50) 20.90 2.22 39.92 2.12
3 Lﬁawiw 30 - 50 (40)Y 3.73 0.76 2.44 0.72
4 wylh 75-200 (137.50)Y 14.18 1.54 18.79 1.61
5 YsUARNINIIUADY 8-10 (9)Y 30.60 0.51 13.46 17.67
6  BLiusIINA 2-5(3.5Y 4.48 0.47 1.80 6.08
7 L 20 - 27 (23.5)Y 2.99 0.63 1.61 0.81
8 GG 3.5-9 (6.25)Y 2.24 0.49 0.94 1.78
9 Y 0.5¢ 2.99 0.44 1.14 26.90
10 uUn 1¥ 7.46 0.45 2.87 33.93
39U 100 100

WU V= Lekagul & McNeely (1977), ? = Kamler et al. (2012), ? = Borah et al. (2009)
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Sofiansandiuusiigniudinsauusazggnianud qaudsdninguuniiamniigniia 35.31%
sosaanlauidningumy (23.33%) vzaausaieUdos (18.44%) L (8.31%) BLiusTsuA1 (7.03%) n319Uh
(2.28%) Bsi¥ (2.069%) Vagi1 (1.47%) Wit (0.94%) Lons1s (0.83%) My Fa3ggeunyi dningumyd
SrurudfignAuduimsuiniigauiniu 49.70% sesasnnfe dndnduun (25.08%) veuALHINIUEDS
(12.74%) 1#3 (8.58%) vy (2.519%) nnath (1.12%) Aud1dy (5197l 4)

[

M19199 4 waTinnmdedunimsuarIuumdeigniuduinsvemanludwunauggnialunsnyiug

]

G(PIRITPRTTRICIN
% Relative Biomass % Relative

No. Prey species consumed consumed/individual/year

The dry The wet The dry The wet
1 L 16.42 21.87 8.31 8.85
2 A9t 41.71 25.63 2.28 1.12
3 dense 2.74 0.00 0.83 0.00
4 ‘v@‘ﬁh 16.69 35.56 1.47 2.51
5 YLUALKNINIUADS 13.67 11.81 18.44 12.74
6 BAUsTIUAN 2.03 0.00 7.03 0.00
7 Wi 1.81 0.00 0.94 0.00
8 &g 1.06 0.00 2.06 0.00
9 Y 0.96 2.56 23.33 49.70
10 Uun 291 2.58 35.31 25.08
394 100 100 100 100

fufinsideniuwiba (Electivity index)

Ardaiinisdeniu (Electivity index: D) vosnunlunasntianisane Iadenanizedamniefiden
dnduiinulunasyaunnniy 5% wduiuduinisidoniuvesmnlumu Kamler et al. (2012) Afiiiies 4
il loun 19 n19U1 vyl wagvzuauaaaUdes kamsesideyalaeTiudeyanuadviinindeniiu
Aaflen -0.07 sesanlduA nnath (-0.23) vyt (0.00) wazrzaALNIMIUEDS (0.86) MNdIFY Taansin
yaludeniursununamnatdestaouamamanniign vaeidonfuia N9 wag vyt auuIadiily
5ITUYR

nsnuIminlulueasnwiugdnivmeviudaauideniugsuawnaslassndeiunanisanuily
wndnuiugdn iUadnnssinuivnludeniursununameUdosunniian (Charaspet, 2015) ognslsfnml
msnudmsnlureuideniuruaussndes eradumszaidndiuvesrrununamsudesinuindumie
gnoufinnwldtesninfifiogad esandninguilfivisiasnatondeeguudulil (Lekagul & McNeely,
1977) vuzfifnsandesinansnwuuiiuiu

fAsImNgNIaNUIIYNguaIiIfvinsiieniugealaliveuauran1aUdes (0.86) 09%IFD
19 (0.03) nyUn (0.21) wazna1aUn (-0.31) FregauunuvzuausmiaUded a1 0.79 sesasunfevyu (-
0.15) 14 (-0.26) Uagn31eU (-0.26)

amsfnusvinndenfusmbonuimaludeniurruaumensudedhifutuiinalussuni tas
Tandefuiiannsieseidoyalassmuasfisuunnungnia wuieituamdsinmadoniuluiuey
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nnaUn AuginuImsnlufeniunyUiunnduludigguas vuriinansiiesizideyalaesiuiarlugiegg
Hunuvanludeniunynantosamiuusunaiillusssued danini 2

N nnah ngh graannanialdo
100 - 0.86  0.86
0.79
0.80 -
0.60

0.40 -+

0.21

0.20 0.03

0.00 - S—
0.20 H

0.00

-0.15

06 (.22 T
0.40 - .26 031 0.26

W 700ATINEANYY g gaua qarh

a | o oA a a A L. . o o o &1 v v
M 2 wansddviinisiieniumie (Electivity index) vesunluluwndnwiugdnivimevudiainnis
AaTitoyalne il WazTIUUNAINGANTA

nsdeuiiuiuvaumiasvinagsn
wamsﬁmmmi%’auﬁuﬁmmm?jaizmwwmluﬁuL?iamaﬁﬁﬂmmﬂﬂawa 30 ned TuszniInenIs
AuganululuitufiReafusasduunndelasisnmaeatulasld Pianka’s index wuinfinisdoustuiiu
0.89 %38 89% A mEilulazidondeniumiendioiy 89% WowssuiiisufunisAnwives
Selvan et al. (2013) lulunasiuidelass Pakke UshiunAnyueonUedionAuaY UsenABULAe WU
wnlunazidonnadfudinsdouiuiuvesnie 53.1% vausfinsdouiuiureaniosswinadelagaumnunly
flan 77.5% wazsyninndelaseiuideniaian 85.3% nisdeuiiufuvewnieszninanunlulaziden
Aouthanalumsnuiugdn iU vhevudadlowSouiisuiunanisAnulunanudelass Pakke uanada
MsuAsngstuseninedniudenaosuialuiufininnit vninisinwiwes Andneria et al. (2007)
wui mnlunasidendluwnanudelass Bandipur Ussimaduifefimsdourufuvesvieds 93% vaued
wunsdewiuiuveandessrinailutudelasavinfu 75%

GELY
1. Arferazanuunninevesnnlulazmdonnndosinarsnin wunuilufidifesazainuannang
WU 0.6% Aasnunevesmdevesvsluluuninusiugdn iUheviudmuin A fesazany
1nINEINTigaiAy 34.27% seaanldun natn (29.87%) iyt (14.20%) wagdinguun (10.87%)
2. wiembeiiunnglunosys wusdiawdorommn 10 slausznaude e st ensis vyl
BEAUNNaUEDs Bifusssuan wiu Aafa dndnguun dadndumy nanmsnwinuisdardosazanudlunis
Usngunitan 31.30% sesadléiun vranunamsudes 30.60% nnstn 20.90% iyl 14.18%
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3. Anatainmvesmdedigniuduimsnuivanluduninsiluyimamindige 39.92% sesan
Ieun viggtn 18.78% i 17.03% wiednilvgidudnifunusn 78.17% wenntudamiosniidn falaun
VEUAUNINIUEDY 13.46% v uaudamdeiigniuduimsnuimnlufudainguun 33.93% sesasn
LawnAminmy 26.90% YruaukInaaes 17.67%

4. AdviinnsideniuvesinlunasataanisAnmanmie 4 v nuimanludeniusraunuuama
Udoana vyt wagnanell mudau

JDLAUDLUE

1. psiiudnugadindeseziaundedinseunguituilinntuiefamuszansmuluuas
witle naenaunsAnNMadeuiinisliuiivesnnluseinginmusasioly

2. asviunesyavesionuly Hemuazdelassaseunquitainatuas fufiiieriandiuinminig
Fourtufuveunbe ieviuaudlaufduiussenisdniudevuelnguntuiionsinmsituisely

3. wan1sdnwnuiinbondnvewmsnluluiuildun 11901 nyviuasfe faduasfinisine
Uszwnsvoavidondnii 3 vila lufiufideisidunudunisdinu (Line transect method) UStanifiudi
Anw leldRnnunsdsuulacszns aaeaaunmsiamsiuiiiiofiulssrnsvdeondnadlfia
wntulasiomensdansjmghluiufidalds WeduUssnaviendnuasdinsfnmustisdeiiies
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