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1
Table 1 The resul of resource selective index analysis between the foraging plots and contwol plots of Symnaticus humiae
i 9; Di 0,/ p; w; E;
14 29 0 483 0. 326 —0.012
1 1 1 000 0. 674 0.338 +
0 0
3 4 Q 750 0. 295 0. 191 +
5 8 0 625 0. 245 0. 102 +
3 5 0 600 0. 236 0.082 +
4 7 0571 0. 24 0. 058 +
0 6 0 000 0. 000 —1.000 -
1 1 1 000 0. 500 0.333 +
13 26 0 500 0. 250 0. 000 0
1 2 0 500 0. 250 0. 000 0
0 0 000 0. 000 —1.000 -
10 17 0 588 0. 683 0. 155 +
3 11 0273 0. 317 —0.24 -
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2
Table 2 Comparisons of variables between foraging pbts and control plots
~
(n=15 (n=15)
t dy P
/m 2 43 0718 41 2454.00+14. 85 0.992 2.0 0 330
/) 112 47450. 30 122 0+41 & 0.332 2.0 Q742
e 30 47+2 31 37.30412. 04 1. 195 150 Q25
/m 164 53£11. 43 156 67132 (0 —0.497 17.5 0 626
/m 48 407 96 80. 60£36. 38 1. 855 15.3 0 083
/m 53 2749 26 77.731+23.92 2. 046 18. 1 Q 056
/m 28 334+3 70 25.93£8 40 —0.561 2.0 Q0579
/em 12 530+0 83 137542 92 0. 885 2.0 0383
/C chm ) 0.4840. 03 0. 2840 03 —5.029 2.0 <qo01 "
/m 6.1140.20 6.30+0 M 0. 509 15.7 0618
/ C chm 2) 0.720.02 0.28£0 06 —6.765 16. 2 <0001 "
/) 43 78+0 93 24.49+9. (2 —4.563 14. 3 <0001 "
/m 1. 99+0. 04 1. 040 30 —2.138 14. 4 Q 050
/C °m 2) 19 873 90 9. 67+4 (5 —3.891 2.0 Q001 "
Mann Whitney U-
VA P
e 64 38+3 23 59.99+44. 12 —2.404 0016~
/) 30+423 57.39+5.33 —4.844 <ao0""
/) 57. 3612 48 69. 401-2. 06 —4.537 <ao0""
/Corm D) 4 1320 % 0. 804-0. 82 —3.932 <<qoot "
* p<0.05, * *p<0 0L,
3
Table3 Results of principal component analysis for foraging pbts of Symmaticus humiae
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0. 908 —0.101 —0 02 Q 010 0.017 —0.019 —0 071
0.895 —0.076 0 069 Q017 0. 141 —0.172 Q 107
—0.656 0.082 —0 017 —0 008 0. 391 —0.072 —0 368
0.590 —0.19 0368 0 191 0. 108 0. 477 Q204
—0.281 0. 843 Q 1% —0 040 0. 041 —0.04 —0 18
—0.412 0.797 013 0 203 —0. 157 —0.04 — 0 065
0.307 0.791 —0272 —0 074 —0.044 0.02 — 0 001
—0.148 0. 691 Q130 —0 031 —0.054 —0.004 0 637
—0.006 —0.055 —0 863 —0 086 —0.036 —0.008 016
0.103 0. 06l 0 805 Q 070 —0.240 0.175 0 053
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—0.167 0. 144 Q371 Q 628 —0.110 —0.476 Q130
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—0. 146 0.374 0 005 —0 105 —0.800 —0.016 —0 065
—0.083 0.326 —048 —0 130 0.701 0. 052 Q016
—0. 148 0. 004 0125 —0 035 —0.001 0.909 0 046
0.316 —0.23% —Q 247 —0 216 0. 106 0. 09 0 78
3.076 2.872 224 2 160 1. 836 1.733 1511
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/% 17. 092 33,047 45 42 57 405 67. 604 77.232 83 626
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Foraging sites during the early breeding stage of Syrmatiaus humiae
in the Nanhua Part of Ailaoshan National Nature Reserve

CAO Ming', LI Wei » ZHOU Wei', ZHANG Xingyong'» ZHANG Ren-gong’
(1. Faculty of Consewvation Biology, Southwest Foresty College, Kunming 650224, Yunnan China; 2. Nature
Reserve M anagement Bureau of Chuxiong Prefecture, Chuxiong 675000 Yunnan China)

Abstract: Hume s pheasant (Symmaticus humiae) is an easy to endangered species. The object is to effectively
potect Hume $ pheasant in its breeding season. Foraging sites of Hume s pheasant were surveyed from March 11 to
April 16, 2005. Fifieen foraging plots were established along with the same number of control plots and 22 variables
were measured. A f-test and Mann-Whitney U-test to compare variables in forage and control plots showed
significant differences ( P<< 0. 01) for the five vegetation characieristics of tree density, shrub density, shrub
coverage, herbage coverage, and leaf litter coverage; crown camopy was also significantly different (P<Z0. 05).
Additionally, significant differences (P<0.01) for o food characteristics, namely seed density and demnsity of
edaphic animals, were noted. A principal component analysis indicated that fine shrub, tree, herb, andlitter
layers; abundant seed resources in the understory; and being far away from human disturbance characterized optimal
foraging sites for Hume s pheasant. Thus, when selecting a foraging site in the breeding season, safety and nutrition
were the pheasants major concerns. Therefore, they would choose foraging habitats with strong camouflage cover
from shrubs or trees with ample food sources in the understory, such as seeds from the Fagaceae family and edaphic

animals. [ Ch, 3 tab. 26 ref.]
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