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Abstract: [Objective] By investigating the population density and activity rthythm of wild boars (Sus scrofa)

in Longyou County of Zhejiang Province, this study is aimed to research the accurate countermeasures in wild

YR H: 2024-02-07; &HIHBI: 2024-06-05

FEGIH - el B Al (52 856K A S BRI £ 50 H ((QZZCZB2022-16)

PE# S : 2% F 3% (ORCID: 0009-0009-0525-6025), M AW ZFEPECR P BISE . E-mail: liyuying215@163.com. JE{F
fE# : K8 (ORCID: 0000-0002-3454-7480), PRI, M A= 1) Z HEAE LRI WFSE . E-mail: zhangmin@

njfu.edu.cn


mailto:liyuying215@163.com
mailto:zhangmin@njfu.edu.cn
mailto:zhangmin@njfu.edu.cn
https://doi.org/10.11833/j.issn.2095-0756.20240170
https://doi.org/10.11833/j.issn.2095-0756.20240170
https://doi.org/10.11833/j.issn.2095-0756.20240170

2 RN/ NI NI e 14 20244 X A 20 H

boar prevention and control, and to provide exemplary monitoring and evaluation work from theory and practice
to methodological application at the county level. [Method] Firstly, with the employment of infrared camera
technology, a total of 1 308 independent and valid photographs were obtained from January 2021 to August
2023. Then the population density was estimated using a random encounter model, and the activity rhythm of
the wild boar in the studied area was also investigated using the kernel density estimation method. [Result]
The population density of wild boars in Longyou County ranged from 0.957 to 1.291 head per square kilometer
with the total estimated population of wild boars in the county being approximately 417 to 563 considering
suitable habitat areas and the number of wild boars decreasing from the southern mountainous areas, the
northern mountainous areas to the central regions. In terms of habitat selection, the wild boar population
preferred coniferous forests (relative abundance index Iz ,=38.45%), mixed coniferous and broad-leaved forests
(Ira=24.39%), and the elevation range of 1 100 to 1 300 m (I[gp=57.25%). With significant density data
observed at 17:00 in all four seasons, daily activity thythms are similar in spring and winter, exhibiting a
unimodal pattern while in summer, the daily activity rhythm is bimodal, with the main peaks occurring around
sunrise and sunset and there is no significant fluctuation in the daily activity rhythm in autumn and the
population exhibited a highly significant seasonal migration behavior along the altitudinal gradient (P<<0.01).
[Conclusion] The distribution of wild boars in Longyou County exhibits significant spatial heterogeneity,
while their activity rhythms are also influenced by factors such as altitude and season which can provide direct
scientific evidence for the formulation of wild boar control policies in Longyou County and serve as a reference
for estimating wild boar density and studying activity rhythms at the county level. [Ch, 2 fig. 4 tab. 29 ref.]
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Table 3 Estimation of wild boar population density in different townships
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Figure 1 Distribution of daily activity rhythms of wild boar in different seasons
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Table 4 Distribution of wild boar altitude in different seasons in Longyou County

95% E-{5 IX 1] /m

1 MsT B /K FHERMER/m " — f/IME/m I KB /m
B 143 975.78+30.86 b 1036.06 914.05 110 1330
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B 355 969.13+17.49 b 1003.46 934.67 152 1368
X2 218 847.80+27.49 ¢ 900.51 792.14 110 1368
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