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Foraging sites selection of green peafowl (Pavo muticus imperator) in dif-
ferent seasons in Shiyangjiang Valley of upper Yuanjiang drainage, Yun-
nan
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Abstract: From March to April and October to November in 2007, we investigated foraging site selection of
green peafowl (Pavo muticus imperator) using line transect bird survey and quadrant habitat sampling in
Shiyangjiang Valley of upper Yuanjiang drainage in Yunnan Province, China. We measured twenty one habi-
tat and landscape variables at used and random plots. The results suggested that distance to road, tree type,
and liana density were different between used and random plots in spring, but were not different in autumn.
The logistic regression analysis showed that green peafowl chose locations with abundant fruits, close water
resource, gentle slope, higher degree of trees coverage, and larger trees as their foraging sites in both seasons.
Foraging sites in spring and autumn could be discriminated by coverage of trees and grasses and distance to
road, residential area, and forest edge. The map of distribution probability and spatial analysis indicated that
the foraging sites tended to be clumped with partially overlap between spring and autumn. The results from
principal component analysis showed that human disturbance affected foraging site selection.
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Table 1 Result of principal component analysis of habitat variables of plots used by Pavo muticus imperator and comparisons of means of habitat variables of different sampling plots
FE 4> Principle components %% Spring H*ZF Autumn FEENKER AT
HAFTF FIHRTT X M7 FIHIRETT xf MR T Spring used plots vs.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Used plots Control plots t(2) Used plots Control plots t(2) _Autumn used plots
Ecological factor =30 =30 =36 =36 1)

BE/NEEFE S (DR) (m) 0.78 -0.16 —0.08 -0.09 -0.08 0.09 -0.11 0.20 18.40 £ 5.05 25.38 +£7.41 —1.98* 154.66 £2520  153.17+£22.95 0.08 —5.34%*
BHASZE (CG) (%) 0.67 -0.21 -0.12 0.06 -0.25 -0.02 0.24 -0.27 11.53+£2.32 10.06 £ 2.85 -0.80 31.17+4.36 32.50+3.55 -0.26 4.16**
7% (DSE) (grain/m?) 0.67 0.03 —0.01 -0.07 0.16 021 029 0.03 10.86 +3.08 9.83 + 1.64 —0.43 22.16 +1.93 21.40+2.11 0.40 —4.53%*
W (AS) (°) -0.59 -0.19 -0.08 -0.25 0.24 -0.16 0.06 -0.29 - - - - - - -
1§ (AL) (m) 0.02 092 -0.10 0.11 -0.09 -0.15 -0.01 0.13| 902.47 +20.30 912.53 £20.30  -1.89 896.87+16.78 915401721 -1.82 -0.21
WAL (POS) -0.04 090 -0.10 0.01 0.00 -0.06 —0.02 0.10 1.69 + 0.08 1.72 £ 0.08 -1.00 1.57+0.09 1.63 +0.09 -0.82 -1.07
R RS (DSC) (m) 0.19 —-0.61 —0.10 0.23 —0.15 -0.01 030 0.31|1,044.84 +60.0 1,009.90 + 6540 -1.24 1,595.14 £ 96.21 1,380.26 + 87.01 1.98 —4.47%*
TR (HT) (m) -0.09 -0.15 0.80 0.08 0.11 -0.15 0.12 0.18 7.90 £0.36 7.23+£0.43 1.78 7.83£0.33 7.12+0.31 1.55 —0.14
FrARHa42 (DBT) (cm) -0.16 0.10 0.75 -0.23 036 -0.19 0.15 0.18 12.65 £ 0.67 10.54 £ 0.48 3.01%* 11.08 £ 0.55 9.30+0.31 2.65* -1.76
BE/KYRFEE (DSW) (m) 0.12 021 -0.54 -0.09 0.13 -0.26 —-0.13 0.38| 162.02+28.20 253.75+38.09  —4.84*%*% 194.67+£32.98 274.83+43.86 -3.40** 0.77
FFAREE (DT) (plant/100m*)  —-0.12  0.02 —0.16 0.86 —0.07 0.01 0.13 0.00] 23.70=1.87 32.19+2.75 -1.03 3027+ 1.84 26.50 +2.42 1.26 2.23%
FrARTEE (CT) (%) 022 0.02 049 055 029 -0.07 0.12 0.02] 5525+4.02 42,79 £3.75 2.97%* 75.17 £2.51 51.83 £4.02 5.61%% 4,01%*
BEARZPE S (DFE) (m) -0.02 -0.02 0.05 0.54 030 0.18 0.54 0.25| 114.08+17.38 118.08 £19.20 -1.09 227.67 +£22.65 163.33 £ 25.44 1.78 4.04**
FEAFIZ (TT) (species/100m?) 029 -0.11 047 053 0.18 0.09 -0.23 -0.04 4.14+0.20 347+0.24 2.75%* 5.07 £ 0.40 4.33+0.25 1.68 2.14*
V&M (TS) (%) -0.36 0.07 0.22 048 048 -0.03 -0.12 -0.01 64.86 £ 3.44 66.58 +£3.94 —0.48 57.17+£4.40 42.50 +4.25 2.74* -1.40
BEA P (DL) (plant/100m?) -0.07 -0.08 0.05 0.03 085 0.00 -0.02 -0.07 4.11+0.89 2.02£0.59 —2.25* 2.13+£041 1.10£0.26 -1.83 -0.97
Y RHE (DF) (grain/m?) 027 0.19 031 0.12 043 -0.28 0.30 0.07 520+ 1.61 1.31+£0.38 —2.69*%* 6.17 £0.92 2.87+0.53 —3.78%* —3.42%*
HEARTEE (CS) (%) 0.24 0.02 -0.01 0.19 -0.13 0.83 0.00 0.07 32.25+£3.58 34.87 £3.83 -0.58 4528 £3.54 48.32 +£4.61 -0.60 2.57*
HEAZE (DS) (plant/100m?) -0.04 -0.18 -0.12 -0.17 0.09 0.80 0.27 0.11| 104.21+12.86 92.71 £10.93 0.82 10531+ 10.14  117.57+12.25 -0.93 0.07
W& (SL) (°) -0.04 0.08 -0.14 0.00 0.07 -0.13 -0.77 0.10 25.89+1.27 30.92 +1.25 —2.88%* 23.53+1.35 28.33+1.32 —2.63* 1.27
HEAR® (HS) (m) -0.02 -0.03 -0.13 0.00 0.06 -0.14 0.03 -0.86 1.75£0.05 1.68 £ 0.05 0.97 1.59 £ 0.05 1.53 £0.05 0.85 —2.25%
TUEkE (PVE) 16.14 1533 11.00 8.05 6.87 572 490 4.86 - - - - - - -
ZTIRR®E (CPE) 16.14 31.47 42.47 50.52 57.39 63.11 68.01 72.86 - -

DR, distance to road; CG, coverage of grasses; DSE, density of seed; AS, aspect; AL, altitude; POS, position on slope; DSC, distance to countrysnde HT, Tree height; DBT, Diameter at the breast-height of trees; DSW,
distance to water; DT, density of trees; CT, coverage of trees; DFE, distance to forest edge; TT, type of trees; TS, thickness of shatter; DL, density of liana; DF, density of fruits; CS, coverage of shrub; DS, density of
shrub; SL, slope; HS, Shrub height; PVE, percentage of variance explained; CPE, cumulative percentage.
<t R BRI BT N AES UK 45 B The bold and italic data in columns £ (z) are results of nonparametric tests. *P<0.05; **P<0.01.
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Comparisons of principal component scores of ecological factors between used and control plots of Pavo muticus imperator

Table 2 The results by logistic regression for foraging sites selection of Pavo muticus imperator in spring and autumn

Wi AR T FARE bR Wald 7 FEAR
Plots Ecological factors Coefficient (B) S.E. Sig.
7 AR5 6 ) R T TR x Fe AR (CTDBT) 0.002 0.001 6.896 0.009
Spring used plots vs. control plots Wi (SL) —0.089 0.036 5961 0.015
HH Constant 1372 1.105 1.542 0.214
FKZE R TR 750 55 BORE TR x FrARBfE (CTDBT) 0.006 0.002 11.508 0.001
Autumn used plots vs. control plots W (SL) 0113 0.054 4293 0.038
# ¥ Constant -0.798 1.597 0.249 0.617
F 7R AR 0 R R 7 TR &% (CT) 0.063 0.034 3.373 0.066
Spring used plots vs. autumn used plots BARER (CG) 0.057 0.029 3.823 0.051
FH/NEESE RS (DR) 0.020 0.009 4.746 0.029
#H R R AU RS (DSC) 0.003 0.001 6.098 0.014
PEARZIE 25 (DFE) 0.008 0.005 2.778 0.096
#$0 Constant -12.368 3.738 10.950 0.001
YL L4 5 [F)3 1 The abbreviations are the same as in Table 1.
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3 it

RS RGN, Gl KBAELE—4
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FE: P Im=3.622). HBEGAEH - MET X
KEH P B e i X, Hrp—AN 5%
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Fig. 2 The map of probability distribution of Pavo muticus imperator based on logistic regression models in study area.
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Fig. 3 Spatial distribution of Pavo muticus imperator at study area in spring and autumn
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