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A preliminary analysis on summer caves selection of Masked palm civet ( Paguma

larvata) on the north slope of Funiu Mountain
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Abstract; Summer caves of Masked palm civets ( Paguma larvata) were surveyed on the north slope of Funiu Mountain in
July and August, 2005. Twelve environmental variables possibly pertaining to cave selection were measured, including
altitude, vegetation type, slope, aspect, location, level of cave concealment, distance to water source, distance to
disturbance, canopy cover, average distance to trees, average distance to shrubs, shrub density. The results showed that
summer caves of the Masked palm civet were located in broadleaf forests with high levels of canopy cover, shrub density and
concealment, at an elevation of 900 — 1200 m on skew and steep, sunny and semi-sunny slopes. The caves were usually

close to human residences and less than 100 m from a water source.
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S BRI 2% i AU R o B, TR ENRAT 5 R B — 2k B AR Lk, B AU ST FE SO AR, 3 W)
AR T BRIFAAS o R4 LA R BRIRA , FRIR 12.1—12.7 C, BH 14.1—15.1 C, FHEEN
25.6—27.5 C, K4 1L 4EF ¥ [ K & 78 800—1100 mm, J& F i < %, 5% 3} F} ( Fagaceae ) | #A Ft
(Pinaceae) \MEAF} ( Betulaceae) M F} ( Salicaceae )  #ii £} ( Ulmaceae ) A FL ( Aceraceae ) J2 A4S X ZR AR AE Bk
(OEST:5 )
2 HARFAE
2.1 BXHIBEE

F BRI AR T ST PR 2 b i) R0 3 SRAE I R Bl , ZE AR A L AL A SR S I B A B R
HER, RIE/G, FE@E R FEEFATHAIN . TR P& SR EN R T R 5  EPaE 5 [a] 2 AR BE
BOR ERTERK B 0T, 5 RS 9 RRH S 3h ) 19 & S 8 BN 20 B i 3 5 ) SR AHBE BT B 2
HUN g 4E TE V7 R K B B s H2 (0 3 Wl Ju A R s . ARV LI BOR TR 41
A, HFEFIET 26 />, IHELTLS 4,
2.2 HEBHETHNE

He SR TR BE B R AR RE 7 3 G P s B oM . EIE B IR DUR RIS Pt B—
A~ 10 m x 10 m FREDT 3R 5 12 AMESEF#HT0E , B BT

(1) ¥k  GPSMIE,4r <900 m, >900— <1200 m F1=1200 m D4 | 3 %,

(2) MBS EY  ARYERE T BT 13t AR AR 23 O I bR AT R TR S AR A

(3) B AP /MERTTHO EFEM S m BEE . 0 hFZES(0— <20°) , #H (20— <40°) FIfE
P (=40°)3 MEH,

(OB PRSI AT N S67. 5°E—S22. 5°W , K FiHk 2 N22. 5°E—S67. 5°F 1 $22. 5°W—N67. 5°W;
BRI B S67.5°W—N22. 5°E,

(S)Befr M7k b 173 Dy B3edir, whiE] 1/3 vhdedn, & 173 3 F3Ai,

(6) BL/XFRRKARE  DIREDT bl 76 4 07 BT AL SL—R 1 m S ARAT, DL BOk A ] LEEES
KR, R (<10 m) , 155 ( > 10— <20 m) FiZE (=20 m),

(7)/KIEHEES  SERRMEUKIE R BELIER , 704K (<100 m) H1( > 100— <200 m) & ( =200 m)3 4>
FRo

(8) THREERS  BL/CEfE R AR AREEL SRR H I BRI, /- AR ETH (=1000 m) (P ET
Pi( >500— <1000 m) FIEEFTI( <500 m),

(9)HBHAIBE  REJTMRIE 10 8 AR BE , 20 AR P BE ( <50% )  FR AR A BE (> 50% — < 75% ) F e AR AT B2
(=75%) ,

(10) FEAREER  DASIHHL K 10m x 10 m B RIAL 4 A Sm x5 m BB /METT, Tl & /M JT N BE
Bl REBOE T AR, AP ¥ERNTTARER . 4428 <75 em, >75— <150 cm, =150 em 3 MEH,

(1) FEAREE  WEHERIFARER, 4 <50 cm, >50— <100 cm, =100 cm 3 MEH,

(12) FERTE  HMCFEAET NIEARRE, 4 IR <20 ) (5 (20— <30 M) (& (=30 A)3 A
FRo
2.3 BRI

X 12 ANASEFERE T B IR RS T R A B 7T, e SR L 2 B
HIRFERLHNEXRR.
3 £RE5H5m
3.1 SIEHE

41 AR 8L g AR T P T e bl I B MERAI B, 13 MR B, 1 MR B 39.0% ,2 A
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30 &

5 41.5% ,3 4~ 5 19.5% . T OTBRERE, K /NERIAR K, FH A/ (27. 80 = 15. 67) em x (58. 48 +

43.40) cm,

3.2 EBRETHAHR

MEETT 2 B ZS R T B 20 A AR (3R 1) &, %4k 900—1200 m (87. 8% ) | & it Ak (95. 12% ) | BEHE
(68.29% ) JKITEE B (87.8% ) HRMIBEm: (87.8% ) , Ul HIR TN IX 5 MAESRE T AARMEEHENE. 7
b, FASAL 5 9. 76% , FIAAL & 17.07% ,BEARBER =100 em R 5 7.31% , AR A & 12.2% , WHIR
TR IX 4 AT EA .

®1 RTERENEEHEDMETFSHIK

Table 1 Distribution of ecological factors in cave selection of masked palm civets

A FAERETT P A A S FAES BRI a1
Wi g A5 Factor distribution Frequency and percentage in each cluster
Ttems Classification it SR A B C D
Frequency percentage (N=14) (N=4) (N=4) (N=19)
%4k Altitude/m < 900 3 7.32% 1(7.14%) 2 (50%) 0 0
>900— <1200 36 87.8% 13 (92.86%) 2 (50%) 2 (50%) 19 (100% )
= 1200 2 4.88% 0 0 2 (50% ) 0
FEB IR Vegetation [FHAK Broad leaf forest 39 95.12% 14 (100% ) 4 (100% ) 2 (50% ) 19 (100% )
JREACHK Mixed forest 2 4.88% 0 0 2 (50%) 0
Y Slope Gradient 223 Gentle 5 12.2% 1(7.14%) 4 (100% ) 0 0
#H3% Ramp 8 19.51% 8 (57.14%) 0 0 0
BEY Steepness 28 68.29% 5(35.71%) 0 4 (100% ) 19 (100% )
Y i) Slope Direction [H3 Sunny slope 18 43.9% 9 (64.29% ) 2 (50% ) 1(25%) 6 (31.58%)
S Half sunny slope 19 46.34% 4 (28.57%) 2 (50%) 3 (75%) 10 (52.63%)
BH3k% Shady slope 4 9.76% 1(7.14%) 0 0 3 (15.79% )
WAL Position Rank _F3{v Upper slope 17 41.46% 13 (92.86% ) 4 (100% ) 0 0
Hi3g {3 Middle slope 17 41.46% 1(7.14%) 0 4(100%) 12 (63.16%)
T3 Lower slope 7 17.07% 0 0 0 7 (36.84% )
OB H 4F Best 13 31.71% 9 (64.29% ) 4 (100% ) 0 0
Shelter H145 Good 16 39.02% 5(35.71%) 0 0 11 (57.89% )
2 Worst 12 29.27% 0 0 4 (100% ) 8 (42.11%)
7R VR B it Close 36 87.8% 14 (100% ) 4 (100% ) 0 18 (94.74% )
Water Distance 1 Middle 2 4.88% 0 0 1(25%) 1(5.26%)
it Far 3 7.32% 0 0 3 (75%) 0
T = 12 T4k Slightly 7 17.07% 0 0 4 (100% ) 3 (15.78% )
Interference Distance H T3 Commonly 8 19.51% 0 0 0 8 (42.11%)
HJE T Severely 26 63.41% 14 (100% ) 4 (100% ) 0 8 (42.11%)
HBEA B % Lower 1 2.44% 0 1(25%) 0 0
Canopy Cover 1 Middle 4 9.76% 1(7.14%) 3 (75%) 0 0
75 High 36 87.8% 13 (92.86%) 0 4(100%) 19 (100%)
FrABEES/cm <75 13 37.71% 3 (21.43%) 1(25%) 1(25%) 8 (42.11%)
Tree Distance >75— <150 24 58.54% 9 (64.29% ) 3 (75%) 3 (75%) 9 (47.37%)
=150 4 9.75% 2 (14.28%) 0 0 2 (10.52%)
WA BB /om <50 24 58.54% 6 (42.86%) 2 (50%) 4(100%) 12 (63.16%)
Shrub Distance >50— <100 14 34.15% 7 (50% ) 0 0 7 (36.84% )
=100 3 7.31% 1(7.14%) 2 (50% ) 0 0
WEARTE/ N & Lower 5 12.2% 4 (28.57%) 0 0 1(5.26%)
Shrub Density 145 Middle 14 34.14% 5(35.71%) 0 3 (75%) 6 (31.58% )
& High 22 53.66% 5(35.71%) 4 (100% ) 1(25%) 12 (63.16% )
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3.2 EBHETHRED

XA T HRISHT (B 1)  FERREREEES 18 W7K-F 1K 41 NEITHAD D A 44(14 44 (B 4 (4
AFEAR) (C A (4 EA) D (19 VAR , B4 P Y SECRE DT BB ARSI F38 1o il A BU A 0
STGEEEA R ) A S T RS RS AE RIS RIARHE , 7T U390 B AR A L b3 R 20 5 7 LS A AR S AR AIE - 7 T
R 900—1200 m F [ H-FR AP, BeE R B BES 9 p B3 A7, 3 1] 22 g PR R BH3 , /K U BRSO AR BE 1
FO R B, P SE T, SRR & h AR AR

25 +

20 -

el
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HLCHS- Caves number
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Bl 4AMRFEHENEERER

Fig.1 Cluster analysis of caves selection for masked palm civet
3.3 ABSHETHERS

Xt 13 AAZS BT E B TSR R RTS8 B RIRFTRRER N 79. 62% , AT LA b e USR8
HNHASRIE(E 2) .

x2 RTBENEE BANESAFH 6 NERSHATE
Table 2 Loadings of 13 ecological factors by masked palm civet for the prior six principle components

H: 25 F Ecological factors EI Components
1 2 3 4 5

4K Altitude 0.636 -0.427 0.316 0.259 -0.113
FEWAY Vegetation type 0.577 -0.671 0.073 0.064 0.092
BB Slope gradient 0.791 0.514 0.179 0.030 -0.124
3 f7; Position rank 0.248 0.142 0.048 0.001 0. 887
3 ) Slope direction 0.560 0.508 0.023 0.187 0.057
[t FEEE Shelter 0.877 0.207 -0.138 -0.143 0.017
THEEES Interference distance 0.675 -0.601 -0.002 -0.042 0.002
JKURBEES Water distance -0.792 0.205 0.162 0.168 -0.135
HBIAIE Canopy cover 0.573 0.453 0.478 0.017 -0.121
FEARPEES Trees distance -0.255 -0.096 0.410 0.774 0.017
WEARBEES Shrubs distance -0.506 -0.039 0.478 -0.148 0.402
WA Shrubs density 0.123 0. 130 -0.703 0.566 0.157
FiHk# Ratio of contribution/% 35.438 15.444 10. 868 9.160 8.709
R TR 35.438 50. 881 61.749 70.909 79.619

Accumulative ratio of contribution/%
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51 ERr SRR K IRBEES B T R R AN SC R B AR, 7 B R T R
T KIRE T M E T TRE T SE A E T 7R 2 B P RR AR R AR T
PUREES S, R A S R TN B 2/ OME, R TRV FEER T, TMESES | TROFEL
BRI, Y 1) )8 THUE B F o 565 3 E RS A R B B = 19 g o AR 28 e R B 88 RS A B, 15 L%
MBS BEA K, JB TR#E 7o 58 4 FMAHR RELEXMEB R KT AR AR E, P AEE S
FARMERDNEER R, SR TENEYFEEER IIARYFEERN T, EAEEES 3 ERoHE
SRR 55 S FUAMHIC REAE B 1 AL, B THUE EF .

Zier LR A S T B AR RN A A 4 2R, T DK SR T 2 BN A SR B AR AE )T
400 : (1) HBERSM A N, ¥R 900—1200 m F3bs , DARA MO8 3, IRA DB AT IR, (2) BldA T,
ARFA BE v EAR R B RO BE I B (3) TR 7, BER A B ShBOE R T . (4) MBI 7, XA
TRBREBES 1 B B S B PRI EE FH . (5) BRYEREER T, HTEFEFT AR NMEL T RT KR
Ak B FEERRYRIE. (6) KIEH T, KIEHEE 100 m PIKN,
4iF i

SRR ZE S RN R T sh A B R R Z 50, 8 G4 AR 53 e 1 R W B9 b L R
BRIz AR A RO R MRS SRS R R . RS LA 7S T 4R /F X Ry
F AR R A IR ACHR EA A T RARAE R ST AR B FORE, R ESaE, LA
LN 62 o/ YISt/ k- TN N I el O o R (NEN: N ]S B2
BRI RZE TR R AR EE ERAR, R TN EZERYREZ WA A, R R AR TR
FUHEERY, RIFERLRRIEAE P ERE VR EEZEY™ NS R FRE, BT AT LR A
R ELAHE SRR RN, Bk 3 A BB R IR A BN M 4 BEE B AR AR TR
0 A 355 R SR BUAS [R] ) B R SR R BEE B R o SR T IRAEAR A L AL B, T4k 900—1200 m ¥ A= i it
R, AR 3, 2 BFAE A T L LA AR BRARBE SR TRE R R FEE A M EEREZ —.
i, SR R BRI R LU XA P B Y X IR, o T BE SR BURAE M B WA 5%, IR Dy R 2 1E B S RAEY) A K IE
TR — SRR B BOAZETT o AR R BB BT A S AR A AR SR f AR A LU U3 Y AR 85 A R i bk
R, A R M PRICAERTTA , BoA TR BRI B B R Z6F , A0 Bl 4 e, AR M B4 1) P ks o B
THY B R o SRR PR, AT RE R IZME P KIEE T R E . SURSEHEA T B3k
RSB AR BB , IR P 5L FEEEAC e , (AR5 4 R0 I R B A R T b B A K SRR KRR
i, AR S R, f K BERA XK.
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