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Fig. 2. Number of captured mammals in relation to three species in

each study site.

Ap : Apodemus agrarius, Ra : Rattus norvegicus, Mi : Micromys minutus.

Table 1. Species list and a number of captured small mammals in each study site

Site

Species
1 2 3 4 5 6
Apodemus agrarius 8 7 6 5 6
Rattus norvegicus 2 2 2 2 2
Micromys minutus - - 2

Total 10 9 10 2 7 6
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Table 2. Comparison between a number of installed traps and captured small mammals in relation to habitat
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Species St.1 St.2 St.3 St.4 St.5
Apodemus agrarius a(®4) w(é) a(@2 @3) w(2) a(®X6) a(@3) w(2)
Rattus norvegicus a(®2) a(@®1 @1) p2) p(2) p(2)
Micromys minutus a(®2)

Total a((P6) w(4) a(®3 (4) w(2) a(®8) p(2) p(2) a(®3) p(2) w(2)

No. of traps a<36> p<I8> w<46> a<40> p<15> w<45> a<62> p<I2> w<26> a<I8> p<47> w<35> a<37> p<28> w<35>

Species St.6 St.7 St.8 St.9 St.10

Apodemus agrarius (o) a(®4) p(2) a(®@8 (£2) p(2) p(3)
Rattus norvegicus - - - p(3) p(4)
Micromys minutus - - - - -
Total a(®6) a(®4) p(2) a(®8 ©2) p(5) p(7)
No. of traps a<55> p<I3> w<32> a<44> p<36> w<20> a<62> p<18> w<20> a<I8> p<64> w<18> a<]9> p<49> w<32>

Species St.11 St.12 St.13 St.14 St.15

Apodemus agrarius a(@1004) p(2) a(®4) p(2) a(@66) p(1)
Rattus norvegicus a(®1) p(1) p(2)
Micromys minutus
Total a(®1004) p(2) a(@3) p(3) a(®6 (©6) p(3)
No. of traps a<§7> p<19> w<24> a<28> p<50> w<22> a<42> p<21> w<37> a<58> p<20> w<22> a<36> p<44> w<20>

a: agricultural landscape, p: private house, w: wood, ®: paddy field, (®: field, ( ): Number of individuals, < >: Number of traps.
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N.S.M : nature-stone mat construction method.

R.B.M : revetment block construction method.
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Table 3. Comparison the vegetation types of captured small mammals in each study site

137

Species St.1 St2 St3 St4 S5
Apodemus agrarius h(4) s(1) b(3) 5(2) b(5) h(4) s(2) - h(3) s(2)
Rattus norvegicus n(1) s(1) b(2) h(2) h(2) 52)
Micromys minutus - - h(2) -

Total h(5) s(2) b(3) s(2) b(7) h(8) s(2) h(2) h(3) s(4)

Species St.6 St.7 St.8 St9 $t.10
Apodemus agrarius h(4) s(2) h(6) n(8) s(2) h(1) (1) h(1) s(2)
Rattus norvegicus - - - h(2) o(1) n(1) s(3)
Micromys minutus - - - -

Total h(4) s(2) h(6) h(8) s(2) h(3) ¢(2) h(2) s(5)

Species St11 St.12 St.13 St.14 St15
Apodemus agrarius h(10) s(4) h(2) h(4) s(1) b(1) h(8)s(2)b(1)e(1) h(1)
Rattus norvegicus - - h(2) - h(1) s(1)
Micromys minutus - - . .

Total h(10) s(4) h(2) h(6) s(1) b(1) h(8)s(2)b(1)e(1) h(2) (1)

h: herbaceous, s: shrubby, b: boardleaf, c: conifer, ( ): Number of individuals.
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Aat7] flste] FA 7HgRE 9
ko] ZAR A disi A e Y
0ol ek HF o2 Yeilon, A4 A9 tisf
o] 1~255 12, 26~502 22, 51~752
42, 101~1252 52, 126 oA S 622 77

(Table 4).
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A
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Table 4. Comparison between the river embankment type, depth of water and home range size of captured small mammals in each study site

Site St.1 St.2 St.3 St.4 St.5 St.6 St.7 St.8
Type of river embankment none none none none none R.BM none none
Depth of water 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 2
Home range(nf) 40 61 57 4 25 14 2 36
No. of rodents 10 9 10 2 7 6 6 10
Site St.9 St.10 St.11 St.12 St.13 St.14 St.15
Type of river embankment none R.BM none R.B.M none N.S.M R.BM
Depth of water 4 2 1 3 2 5 6
Home range(nf) 12 39 44 7 51 44 6
No. of rodents 5 7 14 2 8 12 3

N.S.M
Depth of water(m) :

: nature-stone mat construction method, R.B.M
1~25 : 1, 26~50 : 2, 51~75 : 3, 76~100 : 4, 101~125 : 5, more 126 : 6.

. revetment block construction method.
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Comparison Habitat Preference for Small Mammals around
the Hyeongsan River

Chung, Chul-Un* and Chong-II Lee
Department of Life Science, Dongguk University, Gyeongju 780-714, Korea

ABSTRACT : This study was conducted to clarify the preference and habitat condition of small mammals at
the Hyeongsan river in Ulsan, Gyeongju, and Pohang from January 2003 to July 2003. In the study sites, total
111 individuals of Apodemus agrarius, Rattus norvegicus, and Micromys minutus were captured in study sites.
The most abundant species were Apodemus agrarius, 79.2 percent, among the captured small mammals.
Density of habitation was significantly higher in agricultural land than in either private house or woods. However,
they were more abundant in paddy field area than in agricultural land. A number of captured small mammals
were higher in herbaceous rather than three other vegetation types. Existent of river embankment and its type
were important factors affecting the spatial distribution of the individuals. Preference of small mammals were
significantly lower in revetment block area rather than in none or nature-stone mat area. There was significantly
correlationship between the depth of water and the number of captured small mammals. A number of captured
small mammals were clearly increased in reference to decreasing depth of water in study site. In conclusion,
the following factors such as the vegetation structure, depth of water, types of land use and types of river dike
could be affected the spatial distribution of small mammals in the study sites.

Key words : Habitat preference, Small mammal, Spatial distribution




