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Night roost selection by Cynopterus sphinx ( Chiroptera: Pteropodidae )

and characteristics of the tent
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Abstract: Roosts are extremely important for the survival of bats, including night roosts used by bats between commuting
feeding bouts during the nights. We compared the characteristics of 17 night roosts of short-nosed fruit bat, Cynopterus
sphinx in the forest of Hesha Reservoir with those of 128 diurnal roosts distributed in urban district, Macao, China. The
results indicate that significant differences arise in some parameters between night and diurnal roosts. The trees of diurnal
roosts were higher than those of night roosts. Diurnal roost sites have higher intensity of human interference than night roost
sites. We also compared the characteristics of night tents of C. sphinx with those of diurnal tents, the results indicated that
the tent’ s placement in the tree and the complexity under the tent of the night tents were significantly higher than those of
diurnal ones. The area of night roost tents was smaller than that of diurnal ones. Distance between tents to the tree trunk

also was significantly different between night and diurnal roosts. We conclude that the differences in functions of these two

roost sites contributes to the differences in roost selection strategies.

Key words: Cynopterus sphinx; Macao; Night roost site; Night tent; Selection
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Fig. 1 Tent made by Cynopterus sphinx on the leave Livistona chinensis ( diurnal tent)
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Table 1

Comparison of night roost and day ones of Cynopterus sphinx in Macau by using a t-est

M4 ME Characteristics of the tents

B H Night roost H# 8 5 Day roost

(n=17) (n=128)

BT 15 Trunk height (m) 3.45 +0.29 7.09+0.17 7 387
4% Diam ter at breast height (em) 23.71 £0.67 24.35 = 1. 16 0.82ns
{1F 5 VT 8 % B Distance from tree to the nearest road (m) 2.78 £0.30 3.71 £0.64 -1.52ns
NG 3T L Intensity of human activity 1.06 +0.06 2.84 +0.32 26.61"""
$ H 12 Diameter of the tent (cm) 22.76 £1.54 21.35 +0. 44 -1.05
LT B Area of the tent (cm?) 326.24 £27.72 421.04 £11.13 0.39""
AR Canopy closure over the tent 0.41 +0.15 0.63 +0.06 0.29ns
R B Canopy closure under the tent 0.65 +0.19 0.33 +£0.05 0.13"°
HLPE B T BE 2 Distance of the tent to the tree trunk (m) 2.51+0.14 1.64 £0.04 0.52%""
05 B A 2 fH B9 Distance of the tent to the tree crown edge (m) 0.29 £0.15 0.45 +£0.04 0.82ns
BT 7E )2 $X Roost placement in the tree 4.59 +0.33 3.13+0.14 0.83%**
IH-{ft IR Physical state of the leaves 2.06 £0.10 2.16 £0.04 0.35ns

ns represent P >0.05, P <0.05, **P<0.01, "** P<0.001
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