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POPULATIONS OF GAUR AND BANTENG AND THEIR 
MANAGEMENT IN THAILAND 

Sompoad Srikosama飽'ra*and Varavudh Suteethorn** 

ABSTRACT 

τ'he P'OP叫ati'Ons'Of ga町 andbanteng in百足land紅'eestimated using data仕om曲e
創出'Ors'reSeaI油 inThung Yai and Huai Kha Khaeng Wildlife Sancωaries， from research in 
Khao Yai Nati'Onal P紅 k，and from brief surveys and available publications d町ing 肱 last~5

y伺 rs.It is estimated由atthere are about 915 gaur and 470 banteng in出eprotected arωS 'Of 
τ'hailand.τ'he民紅'eno ga町 andbanteng 'Outside protected are錨. The most important訂'ea
forga町組dbanteng c'Onservation is Huai Kha Khaeng Wildlife Sanctuary with to凶 populations
of about 290 ga町飢d290 ban'飽ng.There has been at least a 60% reduction in the P'OPulation 
'Of gaur and 80% reducti'On in血epopulation of banteng in 百lailandduring the last 20 ye釘 s.
Banteng in百lailandare more pr'One t'O extirpati'On血angaur and bo出 aremore threatened血m
elephant. The practice of keeping gaur and banteng位ophiesencourages poaching within 
protected areas. The tr'Ophies in Bangkok registered at the Royal Thai Forest Departrnent in 
1994 were equivalent to 967 gaur and 1840 banteng. A public camp創gnag創 nstthe住aditi'On
of keeping gaur釦 dbanteng horns f'Or凶 phiesshould be initiated by the government and 
conservation NGOs， c'Ombined wi血 agood system for registering already a叫uiredhorns. 
More active management should inv'Olve regular pa位。llingin pr'Otected訂eas，s町onglaw 
enforcement，釦das町'Ongpr'Ogram for regulating the number 'Of guns owned by local people. 

INTRODUCTION 

Both gaur and banteng釘 eclassified as intemationally threatened by GROOMBRIDGE 

(1993). Theyare shy forest animals and difficult to count. A method for surveying gaur 
and banteng using line transect and dung has been developed by S悶 KOSAMAT組 A(1993). 

To apply血ismethod to a larger紅 earequires systematic survey， which we did in Thung 
Yai and Huai Kha Khaeng Wildlife Sanctuaries and the detailed results will be reported 

elsewhere (S町KOSAMATARA& Su百 E百 ORN，加 manuscript).

τ'his sωdy is an attempt to estimate the pop叫ationsof gaur and banteng in different 
protected areas in Thailand based on the authors' research in Thung Yai and Huai Kha 

Khaeng Wildlife Sanctuaries (S即KOSAMATARA& Suτ'EETHORN， in manuscript)， studies in 
Khao Yai National Park by DOBIAS (1985， 1986)叩 dCUMO (1990)， short visits to many 
protected areas and information obtained from bo由 publishedand unpublished reports. 

官ledata can contribute to regional action plans for management of these species (HEDGES， 
in prepふ

* Departrnent of Bi'Ology， Faculty 'Of Science， Maltidol University， Rama 6 R'Oad， Bangkok 10400，百lail加 d.
料 Geo1'OgicalSurvey Division， Departrnent of Mineral Resources， Ministry 'Of Industry， Rama 6 Road， Bangkok 

104∞，τ'hailand 
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STUDY SITES AND METHODS 

In additi'On t'O the auth'Ors' research泊官lUngYai and Huai Kha Khaeng Wildlife 
Sanc加釘ies(WS)， sh'Ort surveys were made in many pr'Otected紅 e部組dinf'Ormati'On ab'Out 

p'Opulati'Ons 'Of ga町 andbanteng was c'Ollected fr'Om vari'Ous sec'Ondary s'Ources， p紅ticul紅ly
management plans. Data 'On ga町 inKha'O Yai Nati'Onal Park (NP) w出'Obtained企om

DOBIAS (1985， 1986， pers. c'Omm.) and CLIMO (1990). The survey r'Oute in each pr'Otected 

area w邸 based'On inf'Ormati'On fr'Om maps， exis白19rep'Orts and interviews with protected 
ぽeapers'Onel. M'Ore eff'Ort w槌 putint'O surveying areas where densities 'Of ga町佃d

banteng were expected t'O be the greatest. From maps 'Of vari'Ous types and scales we 
'Obtained inf'Ormati'On 'On access， general t'Op'Ography， existing f'Orest area， f'Orest types， 
ge'Ol'Ogy佃 dthe di柑 ibuti'On'Of凶balvillages. Whenever p'Ossible， mineral licks were 
investigated f'Or tracks 'Or 'Other signs 'Of ga町 andbanteng. Estimates 'Of numbers were 

based 'On c'Omparing the relative abundance 'Of gaur and banteng tracks and dung wi出 data

fr'Om 百 ungYai and Huai Kha Khaeng Wildlife Sanctuaries. 

RESULTS 

Populations of Gaur and Banteng in Protected Areas in Thailand 

It is estimated白紙 there紅 eab'Out seven subp'Opu1ati'Ons 'Of 50 'Or m'Ore ga町 withthe 

t'O凶 p'Opulati'On'Of915，組dtw'O subpopu1ati'Ons 'Of 50 'Or m'Ore banteng with a t'Otal popu1ati'On 
'Of 470 in pr'Otected紅 eas泊 τ'hailand. 百lem'Ost imp'Ortant area f'Or ga町組db組 teng

c'Onservati'On is Huai Kha Khaeng WS wi血 theω，talp'Opulati'On 'Of 290 ga町 and290 
banteng. Other imp'Ortant紅 e錨 f'Orga町 佃dbanteng c'Onservati'On are summarized泊

Table 1 aild Fig. 1. Detailed inf'Ormati'On f'Or different pr'Otected ar志田 isgiven in血e
f'Oll'Ow泊gsecti'On and Appendix 1. 

Northern Area 
All inf'Ormati'On ab'Out gaur and banteng泊白eN'Orth w出'Ob飽泊edfr'Om sec'Ondary 

s'Ources. Om K'Oi WS and Mae Tuen WS， with the c'Ombined紅'ea'Of 2397 km2，紅'elocated 
in白is紅ea.Mae Ping NP is separated fr'Om b'Oth sanctuaries by a reserv'Oir. These紅e儲

have experienced high p'Oaching pressure (BHUMPAKPHAN & Kuτ'INT組A，1993). It is 

estimat怠d白紙 there釘 'e50 gaur and 50 banteng in白is紅 'ea佃 dm'Ost 'Of them紅 ein Om 
K'Oi WS~ There are ab'Out 15 ga:町佃d5b佃 tengin Sri Satchanalai NP. 

In Mae Tuen WS， b'O也 ga町佃dban加 19have been rep'Orted (FRI， 1993a). Mixed 
Decidu'Ous and Dry Dipter'Ocarp F'Orest c'Over ab'Out 50% and 37% 'Of由esanc加紅y，
respectively. Since the main underlying rock is gr鉱山:e，numer'Ous minerallicks紅 eexp回飴d

t'O be located in血is紅'ea.Ab'Out 30 villages (Karen，百回佃dHm'Ong)紅'erep'Orted in the 
sanc加ぽyand m'Ost villages釘'el'Ocated ne訂蜘eぉnswhere mineral licks訂elikely t'O be 
f'Ound. Much 'Of the area is easily accessable by b'Oat. Due t'O the likelih'Ood 'Of high 
poaching pressure， the p'Opulati'Ons 'Of gaur and banteng紅 eexpected t'O be very l'Ow. 

In Om K'Oi WS， b'O血 ga町佃dbahteng have been rep'Orted (FRI， 1993c). Mixed 
Decidu'Ous and Dry Dipterocarp F'Orest dominate the紅ea.Several villages (K紅en，Lahu 
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and Lisu) of 720 households and 2，702 people紅'esituated in the sanc加ary. 百lehigh 

poaching press町 eand long history of human occupation in血earea since 1967 possibly 
caused rapid declines in血epopulations of ga町 andbanteng. 

1n Mae Ping NP， KU (1989b) reported the presence ofbanteng. The area is dominated 

by Dry Dipterocarp (429も)and Mixed Deciduous (35%) Forest (KU， 1989b). There are 
28 villages of 3477 households with 16，449 people (mainly Thai but some Karen) within 
or on the boundary of the national park. Most villages have been set up for at least 30 

ye釘 sand some紅'eabout 100 ye紅 sold. 

Petchabun Range 
Nam Nao NP and Phu Khieo WS， with a combined紅白 of2388 km2， are located in 

めis紅'ea.百lese釘 'eashave experienced heavy poaching press町 'esince 1960 (RFD， 1961; 
RUHLE， 1964; SUKAVANICH， 1988; PALIPHOD， 1989). 1t is roughly estimated白紙 there紅 e

30 ga町 and20 banteng in Nam Nao NP and Phu Khieo WS. Thirty gaur each訂 eroughly 
estimated for Phu Luang WS組 dτbungSalaeng Lu叩 gNP.

1n Nam Nao NP， gaur and banteng have been reported (DOBIAS， 1982). A visit by 
the authors in 1992 indicated白紙 bo血 ga町佃dbanteng can often be found ne紅 Phrom

Song Guard station which connects wi曲目lUKhieo WS. In Feb. 1992， 6ー7gaur were 

reported from血isarea. 
Both gaur and banteng have also been reported in Phu Khieo WS (KU， 1989a). Gaur 

were reported in the central p紅tofthe s佃 ctu紅y紅ound官lUngKamang (叩釘'eaof several 

shallow lakes of about 8 km2)， Bung Paen (a rich sw創npygrassland of about 64 ha) and 
Phu Khing (SUKAVANICH， 1988).百lreegaur were sighted in 1987 (SUKAVANICH， 1988). 
Tracks of gaur and banteng were found at two of the 13 minerallicks surveyed near Thung 
Kamang by SUPMEE (1986) during 1984-1985 but no local officials reported由epresence 

ofbanteng泊出esanc制紅yrecently (Ki凶Kreeti戸ltanont，pers. commふ Atleast 13 gaur 
were known to be shot by villagers in血epast (PALIPHOD， 1989) and a ga町 W出 reported
to be poached during 0町 visit.About 60% of villagers ne紅白is紅eahave guns (PT1LIPHOD， 
1989). 

1nPhuLu組 gWS，bo白 gaurand banteng were reported by RFD (1993d). D町泊gour

visit in 1993， a forest gu紅dat the Tat Loei station at the southem boundぽYof the 

sanc加紅yreported gaur tracks in也eupper watershed紅 eaof the Loei river. 
h 百lUngSalaeng Luang NP， RFD (1961) reported the presence of ga町， but hunting 

pressure for gaur w部 highduring 1960 (Rm江E，1964). Subsequent repo此sof sighting of 
gaur have appeared in newspapers which shou1d be considered cautiously; for example， 
5ι60 gaur were reported near Poi Rab， Tambon Wang Nok Aen， Wang Thong District， 
Phitsanulok Province by Assistant Chief of the p紅kMr. Dhira Temwongra (Matichon Daily 
Newspaper. 14 Feb. 1994). Mr. Nat Ratana estimated 30 ga町 leftin the park and poaching 
is still being reported (Matichon Daily Newspaper， 22 M低 1994).

Dong Paya Yen and Sun Kampaeng Range 
Khao Yai NP， with an area of 2168 km2 and Tap Lan NP and Pang Sida NP， with a 

combined area of 2201 km2， are located in出isarea. Lowland forests still remain in Pang 
Sida NP. It is roughly estimated由atthere訂巴 100gaur in Khao Yai NP and 50 ga町 and
10 banteng泊 TapLan and Pang Sida NPs. 
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Table 1. Important protected are部 forgaur姐 dbanteng conservation in Thailand. The 

numbers with G and B in brackets are the estimated numbers of ga町 (G)and 
b佃 teng(B) in different紅'eas. SN = small number. 

1. NORTHERN AREA (65G， 55B) 
1.1 Om Koi WS and Mae Tuen WS， 2397 km2 (50G， 50B) 
1.2 Sri Satchanalai NP， 213 km2 (l5G， 5B) 

2. PETCHABUN RANGE (90G， 20B) 
2.1 Nam Nao NP佃 dPhu Khieo WS， 2388 km2 (30G， 20B) 
2.2 Phu Luang WS， 848 km2 (30G， OB) 
2.3 Thung Salaeng Luang NP， 1262 km2 (30G， OB) 

3. DONG PAYA YEN AND SUN KAMPAENG RANGE (l50G， 10B) 
3.1 Khao Yai NP， 2169 km2 (lOOG， OB) 
3.2 Tap Lan NP and Pang Sida NP， 2201 km2 (50G， 10B) 

4. PHU PHAN RANGE (OG， OB) 

5. PHANOM DONGRAK RANGE (20G， 20B) 

6. SOUTH-EASτ'ERN AREA (30G， 20B) 
6.1 Khao Soi Dao WS， Khao Kitchakut NP and Khao Ang Ru N泊 WS，1834 km2 

(30G，20B) 

6.2 Khao Chamao一回laoWong NP， 84 km2 (SN) 

7.τ'ENASSERIM (510G， 315B) 

7.1 Huai Kha Khaeng WS， 2575 km2 (290G， 290B)，τ'hung Yai WS， 3200 km2 

(170G， OB)， Umph佃 gWS (SN)， Mae Wong NP (SN)， Khlong Lan NP (SN)， 
Khao Laem and Sri Nakhar泊 NP(SN)， 12429 km2 (460G， 290B) 

7.2 Kaeng Krachan NP and Mae N佃 1Phachi WS， 3438 km2 (50G， 25B) 

8. PENINSULAR SOUTH (50G， 30B) 

8.1 Khlong N北haWS， Khlong Saeng WS， Khlong Yan WS， Khao Sok NP， Sri 
Phangnga NP姐 dKaeng Krung NP， 3515 km2 (50G， 30B) 

Total (915G， 470B) 
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Figure 1. Distribution of important areas for gaur and bant巴ngconservation in Thai-

I，md. The map and numbers representing di仔erentprotected areas創 emodified 

from IUCN (1992). The total number of protected areas in出ismap is about 

91 but the number increased to more than 108 in 1992. The numbers in front 

of G and B in brackets represent estimated numbers of gaur and banteng in 

different areas. 
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In Khao Yai NP only gaur have been reported (SA YER， 1981; Ku官NTARA& 

PONGUMPHAI， 1982; DOBIAS， 1985， 1986; NPD， 1987). In 1932 sympatric ga町 and
banteng were described at a lowland of Thung Kha， nor血 ofPak Chong dis凶ctand 
westward between Klong Yai Railway Station to HωTa Bua (LEKAGUL， 1952). 

τ'here are two subpopu1ations of gaur in Khao Yai. One in the west ne紅KhaoFa 
Pha-Khao Inth創泊 area，加dano由er泊血eeast around perhaps e儲 tof Khao Laem and 
Khao Rom. DOBIAS (1986) estimated the density of ga町 aroundKhao Fa Pha-Khao 
In'血創泊 (82km2)錨 0.5with the range of 0.3-0.6 km-2• When we drew up lines to a11 
locations where signs of gaur were found泊由isarea， we obtained a minimum polygon 
of about 100 km2， so血ata population estimated泊也is紅 eais about 50 wi也 ar叩 ge
between 30 to 60. 

For the population泊血eeastem side of出epark， DOBIAS (1986， pers. comm.) did not 
report any gaur dung in line仕組sectsaround the headquarters area (82 km2) but repo巾 d
3 gaur dung a10ng 24.6 km佐佃sect泊曲eSai Yai area (82 km2) which yields a density 
of ga町 dungof 17 (。ー71)km大 D町泊gJ組.toM低 1990，CLIMO (1990) wa1ked 20 km 

ofline tr:組 sect泊 40km2 of Samopun Va11ey and observed ga町 trackson1y once but they 
encountered ga町 trackssix times and one dung pi1e as白eywere cutt泊gthe tr佃 sects.
官邸 indicatesa low population density Ijf ga町 in血is紅ea.It has also been reported也at
ga町 紅'ea1so numerous on阻laoRom. Brωkelman (pers. comm.) has reported numerous 
tracks on the sides of阻laoLaem. On Apr. 1995， high density of ga町 dungwere reported 
between Khao Khieo姐 dKhao Rom Noi at an elevation of 1200m asl (W.Y. Brockelman， 

pers. commふIn1985， two ga町 sightingswere reported ne紅KhaoKamphaeng in the 
northe剖 tarea of the p紅 k(DOBIAS， 1985). A herd of 30 ga町 wasreported from Wang 
Sai Vi11age， Tambon Wang Mi， Pak Thong Chai Dis凶.cton Nov. 1991 (Matichon Daily 
Newspaper， 9 Nov. 1991) but由isinformation should be considered cautiously. It is 
rough1y estimated白紙 there紅eat least 50 ga町 in血eeastem side of the p紅k.

Gaur may have been affected by tourist activities or poaching near the headquarters 
area.百出 issuppo巾 dby comp紅ingnumbers of ga町 sightedin 1985佃 d1973-1974. 
D町泊g1985 two ga町 sightingswere reported between也is紅'ea組 dheadqu紅ters(DOBIAS， 
1985). One ga町 sightingwas made at a minera1lick， 5 km企omthe headquarters while 
the other w部 made泊加ぽ'ea6 km from the headquarters. This can be comp紅'edwith 
a report form 1973-1974 (SUCHART ET AL.， 1976)， during which， at least 8 sightings of 
ga町 inherds of up to 17 individua1s were reported from the wi1dlife tower at Nong Phak 
Chi， 5 km northwest of headquarters. 百le1出tsigh出gof ga町 atNong Phak Chi was 

documented by a photograph of 6 gaur taken by Mr. Surachit Jamonman on Sept. 1981 
(Fig. 2). 

DOBIAS (1985) reported白紙 poachingwas widespread and intense within the p紅k，
and it b田 amea more serious problem泊 theheadquarters紅'eain 1985， when market 
hunting for ga町 meatand住ophiesoccured.百leKhao Fa Pha佃 dS国 Yai釘 e酪 might
be under the heaviest poaching pressure (DOBIAS， 1985， 1986). Gaur poaching was a1so 
reported 6 km from headquarters on 7 Jun. 1986 and泊也enor也.eastof血ep紅'kon Nov. 
1991. Five ga町 wererepo由 dto be poached泊 early1992 (Bangkok Post Daily Newspaper， 
21 Sept. 1992) and poachers企omBan Mu Sri， Amphoe Pak Chong were reported to poach 
two gaur泊 May1993 (Matichon Daily Newspaper， 21 May 1993). 

In 1992， resta町 'antsin Nakhon Nayok (near the south edge)佃 dPak Chong (north of 
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‘ the park) were still reported to offer recipes with wildlife meat (Bangkok Post Daiか
Newspapeκ21 Sept. 1992). Poachers still sold gaur meat to resta町 antsat resorts 

surrounding Khao Yai NP in May 1993 (Matichon Daily Newspaper， 21 May 1993). 
The road extending仕omNakhon Nayok into the south p制 ofthe p紅 kin 1982・1983

and connecting with the existing road built from Pak Chong in 1960， cut血ep紅k泊totwo 

big pieces. The heavy traffic reported by G貼 NDSTA'胃 F(1988) possibly acts錨 abarrier 

for gaur dispersal. CONRY (1989) reported gaur trails following or crossing logging roads， 
but ga町 evidentlydo not cross asphalt roads with heavy traffic like白紙泊KhaoYai. 

In Pang Sida NP， RFD (1993a) reported bo白 ga町 andbanteng. On Nov. 1994，83 
dung piles of wild cattle (most of them possibly belonging to ga町')were seen along the 

dirt road of 77 km from the p紅kheadquaters to Klong Nam Mun Guard Station of Tap 

Lan NP (Fig. 3).百lesedung piles were possibly accumulated during the last rainy season. 

百ledis凶butionof the dung piles w槌 clumpednear the headwaters of Huai Nam Yen and 

Huai Samong at an elevation of about 300-500m asl. The density of wild cattle (mostly 

ga同 foundalong the road is possibly about the same出 SRlKOSAMAT組 A(1993) found 
in Khao Nang Rum， about 1.8 km-2• Banteng were reported by national park workers but 

血eirpopulation must be very small. In Jan. 1995， a minerallick w槌 visited泊 themiddle 

of the grassland named "Bu Ta Poad" (Fig. 3). Old住'acksof ga町 fromthe last rainy 

se錨 onwere found in the lick and nearby紅白. Gaur were also reported in the eastem p副

of血ep紅knear Laloeng Phai. It is estimated白紙 there釘 eabout 50 ga町 andabout 10 
banteng in白isnational park. 

As there is sti1l very little traffic within Pang Sida NP， the road still has little e能 ct

on血earea's use by gaur佃 dbanteng. Gaur were also found feeding on shrubs along the 

road. It is expected白紙 whenthe road is improved and there is more佐'afficwi也in血e

park， ga町 andbanteng wi1l avoid using the road.百lehigh density of wild cattle found 

in血isnational park is probably due to白eprime lowland forest habitat which still remains. 

Also， poachers do not hunt ga町 muchas their meat sells for less and spoils faster血組曲at

of sambar deer and barking deer. For trophy hunting， poachers aim more to elephant 
hun由理由anwild catlle. 

In Tap Lan NP， ga町 andb組 tenghave bo血 beenreported (RFD， 1993f). No dung 

was seen on the road conn民 t泊gPang Sida NP阻 dKlongN鉱nMun Guard Station in Tap 

Lan on Nov. 1994.百世sarea is q凶tedegraded (RFD， 1993f) and if血ega町 andbanteng 

exist， their population must be very small. 

Phu Phan Range 
All gal町佃dbanteng紅 eextirpated from白is紅ea(Appendix 1). 

Phanom Dongrak Range 
官邸 is叩加port組 tsite for a possible住組s-bound紅yp紅kbetween Thailand and 

Cambodia. It is roughly estimated白紙 there紅'e20 gaur佃 d20 banteng泊也is紅白.

South-eastem Area 
The deforestation rate in south-east Thailand h部 beenhigh (CHUNKAO， 1987). Khao 

Soi Dao WS， Khao Kitchakut NP叩 dKhao Ang Ru Nai WS， with a tota1 area of 1834 
km2， contain nearly all the forest血atremains. There紅 eperhaps 30 ga町 and20 banteng 



62 SOMPOAD SRIKOSAMATARA AND V ARA VUDH Suτ宙開O剛

in these three protected areas and a small population of gaur and banteng in Khao Chamao-
Khao Wong NP. 

In Khao Soi Dao WS， RFD (1993e) repo巾 donly gaur. MIDAS (1993) mentioned 
that ga町 andbanteng occur mainly the northwest part of the sanc佃紅y，in and area 
proposed for an extension. During the survey of pileated gibbons by W.Y. Brockelman 

and S. Srikosamatara in 1977， some banteng-like tracks were seen but not confmned， while 
one set of ga町国ckswas seen on由epass NW  of Khao Soi Dao Tai， at an elevation of 
about 920m asl. Evidence of wildlife poaching in Khao Soi Dao has been widespread 
(BROC阻 LMANET AL.， 1977). During a study on ecology and behavior of血epileated 

gibbons， S. Srikosamatara reported 59 gunshots during 234 days of his stay in 1978-1979. 
In the contiguous Khao Kitchakut NP， banteng and gaur were reported by DOBIAS 

(1982). In Khao Ang Ru Nai WS， bo血 ga町姐dbanteng have been reported (RFD， 1991) 
while KU (1986) reported only ga町. Seven gaur were seen near Bo 百lOngGuard Station 

on Jan. 1992. 

In Khao Chamao-Khao Wong NP， a single herd of 20ー30banteng w部 reportedby 
DOBIAS， (1982). Poaching camps were encountered during the 1978 survey by W.Y. 

Brockelman and S. Srikosamatara. A population of gal町 andbanteng still survived in the 
park during our visit on Nov. 1994. 

Tenasserim 
Gaur and banteng were once common in白isregion (LEKAGUL， 1952). Huai Kha 

Khaeng WS， Thung Y泊WS，Umphang WS， Mae Wong NP， Khlong Lan NP， Khao Laem 
NP， and Sri Nakh紅 inNP， with a total紅'eaof 12，429 km2， and Kaeng Krachan NP and 
Mae Nam Phachi WS to the south， with a total area of 3438 km2，紅'esi加atedin this area. 

Within the frrst large conservation area， there are reasonable numbers of ga町組dbanteng 

only in Huai Kha Khaeng WS and百lUngYai WS. 
In Huai Kha Khaeng WS， bo白 ga町姐dbanteng were reported and mixed group were 

found at mineral licks (Fig. 4). The population density of ga町阻dbanteng combined 
appears to be only about 20-50% of what the area could support based on comparison with 
similar habitat in India (S悶KOSAMAT組 A，1993). The population of ga町姐dbanteng 

combined is estimated to be about 580 with a range of 410ー735and there are possibly 
more banteng血anga町 (S悶KOSAMATARA& Su四ETHORN，in manuscript). In this paper 
it is assumed白紙 theratio of gaur and banteng is 1: 1 in Huai Kha Khaeng so白紙 there

紅 eabout 290 gaur姐 d290 banteng. 

In Thung Yai WS ga町 aremore commonly reported出anbanteng. A large herd of 
53 gaur was found泊百lUngYai grassland in April 1985 (Fig. 5). Banteng were reported 
10ー15km north of Thi Nuai Guard Station in May 1993， which is ne紅 HomMineral Lick， 
south of the sanc加紅y姐 dnext to Huai Kha Khaeng WS. τbe population of ga町 is
estimated to be about 170 with the range of 125-220 (SRIKOSAMATARA & SUTEE'四ORN，
in manuscript). 

In Kaeng Krachan NP， gaぽ werereported in 1912白血eHuaiMaReo紅 ea(GAIRDNER， 
1915) but this area is in the lowland and now siωated outside the eastem boundary of出e

park， where forest encroachment has been very high. Both ga町組dbanteng have also 
been reported within the park recently ('百STR，1992b). DOBIAS (1982) mentioned血at
bo白 ga町 andbanteng were common around the summit of Phanoen Thung Mountain. 
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Figul巴 2. A herd of six gallr at a min巴ral

lick in Khao Yai NP (Photo by MI 

SlIrachit Jamonman) 

Figul巴 3. DlIng of gallr and/or banteng fOllnd 

along the dirt road in Pang Sida 

NP on 12 Nov. 1994. The nlll11b巴rs

in brack巴tsare 1巴ferencepoints in 

kl11. Th巴nllmbersbetw巴巴nthe kl11 

1巴l巴renceline are nlll11ber of dllng 

fOllnd 
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Figure 4_ 

Figure 5_ 
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A mixed herd of gaur and banteng at 
Ya Mineral Lick in Huai Kha Khaeng 
WS (Photo by Ms. Busa bo ng 
Kanchanasaka)_ 

A herd of 53 gaur in Thung Yai WS 
(Photo by Mr. Jira Jintanugool) 
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τlSτ'R (1992b) reported a sighting of 4 banteng ne訂 KomkrisStream in 1978. Gaur 

回 ckswere common around Pan S回 amwhile only one sighting of ga町 wasreported ne紅

Tortip Waterfa1l. We visited the釘'eaon Aug. 1993， and Apr. and May 1994. Four 

minera1 licks were checked where there were signs of elephant but no sign of either gaur 
or banteng. Two other minera1 licks located near Tortip Waterfa11 and Phanoen Thung 
Mountain were a1so reported having neither gaur nor banteng tracks. Very old位acksof 

a gaur were seen along the road along Mae Nam Pan River near Khao Prakar組 g. As 

a1most a11由e紅 eain the park is tropica1 rain forest， and grassland areas in the middle of 
tropica1 rainforest have been shown to a町actherds of gaur in Ma1aysia. A major population 

of gaur is expected to be di柑 ibutedaround a grassl組 dof about 30 ha on Phanoen Thung 

Mountain. 

In Mae Nam Pachi WS， bo血 gaurand banteng were reported by MIDAS (1993). We 

visited the southeast and northwest side of白esanc旬紅yduring May 1994. Tropica1 
deciduous forest dominates the sanctuぽy. Granite rock covers most of the area in出e

sanctu釘 y. From the pattem of minerallick formation in Huai Kha Khaeng WS where 

granite rock also underlies the area， minera1licks should be found along lowland streams， 
but most of出e紅白 inthe lowlands has been settled by people. However， quite a few 

villages still maintain the names of former minerallicks e.g. Ban Pong Kra出ing，Ban Pong 
Phrom， Ban Pong Chang Thaeng and Ban Pong Yo (Pong in百1aimeans minera1 lick). 
Old tracks of ga町 wereseen ne紅 puNam Ron Guard Station. Two gaur were reported 

to be poached near this area， one in 1991 and the other in 1993; a sma11 population of gaur 

still exists. 

Peninsular South 
Banteng have been reported as far south as northem Perlis of West Malaysia (60 30'N) 

(WILD LIFE COMMISSION OF M札 AYA，1932) a1though LEKAGUL (1959) and LEKAGUL & 

McNEELY (1977) cited no report of banteng south of 80 N. The only block of forest白紙

still harbors gaur and banteng in the South consists of Khlong Nakha WS， Khlong Saeng 
WS， Khlong Yan WS， Khao Sok NP， Sri Phangnga NP and Kaeng Krung NP， wi血 atotal 

紅'eaof 3515 km2.τ'he prime lowland habitat for ga町加dbanteng in these protected訂 eas

has been flooded by the Chiew Larn or Ratchaprapra Dam since 1980 (NAKHASATHIEN， 

1989). The dam has also made the紅白 moreaccessable by boat. Wildlife poaching was 

reported in the protected are描 during1987-1988 (BOONRATANA， 1988). It is estimated 

白紙 thereare 50 gaur and 30 banteng in the above areas. 

In Khlong Nakha WS， on1y gaur were reported in the sanctuary during a visit on May 

1994. 

In Khlong Saeng WS， gaur and banteng have been reported (EGAT， 1980; 
NAKHASATHIEN， 1989). The prime low elevation habitat for gaur阻 dbanteng has been 

flooded by the Chiew Larn Dam. Mr. Ronglarp Sukmasuang， a researcher at Khlong 

Saeng Wildlife Research Station， walked G仕組sectswith a tota11englth of 8 km and found 

a few dung of ga町. His survey紅eawas ne紅KhlongKhuan， a甘ibut紅yof Khlong Saeng. 

Two herds of three and five ga町 wereseen during 1994 near出isarea. Another area 
where gaur were reported was near Khlong Mon near Khao Na Nok Huk. 百1ereis no 

recent report of banteng. 

In Khlong Y姐 WS，a short visit was made on May 1994. No information about gaur 
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and banteng could be obta泊ed.
In Khao Sok NP， bo白ga町 andbanteng were reported但GAT1989;N雌 HAS，.，.羽田N，

1989). In 1982， ga町組dbanteng were common around Kai Han Field畑出enor白east
part of the park. Tracks of ga町 andbanteng were repo巾 din J姐.1988 (BoONRATANA， 
1988) and a small herd of ga町 W踊 reportedne釘 upperKhlong Yi泊 1988.A short visit 
was made on May 1994. It w槌 found白紙KaiHan Field is也 facta sinkhole where water 
floods the紅伺 andsome grassland grows.百lepro対mityof血is紅 'eatoalぽgevillage 
means白紙血ega町組dbanteng in血isarea may have already been hunted out. 

Sri Phangnga NP is a long血 dnarrow national park where tropical rain forest dominates. 
A visit w部 madeon May 1994 indicate白紙 ga町 andbanteng could occ町紅ound出e
border with Khao Sok NP佃 dKhlong Saeng WS. 

In Kaeng Krung NP，国.cksof ga;町 werereported in Jan. 1987 (p.D. Round， pers. 
comm.) and in 1990. Dw祖ga visit in May 1994， a park worker reported banteng ne紅
白.ep拙 headquarterswhich is near血eproposed Kaeng胎 ungDam site. TCE (1983) 
reported由atwi1dlife populations泊白isar四 aremore abundant than泊 ChiewLarn area. 

τ'hreats to Gaur and Banteng in Thailand 

Gaur and banteng have been extirpated企omm姐 yprotected釘 'easin百凶lande.g. 
Salak Pra WS. The densities of ga町 andbanteng in the best prot民 ted紅 e槌 such部 Huai
Kha Khaeng WS， are very low， less出組 50%of血ecarry泊gcapacity of出earea.官邸

is largely due to the demand for trophies which encourages poaching in protected are踊.

The total number of位ophiesin Bangkok registered at the Royal τ'hai Forest Department 
in 1994 were equivalentωabout967 ga町四d1840 banteng. Data on numbers of trophies 
outside Bangkok紅 'enot available. Trophies are s副1sent to shops in are錨 such錨 Nakhon
RatchasIma Province， and Cha-Am， Ban Lat and Muang Dis凶ctsof Phetchaburi Province， 
where faked animal heads c阻 beadded to the住ophiesfor decoration (Fig. 8). 

DISCUSSION 

Stat凶 ofGaur and Banteng in Thailand 

When we combine the population estimates of ga町 in也ispaper (approx. 1，000) wi也
the number of ga町 trophiesin Bangkok registered at the Royal Forest Dep紅佃lentin 1994 
(N=967)， it is likely血atthere were at least 2，000-2，500 ga町 副 官 凶land泊 1970.百出

is similar to the estimate of LENG・EE(1978) of 2，500ー3，000，though much greater白 血 血e
500 ga町 estimatedby LEKAGUL & McNE乱 Y(1977).官邸 would泊dicateat le部 ta 50-
60% reduction within the last 20 years. 

Wec佃 alsoadd the population of banteng estimated泊白isstudy (approx. 500) to the 
number of trophies in Bangkok registered at the Royal Forest Depar回 entin 1994 (N= 
1840). It is high1y probable that there were at least 2，300ー2，500banteng泊百凶l佃 din 
1970. The population of banteng estimated by LEKAGUL & McNEELY (1977)部 500and 
by LENG-EE (1978)出 500-1000紅'eprobably underestimates. 官 邸 wouldindicate a 
population reduction of at le踊 t80% within the last 20 ye紅 S.
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Figure 6. A h巴rclof 23 bant巴ngal Phai LOIll Strealll near Noi Mineral Lick wilhin Huai Kha Kha巴ngWilcllife 

Sancluary laken on 25 May 1992 (Photo by Mr. Theerapal Prayurasiclclhi). The herd was led by a 

mat山 巴 cow. 011巴 Illal山 巴 bullw凶 black
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Figure 7. 

Figure 8. 
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A gau r was shot dead nea r Ko r Stream in 1-!uai Kha Khaeng Wi ldli fe Sanctuary on Ap ril 1988 
(Photo by Sompoad Srikosamatara) . 

Trophies at a shop at Nakhon Ratchasima Province where faked animal heads were added (Photo 
by S. Sri kosamatara). T rophy co ll ec ti on encourages poaching in protec ted areas . 
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百lepopulation size of banteng in Thailand h出 beendeclining faster由加白紙ofgaur. 

百usis probably due to the fact白紙thedry lowland habitat which is preferred by banteng， 
h部 beende柑 oyedand encroached upon more rapidly白血 upl佃 dhabi匂1types. Almost 
all of the best hunting grounds for ga町 andbanteng before World War 11 were lowlands 

which have been colonized by people or f100ded by dams. 百leseinclude， for example， 
Heo Ta Bua near Khao Yai NP，百lUngKang Yang ne紅 SaiYok and Erawan NPs， Thung 
Phlai Ngam組 d出ear伺 ne紅 Cha-AmDis住ictwhich is sou白 ofKaeng Krachan NP and 

Mae Wong紅 eanear Mae Wong NP. Banteng are also easier to hunt血anga町，部出ey

釘'eless aggressive and tend to stay closer to human habituations than gaur. 

百lefactors con凶butingto population declines of gaur and banteng at present are 

different企omthose observed泊出epast. LEKAGUL (1959) mentioned白紙 wildlife

became over-hun飽d泊 Thailandas more vehicles became available and areas became 

accessable after World War 11. Even after protected are槌 wereset up泊司副1姐 d，LEKAGUL
& McNE乱 Y(1977) and L町 G-EE(1978) stated伽 toverhunting and destruction of wildlife 

habitats were still the prim釘yproblems of wildlife conservation d町 ing1970ー1980.During 

198ι1990，国 therate of defor芭stationincreased in百凶land(CHUN臥 0，1987) more 

attention was shifted to habitat destruction錨 themajor factor in血edepletion of wildlife 

populations (NOOTONG， 1980; SAlVIClill到， 1985;J町 T釧 U∞L，1985; WONGPAKDEE， 1991). 

Trophy collection may have grown in由ee紅'lierdays when hunting was non-selective. It 

was血ecustom of rural people in Thailand to give trophies to high ranking officials錨

souvenirs. Trophy collections still exist today， and are even admired by m組 ypeople. 

Status of Subspecies of Gaur 

Gaurin百lailand(except Peninsular South which belong to B. gaurus hubbacki)組 d

Indochina belong to the subspecies B. gaurus readei Lyde肱，er1903， which is血emost 
白reatened. According to YIN (1993)， ga町加 Myar盟国紅'eheavily po配 hedand由自

populations紅 'eprobably becorning reduced. Y凹(1993)reported gaur in Piduang WS 

(727 km2)， Shwe-u-daung WS (327 km2)， Shwe-settaw WS (555 km2)， Kahilu WS (161 

km2)， Tamanthi WS (2158胞の，proposed Kyaukpandaung WS (133 km2)，戸oposedLemro 
WS (45 km2)， proposed Yegauk WS (193 km2)血 dAlaungdaw Kathapa NP (1612 km2). 
RAB別 OWITZET AL.， (1995) roughly estimated 100-200 gaur in Taman出 WS(2151 km2). 

Viable populations of ga町 mayalso be found泊AlaungdawKathapa NP (1612 km2) and 

Pegu Yoma NP (1461 km2) (BLOWER， 1982). 百lehigh level of trophy凶 dealong the 

Thai-Myanmar border at Mae Sai-Tachilek (SRIKOSAMATARA ET AL.， 1992; 
S阻KOSAMAT.組A& Su四ETHORN，1994)佃 dMae Sot (Ardith Eudey， pers. comm.) 
indicates a serious poaching problem in Myanmar. 

In Lao PDR， gaur can still be found in the southern and cen凶 partof血ecoun'町
(S此百R，1993; S札百RET札.， 1990; DUCKWOR叩 ET仏， 1994).. TAMMINS & EVANS 
(1994) estimated 200 ga町 inNam Theun National Biodiversity Conservation Area (3445 
km2). A protected area system泊 LaoPDR just now be凶gestablished.百lerehas been 

a high level of trophy trade along百laiーLaoborder (SRIKOSAMATARA ET AL.， 1992; 

SRIKOSAMATARA & Su百 E四 ORN，1994) and high hunting pressure (CHAZEE， 1990; 
TAMM町 S& EVANS， 1994; SCHALLER & RAB町 OWITZ，1995) so白紙曲epopulations of 

wild cattle in Lao PDR are expected to be declining. In 1991 and 1993，出eto凶 number
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of wild cattle trophies for sale along Thai-Lao border were 100組 d36， respectively 
(S悶KOSAMATARAET札.， 1992; S町KOSAMAT組 A&SU四E百 ORN，1994).百lesetrophies 

did not include ones血atwere not shown ope叫y.Some住'Ophiesmay come企'OmCambodia. 
ln Cambodia，百IOULESS(1987) reported白紙 perhapslarge mammals are not部

出reatened槌 mostpeople thought but the large scale of trophy住ade.along百lai-Cambodia

border reported in百凶 newspapersduring 1989・1991，加sidePhnom Penh (BAIRD， 1993) 
佃 din Lomphat of eastern Cambodia (OUVIER & WOODFORD， 1994) suggest恥 opposite.
OLIVIER & WOODFORD (1994) did aerial surveys from a 血.gle・eng泊叫自craft(Cessna 

206)泊 Mondolkiriarea (4754 km2) of eastern Cambodia and found only血reega町.

ln Vietnam， the density of ungulates in one of the best protected紅e回 forwild cattle， 
Yok Don Nature Reserve， was about half of白紙 foundin Huai Kha Khaeng WS and血e

currenthun出 gpressure wi出in白ereservew槌 veryhigh仰 AcK町NONET札.， 1989).Gaur 
were less common than banteng in Yok Don NR (LAURIE ET AL.， 1989). Ga町 werealso 

reported in Nam Cat Tien NP (HOE & QUY， 1991)， Green Forest in Dac Lac Province組 d
Nui Bi Doup (710 km2) of Lam Dong Province in South Vietnam (CANH， 1995). 

ln China， XlANo & SANTIAPILLAI (1993) repo巾 dindiscriminate hunting which had 

led to血eextirpation of ga町 inXishu佃 .gbanna.Ga町 wereextirpated from most areas of 
Gaoligongshan region of Yunnan Province and only remnant populations cross back and 
forth along血eChinese-Myanmar border (MA ET AL.， 1994). 

lt is hard to tell whether populations of gaur (B. gaurus hubbacki Lydekker 1907)加

Malaysia are increasing according to numbers estimated by KHAN (1973)， KHAN ET札.，
(1982) and Asm町 ETAL.， (1991): 400 in 1973，472 in 1981，600 in 1991.官邸 isbecause 

it is not clear how population sizes were estimated. 
lt is possible白紙 thepopulation of ga町 inThailand is a lot lower出 組 曲epopulations 

in India and Nepal which belong to the subspecies B. gaurus gaurus. Taole 2 shows 

population estimates of ga町泊 differentprot田 ted紅 easin India. lt can be seen白紙 there
is higher populations of ga町血 smaller釘e錨 inIndia白組in百lailand.官邸 maybe partly 

due to the Hindu cul臨時泊 whichcattle紅'econsidered sacred. Wild cattle trophies紅e
rarely seen也 lndianor Nepalese houses (Tirtha Maskey， David Smith， and Ullas Karan血，
pers. commふ SCHALLER(1967) stated that the villagers did not appe紅 topoachga町田町

often at Kanha， although a few young may have been taken in snares. According to local 

forest officers， poachers found it diffic凶tto handle and dispose of佃 adultquickly and 
efficiently， and出e回ndupopulation泊血etown叫juredga町 forthe most p副 because

of the創泊mal'sresemblace to the sacred cow (SCHALLER， 1967). 
ln conclusion， the subspecies of ga町 B.g. readei Lydekker in Thailand and lndochina 

is the most也reatenedsubspecies and its population size is decli凶ng.τ'hesubsp即 iesin 
lndia (B. g. gaurus) and Malaysia (B. g. hubbacki) appe紅 tobe increasing or remaining 

stable. 
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Table 2; P'Opulati'On estimates 'Of ga町 ins'Ome pr'Otected釘 e出 inIndia. NP組 dS stand 

f'Or nati'Ona1 p紅kand sanc旬ary，respectively. 

Name 'Of Area P'Opulati'On Reference 

Pr'Otected area (km2) estimates 

Kanha NP 318 200 SCHALLER (1967) 

55ι600 COE (1980) 
Muduma1ai S 321 300-400 SCHALLER (1967) 

Parambikulan S 235 157 EASA& B札 AK悶 Sl町 AN(1990) 
Dajip町 S 218 200-300 SAMANT (1990) 
Nagarah'Ole NP & 

Bhadra S 1064 1000+ KARANTH (1986) 
Bandip町 NP 690 464 BASAPPANAVAR (1985) 

Melghat S 1597 1581 RODGERS (1991) 
(1018-2144) 

Man出 S 391 1200-1500 DEBROY (1991) 

Status of Subspecies of Banteng 

Banteng in Thailand a11 bel'Ong t'O山 subspecies，B. javanicus birmanicus Lydekker 
1898，出 d'Oth'Ose in Ind'Ochina.百lisis白em'Ost threatened subspecies due t'O白e1釘 ge-

sca1e住ophytrade， the Vietnam war and the sl'Ow devel'Opment and management 'Of pr'Otected 

area systems泊Ind'Ochina. Acc'Ording t'O YIN (1993)， banteng in Myanmar are rep'Orted 
in Pidaung WS (727 km2)， Shwe-u-daung WS (327 km2). Viable p'Opulati'Ons 'Of banteng 

may be f'Ound in Alaungdaw Kathapa NP (1606 km2) and Pegu Y'Oma NP (1461 km2) 

(BLOWER， 1982). 
B組 tengcan still be f'Ound in the s'Outhem and centra1 part 'Of La'O PDR (SALTER ET 

AL.， 1990; DUCKWOR'百 ETAL.， 1994). There was n'O r，田entrep'Ort 'Of banteng in 3445 km2 

'OfNam Thuen Nati'Ona1 Bi'Odiversity C'Onservati'On Area (TIMMINS & EVANS， 1994).百lere

has been a high level 'Of tr'Ophy住adea1'Ong Thai-La'O b'Order as menti'Oned ab'Ove. In 

eastem Camb'Odia， OLIVIER & WOODFORD (1994) f'Ound 97 banteng in M'Ond'Olkiri area 

(4754 km2) during their aeria1 survey. Large-scale住ophytrade was a1s'O f'Ound in L'Omphat 

'Of eastem Camb'Odia (OLIVIER & WOODFORD， 1994). In Vietnam， 'One 'Of the best 

pr'Otected紅 'eaf'Or banteng is Y'Ok D'On Nature Reserve as menti'Oned ab'Ove. Banteng were 

a1s'O repo託edin Nam Cat Tien NP， Green F'Orest in Dac Lac pr'Ovince and N凶 BiD'Oup 

(710 km2) 'Of Lam D'Ong province (CANH， 1995) in s'Outhem Vietnam. 
官lenumber 'Of banteng in百 ailandis less than in Java. Javan banteng bel'Ong t'O 

an'Other subspecies B. javanicus javanicus d'Alt'On. In 1988， ASHBY & SAN百APILLAI

(1988) estimated白紙 ab'Out700・1000banteng remained in Java 'Of which half were estima句d

ωbe in Udjung Kul'On (783 km2) and Ba1uran reserves (250 km2). 百leUdjung Kul'On 

p'Opulati'On 'Of banteng has been stable 'Over a peri'Od 'Of 50 ye紅 sand has been n'O clear 

evidence 'Of a recent d民 l泊e(ASHBY & S釧百APILLAI，1988). HOOGERWERF (1970) stated 
血atduring the entire peri'Od 'Of his investigati'Ons in Udjung Kul'On， p'Oaching did n'Ot have 
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a great adverse effect on血ebanteng population. Poachers found the risk too great to hunt 

anything other血組 theva1uable rhino in血.eperiod企'om1937 to 1942 and again合om
1950加 1957，due to血eever improving management of U司jungKulon. 

Ban旬ngin Bomeo， belonging to B. javanicus lowi Lydekker，紅'epossibly more 
血reatened由anthe subspecies泊百lailandand Java. There is no es白nateofpop凶ation

size of banteng in Bomeo but出eyhave gone extinct企omBrunei and Sarawak and their 

population is expected to be sma11 due to血enaωreof the habitat (住opica1rainforest)， low 
density of minera1licks (pAYNE， 1992)， high level of poaching by the natives of Bomeo 
(AKEN & KAVANAGH， 1982; CALDECO'IT， 1988)加 d也etransmigr叫 onof farmers from 

Java. In Sarawak， b佃 tengmay persist泊 remotep紅 tsof the north組 deast of the coun句
(AKEN & KAVANAGH， 1982). CA印 ECO甘(1988)reported 7 banteng住ophiesfrom 1，113 
住ophiesand pets in longhouses and bazaars in Sarawak and也ismay reflect a low density 
of banteng in Sarawak. In Sabah， b印刷goccur in scattered concen回 .tionsthroughout 

much of the eastem part (泊 Kulambaand Tabin Wi1dlife Reserve， and Kretam Virgin 
Jungle Reserve) but have been a1most exterminated in the westem half of the coun句
(DAVIES & PAYNE， 1982; PAYNE， 1982; PAYNE & ANDAU， 1991). However， the紅 'eas

surrounding minera1licks where a large pop凶ationof banteng occurs泊KretamVirgin 
Jungle Reserve in Sabah are scheduled for conversion ωpermanent agriculture (AMBU， 
1990). COCKBURN & SUMARDJA (1978) reported no banteng泊 TanjungPuting Nationa1 
Park in Centra1 Ka1imantan ro.ong the coast of southwest Bomeo whi1e ASHBY & 
SANTIAPILLAI (1988) mentioned也atban飽nghave disappeared from白ispark. YASUMA 

(1994) reported very few banteng泊EastKalimantan. WIRAWAN (1985)佃 dDOI (1988) 

reported sighting組 dtracks of banteng in Kutai Nationa1 P紅k血EastKa1imantan. Skulls 
of banteng were s伺 :nhung in longhouses at Longnawan vi11age and Bahau River and 
tracks were s関 nat Iwan River in由einterior of Ka1imantan in March 1991 (Tim 0' Bri佃，

pers. commふ
Itc組 beconc1uded白紙thesubspecies of banteng in Thailand and neighboring coun凶.es，

B.j. binnanicus， is less threatened由組曲esubspecies in Bomeo， B.j. lowi， and白紙偽e

populations of both subspecies紅 'edeclining. The Javan subspecies， B.j. javanicus， is血e
least白reatenedand its popu1ations釘 eq凶testable. 

Management of Gaur and Banteng in Thailand 

The demand for ga町 andbanteng homs部位ophieshas been identified as a current 

threat to ga町佃dbanteng， not on1y血pro飽ctedareω 泊Thai1andbut a1so泊herneighboring 
coun凶es. Proper management of these species req凶 'esa multifaced approach. 

A popular option which has been adopted for managing τ'hai protected areas， e.g. 
Khao Yai NP， is to attempt to improve the standard of living of people surrounding these 
釘 e儲(WEL凶 ETAL.， 1992). But也ismeas町 ewi11 not be successful without regul釘
patrolling in protected紅 e錨 ands住'onglaw enforcement. An effective system to register 
ga町制dbanteng trophies should be instigat吋. A public campaign ag剖nsta practice of 
trophy collection should be initiated by血egovemment and conservation NGOs. 

Given the current low population densities of ga1町 andb姐 tengeven in good protected 
紅 eas，which釘'efar below 50% of由ec紅可泊.gcapacity， poaching should be eliminated 
企omprotected are描. At very low population density，姐ywi1dlife harvesting at a11 wi11 
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be below a level of sustainable yield (ROBINSON & REDFORD， 1994). The population should 
be allowed to grow back to at least at 50-60% of the car巧ringcapacity. 

This consideration should be at least applied to Thung Yai and Huai Kha Khaeng WS 
which maintain the largest population of ga町 andbanteng in Thailand. As we do not 
know yet how long it wi1l take for the populations to grow to a satisfactory level. A 
monitoring programme to track changes in population density should be set up. In Huai 
Kha Khaeng WS， the population density should increase from the cu町ent1.8 km-2 to 
2.3-5.0 km-2. At出esame time the current protective measures (日IDAMK.AM， 1992) of 
very strong law enforcement should be supported. A strong programme for regulating the 
number of guns owned by local people around protected areas should be initiated. Emphasis 
on protection should also be given to the lowland forest near Sap Fa Pha Guard Station， 

as it currently contains a high density of gaur and banteng， and it is also rather close to 
human habi加ations.The same protective measures組 dgun control should also be applied 
to other protected areas where substantial populations of gaur and banteng still exist. Pang 
Sida NP should receive more attention as it is the only other protected area in addition to 
Huai Kha Khaeng WS where lowland forests are sti1l1eft. The effect of a road through 
出ispark on wildlife could be considerable， and thus management action should control 
how the road can be used by the gene凶 public.
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Notes added in proof: 

1. Mo中home凶cdata suggest that the τ'hailand and 1ndochinese (Bos gaur，凶 readei
Lydekker 1903) and Ma1aysian (B. gaurus hubbacki Lydekker 1907) ga町 arethe same佃 d

may be called Bos gaurus laosiensis Heude 1901 (Colin Groves， pers. commふτ'hemainl卸 d

(Bos javanicus birmanicus Lydekker 1898) and Javan (B. j. javanicus d'Alton 1823) 
banteng紅 'ea1so the s鉱neand both may be called B. javanicus javanic附(Groves，pers. 
commふ Adoptedscientific name is based on earliest available name. 百lismay not be 

applied to ga町 asthe first scientific name w鎚 givento凶.th佃 (BosfrontalisLambert 1804) 
which is domestic ga町. Domestic gaur紅enot species and subspecies泊白esame sense 

as wild gaur. More research (e.g. skull meas町 ementand genetic data) is s副1req凶redto 

confmn the above conclusion. 

2.官ledensities of dung of ga町 andbanteng s町 veyed泊 1988and 1992 around Khao 
Nang Rum Wildlife Research Station in Huai Kha Khaeng WS were not different 

(S町 KOSAMAT組 A& SUTEETHORN， in manuscript). 百 isis due to a successful law 

enforcement since 1991 and there have been few reports of wildlife poaching in血isarea. 

However， in 1995 poaching of banteng and ga町 wasreported in血.esouthem part of the 

sanc加釘y(百E田 rapatPrayurasiddhi， pers. commふIn1995， a cattle disease， Foot Rot， was 
a cause of death of a wild banteng泊白is紅ea(Prayurasiddhi， pers. commふ官邸 disease

was possibly transmitted from domestic cattle. 百lerehave .been about 326，00 domestic 
cattle in the buffer zone since 1992. A number of cattle diseases can be transmitted 企om

domestic to wild cattle and there紅'ea1so ex釘nplesof these diseases causing a large-sca1e 

reduction of wild cattle population in India， Myanmar加 dThailand. An appropriate action 

should be made to stop such disease transmission. This c組 bedone by not a110wing 
domestic cattle to be raised in白ebuffer zone. 百由isaction c創motbe made， limited 
number of domestic cattle should be a110wed to be raised.τ'his should be combined with 

an effective programme of vaccination of a11 domestic cattle泊白ebuffer zone. 
3.官letota1 number of住ophiesof gaur姐 dban旬ng泊百凶landis a lot higher白組

is reported泊 thispaper. This is because there are few data available outside Bangkok. 
1n 1992 the tota1 number of trophies泊 Uthai百laniProvince， next to Huai Kha Khaeng 
WS， registered at the Provincia1 Forest U凶t，泊 additionto those reported before in Bangkok 

錨 967gaur and 1840 banteng， were equiva1ent to 685-1370 ga町 and174ー347banteng. 
4. Some trophies in官lailandpossibly came from neighboring countries such as Lao 

PDR， Myanmar and Cambodia. A large sca1e trade of住ophiesbetween Thailand and Lao 
PDR possibly started after 1990. Sig凶白canttrophy回 debetween Thailand佃 dMyanmar

took place at Mae Sot， Tak Province at least during 1982-85. There w部 notrophy trade 
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at Mae Sot during 0町 visitin May 1990. Trophy回 debetween Thailand and Cambodia 

has been reported at Poi Pet opposite Aranyaprathet， Prachinburi Province since 1991 
(Bangkok Post Daily Newspaper， 15 Apr. 1991.) 

App阻 dix1. Detailed information on gaur and banteng in different pro蹴旬d蹴 asin加国land.

Northem Area 

Doi Chiang Dao WS， 521 km2 (gaz. 24 Aug. 1978; Fig. 1， No. 59): Gaur and banteng which onωocc町 ed
泊血esancωary have been hunted out (MIDAS， 1993). 

Doi Khun旬nNP， 255 km2 (gaz. 5 Mar. 1975; Fig. 1， No. 6): A few ban旬ngmay∞cur in出.epark 

(DOBIAS， 1982). 
Doi Inthanon NP， 482 km2 (gaz. 20ct. 1972; Fig. 1， No. 5): Hill Evergr民 nForestωcupies a加ut42% 

of血epark (KU， 1989c).τ'here are 67 villages of 2，212 households of 12，650 people within and nearby也ep紅k.
Villagers紅 eKaren， Hmong and司副.Gaur were possibly present in 1959 (RUHLE， 1964) but probably 鉱山pated
(DOBIAS， 1982; MIDAS， 1993). 百le1錨 tbanteng wお possiblyshot in 1975 near Siriphum Waterfall (KU， 
1989c). 

Doi Pha Muang WS， 576 km2 (gaz. 16 Ju1. 1980; Fig. 1， No. 62): Neither ga町 norban総ng師 reported.
Doi Phu Kha NP， 1680 km2 (gaz. 1993): Gaur were not reported in由earea during' our s町veyon Apr. 

1993 (SRIKOSAMATARA & Sm宙咽O剛， 1994). 
Doi Suthep-Pui NP， 262 km2 (gaz. 14 Apr. 1981; Fig. 1， No 7): Intensive human use of由earea has 

eliminated large mammals including ga町 or/andb印刷.g(DOBIAS， 1982; KU， 1989d). Eu.IOTT & B臥 VER(1992) 
stated that hunting had caused the disappearance of alllarge mammal species (except barking d閃 r)20 years ago. 

Khao Ja Son NP， 592 km2 (gaz. 28 Ju1. 1988; Fig. 1， No. 2): Neith巴rgaur nor b初旬ngwere reported. 
Hunting and poaching in the national park is very high and the large manlffials which紅.estiU left釘ewild boar 

and barking deer (Lisa Evans， pers.∞mmふ
Lansang NP， 104 km2 (gaz. 14 May 1979; Fig. 1， No. 27): No gaur飢 dlorban飽ng紅ereoprted (DOBIAS， 

1982). 
Lum Nam Pai WS， 1194 km2 (gaz. 13 Dec. 1972): No information. 
MaePt時 NP，1∞5km2 (gaz. 13 Ju1. 1981; Fig. 1， No. 28): De凶 sin the article. 

MaeTu阻 WS，1173 km2 (gaz. 10 Aug. 1978; Fig. 1 No. 72): Details in血earticle. 

Mae Yom NP， 454 km2 (gaz. 1 M低 1986;Fig. 1， No. 30): TCE (1982) reported白ep~凶ence of gaur. 
During the s町 veyin 1991， CCB (1992) repo巾 dno sign of wild cattle i目白einundation area of th巴proposed

Kaeng Sua Ten Dam or upland areas. Local hunters and凶baloccupants sta包血atthere are no longer釦 Ywild 
cattle in the park (CCB， 1.992). 

Mae Yuam WS， 292 km2 (gaz. 1 Mar. 1986): No information. 
Namtok Mae Surin NP， 397 km2 (gaz. 29 Oct. 1981; Fig. 1， No 37): Gaur andlor banteng have not been 

reported. 
Om区oiWS， 1224 km2 (gaz. 19 Aug. 1983; Fig. 1， No. 75): Details in由earticle. 
PhuN:阻 .gNP， 512 km2 (not gaz. in 1992) : No泊formation.

Ramkhamha岨 gNP， 341 km2 (gaz. 27 Oct. 1980; Fig. 1 No. 46): Banteng and gaur were repo由 d(DOBIAS， 

1982). 
Salawin WS， 875 km2 (gaz. 24 Aug. 1978; Fig. 1， No. 84): Gaur and banteng were re戸市d(SAYER， 1981; 

FRI， 1991b). B即 MP雌 PHAN& KUTI附 .ARA(1993) reported恥 presenceof gaur but banteng may have been 
extirpated. Sightings of gaur were recorded in 1986 and 1988. FRI (1991b) reported high poaching pressure 

wi由in血esanc旬aryby Karen and百 aiYai minori凶es，制dby minority紅 myalong the Thai-Mya且marboroer. 
Poaching of gaur w鎚 reportedin the nearby ar飽 食.omMae La Luang ne釘 M総 YuamWSσRI， 1991b). 

Sri Satchanalai NP， 213 km2 (gaz. 8 May 1981; Fig. 1， No. 51). About 15 gaur飢 d5 banteng were 
estimated in血enational park in 1994 (M紅白 vande Bult，戸，rs.commふ

Taksin Maharat NP， 149 km2 (gaz. 23 Dec. 1981): No information. 
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Petchabun Range 

Nam Nao NP， 962 km2 (gaz. 4 May 1972; Fig. 1， No. 36): Details in血E紅 ticle.

Nam眺 Cha帥佃 NP，543 km2 (gaz. on 2 Nov. 1987; Fig. 1， No. 4): A visit 附 madeon Dec. 1992. 

Bo血 gaur如 db組蜘.gwere possibly extirpated伽 m肱蹴a20 Y凶 rsago. 

Phu Hin Rong Kla NP， 307 km2 (gaz. 26 Jul. 1984; Fig. 1， No. 41): A visit was made on Dec. 1992. No 

recent report of gaur and banteng in恥 parkand血eywere possibly ex也patedfrom血earea long time ago. 

Phu Kao・PhuPhan Kham NP， 322 km2 (gaz. 20 Sept. 1985; Fig. 1， No 42) : A visit w鎚 madeon Jun. 
1991. There has been no report of ga町 andbanteng in血isarea. 

Phu Khieo WS， 1560 km2 (gaz. 26 May 1972; Fig. 1， No. 76): Details泊由巳紅白le.

PhuLu岨 gWS， 848 Km2 (gaz. 18 Dec. 1974; Fig. 1， No. 77): Details in the article. 
Phu区radeungNP， 348 Km2 (gaz. 23 Nov. 1962; Fig. 1 No. 43): No wild catt1e were reported (Rm田，

1964; DOBIAS， 1982). FRI (1991a) repo巾 d血eextirpation of ga町 from也earea飢 dthere has been no sighting 

of gaur during at least the past 10 years. 

PhuMi岨19-PhuThong WS， 545 km2 (gaz. 31 Dec. 1977; Fig. 1， No. 80): A brief visit w舗 madeonDec.
1992. No ga町 andban飽:nghave been reported. Bo血 gaurand banteng have possibly been extirpa飽d.

PhuR田 NP，1却 km2(gaz. 26 Jul. 1979; Fig. 1， No. 45):τ1tere has been no report of any gaur or b組 teng

in血ear官a(TRIsURAT， 1989). 
Phu Wiang NP， 325 km2 (gaz. 8 Dec. 1991): Visits were made on Sept. 1989 and Jun. 1991. There have 

been no repo此 ofgaur or banteng. 

Tat Ton NP， 217 km2 (gaz. 31 Dec. 1980; Fig. 1， No. 53): A visit wωmade on J凶.1991. Gaur and 

banteng have been extirpa旬dfrom the紅ea.

百四19Salaeng Luang NP， 1262 km2 (gaz. 13 Dec. 1972; Fig. 1， No. 56): Details in也earticle. 

Sap Lanka WS， 155 km2 (gaz. 31 Dec. 1986; Fig. 1， No. 85): Banteng were repo巾 dne釘 B如 PangHu 

Sua n悶 HeoTa Bua， i目白eheadwaters of Lam Phaya Klang River， Chai Badan Dis凶ctin 1923 (WANARAKS， 
1941). Neither gaぽ norbanteng were repo巾 drecently in血e釘ea.

Dong Paya Yen and Sun区ampaengRange 

Khao Yai NP， 2169 km2 (gaz. 18 Sept. 1962; Fig. 1， No. 24): Details in the article. 
Pang Sida NP， 844 km2 (gaz. 27 May 1982; Fig. 1， No. 39): Details in由earticle. 

Sakaerat Environment &笛舗r曲 Sta位。'n，72 km2 (gaz. 1976): Ga町 眠probably鉱山抑制伽mthe釘鵠

(TONGYAI， 1980). 
sam Lan NP， 44 km2 (gaz. 2 Jun. 1981; Fig. 1， No. 21): Neither gal町 norban句:nghave been reported 

(DOBIAS， 1982). 
Tap Lan NP， 2236 km2 (gaz. 23 Dec. 1981; Fig. 1， No. 55， Fig. 4): D瑚 ilsin血earticle. 

Phu Phan Range 

Huai Huat NP， 828 km2 (gaz. 24 Jul. 1988): on Mar. 1991， a one day hike wωmade由roughpart of曲e

best forest in白enational park fぬmBan Kok百nntoward sou也westdirectionωBan Kham Phak Kut. One 

回 ckof Indian muntjac and wild pig droppings were fo阻 d.O町 guide，Mr. Not Chaokon抽 aeng，who classified 
himself総別lU偽aiand w飴 39yeaぉ oldfrom Ban Kok Tum told us由at1ωt ga町 waspossibly shot in 1975. 

Kaeng Tana NP， 80 km2 (gaz. 13 Jul. 1981; Fig. 1， No. 4): M1DAS (1993) did not report the presence of 

gaur or banteng. A brief visit w錨 madeon Apr.・， 1991， 1993 and J加 .1994. 百時間 wasno report of ga町 or

ban飽ngfrom any informant. 

Mukdah岨 NP，49 km2 (gaz. 28 Dec. 1988): A visit was made on M低 1991.百ereis no report of ga町

or ban旬:ng泊 thisnational park. 

Pha Taem NP， 340 km2 (gaz. 31 Dec. 1991): There wω 即時portof ga町 orban節目gduring 0町 S町 vey

of Apr. 1993 (SRIKOSAMAT，成A& SU1宙I羽田N，1994). 
Phu Langka NP， 50 km2 (not gaz. in 1992): A short visit w錨 madeon Apr. 1991. No report of gaur or 

banteng in出is値切.
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Phuphan NP， 665 km2 (gaz. 6 Jun. 1973; Fig. 1， No. 44): A visit w錨 madeon M低 1991. Gaur and 

banteng were extirpated from the area. SAYER (1981) reported banteng while SRIKOSAMATARA & Do開 G悶叫

(1982) mentioned the possibility of gaur and banteng presence. TISτR (1992a) did not mention血epresence of 

ban蜘 g釦 drepor凶白紙 agaur was poached on Jun. 1979泊 aforest ne紅 BanMai Pattana village. Only one 

gaur is exμc包dωb号 leftin血epark ne紅 BanPhupanτbong Village or at the back of Srikaoe Cave Temple， 
Kut Bak District (Tisπ， I 992a). Hunting was also repor凶 in1959α..EKAG肌， 1959). Poaching pressure inside 

the national p釘 kis expected to be very high judging from血.enews about elephant poaching泊白.enational park 

in Jun. 1993 (Matichon Daily Newspaper. Jun. 1993). 
Phu Si Than WS， 250 Km2 (gaz. 3 Jun. 1990): Visits were made on M紅'， andJ凶.1991. Both gaur and 

ban旬ngwere extirpated針。m血earea. 

PhuW!皿 WS，187 km2 (gaz. 2 May 1975; Fig. 1， No. 79): A visit wぉ madeon Apr. 1991. No gaur or 

ban飽ngw鎚 repor包din白earea. 

Phanom Dongrak Range 

Huai Sala WS， 380 km2 (gaz. 28 Dec. 1990; Fig. 1， No. 66): A brief visit w錨 madeon Apr. 1992. Due 

to land mine problems， no field s町 veywas made.百lerew箇 areport of 3 ban旬ngin Jul. 1981 but the follow-

up survey on Aug. 1981 was aborted due to a mine explosion. 

PhanomD佃 grakWS， 316 km2 (gaz. 15 Dec. 1978; Fig. 1， No. 67): A briefvisit wぉ madeon Apr. 1992. 

Due to land mines， no survey can be made. A soldier ωId us血atfrom his s回.tionat Khao Phra Wihan where 

hec釦鑓eCambodian lowland he saw five banteng grazing on young gr，悩salong the百lai-Cambodiaborder on 

Nov. 1990 and Apr. 1991. A report about an expedition during Apr. and Aug. 1976 (ANON.， 1976a， b) dωu・

men包da gaur shot in Jun. 1976. Tracks of banteng and gaur were found during April survey but血eywere not 

fresh組 dwere believed to be from the伊'eviousmonsoon s鎚 son.No町acksof any wild cattle were found during 

the August s町vey. ANON. (1976a，b) considered血isareaωbe hopeless for large herbivores in general. 

Phu Chong Nayoi NP， 686 km2 (gaz. I Jun. 1987; Fig. 1， No. 40): A brief visit w悩 madeon Apr. 1991. 

On Nov. 1990， there was a report of three banteng near Phu M組Kaeoin白eno吋lemp紅tofthep訂'k.

Yot Dom WS， 203 km2 (gaz. 11 Oct. 1977; Fig. 1， No. 83): A brief visit w鎚 madeon Apr. 1991. Our 

informant， Mr. Mai Nan刷 a(48 years old at血etime of 0町 survey)，who w邸 bomand gr官wup in曲atarea 

ωld us白紙 therewere still ga町 in白earea. on Apr. and Nov. 1991， there w錨 areport of血reeherds of banteng 

wi也4・7individuals each and there were白reekouprey mixed wi白白eherds at the border area betW，閃nYotDom 

WS and Phu Chong Nayoi NP (Thai Rath Daily Newspaper. Nov. 18， 1991; Manager Daj，かNewspaper.20ー26
Jan. 1992). 

Eastern An淘

Khao Ang Ru Nai WS， 1030 km2 (gaz. 10 Oct. 1977; Fig. 1， No. 64): Details in血earticle. 

Khao Chamao・KhaoWong NP， 84 km2 (gaz. 31 Dec. 1975; Fig. 1， No. 15): Details in血earticle. 

区hao区hieo-KhaoChomphu WS， 145 km2 (gaz. 2 J叫.1974): Neither ga町 norbanteng was repor包d

(STO悶 R，1979; DOBIAS， 1982). 
Khao Ki凶lakutNP， 59 km2 (gaz. 4 May 1977; Fig. 1， No. 16): Details in血e紅白le.

Khao Sabap NP， 134 km2 (gaz. 2 May 1975; Fig. 1， No. 38): No recent survey wωmade. Srikosarnatara 

visi旬d血earea during Apr. 1978. During 20 km hiking， deer and wild pigs were the only signs of large mammals 
encountered. 

Khao Sol Dao WS， 745 km2 (gaz. 4 Sept. 1972; Fig. 1， No. 16): De凶Isin血e副 cle.

Ten鎚 serim

Chaloem Rattanak，ωin NP， 59 km2 (gaz. 12 Feb. 1980; Fig. 1， No. 3): Gaur and banteng were reported 
in the park (DOBIAS， 1982). Wildlife旬ndedto 叩 ncen回総 in白ewest from where it co叫droam to出eadjacent 

Srinagarin NP and Erawan NP. Poaching w錨 believedto be heavy (STORER， 1981). 
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Erawan NP， 550 km2 (Khao Salob， Ru凪 E1964; gaz. 19 Jun. 1975; Fig. 1， No. 8): Gaur and banteng were 
reported (DOBIAS， 1982， FRI， 1993b). 

Huai Kha Khaeng WS， 2575 km2 (gaz. 1972; Fig. 1， No. 63): Details in由巳紅ticle.

Kaeng Krach個 NP，2915 km2 (gaz. 12 Jun. 1981; Fig. 1， No. 13): Details in白earticle. 

Khao Laem NP， 1497 km2 (gaz. 8 Nov. 1990): A short visit was made on Dec. 1991飢 dJ佃.1992. All 

the lowland (388 km2) which is the best habitat for gaur and banteng has been flooded due to Khao Laem Dam 

since 1984. Most紅 easare accessable either by road or by boat. If there are gaur in the national park何1STR，
1994b)， very few紅 'eexpected. 

KhIong Lan NP， 300 km2 (gaz. 25 Dec. 1982; Fig. 1， No. 25): RFD (1993b) reported both gaur and b組 teng

on出ewestem side of吐1ep釘 k

KhIong W佃 19Cbao NP， 748 km2 (gaz. 29 Aug. 1990): No ga町 andb叩 tengwas repo巾 d.

Mae Nam Pacbi WS， 489 km2 (gaz. 1 Aug. 1987; Fig. 1， No. 74): Details in the article. 

Mae Wong NP， 894 km2 (gaz. 14 Sept. 1987; Fig. 1， No. 29): A short visit wωmade on May 1990.百1ere

hぉ beenno recent report of ga町 andbanteng in this眠 a.Banteng used to be common in白is師 a0N ANARAKS， 
1941; LEKAG肌， 1954) and血isarea was once a pop叫 訂眠afor big game hunting (LEKAG凪 1954;LEKAGUL 

& McNEELY， 1977). A picture of a 1ぽgemale banteng shot in 1907 can be seen in GAIRDNER (1917). The area 

has b閃 neasily accessible and heavily disturbed since 1959. 

Sai Yok NP， 500 km2 (gaz. 27 Oct. 1980; Fig. 1， No. 47): Gaur and banteng have been reported (DOBIAS， 
1982津町， 1992b). FRI (1992b) reported bo白 ga町 andbanteng along Maenam Lo Stream伺 dBong Ti S田 am

to出e百別刷Myanrn紅 border.Banteng probably oc沼町 in出esou出emp訂 tof the national park (FRI， 1992b). FRI 
(1992b) expected that both species would be proneωextirpation from出enational park. 

S叫akPbra WS， 859 km2 (gaz. 31 Dec. 1965): Banteng紅'erelatively mo詑 abun伽脱出組 ga町0NIL邸，
1980). S叩阻R(1981) reported白紙 duringhis 6-day位ipin 1979， he found sh∞ting plaぜ.ormsat all salt licks. 

At one platform the民 wasa f民shgaur's skin. In the Thung Na Mon area， he came across a poachers' c叩 1pof 

approximately ten hunters who had poached wildlife including one gaぽ .τ'hesepoachers were armed with guns 

ranging from muzz1e loaders to M16 automatic rifles. At other places血血esanc伽紅yhe found empty car仕idges

of hlgh velocity sporting loads such as 30.06 cal.τ'he evidence indicated that Salak Phra was used by more 

wealthy sport hunters as well as poorer villages at least during 1979. Poachlng is highest during the dry season 

when arumals congregate near water. Gaur and ban飽ngar官 extirpated合om白is釘 eadue to the road由atcut 

across出esanc旬aryand出巴 bcildingof Sri N紘h紅ind組 1.

Sri Nakharin NP， 1532 km2 (gaz. 23 Dec. 1981; Fig. 1， No. 49): Bo曲 ga町組dbanteng have been reported 

in the p釘k(DOBIAS， 1982) while later FRI (1992a) reported on1y gaur. Short visits were made on M紅.1989， 
Dec. 1991 and Jan. 1992. Most of the lowland has been flooded due to Sri Nakharin Dam since 1981.羽1e紅白

is easily accessable bo出 byroad or by boat. If gaur are left in血earea， the population size must be very small. 
四 ungYai WS， 3200 km2 (gaz. 24 Apr. 1989; Fig. 1， No. 81): Details in恥紅ticle.

Umphang WS， 2515 km2 (gaz. 17 Apr. 1989): A short visit was made on May 1990. Bo血 gaur組 d

banteng have probably been ex也pated.

Peni凶叫arωutb

Chalerm Pha Kiet Somdej Prathep Rattana Rachasuda WS， 200 km2 (gaz. 12 Sept. 1990): No infor-

mation. 

Kaeng Krung NP， 541 km2 (gaz. 8 Dec. 1991): Details in the訂ticle.

Khao Banthad WS， 1267 km2 (gaz. 4 Sept. 1975; Fig. 1， No. 65): TISτ'R (1994a) mention巴dnothing 

about either gaur or banteng. Gaur and banteng as large manmlals were probably extirpated due to poachlng 

(MIDAS， 1993) 

区haoLuang NP， 570 km2 (gaz. 18 Dec. 1974; Fig. 1， No. 19): Banteng is possibly present whlle gaur w飴

reported by National Park workers (BOONRATANA， 1988). Neither gaur nor banteng was reported by MlDAS 

(1993)組 dRFD (1993C). 

Khao Phanom Bencha NP， 50 km2 (gaz. 9 Jul. 1981): B∞NRATANA (1988) reported neither gaur nor banteng. 

Khao Pra Bang Khram WS， 156 km2 (gaz. 1993): Bo白 gaur組 db組 tengwere reported in血巴蹴auntil 

early 1970 (Vichl阻百10ng白ao組 dP.D. Round， pers. comm.). 

Khao pu Khao Ya NP， 694 km2 (gaz. 27 May 1982; Fig. 1， No. 20): No information. 

Khao Sam Roi Yot NP， 98 km2 (gaz. 28 Jun. 1966; Fig. 1， No. 22): Neither ga町 norbanteng has been 
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reported in the park (DOBIAS， 1982). 
Khao Sok NP， 645 krn2 (gaz. 22 Dec. 1980; Fig. 1， No. 23): Details in the訂 ticle.
KhIong Nakha WS， 480 krn2 (gaz. 26 May 1972; Fig. 1， No. 69): Details i目白earticle. 
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KhIong Phraya WS， 95 krn2 (gaz. 12 Nov. 1980; Fig. 1， No. 72)・MIDAS(1993) reported both ga町制d

banteng. The area is too small to support any viable population of either species. 
Khlong Saeng WS， 1156 krn2 (gaz. 18 Dec. 1974; Fig. 1， No. 71): Details i目白e釘ticle.

KhIong Yan WS， 491 krn2 (gaz. 1993): Details in白earticle. 
Sri Phangnga NP， 246 krn2 (gaz. 16 Apr. 1988): Details in the article. 
Thaleban NP， 102 krn2 (gaz. 27 Oct. 1980; Fig. 1， No. 54): Neither gaur nor banteng were repo巾 d

(DOBIAS， 1982). The largest marnmals found are Indian muntjac and wild pigs (Mr. Colin McQuistan， pers. 
comm.) 

Ton Nga Chang WS， 182 krn2 (gaz. 14 Jul. 1978; Fig. 1， No. 87): Neither gaur nor banteng wぉ reported

(DOBIAS， 1982). 
Uttay掴 SadetN凶 KromLuang Chumphon WS， 454 km2 (gaz. 23 M低 1988):A short visit was made 

on May 1994. Very Iittl巴 forestis left due to Typhoon唱 ay"which moved白rough出巴訂eaon Nov. 1989. 
Neither gaur nor banteng was expected 
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