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1. FOREWORD 

Very few areas on earth are blessed with an extremely high diversity of life forms-from charismatic 

mega-fauna to microscopic organisms- together with high endemism. International body of Scientists 

has designated these areas as “biodiversity hotspots”, which demand for the highest priority for 

conservation.  Among 34 such hotspots on earth, one of these is Indo-Burma Biodiversity hotspot, 

which has its western end in the Chittagong Hill Tracts (CHT) of Bangladesh, the only hotspot that is 

shared by Bangladesh. CHT, comprises over 10% of the total land area of Bangladesh, is one of the 

last strong hold of biodiversity in Bangladesh. CHT harbors many species of fauna and flora, and 

even more species are yet to be discovered.  Despite its importance, CHT remains as the least 

explored area of Bangladesh, primarily due to the remote nature of the area and its political 

complexities. Despite facing formidable challenges, Creative Conservation Alliance, has already 

done some remarkable work in CHT. Primarily, with the help of the local ethnic people they have 

discovered and re-discovered many globally threatened species in the most remote part of CHT- the 

Sangu-Matamuhuri Reserve Forest. Their work indicates that Sangu-Matamuhuri Reserve Forest is 

one of the last strong hold of biodiversity in Bangladesh, where a number of charismatic mega-fauna 

still roam in the wild. Sadly, however, the amazing wildlife and their unique habitats of Sangu-

Matamuhuri Reserve Forest are vanishing rapidly due to poaching, habitat destruction and many 

other threats. This report provides important insights on the current situation of this important 

biodiversity hotpot, and based on which, Bangladesh Forest Department can implement further work.  
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2. Executive Summary 

The Chittagong Hill Tracts (CHT) comprises 10% of the total land area of Bangladesh and falls 

within the Indo-Burma Biodiversity Hotspot which renders it, undoubtedly, the richest biodiversity 

hotspot in Bangladesh. However, due to political instability and the general remoteness of this 

region, the CHT remains the least explored area in Bangladesh. In particular, we know very little 

concerning the current status of wildlife within the Sangu and Matamuhuri Reserve Forest. We 

conducted exploratory surveys in Sangu-Reserve Forest, focusing particularly in Sangu Reserve 

Forest (SRF), from 2011 to 2015. The interview surveys resulting in hunting records, camera trap 

surveys, and visual observations were conducted primarily through the assistance of the local 

communities, including several members of Mro tribe who have been trained as a parabiologists. 

Some notable findings include: Gaur – the largest cattle species in the world, which was declared 

extinct by IUCN Bangladesh in 2000; six species of wild cats including Asiatic golden cat, marbled 

cat, clouded leopard, leopard cat, and tiger. The confirmation of tiger is based on the observation of 

several pugmarks, identified by experts. We do not have enough evidence to show whether a 

breeding population of tiger exists within the CHT, or if the pugmarks belong to transient 

individuals, but the pugmarks do prove that tigers still use this area as part of their home range. 

Furthermore, we documented both sun bear and Asiatic black bear, dhole/Asiatic wild dog, Asian 

elephants, sambar, barking deer, wild boar, six species of primates including hoolock gibbon and 

Phayre’s Leaf Monkey, three species of hornbill: great hornbill, wreathed hornbill and oriental-pied 

hornbill; Burmese python, reticulated python, and king cobra; eight species of turtles and tortoises. 

There are 16 ethnic settlements within the SRF with a resident human population size of about 1600 

people.  Human influx, seasonal harvest of forest resources, slash and burn agriculture practice, 

subsistence hunting and poaching and logging are the major threats for wildlife and its habitat. Our 

preliminary situational analysis indicates that the SRF is one of the most important sites for wildlife 

in Bangladesh, and with a proper management plan the SRF can have the long term potential to 

sustain populations of tigers and elephants. 25 of the observed species are globally threatened-2 

Critically Endangered, 9 Endangered and 14 Vulnerable-which deems the SRF an important 

biodiversity site from not only a national perspective, but also a global perspective. 
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Executive Summary (in Bangla) 

ইন্দো-বোর্মো হটস্পট’র অন্তর্ভ মক্ত পোবমত্য চট্টগ্রোর্ এলোকো বোাংলোন্েন্ের মর্োট আয়ত্ন্ের েে েত্োাংে জুন্ে অবস্থিত্। ইন্দো-বোর্মো 

হটস্পন্টর অন্তর্মত্ হওয়োয় এই অঞ্চন্লর জীবববস্থচত্র্য অন্েক ববস্থচত্র্যপভর্ম। যস্থেও রোজবেস্থত্ক অস্থিরত্ো এবাং েভরবত্মীত্োর কোরর্ন্হতু্ 

এলোকোস্থট বোাংলোন্েন্ের েভেযত্র্ অন্বেষস্থতত্ এলোকো স্থহন্বন্বই রন্য় মর্ন্।। স্থবন্েতত্, বোঙু্গ এবাং র্োত্োরু্হুরীর রস্থিত্ বেোঞ্চন্লর 

   প্রোস্থর্ন্ের বত্মর্োে অবিো বম্পন্কম আর্োন্ের ধোরেো খুবই বীস্থর্ত্।  

িোেীয় মরো জের্ন্ের বহোয়ত্োয়  আর্রো ২০১১ মেন্ক ২০১৫ পযমন্ত বোঙু্গ রস্থিত্ বেোঞ্চল এবাং আেপোন্ে অবস্থিত্ র্োত্োরু্হুরী 

রস্থিত্ বেোঞ্চন্ল র্ন্বতর্োর্ভলক অেুবন্ধোে চোস্থলন্য়স্থ।। প্রোেস্থর্ক অেুবন্ধোন্ে অর্যন্তরীর্ স্থেকোন্রর ত্েয মযোর্োে করোর জেয কযোন্র্রো 

ট্রোপ এবাং বমু্মখ পযমন্বিন্র্র দ্বোরো স্থেরীিো চোলোন্েো হয় । এ বর্ন্য়র র্ন্ধয িোেীয় জের্ন্ের বহোয়ত্োয়  আর্রো স্থক।ু উন্েখন্যোর্য 

বেযপ্রোস্থে’র বন্ধোে এ এলোকোয় পোই যো স্থকেো বোাংলোন্েে মেন্ক স্থবলুপ্ত হন্য় মর্ন্। বন্ল র্ন্ে করো হয় মযর্ে : বের্রু/র্োউর -  

বৃহত্তর্ বেযর্রু প্রজোস্থত্ যো ২০০০ বোন্ল ‘আইইউস্থবএে বোাংলোন্েে’ এর দ্বোরো স্থবলুপ্ত ম োতেো করো হয়। ।য় প্রজোস্থত্র বেস্থবেোল যোর 

র্ন্ধয উন্েখন্যোর্য হল- মবোেোলী স্থবেোল, র্রর্র স্থবেোল, লোর্স্থচত্ো, স্থচত্োবো  এবাং বো । 

বোন্ র পোন্য়র ।োপ পযমন্বিন্র্র দ্বোরো স্থবন্েতজ্ঞরো বোন্ র উপস্থিস্থত্ বম্পন্কম স্থেস্থিত্ হন্য়ন্।ে। পোবমত্য চট্টগ্রোর্  এলোকোয় বোন্ র 

বাংেবৃস্থি হয় স্থকেো এ বম্পন্কম আর্োন্ের কোন্। পযমোপ্ত ত্েযপ্রর্োর্ মেই, এর্েস্থক পেস্থচহ্নগুন্লো অিোয়ীর্োন্ব ত্োন্ের আর্র্ন্ের প্রর্োর্ 

স্থকেো এ বম্পন্কমও আর্রো স্থেস্থিত্ েই। ত্ন্ব পেস্থচহ্নগুন্লো প্রর্োর্ কন্র ময, বো গুন্লো এই এলোকো ত্োন্ের আবোবিল স্থকাংবো 

আবোবিন্লর স্থেকটবত্মী এলোকো স্থহন্বন্ব বযবহোর কন্র েোন্ক। 

এ।োেোও আর্রো স্থেস্থিত্ কন্রস্থ।- েুই প্রজোস্থত্র র্োেুক যোর র্ন্ধয রন্য়ন্। বভযম র্োেুক এবাং  কোন্লো র্োেুক;  বেয কুকুর; এেীয় 

হোস্থত্; বোম্বোর; র্োয়ো হস্থরর্; বেয েভকর; ।য় প্রজোস্থত্র বোের যোর র্ন্ধয উন্েখন্যোর্য রন্য়ন্। উেুক এবাং হেুর্োে; স্থত্ে প্রজোস্থত্র ধন্েে 

পোস্থখ। এ।োেো বরীবৃপ ও উর্চর প্রোস্থের র্ন্ধয রন্য়ন্। আট প্রজোস্থত্র কচ্ছপ এবাং কোস্থ।র্,  বোস্থর্মজ অজর্র, মর্োলবোহোর অজর্র 

এবাং স্থকাং মকোবরো এর উপস্থিস্থত্। 

               ’                  ০০       -                       ।       -                               

                            , অস্থেয়স্থিত্র্োন্ব বেজ বম্পে আহরে, জুর্ চোত , বেযপ্রোস্থে স্থেকোর এবাং অববধর্োন্ব র্ো। 

কোটো ইত্যোস্থে এই বেোঞ্চন্লর বে ও বেযপ্রোস্থের জেয প্রধোে হুর্কী।  আর্োন্ের প্রোেস্থর্ক স্থেরীিো স্থেন্েমে করন্। ময, বোঙু্গ রস্থিত্ 

বেোঞ্চল বোাংলোন্েন্ে বেযপ্রোস্থর্র জেয অেযত্র্ গুরুত্বপভর্ম মিত্র্। যেোযে বযবিোপেোর দ্বোরো বোঙু্গ রস্থিত্ বেোঞ্চন্ল  েী মন্র্য়োেীর্োন্ব 

বো  এবাং হোস্থত্র বাংখযোবৃস্থির মিত্র্ হন্ত্ পোন্র। পযমন্বির্কৃত্ প্রজোস্থত্র স্থর্ত্র ২৫ স্থট প্রজোস্থত্ আইইউস্থবএে’র লোল ত্োস্থলকোর 

অন্তরু্মক্ত এর র্ন্ধয ২স্থট প্রজোস্থত্ র্হোস্থবপন্ন, ৯স্থট প্রজোস্থত্ স্থবপন্ন ও ১৪স্থট প্রজোস্থত্ বাংকটোপন্ন যো বোঙু্গ রস্থিত্ বেোঞ্চলন্ক শুধু জোত্ীয় 

মপ্রিোপন্টই েয় আন্তজমোস্থত্ক পস্থরর্ন্ডন্ল একস্থট গুরুত্বপভর্ম বেযপ্রোস্থে বাংরিে মিত্র্ স্থহন্বন্ব গুরুত্ব বহে কন্র।  
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3. BACKGROUND 

The Chittagong Hill Tracts are part of a 1,800 km-long mountain range oriented from north to south 

in parallel ridges, incised by deep gorges from the eastern Himalayas in China, to western Myanmar. 

The CHT comprises 10% of the total land area of Bangladesh (Nath et al. 1998) and lies within the 

Indo-Burma Biodiversity Hotspot (Myers et al. 2000) with many globally threatened species 

(Tordoff et al. 2012). Patches of the old-growth, semi-evergreen, and bamboo forest within the CHT 

has been cleared for commercial teak plantations during the British colonial period. The present-day 

Forest Department of Bangladesh uses the same practices (Khan 2015). There are three officially 

protected areas within the CHT:  

 

1) Pablakhali Wildlife Sanctuary, year of establishment: 1962, Area: 42, 087 ha; 

2) Kaptai National Park, year of establishment: 1999; Area: 5464 ha; 

3) Sangu Wildlife Sanctuary, year of establishment: 2011; Area: 2331 ha; 

 

The 33,836 ha (83,612 acres) Sangu Reserve Forest (SRF) is located in south of Boro Modok in 

Thanchi Upazila of Bandarban District (Figure 1). Contained within the Sangu Reserve Forest is the 

Sangu Wildlife Sanctuary (SWF), which was declared by the Forest Department of Bangladesh 

(Gazzetted on June 4, 2010), however there is no clear demarcation of its boundaries and both the 

wildlife sanctuaries and reserve forests lack adequate enforcement and jurisdiction. Adjacent to the 

SRF is the 40,661 ha (100,476 acres) Matamuhuri Reserve Forest (MRF) situated south of Babu Para 

in Alikadam Upazila of Bandarban District (Figure 1). The MRF has been encroached upon by 

Bengali and ethnic settlers since the 1980s and as a result, very relatively large patch of natural forest 

is not left in this area. While the more remote SRF still contains patches of primary forest due to the 

more recent period of degradation.  

The climate of the region is tropical, with a mean annual rainfall of 2,666 mm . A dry, cool season 

occurs in the region during November-March, followed by a hot and sunny pre-monsoon season 

during April-May, and a warm, cloudy, and wet monsoon season during June-October (Khan 2015). 

The CHT is undoubtedly the richest biodiversity hotspot in Bangladesh. However, due to political 

instability and the general remoteness of this region, the CHT remains the least explored area in 

Bangladesh (Khan 2015). As a consequence, there has been very little biodiversity survey work done 

in the area and no systematic surveys have been carried out. What we know about the biodiversity of 

this region is primarily based on information generated from historical expeditions in earlier colonial 

periods. In recent years, Dr. Monirul Khan and Dr. Suprio Chakma have conducted several 

expeditions in the CHT. These surveys have resulted in several new species of birds, amphibians, 

and reptiles being recorded for the country. Despite these surveys we still know very little about the 
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biodiversity of the Sangu Reserve Forest. To fill this knowledge gap, our organization – The 

Creative Conservation Alliance (CCA) has conducted opportunistic, exploratory surveys in Sangu 

Reserve Forest, and adjacent areas in Matamuhuri Reserve Forest, from 2011 to 2015, primarily with 

the assistance of the local ethnic people. The following report contains the preliminary findings from 

those surveys. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: A map of Sangu and Matamuhuri Reserve Forest, Bandarban Disctrict 
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4. OBJECTIVES 

1. To conduct exploratory surveys focusing on the biodiversity within the Sangu Reserve Forest 

and adjacent areas; 

2. To gather information on traditional hunting practices of the ethnic people; 

3. To identify the major threats to the biodiversity of the region; 

4. To conduct a baseline socioeconomic survey of the local ethnic communities; 

5. To initiate a preliminary situational analysis of the Sangu Reserve Forest through visual 

observation and discussions with the local communities; 

6. To build rapport and gain the trust of the local communities 
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5. METHODOLOGY 

 

The surveys were conducted primarily through the assistance of the local communities. Three local 

community members of Mro tribe were trained to operate digital cameras, camera traps, GPS, 

handheld weather station, and questionnaire survey techniques. The following strategies were used to 

collect data:   

1. Visits were made in tribal villages to inspect remains of recently hunted specimens; 

2. Digital point-and-shoot cameras were distributed to local community members in order to 

take photographs of live specimens; 

3. Camera traps were distributed to previously-trained local community members in order to 

detect the presence of medium to large-sized mammals. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data were collected between December 2011 and August 2015, from 28 of the 33 villages where the 

survey team has built their rapport. The surveys purposely focused on 28 of the 33 villages where we 

have the established the strongest trust of the local people. A total of eight visits were made south of 

 

Figure 2: A map of the study area showing the Mro villages visited during the study 
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Alikadam and Thanchi town and every visit lasted for at least 12 days. The previously-trained Mro 

people conducted the survey used a combination of focus group discussions, semi-directive 

interviews, and collaborative field work (Huntington 2000) to gather information on traditional 

hunting practices and quantify hunting off take. Ten camera traps were placed from June 2015 to 

February 2015, totaling over 700 trap/nights.  

Interviews were conducted in the evening at the house of a village chief, where a representative from 

each individual household of the village was present. Each representative was asked to recall the 

number of wild animals each household had harvested in the previous year. Larger animals (> 2 kg), 

which are usually consumed communally, were included in the harvest inventories, and tended to 

have more reliable recall values (Usher and Wenzel 1987, Knapp et al. 2010). Animals such as small 

mammals (< 2 kg), frogs, snakes, birds, etc. were not included as it would be difficult for villagers to 

give accurate information. We also gathered information on the population size of the village, 

average years of field fallows, distance of the village from the nearest town settlements, and number 

of individuals who own guns and/or actively use traps to capture animals. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Mro parabiologists during a workshop on camera trapping in Bhawal National Park 
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In addition, the team 

visited each village to 

interview people regarding 

targeted species hunted and 

respective hunting 

practices. Photographs of 

species including 

mammals, reptiles, 

amphibians, and birds were 

shown to the interviewees 

and the corresponding 

species occurrence, 

traditional knowledge, and 

taboos were recorded. A 

list of species hunted that 

could be validated by 

evidence—whole 

carcasses, skins, or body parts that the villagers had in their possession—was made, noting the 

hunting techniques used. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Figure 5: A satellite image showing tribal villages and BGB camps within the SRF 

(highlighted in yellow) 

 

Figure 4: Our parabiologists setting up a camera trap in remote part 

of SRF 
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6. SURVEY RESULTS 

 

We recorded 37 species of mammals, 46 species of reptiles, 19 species of amphibians, and 11 species 

of birds during our study period. Following the International Union for Conservation of Nature Red 

List Classification, some 3% of the species hunted were listed as Critically Endangered, 10% 

Endangered, 17% Vulnerable, 6% Near Threatened, 59% Least Concern, and 5% Data Deficient. 

6.1. Mammals 

 

We confirmed the presence of tiger in the SRF. This confirmation is based on a 14 cm pug mark that 

we have recorded from one of our study sites in February, 2016. We still do not have any data to 

show whether a 

resident population 

occurs within the  

 

CHT or if the 

pugmarks belong 

to transient 

individuals. In 

several villages, 

especially in the 

southern part of the 

SRF, the locals 

have mentioned 

during the 

interviews that 

they often see tigers in the area. There have been at least six different sightings of tigers in the area in 

the last two years. We were also told that Burmese hunters poached two tigers from the area in 2013, 

and at least two locals have seen mating tigers in the last two years.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig.: A 14 cm tiger pug mark as verified by experts 

Figure 6: Tiger pugmark 
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Figure 7: The creek where the tiger pug marks were found 
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We also recorded the presence of key tiger prey species such as Sambar, wild boar, and barking deer. 

These species are found in both primary forest and degraded habitat. The locals mentioned that they 

have seen wild boar herds of over 200 individuals. Sambars are relatively rare, but do occur 

throughout the SRF. Barking deer and wild boar appeared to be very common in the SRF and 

throughout the Sangu-Matamuhuri Valley. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8: A male sambar 

Figure 9: Barking deer  
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Apart from tigers, we have documented the presence of six other wild cat species within the SRF. 

We have found camera trap images and recently hunted skins of leopard (Panthera pardus), clouded 

leopard (Neofelis nebulosa), marbled cat (Pardofelis marmorata), Asiatic golden cat (Catopuma 

temminckii) and leopard cat (Prionailurus bengalensis). Wild cat species are opportunistically hunted 

by locals primarily for subsistence. Hunters from neighboring Myanmar are also reported to visit the 

SRF occasionally to trap for tigers and other wild cats. We did not record fishing cat (Prionailurus 

viverrinus) during our study period but they are known to occur within the SRF (S. Chakma, Pers. 

Comm.). The smallest of the locally occurring cat species, the jungle cat (Felis chaus), probably 

occurs closer to urban areas and human settlements.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10: Wild boar  
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Figure 11: Marbled cat 

Figure 12: Asiatic golden cat 
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Figure 13: Clouded leopard 

Figure 14: Leopard  
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Among the wild canids, we 

have recorded the globally 

endangered Asiatic Wild 

Dog/Dhole (Cuon alpinus) 

and golden jackals (Canis 

aureus) in the SRF and 

adjacent areas. Dholes were 

found to occur throughout 

the SRF and the adjacent 

areas. We have recorded at 

least five different dholes in 

our camera traps including 

a pregnant individual. The locals mentioned that dholes are fairly common in thearea, while jackals 

appeared to be very rare in the area and have accounted for only one recent hunting record outside of 

the SRF. 

We also have rediscovered populations of wild gaur (Bos gaurus) in SRF. Gaur were declared extinct 

from Bangladesh according to IUCN (2000) Red List. We have recorded at least three different herds 

of guar in our camera trap images during the study. The locals approximated that 60-100 gaur are 

found in this area.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16: Gaur 

Figure 15: Asiatic wild dog/Dhole 
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We have also recorded several resident herds of Asian elephants (Elephas maximus) in the SRF. 

According to the locals, about 38 elephants live in this area. They also mentioned there has been a 

sharp decline in the population of elephants; poachers from Myanmar are known to visit this area to 

hunt wild elephants for ivory and meat.  

We recorded six species of primates in SRF, including two globally endangered species- Western 

hoolock gibbon (Hoolock hoolock) and Phayre's leaf monkey (Trachypithecus phayrei). The gibbon 

population in the SRF is probably one of the largest remaining populations in Bangladesh. Arboreal 

species, such as hoolock gibbon, capped langur, and Phayre’s leaf monkey have been extirpated from 

most regions within the Bandarban; their last stronghold is in the SRF. Pig-tailed macaque (Macaca 

leonina) and Rhesus macaque (Macaca mulatta) are found in degraded areas adjacent to SRF as 

well. And among the meso-predators, we have recorded masked palm civet (Paguma lavarta), large 

Indian civet (Viverra zibetha), and binturong (Arctictis binturong) – a globally endangered mammal.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17 : Capped langur 
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Two species of bears, the Asiatic black bear (Ursus thibetanus) and sun bear (Helarctos malaynus), 

were recorded in the SRF. A previous study mentioned that resident populations of sun bear do not 

occur in Bangladesh (Islam et al. 2013). We have captured camera trap photos of at least three 

different sun bears and found remains of recently hunted specimens in three different villages. This 

evidence indicates that resident populations of sun bear likely do occur in Bangladesh.   

Both species of bears are found in primary and degraded patches of secondary forest. The local 

people often hunt bears during the jhum harvest season when the bears enter the fields to feed on 

crops. 

Among rodents, we recorded two species of porcupines- Malayan porcupine (Hystrix brachyura) and 

Asiatic brush-tailed porcupine (Atherurus macrourus). Both species of porcupines appeared to be 

fairly common throughout the area and were found in both natural and degraded habitats. Two 

species of flying squirrels were recorded during the study – the common giant flying squirrel 

(Petaurista petaurista) and Hodgson's giant flying squirrel (Petaurista magnificus). Flying squirrels 

are nocturnal and are seldom seen during the day. 

 

 

 

            B 

A 

Figure 18: Sun bear 
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The critically endangered Chinese pangolin (Manis pentadactyla) is recorded from the region, 

however, the locals mentioned that pangolins are probably extirpated or are very rare due to the 

targeted poaching for their scales. Locals also reported that otters are also extirpated from the area. 

All other recorded mammals are listed below in the Appendix. 

 

 

 

A 

B 

Figure 19: A. Large Indian civet; B. Masked palm civet 
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Notes on extinct megafauna: 

The Mro people claim that Banteng never occurred in this area but that wild water buffalo still exists 

in the area. It can be safely assumed that rhinoceros no longer exist in this part of the CHT. A 90- 

year-old Mro man mentioned that he encountered a rhinoceros 70 years ago in the Sangu-Matamuhiri 

Valley.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20: Binturong 
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6.2. Birds 

While 200 + bird species may occur in the SRF and adjacent areas (M. Khan, Pers. Comm.), 

providing a detailed checklist of birds was beyond the scope of this report. Herein, we present 

information on a few notable species only. 

Red junglefowl (Gallus gallus) and Kalij pheasants (Lophura leucomelanos) appeared to be very 

common throughout the Sangu-Matamuhuri Valley.  Resident populations of grey peacock pheasant 

(Polyplectron bicalcaratum), and three species of hornbills: great hornbill (Buceros bicornis), 

wreathed hornbill (Rhyticeros undulates) and Oriental-pied hornbills (Anthracoceros albirostris) 

were found in the SRF, primarily in the Chimbook Hill area, west of the Sangu River. Some locals 

also mentioned that green peacocks still also occur in the area, however, we have yet to find any 

direct evidence of their presence. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C 

A B 

Figure 21: A. Great hornbill ; B. Grey-peacock pheasant ;  C. Kalij pheasant 
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6.3. Reptiles and Amphibians 

 

Thus far, we have recorded 46 species of reptiles and 19 species of amphibians. This checklist is 

preliminary and many 

more species are waiting 

to be discovered, some 

are potentially new to 

science. We have 

recorded seven species of 

globally threatened turtles 

and tortoises in the area, 

including the Arakan 

forest turtle (Heosemys 

depressa), Asian brown 

tortoise (Manouria emys), 

keeled box turtle (Cuora 

mouhotii), elongated tortoise (Indotestudo elongata), Sylhet roofed turtle (Pangshura sylhtensis), 

leaf turtle 

(Cyclemys 

gemeli), and 

Malayan softshell 

turtle (Amyda 

ornata). The 

critically 

endangered 

Arakan forest 

turtle and the 

endangered keeled 

box turtle were 

recorded from 

Bangladesh for the 

first time. The findings of the globally endangered Asian brown tortoise and Sylhet roofed turtle in 

the SRF opens up new doors for the conservation of these two rare turtles as both of these species 

were previously considered extirpated from Bangladesh.  

 

 

 

Figure 22: Elongated tortoise  

Figure 23: Arakan forest turtle 
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Figure 24:  Assam roofed turtle 

 

Figure 25:  Asian leaf  turtle 
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Two globally threatened snake species, the Burmese python (Python bivittatus) and king cobra 

(Ophiophagus hannah) are recorded from the SRF. The world’s longest snake, the reticulated python 

(Malayopython reticulatus) was also recorded from the SRF. Both species of pythons and the king 

cobra are reported to be fairly 

common in the area, and are found 

in both primary and degraded 

forest patches. Three other snake 

species were also recorded from 

Bangladesh for the first time. 

The globally threatened Indian 

flying frog (Pterorana khare) and 

Asian caecilian (Ichthyophis sp.) 

were recorded during the study for 

the first time from Bangladesh. 

 
 

 

Figure 26: Keeled box turtle 

 

Figure 27: Asian caecilian  
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6.4. The People 

Until very recently, there were no permanent settlements in the SRF. The majority of the settlements 

within the SRF were established within the last decade. The recent human influx is caused by the 

decreases in soil fertility and jhum production in most parts of the Bandarban forcing the tribal 

communities 

to migrate to 

the pristine 

areas of the 

SRF. There 

are 16 villages 

within the 

SRF; eleven of 

them are Mro 

villages, three 

Marma 

villages, and 

two Tripura 

villages. The 

approximate total population of the area is 1,632, with an average of 102 people in each village. The 

mean Mro village size in our study consists of 15 households (range: 5-24). The mean population of 

the village is 84 

persons (range: 34-

150; SE: 6.37); the 

mean aerial distance 

of the village to the 

nearest town is 22.65 

km (range: 3.05-

49.54 km; SE: 

2.13).The tribes 

commonly keep 

cattle, goat, chicken, 

and pigs for festive 

occasions (Loffler 

1961).  We noted that 

almost every household has domesticated chickens and pigs, and some also cattle. The Mro do not  

 

 

Figure 29: Firewood extraction for household use 

Figure 28: A Mro settlement  
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Commercially raise livestock; that which they have is usually free-ranging and is only occasionally 

supplementary fed. Cattle raised are usually sold to Bengali settlers or tribal traders for cash, or to 

consume for different festivities, such as “Chia-Shod-Poi.” It seems the numbers of animals they 

keep are barely enough to provide a full dish for their festive occasions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 31: A temporary shelter of seasonal resource collector on the bank of the Sangu 

river, within the SRF 

 

Figure 30: A Mro village 
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Their main vocation is swidden agriculture. Jhum fields are usually located within 3 km walking 

distance of a village. The Mro grow rice, their main staple and also pumpkin, squash, and other 

vegetables for domestic consumption, and cotton, ginger, and turmeric which are usually sold to 

Bengali traders for cash. Their diet also includes bamboo shoots, vegetables, supplemented by fish, 

crabs, and occasionally bush meat.   

The men and women are very busy starting in February when they first clear a plot to burn, until 

October when they harvest their crops. During that time they do not seem to have enough time to go 

on hunting trips. They will then passively hunt and place traps around their fields and around their 

villages to 

catch crop-

damaging 

meso-

predators. 

The Mro are 

opportunistic 

subsistence 

hunters, 

primarily 

utilizing traps 

and guns. This 

may be 

regarded as a 

more reactive hunting approach by them, rather than a proactive one. Since guns have been used for 

>50 years they no longer rely as much on traditional hunting traps. The use of guns to hunt during 

the wet season decreases as that is the time that 1) they are very active weeding in their jhum fields; 

2) due to rain and flash floods, moving and traveling about becomes difficult; and 3) it is difficult to 

keep gunpowder dry in the heavy rains. They use traps throughout the year, with a trapping peak in 

the monsoon (June to September), and with guns during the dry season after the crop harvest 

(November to February). 

The Mro often hunt with dogs, typically capturing terrestrial turtles and tortoises. It did not appear 

that the dogs are trained specifically to hunt. And the skills of the dogs vary from individual to 

individual. We have seen dogs in every Mro village; however, not all dogs are used for hunting. 

Typically during hunts, one or two Mro hunters joined the dogs. The dogs roamed freely in the forest 

and barked if an animal was discovered. They are often used to hunt monitor lizards around jhum 

fields as well. 

 

Figure 32: Wildlife trophies 
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Large animals such as deer, large turtles, etc. that are captured, are distributed among the villagers. 

The person(s) who were responsible for its capture receive the larger shares.  

The Mro women are not considered “hunters”, but if they encounter wildlife while performing daily 

chores, such as encountering a turtle streamside while collecting water, they will bring it back for 

consumption. We have observed that children roam around villages with catapults and will kill any 

bird for home consumption.     
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6.5. Subsistence Hunting Practices  
 

Most (n=60) species were hunted opportunistically for subsistence/domestic consumption, while less 

than 10% were hunted for commercial sale: for live animal trade e.g. hill myna (Gracula religiosa) 

and parakeets (Psittacula spp.); or for body parts e.g. Chinese pangolin (Manis pentadactyla) and 

Tokay gecko (Gekko gecko). Pangolins and geckos are targeted based on their body size, destined to 

be used in Chinese traditional medicines. Occasionally parts of animals hunted for subsistence are 

also traded, e.g. bear bile, canine teeth of cats, and plastrons of turtles also destined for the Chinese 

traditional medicine market. 

 

The survey estimated that approximately 66 species of animals, including mammals (about 51%), 

reptiles (27%), birds (17%), and amphibians (5%) were documented as hunted species by the Mro.  

Based on villagers’ information, it is found that in the recent past otters were heavily hunted due to 

the high demand of their skin, and the villagers are concerned that this species is already extirpated 

in the region. Pangolins were primarily hunted for scales which are used in traditional Chinese 

medicine and are now on the verge of extirpation from the area; and are now listed as Critically 

Endangered (Table 1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Of the animals for which offtake numbers were obtained , many of the turtles and tortoises are listed 

as endangered, one of the hornbill species is listed as near threatened, and those other species taken 

in larger numbers such as barking deer, porcupines, and Bengal monitor are listed as of least 

concern.  

 

Figure 33 : Percentage of hunted species 
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Figure 34: Percentage of hunted animals 

Figure 35: Number of hunted animals (survey data collected from 26 Mro villages) 
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However, if threats like hunting pressure and deforestation are not addressed properly and 

immediately, then in near future many of those least concern species will also be found in threatened 

or near threatened categories with few exceptions based on adaptability. For example, the Bengal 

monitor is a generalist predator and is highly adaptable, meaning it will probably readily survive with 

additional habitat changes and high hunting pressure. The great hornbill, in contrast, feeds on tree 

fruits and needs large old-growth trees with cavities in which to nest, so the clearing of new land for 

jhum agriculture is extremely detrimental to its survival. It may also be particularly sought by hunters 

due to its great size and its attractive black and white feathers. 

Hunting of mammal species such as hog badger, ferret badger, and mongoose was avoided because 

they have an unpleasant taste, possibly due to their strong musk glands, and therefore do not have 

any consumption value. Villagers also do not hunt poisonous snakes such as the red-necked keelback 

(Rhabdophis subminiatus) which has a nuchal gland containing toxins, but they do hunt the highly 

venomous king cobra (Ophiophagus hannah) which is considered a delicacy. Monocled cobras (Naja 

kaouthia), rat snakes (Ptyas spp.,Coelognathus spp.), and keelbacks (Xenochrophis spp.) are taken 

when opportunistically encountered, while pit vipers (Trimeresurus spp.) and smaller snakes, such as 

mock vipers (Psammodynastes pulverulentus), wolf snakes (Lycodon spp.), and kukri snakes 

(Oligodon spp.) were avoided. Larger frogs (Hoplobatrachus spp., Amalops spp.) and tadpoles are 

usually consumed, but tree frogs (Family: Rhacophoridae) and other small frogs are generally  
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Figure 36 : Per capita biomass consumption for different taxa(survey data collected 

from 26 Mro villages) 

 Biomass consumption of wildlife per capita 

Species 



C r e a t i v e  C o n s e r v a t i o n  A l l i a n c e  | 36 

  

 

avoided. Monitor lizards (Varanus spp.) are commonly eaten and considered a delicacy, while skinks 

(Family: Scincidae) and other lizards are not consumed. 
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Figure 37: Landscape image of hill forest 

Figure 38: A) Shot; B) Pre-chek 
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Fig.ure 39: A. Rip front view;  B. Clong 
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Thirteen  hunting techniques (Table 2) were considered passive approaches: snare traps, box traps, 

spear traps, pit fall traps, glue traps, dead fall traps and mist netting; the remaining were active 

methods: searching for animals, employing hand-made guns, hunting dogs, catapults, blow-darting, 

bow-and-arrow, and spears. Both forms of hunting took place within a 3 km radius of the village.  

 

A simple correlation plot was created to see the correlation between distance of a village from the 

nearest town, length of fallow years, village population, number of hunter, number of hunters who 

use guns and traps, and the total number of animals hunted in a village.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There is a likelihood of underestimation of hunted species as the survey failed to account the 

passerine birds, bats, and small mammals which are widely hunted. These are usually not 

represented, or represented by only fragments, in any of the catch data we were able to obtain. 

Furthermore, even when intact, these are often difficult to identify to genus and species. The hill 

myna was an exception, as villages believe bad things will happen to them if they consume one, and 

thus recall is high. These birds are also highly sought after for the live animal trade and therefore 

have higher recall value. 

Although exact quantification of the abundance of wildlife available was beyond the scope of this 

survey, the area’s remoteness allows for the existence of higher quality habitat for wildlife and thus a 

 

Figure 40 : Correlation matrix 
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presumably higher abundance of wildlife. Therefore, hunting offtake would be higher in more 

remote villages with better forest coverage. The continuation of subsistence hunting, combined with 

the destruction and alteration of primary forest patches for the swidden agriculture system, will likely 

cause depletion of many wildlife species, and, without immediate intervention will cause extirpation 

of already low populations of many globally threatened species, such as turtles, gaur, and primates 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 41: Taxa representing different Red List threatened categories 
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7. Threats to biological diversity 
 

1. Human influx 

Historically there were no human settlements in the SRF. Due to the decrease in soil fertility in 

adjacent areas, more and more people are moving into the SRF every year with hopes for better crop 

production. The establishment of new villages within the core area of the SRF in recent years is a 

serious threat for the biodiversity of the area. 
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Figure 42 : Satellite image showing landscape change between 2002 (A) and 2015 (B) due to human 

influx 
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2. Jhum cultivation 

Due to the increase in human population and rapid influx of people from other areas, jhum 

cultivation, without regulation, will likely cause the destruction of the remaining forest patches 

within the core of the SRF.  
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Figure 43: A. Cutting of old growth forest for jhum  B. Slash and burn process for the cultivation 

of Jhum 
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3. Extraction of forest products by seasonal resource collectors 

During the dry season (October to March), thousands of people, mostly of tribal communities, enter 

the SRF to collect rattan, bamboo, trees without any regulation. This practice is unsustainable and 

with the current rate of harvest continues it would cause serious degradation of the area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 44: A. Logging in Matamuhuri Reserve Forest; B. Unsustainable harvest of bamboo and 

rattan during dry season from Sangu Reserve Forest 
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4. Logging 

The selective logging in the remaining primary forest patches of SRF and MRF, primarily, by the 

Bengali people, is a serious threat for the biodiversity of the area.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Subsistence hunting and poaching 

The tribal communities in 

the SRF appeared to be 

largely composed of 

opportunistic, subsistence 

hunters. However, the wide 

spread, chronic, subsistence 

hunting practice can cause 

the local extinctions of many 

species and their prey. 

Trans-boundary hunting is 

also a threat in the area. 

Hunters from Myanmar 

would often visit the area for targeted species, such as pangolin, tiger, elephants, and other big cats.  

 

Figure 45: Selective Logging 

Figure 46: Hunting practice 
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8. WAY FORWARD? 
 

During our initial reconnaissance in the Sangu Reserve Forest we managed to observe a wide array 

of wildlife, much of which can be seen nowhere else in the country. In spite of our surveys being 

preliminary and exploratory in nature, lacking rigorous scientific protocols, the amount of 

biodiversity that our tribal field assistants (parabiologists) managed to acquire with their handheld 

cameras and few of our camera traps, has far exceeded anyone’s expectations. A number of 

nationally and globally threatened species of amphibians, reptiles, and mammals were photographed, 

many of which require immediate attention. Our data indicates that Sangu Reserve Forest is one of 

the most important forests of Bangladesh. The adjacent Matamuhuri Reserve Forest has been 

degraded substantially due to the encroachment by both ethnic and Bengali communities. Without 

intervention, the remaining treasure trove of biodiversity might be lost from Sangu Reserve Forest 

forever. Most importantly, this forest is part of the watershed of Bangladesh’s two indigenous river-

Sangu and Matamuhuri. A methodic and collaborative approach by the Forest Department, involving 

the local communities and other government stakeholders, is likely the only way we can protect and 

restore this forgotten gem to its former glory. 
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9. APPENDIX 

Table 1: A preliminary checklist of wildlife of Sangu Reserve Forest, an adjacent areas, observed by 

our parabiologists (Only species with photographic evidence were included in this checklist). 

Common Name Scientific Name 
IUCN Red List 
Classification 

Primary Use 

Mammals (37)    

Asian Elephant Elephas maximus Endangered Meat 

Tiger Panthera tigris Endangered Wildlife trade 

Asiatic Golden Cat Catopuma temminckii Near Threatened Meat 

Leopard Panthera pardus Least Concern Meat 

Clouded Leopard Neofelis nebulosa Vulnerable Meat 

Leopard Cat Prionailurus bengalensis Least Concern Meat 

Marble Cat Pardofelis marmorata  Near Threatened Meat 

Asiatic Black Bear Ursus thibetanus Vulnerable Meat 

Sun Bear Helarctos malayanus Vulnerable Meat 

Binturong Arctictis binturong Vulnerable Meat 

Gaur Bos gaurus Vulnerable Meat 

Civet sp. Family: Viverridae Least Concern Meat 

Large Indian Civet Viverra zibetha Least Concern Meat 

Masked Palm Civet Paguma lavarta Least Concern Meat 

Malayan Porcupine Hystrix brachyura Least Concern Meat 

Brush-tailed Porcupine Atherurus macrourus Least Concern Meat 

Red Serow Capricornis sp. Near Threatened Meat 

Sambar Rusa unicolor Vulnerable Meat 

Barking Deer Muntiacus vaginalis Least Concern Meat 

Wild Boar Sus scrofa Least Concern Meat 

Phayre's Leaf Monkey Trachypithecus phayrei Endangered Meat 

Bengal Slow Loris Nycticebus bengalensis Vulnerable Meat 

Capped Langur Trachypithecus pileatus Vulnerable Meat 

Northern Pig-tailed 

Monkey 

Macaca leonina Data deficient Meat 

Western Hoolock Gibbon Hoolock hoolock Endangered Meat 
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Rhesus Macaque Macaca mulata Least Concern Meat 

Tree Shrew Tupaia glis Least Concern Meat 

Rats/Mice Muridae spp. Least Concern Meat 

Flying Fox Pteropus giganteus Least Concern Meat 

False Vampire Megaderma sp. Data deficient Meat 

Chinese Pangolin Manis pentadactyla Critically Endangered Wildlife trade 

Pallas' Squirrel Callosciurus erythraeus Least Concern Meat 

Malayan Giant Squirrel Ratufa bicolor Near Threatened Meat 

Flying squirrel Petaurista sp. Least Concern Meat 

Particolored Flying 

Squirrel 

Hylopetes alboniger Least Concern Meat 

Orange-bellied 

Himalayan Squirrel 

Dremomys lokriah Least Concern Meat 

Irrawady Squirrel Callosciurus pygerythrus Least Concern Meat 

Reptiles (46)    
Arakan Forest Turtle Heosemys depressa Critically Endangered Meat 

Sylhet Roofed Turtle Pangshura sylhetensis Endangered Meat 

Malayan Softshell Turtle Amyda ornata Vulnerable Meat 

Asian Leaf Turtle Cyclemys gemeli Data Deficient Meat 

Indian Flapshell Turtle Lissemys punctata Least Concern Meat 

Keeled Box Turtle Cuora mouhotii Endangered Meat 

Elongated Tortoise Indotestudo elongata Endangered Meat 

Asian Brown Tortoise Manouria emys Endangered Meat 

Reticulated Python Python malayo Least concern Meat 

Burmese Python Python bivittatus Vulnerable Meat 

King Cobra Ophiophagus hannah Vulnerable Meat 

Monocled Cobra Naja kaouthia Least Concern Meat 

Checkered Keelback Xenochrophis piscator NA Meat 

Yellow-spotted Keelback Xenochrophis flavipunctatus Least Concern Meat 

Blind Snake Typhlops diardi Least Concern Not Preferred 

Brahminy Blind Snake Indotyphlops braminus Least Concern Not Preferred 

Short-nosed Vine Snake Ahaetulla prasina Least Concern Not Preferred 

Cherapunjee Keelback Amphiesma xenura Least Concern Not Preferred 
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Venning’s Keelback Amphiesma venningi Least Concern Not Preferred 

Green Cat Snake Boiga cyanea Least Concern Not Preferred 

Tawny Cat Snake Boiga ochracea Least Concern Not Preferred 

Zawi Wolf Snake Lycodon Zawi Least Concern Not Preferred 

Kukri Snake Oligodon albocinctus NA Not Preferred 

Kukri Snake Oildogodon spp. NA Not Preferred 

Indochinese Rat Snake Ptyas korros NA Meat 

Mock Viper Psammodynastes  pulverulentus NA Not Preferred 

Red-necked Keelback Rhabdophis subminatus Least Concern Not Preferred 

Trinket Snake Coelognathus radiatus Least Concern Meat 

Forest Snake Rhabdops sp. NA Not Preferred 

Assam Snail Eater Pareas monticola NA Not Preferred 

Black Krait Bungarus niger NA Not Preferred 

Banded Krait Bungarus fasciatus Least Concern Not Preferred 

Reed Snake Calamaria spp. NA Not Preferred 

Bengal Monitor Varanus bengalensis Least Concern Meat 

Spiny-headed Forest 

Lizard 

Calotes emma NA Meat 

Indian Garden Lizard Calotes versicolor NA Meat 

Blue-throated Lizard Ptyctolameus gularis NA Meat 

Tokay Gecko Gekko gekko Least Concern Meat 

Bent-toed Gecko Cyrtodactylus spp. NA Meat 

House Gecko Hemidactylus spp. NA Meat 

Long Tailed Lizard Takydromus spp. NA Meat 

Many-lined Grass Skink Eutrophis multifasciata NA Meat 

Bronze Grass Skink Eutrophis macaluria NA Meat 

Spotted Litter Skink Spenomorphus spp. NA Meat 

Water Skink Tropidophorous assamensis NA Meat 

Amphibians (19)    
Caecilian Ichthyophis sp. Least Concern Not Preferred 

Cascade Frog Amalops sp. NA Meat 

Indian Bull frog Hoplabatrachus tigrinus Least Concern Meat 
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Jerdon's Bull Frog Hoplabatrachus crassus Least Concern Meat 

Common Asian Toad Duttaphrynys melanostictus Least Concern Meat 

Mountain Horned Frog Xenphrys parva Least Concern Not preferred 

Painted Baloon Frog Kaloula pulchra Least Concern Not preferred 

Ornamented Pigmy Frog Microhyla ornata Least Concern Not preferred 

Two-striped Tree Frog Chiromantis viattatus Least Concern Not preferred 

Unidentified Frog Microhyla sp. NA Not preferred 

Cricket Frog Fejarvarya spp. NA Not preferred 

Red-eyed Frog Leptobrachium smithii Least Concern Not preferred 

Rivulet Frog Limnonectes laticeps Least Concern Not preferred 

Not preferred Ingerana borealis Vulnerable Not preferred 

Cascade Frog Amalops spp. NA Meat 

Assam Forest Frog Sylvarina leptoglossa Least Concern Meat 

Bush Frog Philatus sp. NA Not preferred 

Tree Frog Polypedates spp. NA Not preferred 

Indian Flying Frog Pterorana khare Vulnerable Not preferred 

Birds (11)    
Great Hornbill Buceros bicornis Near Threatened Meat 

Wreathed Hornbill Rhyticeros undulatus Least Concern Meat 

Oriental-pied Hornbill Anthracoceros albirostris Least Concern Meat 

Pigeons/Doves Columbidae spp. Least Concern Wildlife trade 

Racket-tailed Drongo Dicrurus sp. Least Concern Wildlife trade 

Hill Myna Gracula religiosa Least Concern Wildlife trade 

Red Jungle Fowl Gallus gallus Least Concern Meat 

Kalij Pheasant Lophura leucomelanos Least Concern Meat 

Vernal Hanging Parrot Loriculus vernalis Least Concern Wildlife trade 

Grey-Peacock Pheasant Polyplectron bicalcaratum Least Concern Meat 

Parakeets Psittacula sp. Least Concern Wildlife trade 
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Table 2. List of hunting techniques and methods used by the Mro 

No. Traps Local 

name 

Trap 

location 

Materials used Target Species Seasonal Use  

Passive trapping methods   

1 Stone/mud 

dead fall 

Rip Ground; 

Near 

stream 

Mud slab, bamboo Baited; civet; birds Winter 

2 Trigger 

and release 

spear trap  

Shot Ground Bamboo, cane Wild dog, wild boar, 

wild cats, porcupine, 

deer, medium-size 

mammals 

Monsoon near jhum 

field; winter 

3 Arboreal 

snare trap 

Dong Trees Rope,  bamboo Squirrels; Rats Monsoon mostly; 

and winter 

4 Jungle 

Foul Snare 

Trap 

Oram-

Pow 

On 

Ground 

Rope snare; baited 

with trained 

domesticated 

chicken 

Jungle fowl Summer 

5 Neck-hold 

snare trap 

Nong-

Lnag 

Ground Rope, bamboo Porcupines, civets; 

small-medium size 

mammals; jungle fowl 

Monsoon near jhum 

fields; less in winter 

and summer 

6 Gum trap  Nye Trees Resin, Insect, 

bamboo pole 

Insectivorous birds Winter 

7 Bird Snare 

Trap 

Ober-

Lang 

Trees Rope baited with 

fruits 

Frugivorous birds Winter; 

8 Leg-hold 

snare trap 

Khog-

Lang 

Ground Rope,  tree pole Deer, wild boar, sambar, 

wild cats, large 

mammals 

Monsoon and 

Winter 

9 Fixed 

Bamboo-

spear trap 

Chaw-

ow 

Ground Bamboo spear Deer, wild boar; 

medium to large 

mammals 

Fall and winter 

10 Pit fall trap  Wam Ground Pit fall Terrestrial turtles Monsoon 

11 Box trap  Pre-

check 

Ground Bamboo For live trapping 

nuisance animals 

Year round; 

Monsoon 

12 Log fall  Clong Ground Large log, bamboo Snakes; jungle fowl; rats Monsoon and fall; 

13 Mist Net Pauk Ground Nets Birds, bats Winter; 

Active trapping methods 

14 Gun Napauk - - Birds, monkeys, deer, 

wild boar 

Winter 

15 Catapult Yaiba - - Birds, squirrels Year round; Winter 

16 Blow Dart Muklon

g 

- - Birds Winter 

17 Hunting 

Dog 

Kui-

shuk 

- - Terrestrial turtles, 

monitor lizards, wild 

boar, deer 

Monsoon; 

18 Spear Longac

hu 

- - Soft shell turtles 

(Amydaornata) 

Year round; Winter 
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