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Indo-Pacific Humpback Dolphins in the Waters of Kinman:
Distribution, Habitat Usage, and Population Structure

Lien-Siang Chou® 2, Wei-Lun Chang?, Yen-Jei Wu', Hsin-Yi Yu!

YInstitute of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, National Taiwan University; “Corresponding author
E-mail: chouls@ntu.edu.tw

ABSTRACT  Indo-Pacific humpback dolphins, Sousa chinensis, are mostly active in
waters of less than 20 meters deep, with their habitats often close to areas of
concentrated human developments and activities. The resultant anthropogenic stress on
the species has drawn considerable international attention to its conservation. Of
particular urgency is the need to investigate the ecological requirements of this
threatened species. In Kinmen waters, 39 transect line surveys were conducted during
2009-2011 to establish critical baseline data of the local population of Sousa chinensis.
A total of 18 humpback dolphin groups were sighted in the northwestern and northern
Kinmen waters with an average water depth of 6.13 m. Thirty-six humpback dolphin
individuals were identified by photo-identification; the majority of the population was of
speckled-stage (45%) and fewest was of unspotted adult (3%). In addition, some
catalogued Kinman humpback dolphins were found to be also in the catalogued Xiamen
population, but not in the catalogued population off western Taiwan, indicating Kinman
and Xiamen could share the same population. Further researches are needed to
understand the population dynamics and movement of this population.

Keywords: population, photo-identification, habitat selection, age structure
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