[1-04] H24 RN L FRAR LMD EEIE

BERTICRBIT DA 7 > oedE & L HRH O RER ST
Analysis of relationships between damage by wild boar and land use

in Kashima city, Saga, Japan
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Fig.2 Relationships between a farmland size and Fig. 3 Relationships between a field size and damage lands of

damage lands per agricultural union orange per agricultural union
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Fig.4 Relationships between the land use and damage lands into 500m mesh (from left, damage lands, farmland
rate and forest rate)
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