
Open Access

10.11609/jott.2023.15.1.22355-22558
www.threatenedtaxa.org 

26 January 2023 (Online & Print)
15(1): 22355–22558

ISSN 0974-7907 (Online) 
ISSN 0974-7893 (Print)

B
u

il
d

in
g

 e
vi

d
en

ce
conservation globally

Taxa
Journal of

Threatened

fo
r



EDITORS

Founder & Chief Editor 
Dr. Sanjay Molur
Wildlife Information Liaison Development (WILD) Society & Zoo Outreach Organization (ZOO), 
43/2 Varadarajulu Nagar, 5th Street West, Ganapathy, Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu 641035, India

Deputy Chief Editor 
Dr. Neelesh Dahanukar
Noida, Uttar Pradesh, India

Managing Editor 
Mr. B. Ravichandran, WILD/ZOO, Coimbatore, India

Associate Editors 
Dr. Mandar Paingankar, Government Science College Gadchiroli, Maharashtra 442605, India 
Dr. Ulrike Streicher, Wildlife Veterinarian, Eugene, Oregon, USA
Ms. Priyanka Iyer, ZOO/WILD, Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu 641035, India
Dr. B.A. Daniel, ZOO/WILD, Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu 641035, India

Editorial Board 
Dr. Russel Mittermeier
Executive Vice Chair, Conservation International, Arlington, Virginia 22202, USA

Prof. Mewa Singh Ph.D., FASc, FNA, FNASc, FNAPsy
Ramanna Fellow and Life-Long Distinguished Professor, Biopsychology Laboratory, and 
Institute of Excellence, University of Mysore, Mysuru, Karnataka 570006, India; Honorary 
Professor, Jawaharlal Nehru Centre for Advanced Scientific Research, Bangalore; and Adjunct 
Professor, National Institute of Advanced Studies, Bangalore 

Stephen D. Nash
Scientific Illustrator, Conservation International, Dept. of Anatomical Sciences, Health Sciences 
Center, T-8, Room 045, Stony Brook University, Stony Brook, NY 11794-8081, USA

Dr. Fred Pluthero
Toronto, Canada

Dr. Priya Davidar 
Sigur Nature Trust, Chadapatti, Mavinhalla PO, Nilgiris, Tamil Nadu 643223, India

Dr. Martin Fisher
Senior Associate Professor, Battcock Centre for Experimental Astrophysics, Cavendish 
Laboratory, JJ Thomson Avenue, Cambridge CB3 0HE, UK

Dr. John Fellowes
Honorary Assistant Professor, The Kadoorie Institute, 8/F, T.T. Tsui Building, The University of 
Hong Kong, Pokfulam Road, Hong Kong

Prof. Dr. Mirco Solé
Universidade Estadual de Santa Cruz, Departamento de Ciências Biológicas, Vice-coordenador 
do Programa de Pós-Graduação em Zoologia, Rodovia Ilhéus/Itabuna, Km 16 (45662-000) 
Salobrinho, Ilhéus - Bahia - Brasil

Dr. Rajeev Raghavan
Professor of Taxonomy, Kerala University of Fisheries & Ocean Studies, Kochi, Kerala, India

English Editors 
Mrs. Mira Bhojwani, Pune, India 
Dr. Fred Pluthero, Toronto, Canada 
Mr. P. Ilangovan, Chennai, India
Ms. Sindhura Stothra Bhashyam, Hyderabad, India

Web Development
Mrs. Latha G. Ravikumar, ZOO/WILD, Coimbatore, India

Typesetting
Mrs. Radhika, ZOO, Coimbatore, India
Mrs. Geetha, ZOO, Coimbatore India

Fundraising/Communications
Mrs. Payal B. Molur, Coimbatore, India

Subject Editors 2019–2021

Fungi 

Dr. B. Shivaraju, Bengaluru, Karnataka, India 
Dr. R.K. Verma, Tropical Forest Research Institute, Jabalpur, India
Dr. Vatsavaya S. Raju, Kakatiay University, Warangal, Andhra Pradesh, India 
Dr. M. Krishnappa, Jnana Sahyadri, Kuvempu University, Shimoga, Karnataka, India
Dr. K.R. Sridhar, Mangalore University, Mangalagangotri, Mangalore, Karnataka, India
Dr. Gunjan Biswas, Vidyasagar University, Midnapore, West Bengal, India

Plants 

Dr. G.P. Sinha, Botanical Survey of India, Allahabad, India
Dr. N.P. Balakrishnan, Ret. Joint Director, BSI, Coimbatore, India 
Dr. Shonil Bhagwat, Open University and University of Oxford, UK 
Prof. D.J. Bhat, Retd. Professor, Goa University, Goa, India 
Dr. Ferdinando Boero, Università del Salento, Lecce, Italy 
Dr. Dale R. Calder, Royal Ontaro Museum, Toronto, Ontario, Canada 
Dr. Cleofas Cervancia, Univ. of Philippines Los Baños College Laguna, Philippines 
Dr. F.B. Vincent Florens, University of Mauritius, Mauritius 
Dr. Merlin Franco, Curtin University, Malaysia 
Dr. V. Irudayaraj, St. Xavier’s College, Palayamkottai, Tamil Nadu, India 
Dr. B.S. Kholia, Botanical Survey of India, Gangtok, Sikkim, India 
Dr. Pankaj Kumar, Kadoorie Farm and Botanic Garden Corporation, Hong Kong S.A.R., China
Dr. V. Sampath Kumar, Botanical Survey of India, Howrah, West Bengal, India 
Dr. A.J. Solomon Raju, Andhra University, Visakhapatnam, India 
Dr. Vijayasankar Raman, University of Mississippi, USA
Dr. B. Ravi Prasad Rao, Sri Krishnadevaraya University, Anantpur, India 
Dr. K. Ravikumar, FRLHT, Bengaluru, Karnataka, India
Dr. Aparna Watve, Pune, Maharashtra, India
Dr. Qiang Liu, Xishuangbanna Tropical Botanical Garden, Yunnan, China
Dr. Noor Azhar Mohamed Shazili, Universiti Malaysia Terengganu, Kuala Terengganu, Malaysia
Dr. M.K. Vasudeva Rao, Shiv Ranjani Housing Society, Pune, Maharashtra, India 
Prof. A.J. Solomon Raju, Andhra University, Visakhapatnam, India
Dr. Mandar Datar, Agharkar Research Institute, Pune, Maharashtra, India
Dr. M.K. Janarthanam, Goa University, Goa, India
Dr. K. Karthigeyan, Botanical Survey of India, India
Dr. Errol Vela, University of Montpellier, Montpellier, France
Dr. P. Lakshminarasimhan, Botanical Survey of India, Howrah, India
Dr. Larry R. Noblick, Montgomery Botanical Center, Miami, USA
Dr. K. Haridasan, Pallavur, Palakkad District, Kerala, India
Dr. Analinda Manila-Fajard, University of the Philippines Los Banos, Laguna, Philippines
Dr. P.A. Sinu, Central University of Kerala, Kasaragod, Kerala, India
Dr. Afroz Alam, Banasthali Vidyapith (accredited A grade by NAAC), Rajasthan, India
Dr. K.P. Rajesh, Zamorin’s Guruvayurappan College, GA College PO, Kozhikode, Kerala, India
Dr. David E. Boufford, Harvard University Herbaria, Cambridge, MA 02138-2020, USA
Dr. Ritesh Kumar Choudhary, Agharkar Research Institute, Pune, Maharashtra, India
Dr. Navendu Page, Wildlife Institute of India, Chandrabani, Dehradun, Uttarakhand, India
Dr. Kannan C.S. Warrier, Institute of Forest Genetics and Tree Breeding, Tamil Nadu, India

Invertebrates 

Dr. R.K. Avasthi, Rohtak University, Haryana, India 
Dr. D.B. Bastawade, Maharashtra, India
Dr. Partha Pratim Bhattacharjee, Tripura University, Suryamaninagar, India 
Dr. Kailash Chandra, Zoological Survey of India, Jabalpur, Madhya Pradesh, India 
Dr. Ansie Dippenaar-Schoeman, University of Pretoria, Queenswood, South Africa
Dr. Rory Dow, National Museum of natural History Naturalis, The Netherlands 
Dr. Brian Fisher, California Academy of Sciences, USA
Dr. Richard Gallon, llandudno, North Wales, LL30 1UP
Dr. Hemant V. Ghate, Modern College, Pune, India 
Dr. M. Monwar Hossain, Jahangirnagar University, Dhaka, Bangladesh
Mr. Jatishwor Singh Irungbam, Biology Centre CAS, Branišovská, Czech Republic. 
Dr. Ian J. Kitching, Natural History Museum, Cromwell Road, UK 

ISSN 0974-7907 (Online); ISSN 0974-7893 (Print)

Publisher   Host 
Wildlife Information Liaison Development Society  Zoo Outreach Organization
www.wild.zooreach.org  www.zooreach.org

43/2 Varadarajulu Nagar, 5th Street West, Ganapathy, Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu 641035, India
Registered Office: 3A2 Varadarajulu Nagar, FCI Road, Ganapathy, Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu 641006, India

Ph: +91 9385339863 | www.threatenedtaxa.org
Email: sanjay@threatenedtaxa.org

continued on the back inside cover

Cover: Whale Shark Rhincodon typus and Reef - made with poster colours. © P. Kritika. 

For Focus, Scope, Aims, and Policies, visit https://threatenedtaxa.org/index.php/JoTT/aims_scope
For Article Submission Guidelines, visit https://threatenedtaxa.org/index.php/JoTT/about/submissions
For Policies against Scientific Misconduct, visit https://threatenedtaxa.org/index.php/JoTT/policies_various

https://www.threatenedtaxa.org
https://threatenedtaxa.org/index.php/JoTT/aims_scope
https://threatenedtaxa.org/index.php/JoTT/about/submissions
https://threatenedtaxa.org/index.php/JoTT/policies_various


22471

Editor: Albert G. Orr, Griffith University, Nathan, Australia. Date of publication: 26 January 2023 (online & print)

Citation: Darshetkar, A., A. Patwardhan & P. Koparde (2023). A comparison of four sampling techniques for assessing species richness of adult odonates at river-
banks. Journal of Threatened Taxa 15(1): 22471–22478. https://doi.org/10.11609/jott.7259.15.1.22471-22478

Copyright: © Darshetkar et al. 2023. Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.  JoTT allows unrestricted use, reproduction, and distribution of this 
article in any medium by providing adequate credit to the author(s) and the source of publication.

Funding: The project was funded by the International Dragonfly Fund, Germany.

Competing interests: The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details: Apeksha Darshetkar (AD)  is a MSc in Biodiversity from Garware College. She is involved in various environmental education and capacity building 
programs working with multiple organizations. Currently she works with InSearch Outdoors.  Dr. Ankur Patwardhan (AP) is Head, Dept. of Biodiversity at Garware 
College & Chairman, Board of Studies in Biodiversity at Savitribai Phule Pune University. In honorary capacities, he coordinates research activities at RANWA, 
a NGO dedicated to nature conservation in Pune. He is an expert member of the Monitoring group of CAMPA, MoEF&CC, GoI.  Dr. Pankaj Koparde (PK) is an 
evolutionary ecologist interested in understanding patterns & processes in species distribution. He works as an Assistant Professor at MIT-WPU Pune. He is one 
of the admins of DragonflySouthAsia and heads Chatur Ullu Lab, a research group dedicated to research-based conservation. His research interests include urban 
ecology, conservation, citizen science, and biodiversity informatics.

Author contributions: AD collected and analyzed data, and wrote the initial draft of the manuscript. PK conceptualized the study, analyzed data, and helped with 
writing and editing the manuscript. AP helped with logistics for the project, provided lab facilities, and edited the manuscript.

Acknowledgements: This work was partially supported by the International Dragonfly Fund under a grant awarded to Dr. Pankaj Koparde and a BitGiving crowd-
funding campaign run by Apeksha Darshetkar. This project received support from Biodiversity department, Garware College, Pune. 

A comparison of four sampling techniques for assessing species richness of 
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Abstract: Members of the insect order Odonata are known as good ecological indicators. Many are sensitive to habitat modifications and 
are easily monitored for use in environmental assessment studies. Rapid assessments rely on efficient sampling techniques. However, 
there is limited information available on sampling techniques for adult odonates, and protocols require evaluation. To do this, we 
standardized counting methods during sampling of odonates from August to November 2016 at the Mula River, Pune, India. We used four 
counting techniques; full-width belt transect (FWBT), full-circle point count (FCPC), half-width belt transect (HWBT), and half-circle point 
count (HCPC). For HWBT and HCPC areas facing the river were sampled, and for each technique we took multiple temporal replicates. We 
compared species detected per unit time, species detected per unit area, new species detected per unit time, and new species detected 
per unit area. Additionally, we compared species estimates. With HCPC we detected the maximum number of species and new species per 
unit area, whereas FWBT returned maximum coverage of recorded species. We recommend our proposed techniques be considered in the 
future across various habitats to decide the most suitable sampling strategy for the different habitats or situations.
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सारांश: चतुर या कुळामधील क-टक हे चांगले पया4वरण सूचक 9हणून ओळखले जातात. पया4वरणातील बदलांचा अAयास करBयासाठD चतुर हे  खूप महEवाचे मानले जातात.  Eयांचा अAयास करBयासाठD वापरFया जाणाGया पHधती या खुप 

कमी असून Eयांची पुरेशी माJहती अजून उपलLध नाहM. EयासाठD NमाणबHध उपाय उपलLध नाहMत. यासाठD आ9हM  चतुरांची गणती करBयासाठD पHधतशीर तंP शोधBयाचा NयEन केला आहे. हा अAयास २०१६ Vया ऑगXट ते नोYहZबर  या 

मJह[यात मुळा नदMकाठD करBयात आला. याम\ये आ9हM ४ पHधती - Full width Belt transect, Full circle point count,half width belt transect and half circle point count यांचा वापर केला. याम\ये HWBT and HCPC  या  पHधती 

नदMकडे त_ड क`न odonates ओळखBयात व मोजBयात आले. अAयासातील PुटM टाळBयासाठD Nतेक पHधत हM अनेकदा वापरलM गेलM. आ9हM  चतुरांVया Nजातीचंी (species) Nतेक aमनीट व bेPफळानुसार  तुलना केलM तसेच सापडलेFया 

नवीन Nजातींची Nतेक aमनीट व bेPफळानुसार  तुलना केलM. यातून आ9हाला  HCPC हM पHधत bेPफळानुसार  सवा4त जाXत ंसंdयेने Nजाती तसेच नवीन Nजाती शोधत आहे हे लbात आले. FWBT हM पHधत जाXतीत जाXतं न_दवलेFया 

Nजातींचे coverage देत आहे. आमVया अAयासानुसार,  चतुरांचा अAयास करBयाची चांगलM पHधत ठरवBयासाठD eया  पHधती वेगवेगfया  अgधवासात तसेच पhरिXथतीत वापरFया जाYयात. 
 
 

साराशं: चतुर या कुळामधील क-टक हे चांगल ेपया4वरण सचूक 9हणून ओळखल ेजातात. पया4वरणातील बदलांचा अAयास करBयासाठD चतुर हे  खपू महEवाच ेमानल ेजातात.  Eयांचा अAयास करBयासाठD वापरFया 

जाणाGया पHधती या खपु कमी असून Eयांची परेुशी माJहती अजून उपलLध नाहM. EयासाठD NमाणबHध उपाय उपलLध नाहMत. यासाठD आ9हM  चतुरांची गणती करBयासाठD पHधतशीर तंP शोधBयाचा NयEन केला 

आहे. हा अAयास २०१६ Vया ऑगXट ते नोYहZबर  या मJह[यात मुळा नदMकाठD करBयात आला. याम\य ेआ9हM ४ पHधती - Full width Belt transect, Full circle point count,half width belt transect and half 

circle point count याचंा वापर केला. याम\य ेHWBT and HCPC  या  पHधती नदMकड ेत_ड क`न odonates ओळखBयात व मोजBयात आल.े अAयासातील PटुM टाळBयासाठD Nतेक पHधत हM अनकेदा वापरलM 

गेलM. आ9हM  चतुरांVया Nजातीचंी (species) Nतेक aमनीट व bेPफळानसुार  तुलना केलM तसेच सापडलेFया नवीन Nजातीचंी Nतेक aमनीट व bेPफळानसुार  तुलना केलM. यातून आ9हाला  HCPC हM पHधत 

bेPफळानसुार  सवा4त जाXतं संdयेने Nजाती तसचे नवीन Nजाती शोधत आहे हे लbात आल.े FWBT हM पHधत जाXतीत जाXतं न_दवलFेया Nजातीचं ेcoverage देत आहे. आमVया अAयासानसुार,  चतुरांचा अAयास 

करBयाची चांगलM पHधत ठरवBयासाठD eया  पHधती वेगवेगfया  अgधवासात तसचे पhरिXथतीत वापरFया जाYयात. 
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INTRODUCTION

Odonata depend on freshwater ecosystems to 
complete their life cycle, as their larvae are aquatic 
(Corbet 1962). This dependency on freshwater 
ecosystems makes odonates good aquatic and terrestrial 
bio-indicators (Corbet 1962; Simaika & Samways 2011, 
2012; Stoks & Cordoba-Aguilar 2012; Monteiro-Júnior et 
al. 2014; Chovanec et al. 2015). Assessment of odonates 
primarily deals with sampling adults and is highly 
recommended (Kutcher & Bried 2014; Valente-Neto et al. 
2016), because in many cases collecting and identifying 
adults is easier than finding larvae or exuviae, especially 
in the case of bio-monitoring projects (Córdoba-Aguilar 
& Rocha-Ortega 2019) except for gomphids (da Silva-
Méndez et al. 2022). Identification keys and field guides 
for adult odonates are mostly available, while larval 
identification is more problematic for many species, as 
the Indian Odonata literature lacks larval and exuvial 
identification keys (Kumar & Khanna 1983). Another 
aspect is the availability of comparable data over more 
extensive spatial coverage. Adult odonate data can be 
relatively easily obtained for comparison purposes, 
making adult sampling more popular than larval or 
exuvial or combined sampling. 

Odonates play a crucial role as predators in freshwater 
ecosystems. They are very useful as ecosystem service 
providers, especially in urban wetlands which are the 
freshwater ecosystems available in human-modified 
landscapes (Bolund & Hunhammar 1999; Angold et al. 
2006; Suhling et al. 2015, Córdoba-Aguilar & Rocha-
Ortega 2019). Studying such freshwater ecosystems 
is vital, as they may provide information about 
understanding the pace of urbanization and species 
losses (McKinney 2008; Johnson et al. 2013, Córdoba-
Aguilar & Rocha-Ortega 2019), aiding conservation 
management. 

Various methods have been employed to study 
odonates, such as collecting individuals with sweep 
nets, and using lights and malaise traps, line transects, 
and point counts (Almeida et al. 2013; Bried & Ervin 
2006; Bried et al. 2012; Patten et al. 2015). Currently, 
relatively little published literature is available on 
standardized methods for sampling adult odonates. 
Taking transect surveys on a fixed route is the most 
popular method (Córdoba-Aguilar & Rocha-Ortega 
2019). Quadrangular or rectangular survey plots have 
been used by some ecologists. For ponds and wetlands, 
sweep-nets have been used (Oertli 2008). Point counts 
(PC) have been used especially across pond ecosystems. 
Distance sampling methods have been used in rainforest 

ecosystems with scattered water resources (Oppel 
2006). Random visual scanning method and visual 
scanning following a transect have been suggested 
for counting adult odonates (Sutherland 2006). For 
sampling adult odonates at rivers and streams, transects 
along the riparian zone are suggested (Panzer et al. 
2005; Smallshire & Beynon 2010). Aerial netting is more 
useful when specimen collection is the primary aim. For 
systematic sampling, to come up with diversity indices 
and species estimates, non-invasive methods such as 
transects are expected to be more useful (Oppel 2006). 
Presently available sampling protocols have seldom 
been critically evaluated to identify the most efficient 
protocol that captures a reliable estimate of the species 
richness in a habitat.

In the present study, we tried to standardize a 
method of counting adult odonates at the riverbanks 
of a tropical urban river. We compared four different 
sampling techniques to check the best method which 
provides a complete assessment of the species richness 
of the selected urbanized site. This short-term study 
provides a baseline for future research on counting adult 
odonates. 

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Sampling Methods
The study area was the riparian zone of the Mula River, 

Aundh, Pune, Maharashtra, India (18.5687 N, 73.8198 E, 
551 m). The study site is present in the city and is much 
disturbed by humans. They carry out activities like cattle 
grazing nearby, and polluting the river by washing their 
clothes, among other activities. The study duration was 
four months from August 2016 to November 2016. 
We used direct observations for the identification of 
adult odonates at the site with the aid of binoculars. 
We identified species using field guides (Subramanian 
2005) and referred to previously published material 
from the Pune area (Kulkarni & Subramanian 2013; 
Koparde 2016). The habitat sampled consisted of the 
stream bed and marginal vegetation. We used a transect 
length of 300 m, as at the study site it was the length 
that we could walk continuously without any breaks 
in the transect due to water level, mud, garbage, and 
uneven terrain. We standardized point count timing to 
two mins after a pilot survey. During our pilot sampling, 
we observed, while walking the transects, odonates 
aggregated in high numbers in the area facing the 
river rather than inland. We observed a similar pattern 
while conducting point counts. Therefore, we decided 
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to add a variant in method, where we maximized 
the sampling effort at the riverside. Finally, we used 
two main sampling methods (belt transect and point 
count) with a variant in each (Table 1, Figure 1, Figure 
2). We used two variants of the belt transect method:  
1. Full-width belt transect, where we counted 
the adult individuals of the species present on 
the banks inland and at the riverside covering 
the 300 m belt transect (Table 1, Figure 1).  
2. Half-width belt transect, where we counted the adult 
individuals of the species present only at the riverside 
covering the 300 m belt transect (Table 1, Figure 1).   
3. Full-circle point count, where we counted 
the adult individuals of the species present in 
a circle of 5 m radius across a 300 m straight 
line at each 25 m interval (Table 1, Figure 2).  
4. Half-circle point count, where we counted the adult 

individuals of the species present in a half circle facing 
the riverside across a 300 m straight line at each 25 m 
interval (Table 1, Figure 2).  

Data Analysis 
We performed the analysis in the statistical software 

PAST (v.3.) (Hammer et al. 2008) and R (R core team 
2014). We compared the cumulative number of species 
detected per unit area, cumulative number of species 
detected per unit time, new species added per unit 
area, and new species added per unit time. We used 
nested analysis of variance (ANOVA) to compare the four 
techniques: FWBT, HWBT, FCPC and HCPC. Additionally, 
we used box-plots to visualize the differences in the 
capture of parameters across the techniques. We 
calculated species estimates CHAO1 (Chao 1984; Colwell 
& Coddington 1994), CHAO2 (Chao 1987; Colwell & 

Table 1. Details of four sampling techniques evaluated during the study.

Technique Dimensions & Details Area Sampled

Full-width Belt Transect (FWBT) 300 m X 10 m (length X width) transect covered while walking at the speed 
of 25 m per two minutes. 3,000 m2 in 24 minutes

Half-width Belt Transect (HWBT)
300 m X 5 m (length X width) transect covered while walking at the speed 
of 25 m per two minutes. The width of the transect was restricted to the 
area facing the riverside.

1,500 m2 in 24 minutes

Full-circle Point Count (FCPC) Point counts with a radius of 5 m (full circle) placed at an interval of 25 m 
(such as 0 m, 25 m, 50 m, and so on) across a 300 m straight line.

78.54 m2 per point X 13 stations 
= 1,021.02 m2 surveyed in 26 
minutes

Half-circle Point Count (HCPC)
Point counts with a radius of 5 m (semi-circle) placed at an interval of 25 
m (such as 0 m, 25 m, 50 m, and so on) across a 300 m straight line. The 
semi-circle was restricted to cover the area facing riverside.

39.27 m2 per point X 13 stations 
= 510.51 m2 surveyed in 26 
minutes

Figure 1. Graphic explaining Full-width Belt Transect (FWBT) and Half-width Belt Transect (HWBT) techniques. The details of the dimensions 
are provided in Table 1.
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Coddington 1994), Jack1 and Jack2 using Biodiversity 
Pro v2.0 (McAleece et al. 1997) for each technique and 
compared it with the cumulative number of species 
observed per technique. We kept a separate list of off-
sampling observations to compare with our data and 
species estimates.  

RESULTS

In total, we recorded 19 odonate species at the 
site; a complete list of species detected is given in 
Supplementary Table 1. We obtained statistically 
significant results for comparisons among techniques 
(Supplementary Table 2 & 3) for species detected per 
unit area (F = 28.79, P <<0.0001) (Figure 3A) and new 
species added per unit area (F = 5.15, P = 0.0012) (Figure 
3B), through nested ANOVA (Supplementary Table 3). 

The proportion of species detected and new species 
added per square meter were highest for HCPC (Figure 
3A, 3B). There was no significant difference across 
techniques for species detected and new species added 
per minute (P > 0.3) (Figure 3C, 3D). We found through 
species estimate analysis all techniques except FWBT 
produced conservative estimates (Table 2). 

DISCUSSION

Given equal effort in terms of replicates, HWBT, 
FCPC, and HCPC methods produced comparable ranges 

of species estimates, whereas the FWBT method had 
the maximal coverage (89.5% of 19) of the total number 
of species observed at the site (Table 2). Overall, belt 
transects had higher coverage of total species richness 
(80–90 %) than point counts (63–74 %), indicating that 
belt transects are highly time-efficient techniques, 
suggesting the reason for their popularity amongst 
ecologists. Our comparison of sampling techniques 
revealed that through the HCPC technique, we recorded 
significantly more species per unit area (Figure 3A & 3B, 
Supplementary Table 1 & 2). A reason for this is probably 
the more intensive search (two minutes) in a smaller 
area (39.25 m2) per point count that can be achieved 
through HCPC compared with other techniques used. 
The HCPC method perhaps is the best method for 
intensive sampling but is not time-efficient. 

This was a short-term study, but it provided 
some future research directions. We carried out 
standardization of adult odonate sampling technique 
only at one field site, however, taking multiple temporal 
replicates helped in eliminating sampling errors. Our 
analysis provided statistically significant results, but we 
think this procedure needs to be replicated at several 
sites for an extended time period to test if our results 
are consistent. In addition, these techniques need to be 
evaluated at other types of wetlands such as ponds, lakes, 
and streams, to come up with standard methods for 
assessing adult odonates at various habitats. For all the 
techniques used in the present study, double-counting 
seems to be a potential flaw. Individuals aggregating 
at a location may also introduce overestimation error, 

Figure 2. Graphic explaining Half-circle Point Count (HCPC) and Full-circle Point Count (FCPC). Both the methods were carried out along 300 m 
straight distance. The details of the dimensions are provided in Table 1.
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especially if such sites fall on point count stations. These 
potential flaws can be fixed only with capturing and 
marking individuals or alternatively, by adding several 
sampling replicates to reduce the error. Since dragonflies 
and damselflies have different flight abilities and habits, 
it is necessary to adjust strategies and techniques to 
sample them (Koparde 2016). A one size fits all strategy 
is not suitable to sample both the suborders or habitats.

We draw attention to the desirability of standardized 
sampling protocols in species diversity sampling. Our 
preliminary analysis indicates that HCPC might be 
a suitable method to sample adult odonates at the 
riverbanks when time is not a limiting factor, and FWBT 
when it is.
 

Figure 3. Comparison among sampling techniques. FWBT—Full-width Belt Transect | HWBT—Half-width Belt Transect | FCPC—Full-circle Point 
Count | HCPC—Half-circle Point Count | *—P <0.05 | **—P <<0.01. 

Table 2. Species estimates across various adult odonate counting methods. The cumulative number of species observed across all techniques 
was 19.

n—number of temporal replicates | FWBT—Full-width Belt Transect | HWBT—Half-width Belt Transect | FCPC—Full-circle Point Count | HCPC—Half-circle Point Count.

Estimate FWBT (n = 5) HWBT (n = 4) FCPC (n = 5) HCPC (n = 5)

CHAO 1 18 15 12 15

CHAO 2 26.7 18.13 20 17.6

Jack 1 23.6 18.75 15.2 18.2

Jack 2 26.45 19.92 17.15 19.25

Observed 17 15 12 14

% coverage of 
all the species 
observed 

89.5 80 63.2 73.7
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Supplementary Table 2. Point count standardization at six point count stations. Each PC column represents the cumulative number of species 
observed and numbers in brackets represent the cumulative number of individuals observed.

Minutes PC 1 PC2 PC3 PC4 PC5 PC6

1st 1 (1) 3 (3) 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)

2nd 3 (3) 4 (6) 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)

3rd 3 (4) 5 (8) 1 (1) 1 (1) 2 (2) 1 (1)

4th 3 (5) 5 (9) 2 (2) 1 (1) 2 (2) 1 (1)

5th 4 (6) 5 (9) 2 (2) 1 (1) 2 (2) 1 (1)

Supplementary Table 1. List of species recorded during the study.

N—Number of species | FWBT—Full-width Belt Transect | HWBT—Half-width Belt Transect | FCPC—Full-circle Point Count | HCPC—Half-circle Point Count | X—
Presence.

Species Name FWBT
(n = 17)

HWBT
(n = 15)

FCPC
(n = 12)

HCPC
(n = 14)

ANISOPTERA (n = 12)

Family: 

Aeshnidae (n = 1) Anax guttatus (Burmeister, 1839) X X

 Gomphidae (n = 1) Ictinogomphus rapax (Rambur, 1842) X X X X

 Libellulidae (n = 10) Acisoma panorpoides (Rambur, 1842) X

Brachythemis contaminata (Fabricius, 1793) X X X X

Crocothemis servilia (Drury, 1770) X X X X

Orthetrum pruinosum (Burmeister, 1839) X X

Orthetrum sabina (Drury, 1770) X X X X

Pantala falvescence (Fabricius, 1798)  X X X

Rhyothemis variegata (Linnaeus, 1763) X X

 Tramea basilaris (Palisot de Beauvois, 1805) X X X

Trithemis aurora (Burmeister, 1839) X X X X

Trithemis palidinervis (Kirby, 1889) X X X X

ZYGOPTERA (n = 7)

Family 

 Coenagrionidae (n = 6) Agriocnemis pygmaea (Rambur, 1842) X X X X

Ceriagrion coromandelianum (Fabricius, 1798) X X X

Ischnura aurora (Brauer, 1865) X

Ischnura senegalensis (Rambur, 1842) X X X X

Pseudagrion decorum (Rambur, 1842) X X X X

Pseudagrion hypermelas (Selys, 1876) X X X X

Platycnemididae (n = 1) Disparoneura quadrimaculata (Rambur, 1842) X
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Supplementary Table 3. Nested ANOVA across techniques reveal significant differences in species detected per unit area (F = 28.79, P <<0.0001) 
and new species added per unit area (F = 5.15, P = 0.012) across techniques.   

Sum of squares Degrees of 
freedom Mean square Fs P

Variance 
component 

(percentage)

Species detected per unit area

among groups 0.0146 3 0.0048 28.79 0.0000 50.51

subgroups within 
groups 0.0025 15 0.0001 1.016 0.4457 0.14

within subgroups 0.0153 92 0.0001 49.35

total 0.0325 110 100

Species detected per unit time

among groups 1.1142 3 0.3714 1.0956 0.3834 0.5010

subgroups within 
groups 5.0768 14.92 0.3389 1.6005 0.0887 9.2833

within subgroups 19.4552 92 0.2114 90.215

total 25.6464 110 100

New species added per unit area

among groups 0.0010 3 0.0003 5.1571 0.0119 19.345

subgroups within 
groups 0.0011 15.93 0.0000 1.4270 0.1542 6.9312

within subgroups 0.0034 71 0.0000 73.723

total 0.0055 90 100

New species added per unit time

among groups 0.3424 3 0.1141 1.1728 0.3530 0.9945

subgroups within 
groups 1.5558 15.93 0.0973 1.4417 0.1477 8.7746

within subgroups 4.7885 71 0.0674 90.23073

total 6.6868 90 100
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