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ENPREVWHEETHL. R OHEED M EEIC LT v X

M X 7> (Koppen climate classification) (2 k2 &, £ 2V H
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World map of Képpen-Geiger climate classification

DATA GHCN v2 0 station data
SN I~ B eon [ Jcsa[ T owe [ cts [ 0 [ owa 0 Ofs [BI) ET| Temperatore (N = 4.844) ang
I [ o () oo I cve () co (N oo I o [ o [N €| "R 7 12

¥ | A [ esn I cv< I c [ o- I o~ I o PERIOD OF RECORD : AN avasble
THE UNIVERSITY OF [ Jesx I o= I o~ I o« MIN LENGTH | 230 for each month
MELBOURNE Contact - Murray C. Peel (mpeeiunimei edu au) for further informaticn RESOLUTION - 0 1 degree lat%ong

Fig.1 Koppen-Geiger climate classification (1951-2000) (A1l).



Ty AVETIT R - ik (Arid and semi-arid areas) @
R AN L& EFRTH DM (Nomadism) A EE LTI b
hTwad., ERDOELETIHIHEREF, Vv~ Uy YT ¥F -
ZI7 X THY, APLETSHLNFETIND., TErANVETIEREKE
WAoo, RS 7R O R R &R 2 B (Pastureland)
AU ERST 22T, BRERMAEIETLIREHRNEZLNLTE L.
THOLERERRERIESE LM T LYY 7 X (Resilience) &
W, FEEH S TWS . FEEAR R (Grassland ecosystem)
5 2 DAMODDIRVAETFEN, ErIVEOBEFERRZ RS
T2 TC&El. Ll ns, TUyraLvEICHSREBEOERMSMLEF
B, HERFEOKRITYEZ b - RRRORETEREEH O ZEIC X
D,1992 F T ra Vv ANREME»PS T I NVE~NLIH ST
HaEEroRETZRE - -THEREMLICLD, BEATEOHAIZ L
20 ThHhD. THREMLICELY, SAEOESPEEHR I AL,
NBEEBOLLODOAN I YHRERI N, ¥XOMEKE»ZHITH
ML, H2ExxryrIVEOREHOHEB THL. B LT IHFE

% 134 (Horse) 5§ (Horse) * ¥ (Sheep) 11 % (Goat) - 5% B¢ ( Cattle)
O FET, £ &»TL%HB (AN Livestock)E & hb. AF — 43
A EOEZFEHEEE#®A (National Statistical Office(NSO) in

Mongolia) 728, AL TWadHMeE@Ra2EHLEZ., T T LET



T 1900 EFRUREIC, Y VLY XoRMERNBBWITH ML .
YTHXFEIEAZRZIZIENDHF AR (Browser) THDH. b Y Vil
B (Grazer) IZHR, HRABRR~AEZIDZ2EEOBRVEE Th
Lo WMLy ¥ RBLLIMICERT LT WD DL TIE KK
(Overgrazing) & 720, ¥ K7 % # % {b (Desertification) @ f K

DFRKE EZEZHNLTWD.
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Fig.2 Changes in the population of livestock in Mongolia.

[National Statistical Office (NSQO) in Mongolia].



1.1.2 #AT T 2@ A & e R T 5 AL

]

p={{{1}

WAL+ 2 i@ oI D T, 1997 4 o FH# R 5K
(UNEP) D K 4ric K 2 &, W et & I X FMBEKE 300mm Bl F (XE
) oz L, L THEATHEDOEFTICEH I Z2WVAE
OH~, BT D ELEEHEINL TS (UNEP, 1997). £ v =
NETE®REALO TR E LT, KEALHIC L HmEALE, @
BB ENBRIEBAETOoND. NEEXE Th L E IV EITL,
WE60FEMTEHRENN 1ICEA LTS, HAFEH OB E
BFEOHFLHEND L, K 3 HFOHETERBMELIETL TWD
(IPCC, 2001). HIERIEMEAL o ¥ 2 kv, A &7 (Steppe)
DEARENBEL, ERRABLHM~EEP LTS, EHRRNIA
DEA~EP T L2 LT, FEBXWEMALL TWD . HOHEDL O
JRTITm&EAL LY FITLY, BARBKEBAIEAITHR > TWD.
EE# oW EOFHAEIC L D &, 1959 ERLIKEIC 200 5 ha @ B 2
WEi LS5 (UNEP, 1997). #iT 9+ 2L E IED 5 7=
D, WE O RPBEEL T ECWME & MM BEFEIC7 Y — L b
EED, BWEAOKEKZB LT 2D ICEFZRKREETH DHEHKT
2yl FABBABINLTWYS.

NABEWZ2BILEEEE O LI L D, £ RKAIE (Ecosystem



function) & A fER Y — v A (Ecosystem services) O & F 2%, i
BoArxicaoxgBrzb by AEENODD LA IS, £ L
TWEAAOETEZ DX, AROFEREEZ&HD L2 &N E
HThd. HRICBTLIFEMELRDODDITEDICHLEREERORE

&M (stability) (X34 2 kM & Bk L TWw 5 (David & John, 1994).

1.1.3 wEfb~ox it EHB I AEBLY Y T A F —
N— 2 — RO R R R R
BEROFHREELE O 58 LT, ALY T X
(Ecological resilience) "EFEFH I L TW5dH. LY U7 2 #E
(Disruptors) = J =i, TR D2EEREITOME L S LT

L. ALY TR BFLY YT AL LY — AT 7 b (Regime

[V[V

shift) Z## & L, A% %K o % (Reversibility) & A w3
(Irreversibility) Z @WiEMIZ® H> 2 & T, =T a v AT AR — ¥
AV E~OIEARHHEINALTNWDL., A= N —a2—ZDEKEITEW
THRAITMZEIC L D&, BEARR Sl . ZELE O A
AR EARAPNPF AL, 7 VT DHFEHIHREIN TS (Koppel
et al,1997; Fernandez-Gimenez & Allen-diaz, 2001, Mclintyre &
Lavorel, 2001; Diaz et al. 2007, Sasaki et al. 2008; — =22+ A 7 A~

F—= T A F,2012). LRSS, Z9 LTEIERIE R EAICE



S REFT, BERNRZ—COEBELBMEMNLEARTICTHEE>TWVD.
BMMERICEP MR INLIAEABRICBWVW X, TE=%2 ) 7220
B ThdEimBIxE 2, £ 30 EOE K& #E I BV A
A MG L. iR PEBMORRAEAEBRICONT B
tREN—R2 L LTERT L, BHRKICED BRI EAL, MEEHK
Binkbh2Z&7T, BN KT S, ETTL50EALDOK Y B
Z AR > b (Hot spot) I B bhsds. L2rLaRns, #I77T
LB ORy PARYy T, EEABETLIBEENAERINT
VW% (Hoshino, 2009, 2011; Sawamukai, 2010; Kawashima, 2011) .
DOF D B BB A IENY, WEALPETL TSP T, —#T
FEEAEHEL WD EEXLOND. BEROBEE 7o X8 H 6
NG, FEOHFERVWEENEEREEL L TERXLTWVD
TEML, FEOBITZEZNEFERBEDOE o niF Th D L&A I
Exle. WEAORBDO A =X AELT, £&ORELHMEOHM

ENLUESND L TEESBITL, BREROBRML LYY T

@

VALK A MEEORENRE IS ET, EREKEIELEH X 2R
A THLIRXRAIFENIToTWLH EEXE2xbND. ARMEZYH
IS ZET 54T, £ F%F T Y =7 (Ecosystemengineer) &
EFRINTWD (Jones CG, 1994,1997). M B M IC KA & iz B 5

T ERBEICH TS ONBNAEYMIE Y (zoogeography). 72 AR R =

-10-



v =T Vv iFEICBT S =y FHEZE (Niche-construction)

ERFEOMET EEZLOND.

1.14 Era otz L e L ¥ 32X I 0

TUVIANETHARRZ VY =T V7080 T %E L
LT, ¥y XRUT~—Fy hOo@WENH S (Yoshihara, 2009). ~
—F v MEIEICHHMERZx Gk E LTEREL TS, ([ HE
JRIZH o 2R &E <, WOMBERICHEXEEN DRV Ln
B, BHCE SR V.

—Ji, @B TIxT 7 hoyZ X X I (Microtus brandti)

k3, AR V=T U ISR REISNAN TS, X 3IERE

17

Mz, 770 A ZXXIDOMERLEFERLO AN F < X IZH>NT
AT THDL. MPOFRDPEWDOANAAA T AEEZRL TWVD.
X ofedh oA RIS EMITLIFELFA =ML (Ind) %720
DT T A (g Thd. MFPORBIENANFIFRIAIOEEZRLT

W5, Moftiho FHIc SN ENMIZ, 1 ~27 % —) (ha) ¥4

DONZXAIOEKETH L. HEZEDO NBWRERED K

ﬂy

X UWHT (Soum center) 25, DO ANABHREEDO RS N7V

X T®& DMt (fenced area) £ T, ABABWARBILOMEZ R L
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TWa . BT Tid, BERAXROANZHREZEOR WG (B O
A - A HF) BT, "N XX IOKEMNE V. I,
NBWREEORNVEM TR AIOEENELS, NBZWREED
Aoz nwxt X (Control) T, " X XIDAEERELL W
EWVWIHIRRZRLTWD ., @K MEBIZE YT A XX I 0K

BrLZWZ tid, "FXAIWLEID2ERBRT V=T O %

/71

T o LETEHERELRRINLERD.

120 - 50
@ - 45 S
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Fig.3 The relationship between plant biomass and colony density of

Brandt’s vole in difference land use area (Batsaikhan.N, 2001).
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1.2 AH%EOHB

AT E IV EOREMBICE W T, =HE LB KK IEK
Xk omEALEIE, FLEBBITLIEROSRMEICERL, v
PIUTUVAOETHDIAERRT LV V=T O@ETIzoWnw T, HFEE
TWELE., "2 XI08#ANT 5 Bk, #M.o#mm T
FZHEOMAEEN %, BEEFENIE KL TV 5. 06 Ak <
HHRBEODRKN THIXREOEZELZRBM T 2P EETH D .
L2 LRens, ZE0o@ETrZ2R2ICROIBRS ZEFTEELELTO
BFEHAEEZEL ETCAAETH L. 20K 9D 72 iz s v
T, "X AIFHREZEOHERVEYHE~KET L L
T, BREZKEXLI2BEADHILEZDLONT VD . KR TIEA
FRAAXAIOEALBBREMBE LR E L TEHEHREOHEBEIZOW
TR T DL T, "AFAINEFICH 2 H5EEBI2o 0 THF
Lic. "X X1 328B L, BbEFICELT /MR
WA OP TH, RERRZMELZI L TCHLEAHEY BT H AKX
TV N RXAIC LD EBEORBY RS EIR, v—F v FXV B

ZWeE=Ebh TWwWbdb (Dmitriev, 2006) .
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2E MDA

2.1 WAEXS

FoExt G MITE &, FICYFOMBEERNZ W2 BEFANFRE L,
BRI AERITERAPESLTEREL TS, 20X )5RER
B2 XINEAL, tHZ2UET L2 L TRELMTELZ
A FBREANLL, 278 3 ®xX)E (Artemisia spp.) « 7 7 ¥ & 7
77 % J& (Chenopodium spp.) 72 & @ ## &L it £ # &K ( Disrupting
resistant herbaceous) ~HL A L TW5. Z 9 LEEEOZE({LEZ
LBicT o, B AE L HEBBGIILDEEO BN 24T L
TITWELLE., ZO0OARMPFRETIE, 74—V FFRITKDEMH
AF e & MEH AT IC K D2 E BRI ZHH L TV D . KIFEIX
BIFEMRREOHEIICONT, RAEKROHFREZIT > 2.

2.1.1 BUEEFOHFEMRT 7 v b Z x X3
KWFFE RGO T T b F 3 X I T BB & E AT D )

BMHALETHL. 77 PN X AIFTEHVELO BT ~R AT

/71

% (Zhang Z., etal. 2003). "% x X

/71

FTHROEEST LD, LB
OV ELNRETHD EE XL CWiz(Zhang Z., et al., 1981).
TOEHD, NFF A I FEREICH DI TV (Batsaikhan. N, et
al., 2003). L22LZ2nb, "FZXAXAIOHE FIFELEN LN,

B O N E ) TH 5 (Batsaikhan,2001; 1% ,2010).
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2.1.2 W% x5
T ANEOERH Y TN —MLVEBDOE I NVEBNFTT
A~ 7 (hRBE) 7 x 2Ry Y 5 LEME: 47° 417 N,

106° 24" E, FHEEIT 1213m)E et L & L 7=

107° 00"E

106° 300"E 4007 106° 50'0"E

47° 400°N
47" 400°N

Lengend

@ plot survey
— MNG_roads

47° 300"N

= MNG_water lines_dcw

- MNG_water areas_dew
ALOS_AVNIR-2_20090629.tif
RGB

Bl ec: Bonds

[ creen: Bana2

B e Band

47° 300°N

106° 300"E 106" 400"E 106° 5007E

N N —— km
0 25 5 10 15 20

Fig.4 Study area.

Position of the 30km southwest of the capital city of Ulaanbaatar,
30km, overgrazing region and Mountain steppe is located at 60km
from the capital city of Ulaanbaatar area south of upland grassland
overgrazing. Nomads to overcrowding in urban areas, overgrazing has

become a serious problem.
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WEE X G S DGR E L, T o4 — b RBLE D Sl BB H Ik & s IR
LT, To#Mia2RETL2EFEZRRL, €O TEMED LM
LT, HEzERTLIEEMHEEELZENLEZ. 25 LEER
e (7 U 7)) kv, EAERAE R OCROZERS MO L&
EITVWELE. T L TH4AOMRESGHICHERE Z1T > 2R

ik ol TR Lie. A A O BEEE TR KT 30km TH 5.

2.2 WA FIE
22,1 R[fEZAE®E & W ABIZ XD E T EIBAEROKK
2.2.1.1 BRI T — % O
EMBN T — 2% H0nic, MERORERINEIZOWNT
SPOT Vegetation 7 v ¥ 7 NI 7 — ¥ B+ 2% 2 & T, E AL
AR (NDVI) ZHE MW+ 252 8 TE%. NDVI T M A& &4

DREZHEET 2701, BARABZZBTESFMHA ST S.

NIR — RED
NDVI = —————
NIR + RED

NIR=7% 4F # © ¥ 78 - 38 (700 - 1100 nm @ & 4 3% ) - RED=T7] # 5% ##

O ARt (620-750 nm O E BL ), NDVIIEL 0-1 @ fE &= Bt % .
SPOT Vegetation v ¥ 7 b7 — X 2 H L T, 2003 4 5H

2011 4 &£ T, BRI EAL I D W THEMN 247 » 7= . SPOT Vegetation

S10 /X 10 Hl o KIEA2ER LT —4% Th d . XKEEE KT
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LT, RROEBEMIET D &N TE 5. SPOT Vegetation
(3, SPOT-5 ICHHB SN LB Z B E LAMEKRBE ¥ —
TdH5H. KB TIT SPOT Vegetation o 22 ¥ 4y fE 21X 1km T, &
HUNAOMEYNREZEND EI v 7 AE 7 LVOERBIZLY,

BoOEREINTER Y., Z 07D B A K Google #

ot

Google Earth # i i L T, HEUNOHME P G ENRWVWE T &
NEBERLUMITZIT o772, BRLEEYZELVEXG E LT, 378
frea@ELE 7B LEE2HMELE. BELEZIIHEIABEX TH
77 N — FAZEHOMA (control) - i sk T o 5 7 v
% R U 2 A (Altanbulag) - 2 L T EWE TH DHF a 14 b

(Choir) # R L 7=.

SPOT Vegetation Y v ¥ 7 F 5 — X ZH WERKRI T — % O EK
DY —=7 7 na—
1. NDVI @ & H

NDVI= (DN*0.004)-0.1

DN=Digital number 0~255

L22L, Z® NDVI [X-0.1~0.92 0o & & 72 % .
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#H»O1H--11H-+-21HOF =425, NDVI O &K K#E%
B LRKOEELID RV,
H o f K fE 1k
NDVIyax month = MAX(NDVIy; + NDVI;; + NDVI,;)
NDVIyax montn=8 27 B A8 72 0 © A & KfE ® 7 — % - NDVI;;,=01 H & 7

— % + NDVI;;=11 H © 5 — % « NDVI;;=21 A O F — ¥

3. b
SPOT Vegetation 7 — # LB A Y m JEE CRIE L TV D20,

=N —HY ) X RV JEE (UTM) ~ R B 52 1T - 7= .

4. T — X O
B 5 A& & O Google Earth 6, 2 v 7 A7 LD BN A
bhhWnwreE sk Lz LT, R4 FZ2ERLEBO Y 7 &

VR 2 L.

5. b TREEZ#HDDIK L, 2003 25 2011 4 £ T o KR %

T=ZEAER L. AR LT — % &2 v T, B RRY -

#l 2 NDVI # 72 v b L, @EHtimics i 2ME2m»6, K
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ZHEAE NDVIIC X 2 AEO KR EBEKREZ BT LZ.

2.2.1.2 FilAk & ZHi o E

Rr SR 51 i A 5 1k o B

T HOBEEENLKRREBEARERD WG S, HE S
WhHND. LML b, RRIN T —ZITML LT — & TR,
BT — X Thdd, RRIICH > CTH G % E T 5 KR #E
MraitTs> 2 RN ELWY. FFERA T —FZORHEL T, @ ED0
LEBEAEZLTRR~NE, BEODHEORELZIT TVWLIHEENRND 5.
CHOLEEELZRDDZZHIC, HEEHIFEE T L (AR model) 2 A
SHHENLWTWD ., FEKRINOT =X OXHEEE%ERD DB E
V¥ e 70 (MAmodel) "dH 5. Zh b ARET L E MAE T L
x, At b¥ etz EBEEH Y E T L (ARMA model)
EWVWH . BT FHMOESERD D ECE RSB ® Y E
7 /v (ARIMA model) " EZ Wb h T&E 7. L LMD,
2O LR RBIMRAT L, FEHEE 2 S 6 JE A 2 8 2% 2 A
FnTwhwn., K7y —23MAEEELREKT 5 NDVI Th 512
W, FEHEHOEBEIREICZITLLEEZLND. T O AR
HTIE, BRIMHFT L LTEFHBCH MBI LY 7 L

(Seasonal ARIMA model) Z @ H L 7~ .
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ZEHCEIFE Yy B8 LY e 5 v (Seasonal ARIMA model) (2 &

LW RHN T — &% 0F¥EiL L Tl

AKBFGE T, 2.2.1.1 BRI T — X OERTER L 3TFHO
NDVI OR R ¥ T — X2 2 H LT, ZEHHAGZMVAALLFEHA
CHEFEM BB EHET VICLIRERINEGHTIZ2ITo7. FH B O
ER BB EHE T VL, ESoBEAE T - B O HERKREER T -
B ERHEE -2 MA5 b8 7. A#F% TIE SAS Institute Inc.fh
B JMP10.02 Z W T, FH A CREIFEM DB & FELET LA AR
L., FfiACHBEMSBHEHET VI, DTFTOMABEIZLD R

Sh 5.

FHiAEFEM BB L ET L
W,=(~1- B)*(1 - B*)Py,
d» B)=(10—¢y, 1B—0y, sz — e Py, po)(l — @3, B — @y, ZsBZS - (erPsBPS)

¢ (B) = (1 -0y, 1B - 01, 2B2 — =0y, qu)(l — 0, sBS — 0, 2s325: 23325 — =0y, QsBQS)

siT1ZFEHoMEMKETH L. LIFIFEZFEHHNF, 21 XTFEGHERN 2L

TWS. 2FHOBAFBN I 7B TH D .

ETNMICE T DR EM
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B O ER & E(p), ZH oK (D) BHEH KR (Q) X, 1 »
AL, FHAYZVOHMBIT8THSL. BCHEZ 7 - THI
WM 12 r AL L2, EEKMEIE 95%E L, #AMHE0H T
HDEAT-Z. TEICIE 10 HOYIalb—varyrcEfA0VWTET L

¥4k (Model averaging) % 17 - 7=.

2213 “HHomERGE M W KRB HIEICE T DK
HE O£
THEHoOMRBHNHEREOE B EH VT, EQRCBTIBERED
EALIZ DWW T 7. il L7 Landsat 7 — # |%, 2001 4 8 H 31
H& 20004F 7 H B1HOE B TH L. ENVIS.0Z HWTH v U 7
L—Ya ry&2i7wvw, 7YV %0 F v — (DN) 2 b K& F
(Reflectance) ~Z&# L 7. KHFE» o EHHEERE % (NDVI)
FREE L. R oMEEGEERD D, KA IEZITo .
U7y AN—hLVEBDOMKAEREL, Y7y MEITY, ZEH

DO EE GOV A4 X Ef A . KFEH TIE, NDVI B 0.4 LV /&

< e %o fBOH R A AR L 2.
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1. NDVI T K 2 i fy #Hh ik o 3% 5E

ARBFGE TUx, RS Hk A g - T 5 - ® I, NDVI<0.4 O
MiEA#%ELZ. NDVI fEO Y7 AT — XX, RA v T —X
N ML 72, B2 X Microsoft #E# Excel & AW T, IF B%ic

X v NDVI<0.4 0o EEZ#FE L I~

BRI NDVI I X 2 e ik o ® &  NDVI<0.4 % & iR
=1F(0.4>B2,B2,0)

B2=NDVI fi

PR E, NDVI<0.4 @ & %X |2 NDVI O fi #3& L, NDVI<=0.4 & X
W 0AERTZEEZRLTUWA. 2001 42 8 H 31 H & 2010 £ 7 H
M HOF — % ~#H B A2 A L, NDVI<0.4 @i iy H H 5§ 2 2 3R

L 7.

2. ZE
2010 4£ 7 H 31 H 225 20014 8 H 31 HAHI < Z & T, £ H
AiTo7. L2 L7225, NDVI<0.4 xS L LI-0WHENLS, LL

TomE Nz E/R L.
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X NDVI<0.4 2 xf 8 & L 7= 8 Jic B ik o 228 fb fil
=IF(F2=0,0,G2)-1F(G2=0,0,F2)

F2=2001 % 8 4 31 H -+ G2=20104 7 }J 31 H

— D> H OB L, 2001 4 8 H 31 H D NDVIfE2 0 T4V

™

, 2010 4 7 H 31 H ® NDVI ff % & 7.
“oHomBEA L, 20104 7 H 31 H DO NDVIfE2 0 T/
IZ, 20014 8 H 31 H ® NDVI f % iK 7 .
IhoboENEZRET S0 T, 20104 7 A 31 H —2001 4 8 A

31 H® NDVIfE & 72 % .

3. EPHHEOREMH

am B B E o E
=SUM(F2:F1048576)/COUNTIF(F2:F1048576,"<>0")

=AF (RBHEME) ~FMHFICESI< I M (REHREA, 0% K
<) ZaRLTWVWD. 20 imEA T NDVI>=0.4 % Bt v Br X, iK%
ek o @ &2 R 3. NDVI>=0.4% 0 & L, 0%k 7= NDVI<0.4

D A7 N - ¥ E & R T
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4.

R NT T AICEDBT — X OMHE

T FEH¥lo NDVIEZ ML e A N7 72 46E L7

. 2 1%,
e oo fir B W 8 0 NDVI<0.4 o i i B i iz > v T,
L& AER L T2

Ex R T
THB .

NDVI fEDO T — X O E»SLHEAEEOEIZ DWW

5. N7 OB A X T DA

o

2010 4 @ ]

-

EWHIZHIE LR —#HmE oY s LrEXSR E L,

2001 4 &
CNDVIEDOXIENH DD, SISO HDH THREZH
WTHFEITo 2. WEMAH (HO) & LT, —KH#H o NDVIHEIZ
KM W72 W EERE L. DFE D, &K
SRR (HL)

A(HO) NFEH X LR,
“FEHl o NDVIEICEZEDN®H D & 5.
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2.2.2 N x X I OEE M ER
2.2.2.1 Bl A&
Garmin L 4 Garmin map 62S Z HH\W T, "Z X X I O HE D ZEMH
SAiEEE L. TUIAALEOHENSZHMICIT, GPS FH O

BathiTo2MMEWDR RN ERE 3~6m & 722> 7. KBTI

ol

GPS T — X% D J A4 RMWMEZITR> TR W. W& L7~ GPS 7 — %4
X Google % Google Earth i L T, MHELERNA ¥ b T —
ZOMEBEBITNEZERB L. BILARELIANTVDE T —XIZoW

T, Mg n»roR4AL .

2.2.2.2 GIS 7 — % O fE

mRGEOHmEBG O MEY O BRMEEIT - 2. BB
Lo &Rz, B8 -l - 0 - "EZXXIOETH L. fEH
L 7= f& 2 | % 1T Google f: % Google Earth o % &5 — ¥ & L T,
b4 & TV b GeoEye 4Ll & GeoEye-1 Z ff I L 7= . fi & ® 4 1%
2009 4F 9 H 23 HOm®E T — % TH 5. GeoEye-1 O @B IZ 11X, =
RT7 2= AREDRKJ /A XFTALALR V., ~NF XX I OB T
DN NER RS LD, HHFEETERLEANANZ XX IDRERD
MNEEWEZ V7> F by b—A% (groundtruth) & L T, W& %17

WRN B NE R R

171

DB & HHE L.
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2.2.2.1 WRET — X OfERk I MEN & M A FE K

BT — % 0BG & T

B &7 — % (DEM)E LT, ZX— A2 % M IKHE T —
% (SRTM: Shuttle Radar Topography Mission) % ff i L 72. SRTM
T2 DMy MEREIE 90m THDH. Zh LA &4 TW2 DEM
T2, BHRETAEMEHLTCET AMEES LT WD 2D, KF
RTEIAA FEICELIMEEZTY, BBERKETVEBEHEE T L

~EH L 2.

Mk &7 L b RHEET L~
h=H+N

h= HAKOES -H= Mk (P44 F) BE-N= Y41 K

I R BT
FHEEFTIL~ZH L7 SRTM ® DEM 5 — % 2l L, HFE
AT 24T - 7= MU AT IZE AL A - A F AL - 2 52 & {R - The heat

index(HLI) % & H L 7= .
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o1 &t
Esri t % ArcGIS10.0 %X "= 7 A 7 > ¥ =3 » Spatial Analyst v —
v & w T, fE B (Slope) & (Burrough, P. A., and McDonell, R. A,

1998 7 A I Y R AT LV EH L.
KT (dzldx) B Y, HE 5 [ (dz/dy) o~ D Y — 7 = 2 O KAk FE

dz1? dz1?
sloperadians = ATAN( [a] + [d_y] )

ST UAND E DL

(7 77)

1 -J[dzr-+[dzr 57.29578
= — — * .
SlOP€degrees (dx dy )
Where
dz1? dz1?
|+

riserun = \/([a E

8 &5 AL o F O
Esri 2% ArcG1S10.0 x "= 7 X 7 > a > Spatial Analyst > —
v & v T, fH A5 AL (Aspect) & (Burrough, P. A., McDonell, R.

A.,1998)D 7T Y XAk EHLE.
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X 7516 D &AL #H
dz )
[&] =((c+2f+i)—(a+2d+g))/8
Y 5o AL =%
dz )
[d—y] =((g+2h+i)—(@a+2b+0¢))/8
XHmeEY HmowmGoElENs HMFMERET 5.
t = 57.29578 * atan2 [dZ] [dz]
= . * | —|—
aspec atan (dy , dx)
VT D E L
if aspect < 0 cell = 90.0 — aspect else if aspect > 90.00 cell
= 360.0 — aspect + 90.0 else cell = 90.0 — aspect

EHIAEEBEM LTI REEIEEZRT S, s sEsnd

DT, BEHEOEKR L L TH NI V.

The heat index(HLI)® & H
IO HNEEZILEO)» D (L) T T, The heat index(HLI)

~7Z5#: L 7= (Bruce McCunel, Dylan Keon,2002).

The heat index (HLI)

1 — cos(0 — 45)
2

Ao ic 2B AMEIT 0 (ER) ~1 (HHE) &5,

HLI =

-28-



zx ik () ORH
Esri tL# ArcGIS10.0 X "= 7 X 7 > ¥ 3  Spatial Analyst ¥V —
v & T, 28R {R (Hillshade) % (Burrough, P. A. and McDonell,
R.A.,1998)0 7 L3 X A2 XV REHLE.
Hillshade = 255.0 = ((cos(Zenith_rad) * cos(Slope_rad))

+ (sin(Zenith_rad) * sin(Slope_rad) * sin(Slope_rad)

* cos(Azimuth_rad — Aspect_rad)))
1. B A o R H
T RTH A2

Zenith gep = 90 — Aititude

TVT

Zenith .,q = Zenith * pi/180.0

2. LR J5 M o R/

Azimuth ., = 360.0 — Azimuth + 90
Azimuth_math >= 360.0 @ & & :

Azimuth 1., = Azimuth ), — 360.0
T YT

pi

Azimuth ;.4 = Azimuth a4 * 1800
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3. R M L BT E o R

X Ji 1\ o Ak R

%] = ((c+2f+1) — (a+ 2d + 8))/(8 * cellsize)

X
Y J5h D A #

[3_;] = ((8+2h+1) — (a+2b+¢))/(8 * cellsize)

4, Z B A DL ORLEFEEDODRETVWLONHEAE TH L. HEA

(Slope_rad) ® & H

dz1? dz1?
Slope_rad = ATAN(Z_factor * [E] + [d_y] )

5. H#EADLORbEREOKRE VL ORBEMFINTHD. HHF
i 0 5 H]
If [%] i — A t =
dx 1S NON — Zero: ASPecCt r5q =

_rad

dz dz
atan2 ([d_y] ,— [&D if Aspect  , <O0thenAspect = 2:pi+ Aspect

If[dz]' -'f[dz]>th Aspect . = Delse i [dz]<0th Aspect
| 15 zenosi 3 en Aspect raq = - else if . en Aspect rqq

i
= 2:pi — %else Aspect ,qq = Aspect yqq

TDOEXTONHERET ERD.
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|

I 2h WE IR JE (Effectively at-Satellite Temperature) ® & H

Landsat TM @ /N > R 6 ; #R 4% (Thermal Infrared) Z v T, H1 3%
DO E B AR RO L 2. 2% i IR (Effectively at-Satellite
Temperature)id,” 7 v 7 O P HI 22 L FToHEA L 5.

K2

T=—o——
In(%+1)

K=t R
WMET—FOxFx V7L —3var
ExelisVIS 8 ENVI5.0 % /| \» T, Landsat Calibration ® > — v
Ik v, Landsat 7 — % O X% x V7 L —va v &fTok. Fx U
TL—Ya i F Y ENALF N — (DN) b, 5 R EE
(Radiance) ~Z& #2 L 7= . K & % (Reflectance) Tix 72 <, ft & 8 &
i (Radiance) ~Z#a L/7-. BB ITEIHEEEOCE BT 2720 T
b 5 .
3250 R IR o B

ENVI5.0 ® Band Math # W C, L FOFHHE&217 - 7=, K%
TUE, FEREE R K b A xR E (k=273.15) %2 51 < 2 & T, EK
MR~ .

1282.71

alog (—66b6i09 + 1)

—273.15
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2.2.2.3 A v v aEE
22220 GIST — 2 DOEKRTHERLENTY X XIDOEDOKRA v

FF =SB LE. NS RXIDROEMH Th D KA~ |

141

Z1I0m A v v aDRY T TEHF L, "X X RXAIDORDOEE L ZE
Maofmiclz., LT, HltLcEREWINEZA —"—1L 1L,
NERXAIDOROEEENZBNRZEZEORBRKRICOWT, EHEMR

E R LT o 00

E % & I8

Ay vaT =X OERITIE, ArcGIS Y — VR v 7 AD T 4 v v
=23y POEREZMHEALE. R T RAICBT LIRS PO
¥ MIZiE, ArcGIS =7 275 > ¥ 3 > ® HawthsTools % fii A L 7=.
Z LT, GIS 7 —=#DOF—="—VL A %47 >7. L& Esri #h%#
ArcGI1S9.3 & ArcGIS10.0 #fEH L 7=, 4B 27 v a v

& L T, Spatial Ecology LLC %L #! HawthsTools % f 1 L 7= .

2.2.2.4 FE DA E T IV
T T PR AIOAERMOBRERME LK ORE O SR MEN
H, NAXAIOEEBRMBEBIRZHFA L NIZT S 72012, O HHMHE

7 /b (Species distribution models ; SDM) OER EIT > 7. D
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SATET VI, A oo mtE R E W B R B &M O BAR & R
FHEIZLIVEN T2 ETHL. EFTIE, BRREEOEEDN R
EMEZR EWAESEogmET ABFMB I TCWD., O HAAE
Tk, A BT 7  (Ecological niche modeling ; ENM) & %
RN D, MOoMEHR»L, EAHFMLEL R WS FTO0), FET D
AT ()D& X — 2% (2MHAER) #/FK L, ERFoAOR DR
Tz BEEMBENRE, BlRofTzP LT —FZICa8bETET L
EYLRT DD R TIE Lo T S
Lo, MOREOHRBLEOBIENEL <, FAETER
SRt A, EMWMICRE2 2 &b, £7 — % &R CEMER LT
HBILEY, RORET—ZZ2ERT D bHD. KO TIEA
REREE E ANBM LRI R L, BELRBEEOREZICLY, M08 R%
EIND2LEERDLODNDEIANZFAIDOHMICK LT, K= b
— & 7 )b (Maximum entropy model) T& % MaxEnt (Steven J.
Phillips, 2004) Z i L7=. E&E T, Z 95 L7538 %2R H
LIeET A THWVWKEERSG LN TW D (Guisan et al.,2007; =

% ,2009) .
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& D54 € 7 /b (MaxEnt) O F — Z {E sk

M oOIET — % OEK

Garmin TRl ek LB O ZEM 54 © GPS 7 — % il L 7= . Esri
B ArCGIS10.0 Z#FE A L, A v F T —F 0 b fEE - RE L HH
L7z, HE- -RELZ2CSVT—H¥ELTZZ7AKR—IL, 4 -

ME  -RfEOTF—2L LT, HOMET — X Z/ERL L.

BREZK (A oFRk

REAK E L T, BEE»D OKEBE(Distance from roads) = 7 v 5
O #H B (Distance from yurt(home)) « ] JIl 20 5 @ I Bff (Distance from
river) - a1 & 7 — % (DEM) - 32 &) & & IR £ (Effective at-Satellite
Temperate) « K 5 it & @ 7 & (Heat Load Index) - 1 £ 4 % (Slope) -
2 5 (R (Hillshade) - 1E Bl b ff A& F5 BC(NDVI) &2 8 I L 72 . K WF%E

T, BE9O 0oL EZRERZLSE (WL LLTWVnD.

NBM 72 RELEE 2 £ b T BREL KO ERK
(s O - BRSO - 7 v b o)
o—27 U v REBEOHEH

Esri t: % ArcGIS10.0 X "= 7 A 7 > =z > Spatial Analyst v —
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NERWT, NABWR\BEHEERTEHE LT, EBK - - 7
D7 4 —Fx— (KA TFTA4v) 2R%EL, =2—27 VU v K
HEtZHBZ B L., =2—27 U v FEMIZ, —AF3E729 30mo ki

A ATH —LTWD.

YA XD

KFRCTEEONMET VAERDO =D, 9 DOREER (3
BH) Z30mobELI A4 XICHE— L. BOSMET VA REET
L7010, BEREZBHOGRFEME LI A X2k —F 2 4N
D, KWFETIEH, X7 AT —FF 7Y T - TRAET —FIX
27 HHWT, BEZHONSZHFA LR — L. T VBT O
e, BTOT —FE T AT —F~EHBL, RTDITRAET —

Zixter A4 X% 30micHx — L. FIHLEMET — %1% SRTM

0

ThHoHIZH, ZMAMEN IOM THD, TOLDT v 7T A7 —1
> 27 (Upscaling) 1T > 7. AKWF% TiX ArcGIS Ho A~ 7 X
T va Y — )V Th D Jeff Jenness B Export to Circuitscape

for ArcGIS Z fiE FH L 7= .
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2.2.2.5 ATEE o E & AF AT

— IR EET 2REATEE LS O, B 01T E A
RHMMFEEHM D 72O, GPS VW T =L VHF 2 VA7 LV A MU, %
LTAERBRERENGITHEINMESI N TE . IV OHFENL
IR A L P TR FEZIY, 52 THEAREZIERT
% B 4t %5 [The minimum convex polygon (MCP) method]2y, — %
I A & T X7~ (Baker, J. 2001). L2 L 22 &, {78HE O
RIZE »TIE, BAFZZWMDZ LWL VITEEZE KM 2
ZENRHME SN TWwWS (Burgman, M. A. and Fox J. C. 2003.). Z
SLle®REEZZT, TEHE B KREML RN K DI, KLV —
FNVEPHOWWLATWS., L2 LR b, I — 3 iEIEXH MR
REeFlrwnw., I—FNVECIVHEESNTZITHEIT, 720 R
R L, ERMNLRIEWORELZZ T LI LICXD2T AU v
FbHAET L. Zokd MCP O OWMHRER &I — 3 VIEDF
O KRFEAME LI < Wik b 2B E, #MAH 7 Local Convex
Hull (LOCOH)¥E N EZ S TW 5. LoCoH ¥ o BB &1 &5 & 2
WRKERDD, 10000 KA MU EDZERT — 228 L THE
MT 22 ERHKRLNETHD. RIFRIEEMERE O E BB
O, HlHm LI XX I DZEMGSMAZMEML T, LoCoH £ (Getz

and Wilmers ,2004) Z#fH L T A X2 X I 0fTEEZHE L -.
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223 NAXXIDEBIC X D HE® O

141

2.2.3.1 BlHGH A&
MAFEZT, "X XIOFHHBEOAFE - FHEICLDIHAE
REBEMOBBEIT L. MAERELE LT, SAXHBHIFTERHVE
AR MR HEOREKE, T N7 - FPECIOIMERKEOME %

17 - 7.

2.2.3.2 MAEFAE HOtFMEOHE
5y ¢ W & (ASD 4 ! FieldSpec HandHeld) #f L T, ##%
DG T 5 BRI O N FEME A e L 7. FieldSpec HandHeld @
W E B E #PH 1T 325~ 1072nm TdH D . Z O W E W WL A O R
ERNABMOERAKICHEYE T LS. KHEEOREIT, HMOEKRE
KRIWICKH LT, 3EOHPEZEZIT > 2. WE L2 RHF1T #mXE
FRICE DHANMEOBREEIT o Toth, MMEYIEIC X DB % 1T
Sfc. ARMIE TIEEICHMBEMBICHE T 2ERIZOWTHIEZ AT
ST, WEXAXAIOR FOFERERBOERIZOW THIEZIT VW,
K EFROKBEEZITo. £, RAMOKRKFERORLVIZER L

7= .

.37-



2.2.3.3 MAEMAE = bT— M
Ty AV E O KBRS BV T, YRR O RE AR &
ZFLTHEERNNI A RAIDOREREBZHONICT 2D ICHAERNRE
EATo7. MAREE LT, =2 K7 — Mk (KEE) 2#8L,
K44 X T 1mX1mélLz., MAEREMSLIX, £ oKk
FARENAREROERTH D, RBMICERLEZET, E2S
B PALNRWNWE S Z X AICHEAFRE L2 EBRLZ.

TLTHAERERSOR#EE LT, "ZxX

]/

DL B Tlx, B
FEECHRBCRERZ2DIMEMHEEIZLXL TWVD., 207D, BORH

WX D@ E2iT o2, SHLICH EOMAITE OR LA DR OGN

(@

N, ATREREAITER -LAROBMNZITo72. ELMEAEREDLS
ZFHEXHBMWOREBELTHRT T L2DIC, FEXNAFXXAIDRAL
VWA 2SRRI E L TER L., N3 X US40 EEOR &

CLTHESICI2BEREFOX LT, HAFRBORE & L

I

N R RO OV T R, 2 L TR ER oM ARE &L
T, UFoBHBIZSDWTHEHABELELEL., WEHAIZT= FI—F
NOBEELTORMBEE - HMORE - MOMBEE - BoEL - -
Bk LEWEETHL., UETOoO0HEBEZBEEL, I LICH
PHRXFELTHRY =2 — 2 (Volume) Z H I L, N A 4 ~ A (Biomass)

ELTHoT.
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2.2.3.4 BRFZ AR AT
2010 /B 2012 % F CO T — X 2 H W<, BRI E L Z L
77, "NHARRXAIDOAEBHMTIE, "2 X XI0@EICTLYEY N K

BEIhbdZ LT, EZEHREEENROND. Z 0D a BT —

/71

FEWCEDY, WELEZT — 213 KX (Control) » "% X X I D
HBRE(Off) " XX I OEOHE(Sum)- ¥ 2 X I D4 O H (Win)
EXG L. 7 —Z3FHesr7ey bz TERL, 5% D1RE
EXHTRRIBAEMELEZ. R Z L CEARADODRE [T
A4 X (N) ], FHE, ¥ kK E (RMSE) 2R L7,
2235 A7 VU — =7

WO ERET HDHERE, "M A~ RAERET HERK
EHETHD, BRMEEDORA IV —= v TN E21T o7, KiF
FTIE, A2V —=v 7L T4 X7 vy (Box and
Meyer, 1986) Z il L 7=. XA X7 1 v MIEEF O KRG ®
AR (AICE) ICXD2EHMBREZIT 720 b IZ, G ®FE [T S M
LT, "X T vy MNEICLD2ERBEREZHTEL .

B A2RETL2EROBBA LR L LT, MEHER - EoMEEER -
FEORSL - HEAKY - BEME - N AR L L. NAF TR
ERETHDERNOBGHA L LT, M- MR- o gE -

MR - K - BB L L.
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BO3E MR L ER

3.1 REL® LB E b E L T VEBEROLK

3.1.1 BRI T — 2 OAERR & fFAT

B 51%, BEREITDOWT 2003 56 2011 £ F TO K RINHR
AT b O ThDH. HE X SPOT Vegetation Yo ¥ 7 F D 7
— 2 b IERMAERE S (NDVD) 2HE L, HEHEOAROE 7 £ L
EHH L. T rvra v HOBREOELLE R0, #BX[FE &
DREBEORLDL NV ZEEROM A (Airport) 1 - 1 S d Hh B

(Altanbulag) «+ = ©#W# (Choir) @ 3 &7 & EKR L 7=

= 0.7 4 v=-8E-05x + 0.232

% 06 - R? = 0.0002

3 05 -

5 0.

F]

,::-,:rl:]_:l .

@

EPD'B i

E%ﬂ.i -

= M

= -E[]]- -

=R

g D

=2 0.1 -

E 0 A 0 oy an 9,

g ﬁ”“w m&b N ’ ﬁ‘”’w a“@ .m‘b@ @w &

Z P P o P P P P P

Time series
Airport(Contral) e\ [tanbulag

...... Chﬂ]l‘ —%ﬁﬁ; Lﬂ'gl‘t.anblﬂag}

Fig.5 Trend of annual change of NDVI during 2003-2011.
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B 5DAKT—=Hpbid, MRKLE#EBEHMBEO RS RETLS

72, 2003 £ D 2011 £ F T, @ i TR o @ S R
bh b .
3.1.2 Figib & == i

MK ICHT 2 FEHBE CEIEMSBEFEYET L
6 1%, xR IX % %t % IC IF B KE 4§55 (NDVI) o I R 51 5 —
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RIEFTHBEEXICBIT O2RIMTET VOERKNTHD. T — 4D
R RFIMEATICX 35, Y TIEEVDORI (GOF) ik, & TIX
FVoEx (LOF) 223 . £ 11%, £3- X5 kL, T
MotkwicHEMT 5. ECEFTART —FIZx LT, COREYT
TE->TWVW2O00%ERTHEETHL. EFEOHETIE, —2>0NF#H
BRELZRLICETABRBRZITOLEHLZ VN, F—FDbL X T T
LNEHETHL IR, AMRO LI ZRRINEWRH> 7T —F TlE, #

BOBBELCESHT, T7T—FOMLBERZITI> ZERHFELLVL.

Table.1 Model summary in control.

DF 83
sum of Sguared Errors 05259655
“Warlance Estimate 0.0CE5 21
standard Deviation 0054454
Akaike’'s "A Information Criterion —1 65,751
S ohwarz’s Bayesian Criterion —1 52856
= guare 0545907
RS ouare Ad) QoEEa T
MAFE G570 4
hAE 007444
— LogLikelibood —1 7575
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R2EIHMXICBT 2RI ETLVOHERRTH D, 2

[y

TiE, #HoBaclEFE (AR) £E7 Vv ERBEYY (MA) £7 v, %
LT HFERLTCWD. £FETFT VICK LT, EIXH (Factor) - 7 7
(Lag) - # & 6 (Estimate) - £ # 3 % (Std Error) - t b (t Ratio) -
pfE (Prob|t]) Z/RL TW5H.

HARJMWEET VL (AR1,1) & B#FHE T L (MA2,8) B W T,
Wl E O p fE (Prob>|t|) O I FHICHFE LRI, AE
mE R (AR1,1 & MA2,8) B W<, #iEEMNEOHEZ T . HC

i (AR) 37 78/, BE#YE (MA) 7 7B KE 0.

Table.2 Parameter Estimates in control.

Term Factor Lag Estirmate  Std Error  t Ratio Prokb|t|

AR 1 1 Q045077 0156436 208 (200 St
ARZ2E8 2 8 OM5d3 O127207 =054 0350
haat 1 1 1 oo CE2 01461288 025 07957
hAaZ B 2 8 0883734 0145924 6.0 < 000 #
Irte rocapt 1 0 00024 0o0Fsse 55 0583
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KRBT WBMBEHIBIZEIT DRERINBIHFETALOELNTH L. =

Tk, B oACEHR (AR) TF LV EBEHEYH (MA) 51,

LCTUWRhERLTWS., £FT VI LT, KN (Factor) « 7 7

-
—

z

(Lag) - # i (Estimate) - £ # 72 % (Std Error) - t kt (t Ratio) -

p fi (Probl|t|) ZR_RL TW3B. FT—F OB RV IR T 25 Y T

FTEVDORES (GOF) 71T, TIEEY OES

(LOF)

N Y.

FLEETAHEBELELTRL TRINLDIZHARKDOET VER XD

b, =T =R,

Table.3 Model summary in overgrazing.

DF

Sum of Sguared Ermors

“ariance Estimate

standard Deviation

Akaike's "A Information Criterion
o chwarz's Bayesian Criterion

= guare
Foguare Adj
MARPE

WAE

—2 Loglikelibood

53
Q855313
QO CE 7e
010352
—143.287
—1 30362

0472574
QA5

0.0E0Ts
—1 53257
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KATBBBEMBICB T LERINBITET VOHEERRTH D .
2T, BC2Ew (AR) ETFT AV EBB YL (MA) £7 v, £
LTUWRERLTWS., £FEFT XL T, #EIF (Factor) « 7 7
(Lag) - # & 16 (Estimate) - #F ¥ 32 7= (Std Error) - t [t (t Ratio) -
pfE (Problt])) Zox L TW5. HCOEMWET LV (ARL,1) & B @) ¥
)7 (MA2,8) B W T MMl ED P A (Prob>|t])) 75 #
ARFMICARE L RS, AERMEAICE W T, #EMN®E M
a9, BEBFEET L (ARLL) E 7 78 /h&<, B EY=E

7 (MA2,8) X7 708 K& W,

Table.4 Parameter Estimates in overgrazing.

Term Factor Lag Estirrate  Std Error  t Ratio Prak|t|

AR 1 1 04706 016285 283 000
ARZ 8 2 g 010H1 0122555 =287 0.35845
ha&1 1 1 1 0129206 0162063 079 04250
haZ 5 2 g 059958553 0138273 T34 <00
Irtercapt 1 0 =0T 0003728 —J47 065354
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KH5E, IEWRERICBTILINRRINMHTETVOENTH L. Z 2
Tk, BB (AR) EF AV EBEH Y (MA) €7/, LT
FuaRLTWS., £ 57T 1ex LT, K (Factor) - 7 7 (Lag) *
# &8 (Estimate) - #E #31 % (Std Error) - t lt (t Ratio) + p fi
(Problt|) ZRLTW2. T —XORKRIMFHIZCHT 5 H TIEE
W o RS (GOF) /41X, T EvoiEs (LOF) %25 7.
AICOMZ R 5L, R1OMBX L K30 Mk gL T,
CHEBRBEOHOTITEVODEINR RINANTND. MOBEFEITEWVWTDH
FMBEEOT T —REE SN TEY, REXCME RS Ly %

C, TEWMEBEIZETALOD TITE L DK EBICEWN.

Table.5 Model summary in Gobi desert.

OF 93
sum of Sguared Ermors 0259085
“arianoce Estimate Qoo 27
standand Dewviation OCEREES
Akaike's “A Information Criterion —265.47
= chwarz's Bavesian Criterion —h5 545
FSouare 0158587
RS ouare Adj 0122397
MAFPE 4345533
WA E Q39857
— LogLikelibood —2 7547
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KO6IT, IEWEICETLIRRINMBITETVOHER R TH 5.
22T, BCE)MR (AR) ET AL EBEHEY (MA) £7 v, %
LTUWRERLTWS., £FEFT XL T, #EIF (Factor) « 7 7
(Lag) - # & f# (Estimate) « #% % 34 7 (Std Error) - t tb (t Ratio) -
pfE (Probjt]) ZRL TW5. BE¥HE T L (MA2,8) Tk W\ T,
wi i E O p fE (Prob>|t]) O MEFFHICAELRINT. AE
A RICEBWT, HEMMEOEZ Y. BH Y (MA2,8) &
ZIU7MhREW. BEHME (AR) ETVOHRERAH TR VWD,

TEWEIZEWWT, NDVIEOBCHFEHEITEWNWEZE X LN D .

Table.6 Parameter Estimates in Gobi desert.

Term Factor Lag Estimate Std Error  t Ratio Prok:|t|

AR 1 1 Q002432 Q0BB0EE 004 09667
ARZ2E8 2 g 08455 0142 =248 053
haat 1 1 1 =027 01185685 =223 08203
hAaZ B 2 8 0853903 0200847 445 <1000 *
Irte roapt 1 0 oo0ds 0001385 =133 07388
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Fig.9 Change in the amount of pasture by satellite images of two time
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2001 4 8 A 31 H ® NDVI i ® ¥ ¥) {5 =0.293

2010 45 7 A 31 H ® NDVI i @ ¥ ¥ {5 =0.275

2010 42 7 H 31 H ® NDVI 7 5 2001 4 8 A 31 H @ NDVI fi %

gl 72 i =—0.018
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Table. 7 Analysis of a corresponding pair.

MOT 201 00F31 2138459 2222 +—Ratio 159154 5267
MOMNT 2000 0731 116420 6667 DF g
hean Difference §7358 55556 Prob > |t Q0e2
Std Error ROBE2 0836 Prob > t 016
Upper 95% 214652 3508 Prob < t 0954
Lower 35% —18875 73064
M H
Correlation 05302358078

i D D ke O NDVIICxH L CHE 21T 5 &, Al E o
p fEE (Prob>t) THAMZFWMIIAERENALADL. Z 0L &, Jw
AL (HO) B HEH S, HEH (HD) 28HA T 5. oF 0,
THEH O NDVIEICEZ DR D, ZOMBOHBIZO VD THFAT S
&, NDVI o JFHl & LT, NDVI=O A EHICHY T 5. 2L T
NDVI<O & 725 L&, KEXERLEKGOEEZZIT TN LEE
AbND., MBABRERSFE LI THAEPBLLTWD EEF X, H
HELTAZXRAIRLLLIRETEEP»ERLLTWVWDIDE TS
BRHE, B ECEIIEFHNERL TWDLZO, NDVI>0 & 72 5.
DSFDEAADNRE SN o 72K NDVI=0.3 T ¥ X X I Off) &5
HLHOTIE RN EZBZILND., LLERL, "NFXAXIODE
Blok 2Bl ERICB T 2R EXMED 2T 1 )& (Stipaspp.) X
DY, ERABOKFE RO G W I EXE (Artemisia spp.) 72 # %

L b. 20D, wmEIXNUL FOoOKE N T,
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bb. NEXAIOHE BT, IEXEET I AFENELE L TEE
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NERXAIWLELDLD2ERROEY I RLLEEFER EOBEICH X 7% -

TWw 5.

Fig.12 Vegetation on the nest and the nest of Brandt vole (Microtus

brandti).
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Google
C

Fig.13 Nest of voles from Space. From GeoEye-1 (2009/09/23 in

Google Earth).
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Fig.14 Spatial distribution of the density of nests of voles from the

interpretation of high-resolution satellite images.
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Fig.15 Habitat potential of Brandt vole (Microtus brandti).
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Average Omission and Predicted Area for Microtus_brandti
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Fig.16 Average Omission and Predicted Area for Microtus brandti.
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Fig.17 Average Sensitivity vs. 1-Specifity for Microtus brandti.
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Jackknife of regularized training gain for Microtus_brandti

DEM 4 Without variable =
With only variable ®
T with all variables =

Distance from ger[”

Distance from river[

Distance from roads [

Effective at-Satellite Temperate [
Heat Load Index [

Hillshade [

Environmental Variahle

MOV

Slope[

0.05 010 015 0.20 0.25
regularized training gain

=
=1
=
=
w
=

Fig.18 Jackknife of regularized training gain for Microtus brandti.
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Fig.19 Jackknife of test gain for Microtus brandti.
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Fig.20 Jackknife of AUC for Microtus brandti.
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Analysis of variable contributions

201X AUC 2 B2, "2 X X I OB MRICTK T 5 8R5EZE K
(MAZEE) OB N EZRLTWVWD. RABOHKET 7 7 Th 5K
HWRfRERLD L, Fnb ORI~ DL o0 EBE - &K
bOHBEEDOIEIC, TORBEAEARKZMVEKEI Z LT, "I XX IOD
ARBEAEENKRTTL. FAOMB I 77 Th o HMBEKRO KR
R DL, TANLOEEE - EED OER - WIS O REEE -
BAEAE S - NDVI - R LR - B A - B E (HLD OJEIC,

NEF X IO REEEN

il
—
-~

#z 81X, n&ZxX

/71

DABHBREOFRERZRLELDOTH 5.
2 ¥ (Variable) Z L2, £ F /b~® % 5 % (Contribution rate for
the model) & A4 B flE 5 ~ @ % 52 (Importance of habitat suitability)
oL TW5bH.

Table.8 Analysis of the variable contribution of habitat selection

of Microtus brandti.

“Wariable Percent contribution Permutation importance

Distance from the roads 475 251
Distance from the Yurt{home) 35 .4 487
Digital elevation T3 28
Distance from the river oo 209
Effective at—Satellite Temperate 248 1.2
Heat Load Index 07 05
Hil lshiacde 03 0
S lope 0z 05
MO 8] 0z
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T T )L~ O % 5 % (Contribution rate for the model) %, & ¥ 2
COHEE - ST DbOERE - 2L T2 LOEBEBEDIEIC, w5
BN E W, A B MR~ % 5% (Importance of habitat suitability)
X, S b O - BRSO OEEE - 2 LTRSS O EEED
EIZ, FHEEPEHW., LrLR2RL, KM IZTB A Rl
7 =42 0HhEEH LD, M7 —2OBEERADORE ST/
W NI R XAIPFWRREDOLZNT Vg RE, e TH D
mATICEALRW., Zold, Y70 70/ H»ET T,
TN A XOEMICHEY, EaoZBERE LB IL6N
5. FlxryrIaLEHIZEBWT, SIMAET LI ZOCIE, BE#T D
77y P 7 — A ELTHBENAARLERD., TORD, AR
BlEAREARAGHCLAY TV IR ITAR N EITED, AA

W) 7o R N @ KRR S D ATHEPE 13 & O 722 v
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Response curves
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Fig.21 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from yurt.
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Fig.22 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from roads.
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Fig.23 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from river.
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Fig.24 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from DEM.
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Fig.25 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from slope.
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Fig.26 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from heat load

index(HLI).
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Fig.27 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from hillshade.
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Fig.28 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from effective

at-Satellite Temperate.
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Fig.29 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from NDVI.
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Fig.30 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from yurt(home).
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Fig.31 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from river.
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Fig.32 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from roads.
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Fig.33 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from DEM.
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Fig.34 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from heat load

index(HLI).
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Fig.35 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from slope.
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Fig.36 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from hillshade.
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Fig.37 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from effective

at-Satellite temperate.
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Fig.38 Response of Microtus brandti to distance from NDVI.
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Fig.39 Home Range of Microtus brandti Overgrazing.
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Fig.40 Evaluation of home range area.
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SOBROELTHEDMEN RDLL TSR D.

Table.9 Area of the home range.

Home Range Area Percentage

area of territory without core area 8.19 64
home range core area territory 453 36
total habitation area 12.72 100

.89-



741

3.3 N2 XIDAEBI K D HFEH OB L
3.3.1 HH#FAE

3.3.2 HHMSAE mlREONE

Bl 41 iZ, "2 X I OE B M THY O RN RZ 5 NKHNTR T,
R LD THD. fit# A KR - AERREZTRL TWD.
JLGI @ off I 2 XX I DOHRM -onignZ X AXAIDORE ET, BXE
LTWalmaxtg e L CHIEEZIT 72, ABFE TIE, @
MTHEEELE L TERLTWDS X7 B3 EXE (Artemisia
adamsii Bess, Artemisia frigida Willd) « 4 % & Elymus J& ; 7 4 —
N7 Z A& LTS (Elymus chinensis (trin)Keng) « 4 3 &~ %
7 % J& (Stipa krylovii Roshev) + 7 ¥ > U 7% & 2 7 J& (Carex
duriuscula C.A. Mey) # x5 &L L7=. Z oKX, 700nm 2L Lk o
Ei (THRAK) BT, I3EXRBIEIAMAXBERAFB I &,
MOWKHEREZRLTWD., ZORFBEIRELEMICET Z2EITA

S AL A

.90-



0.4

0.35
@ 03 :
= ]
S 025 FS ot
-
8 0.2
= 015 /
) 0.15 j,r
2 01 /
0.05 ,KM
0 T M
0 - T I T
300 500 700 900
Wavelength(nm)
------ Artemisia adamsii Bess (off) Artemisia adamsii Bess (on)
— . Artemisia frigida Willd (on) = = Elymus chinensis (trin) Keng (off)
e Elymus chinensis (trin) Keng (on) Stipa krylovii Roshev (off)
Carex duriuscula C. A Mey (off) Carex duriuscula C.A.Mey (on)

Fig.41 Reflectance of plants species distribution in the nest
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Fig.42 Multispectral between the nest and the nest of voles.
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Fig.43 Time series variation in vegetation cover rate of vole habitat.
(2010 - 2011 - 2012) Control : Control plot not vole habitat, off :
Between the nest of voles, sum : Nest in the summer of voles, win :

Winter vole nest.
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3.3.4 A7 U — = JEMN
F101E, EEEAZRETLHIERICOWVWT, AT U —=v %
ToltfRkTHDL., A7V =V ITMITICBTL2HEK
(Parameters) (2 %} 9= % # & & (Estimate value) - £ % 73 7= ( Standard
error) - tf (tvalue) - pfE (Prob>|t]) Z =L 7. F* 10 O & R »
b, B ARETLH2HERE L TRETDLIERLE LT, HE
(Latitude) - # #1 ® #| & (Percentage of bare ground) + N A # <
Z (Biomass) + +# /K 4 (Soil moisture) RNAEZ TH 5 & p E 1
b AWML, ThZhofEMITITLEKRKIZREY A T A ThH L.

Table.10 Parameter estimates of the factors that determine the

species
Estimate Degrees of
Parameters Sum of squares F-measure p value (Prob>F)
value freedom
Intercept 1197.914 1 0 0 1
Longitude 0 1 1.577157 0.233 0.630867
Latitude -25.0111 1 184.4028 27.524 1.50E-06
Percentage of
-0.03305 1 32.86594 4.906 0.029935
bare ground
Proportion of hay 0 1 0.506488 0.075 0.785508
Vegetation cover
0 1 0.669366 0.099 0.754366
rate
Biomass -0.00228 1 72.49707 10.821 0.001555
Soil moisture 0.137394 1 23.09434 3.447 0.067455
Soil hardness 0 1 2.216198 0.328 0.568823
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RUNMNEFEZEZRETLZ2ERICHOWVWT, XA X Ty b
(Box-Meyer,1986) # H W T, A7 U —=v 7217 > - &
Thd. HEELEANTA—ZIF, RI0THEL  RINTLO A
(Intercept) - #& £ (Latitude) - £ #h » #|l & (Percentage of bare
ground) « /XA # ~ A (Biomass) - -8 /K4 (Soil moisture) Th
L. BB AERETHIERLE LT, EELEEZ FHEMBERICI D H
E L. EHEAQRLEIFTE, FH®MEE (Posterior distribution) 728 1
(2 W 2 o8

Table.11 Bayes plot (Box-Meyer) of the factors that determine the

species

. . .. Posterior
Parameters Estimate value  Prior distribution =~

distribution
Latitude -6.15803 0.2 1
Percentage of bare
-1.56732 0.2 0.0743

ground
Biomass -3.18914 0.2 0.7181
Soil moisture 1.856631 0.2 0.1145

K1lrb, BEZRETDLIERNELT, EHE - XA F < 2R
HETbhOLEFERMERNPOHE TSN, MRE LT, BEAERTE
TOEREZAA T AL, MEPMETHLHL I LE, VT
PN—= AR A () PHEERLTWD ZEREETHD LE X

b5 s.
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TN iTolfRTHD. A7V —=Vv ITMITICBT285EK
(Parameters) (2 %f 3~ % # i& fif (Estimate value) - }% % 32 7 ( Standard
error) - tf& (tvalue) - pfE (Prob>|t]) Zxx L 7=. #ET HNT
A — &%, 8 (Intercept) - f& & (Latitude) - £ #1 @ #| & (Percentage
of bare ground) « A 1L 5 ® #] & (Proportion of hay) « fi @ & »» &

(Species richness) Th d. NAF~RAEZRET HER L L T,
f& £ (Latitude) - #f 1 o #| & (Percentage of bare ground) * #f 1
B o #l A& (Proportion of hay) BNAZ TH 2 & pfE b F A Wi,

TN ENDOHEEMIT~ AT ATH 5.

Table.12 Parameter estimates of the factors that determine the

biomass
Parameters Estimate value Standard error tvalue p value(Prob>|t|)
Intercept 181876.8 27363.45 6.65 <.0001
Latitude -3783.87 574.2386 -6.59 <.0001
Percentage of bare

-14.4208 2.226027 -6.48 <.0001
ground
Proportion of hay -17.4333 3.6442 -4.78 <.0001
Species richness -37.8434 15.37437 -2.46 0.0159
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KT, "M A~AZRETDHDERICONWT, XA X T my
F (Box-Meyer,1986) # H W T, A7 U —=2 N 21T > I~ f&
RThbsd. #ET D237 A —21%, #E (Latitude) - # o F &
(Percentage of bare ground) - 4k 4L % @ % & (Proportion of hay) -
fE o & 7 & (Speciesrichness) Th 5. NA A~ RAEZRET HH
KELT, BELRERZFRERICIVHEE L 2.

Table.13 Bayes plot (Box-Meyer) of the factors that determine the

biomass
Parameters Estimate value Prior distribution Posterior distribution
Latitude -8.01947 0.2 1
Percentage of bare

-4.16247 0.2 0.9826
ground
Proportion of hay -5.3217 0.2 0.9997
Species richness -2.46146 0.2 0.3314
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Abstract

[ Objective]

Target region of Mongolia overgrazing, Brandt vole (Microtus
brandti) modifies the soil by habitat disturbance. With the
modification of the soil, I'm not like the modification to herbaceous
plants and livestock. Aimed to reveal the workings of the ecosystem
engineering by Brandt vole.

[ Method]

1. As for pasture, using the medium resolution satellite images of
Earth Observation high frequency, we have analyzed the time series
of changes in the amount of pasture.

2. The analysis is carried out for the selection of vole habitat,
habitat for voles probability is higher in the show (around the river
near the road around the gel) where the disturbance seen artificial.
3. As the target region of Mongolia over pastures, using a
spectroradiometer proximity was measured electromagnetic waves
reflected herb.

4. As the target region of Mongolia over pastures, conducted a survey
of grassland vegetation ongoing, we have analyzed the changes of

vegetation.
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[ Result]

1. As for desert, Gobi region overgrazing-control plot, and analyzed
for the amount of time-series change of pasture (NDVI1), during the
year 2011, the downward trend from 2003 to the amount of grass in
the meadow area overgrazing was seen.

2. The analysis is carried out for the selection of vole habitat, habitat
for voles probability is higher in the show (around the river near the
road around the gel) where the disturbance seen artificial.

3. Target areas as overgrazing, was measured electromagnetic wave
reflection of herbaceous plants. From the measured spectrum than the
other, such as rice and sedge, Artemisia showed a high reflectance in
the near infrared wavelength range (700nm).There are many
Artemisia to overgrazing. Using high-resolution satellite images or
aerial photographs, by evaluating the amount of pasture (NDVI) is
the possibility of overestimation is considered normalized vegetation
index.
4. Between 2010 and 2012, increasing the rate of vegetation cover in
summer vole nest, the proportion of bare ground has decreased.
Between 2011 and 2012, but there is a tendency to soil hardness will

be hard, considering the variability of the data, in the nest of some
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soil hardness is low. In addition, the decrease in hardness due to
variations in soil is often seen on the nest on the nest in the summer

than the winter.
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