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Abstract

Urbanization often causes changes in the natural environments, affects species
composition and survival, and results in biodiversity reduction. Urban green space plays
a critical role in biodiversity conservation. To investigate the influence of urban green
space on community ecology, this study applied the nestedness analysis using the
ecological survey data of birds, butterflies, reptiles, and frogs across 16 parks in the Taipei
city from 2008 to 2020, to understand the affiliation of the inhabitant metacommunities
in these parks. Then, I performed the Spearman’s rank correlation test and Mann-Whitney
U test to investigate influence of urban green space on nestedness and species
composition. Results found that birds, butterflies, reptiles, and frogs have significant
nestedness among these parks. Although few species appeared unique habitat preferences,
in general, parks and green spaces possessed a positive influence on the incidence of the
community, while the fragmentation-induced edge effects showed a negative correlation.
Besides, groups with lower mobility showed stronger nestedness, such like reptiles and
frogs. This calls for careful consideration of urban development and habitat fragmentation
on their impacts to these communities. Based on the results, during park planning and
design, I suggest preserving or creating water zones and green space with large areas and
low boundary proportion, improving the quality of the existing vegetation within parks
by creating multilayer forest forms and planting native vegetation or nectariferous plants.
These applications can help enhance the potential of parks in conserving biodiversity in

urban areas.

Keywords: nestedness, green space, urbanization, community ecology, habitat

fragmentation.
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Ulrich, 2009 ; Almeida-Neto & Ulrich, 2011) » % # & FAlar £ d S faerizt g
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%= & 28 5 $kitdp ¥ (biodiversity index)
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(Kohsakaetal.,2013) > % % E BHHEE L EI53 R DL R » AT EY
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¥ e & {87 § & ¥ (random placement)
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al., 2009 ; Almeida-Gomes et al., 2022) - 4p i = ;8 4o (3¢ 3-54 5) :

o = ag/Ix(ag) 3
S@=5— %(1—a)- X4
s?2(a) = Zi(1— )™ — 5;(1 — a)?™ » &5

2P oA F k BEE OB A k BRERORES o AIFH P At
o 8(q) R TS f AP BESEI Y 0 HAo N B R
A gt e e s2() S B TR AR R o B B A FRkims W

Tk B S KR LMK BARE g e R R AROR A B e

I

BRA A G K PR P S 0 AIRE B m Tl s R e B2 A2

LR HA S()ts(a) IEHF R AAFEE LSRR P AR 'ﬁ%}iéh

11

doi:10.6342/NTU202202888



"% i8] (Gonzalez-Oreja et al., 2012) » JE2 S48 e B chiak » FE R4t B BiEs

16 5 % 2 F ol o

12

doi:10.6342/NTU202202888



57 $12E %4 17 (nestedness analysis)

EHESHEAY O LT HARERSRERREAFEN  VLFE B

M

A SF &Y mqﬁ'iir—}ﬂ AP TERERRY AN ELNE L EERE
it E t]'i PRk oo LB E T R LR Y P mﬁk%
% 42 & (Almeida-Neto & Ulrich, 2011) ; 4c{# 2 2L P 2 B 2 H = > 4R &
e YR EERE S ii lJfﬁ(Pagel Martinez-Abrain, Gomez, Jiménez & Oro,
2014) o #HHTE® 2 dpfcte Mg iAo
— ~ NODF (Nestedness metric based on overlap and decreasing fill)
SN R RFEER R A7 EH Almeida-Neto & 4 % 2008
# 3% 1 e NODF :};1 #c(Almeida-Neto, Guimaraes, Guimaraes Jr, Loyola & Ulrich,

z

2008) gL ARRI BRI FAFPRAE Y 21 2T
# o @ NODF g 3-8 7| ¥ 3o 42 & 80T ' e & (decreasing fill, DF) » 1 % {3
P H AR T et £ 2ot b(paired overlap, PO) 0 B 2o 7t ER o 2R E TR
LR R E AR ) RS RRTI R L BB T N 63

% NODF - 7 3] § F 4/ 0 ¥] 100 {7 NODF & (Almeida-Neto & Ulrich, 2011) :

Y. Npaired =\
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oA+

FPomiAlicn il FANERENS A PHEHEE A8 {opr > F (T
G Fex 3T G54 Fe 0 BIDF 2+ % 100 > £ 2. Bl 5 0 < PO B &4 %] iz (7 7]
FEEREFA R L F I LG b o 3 DF=0 ¥ » Npaired =0+ @ DF =100

p%F > Npaired = PO - NODF E4%§ ~ 4 ﬁ';li BHARR LM BEEFF A
¢115% Jf 42 A (Almeida-Neto & Ulrich, 2011) » * o dqfic7 b £ Pl < | 58> 7
HOTI R R Y R e AR Rt B A2 R (Pagel etal., 2014) ©
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= ~ WNODA (Weighted nestedness based on overlap and decreasing abundance)
WNODA H_r2 g 8 & 4e fE chde i je s AB L #134 & 0 3 & ¢ 4p #ic<h Pinheiro
FARLP O BRI T {17 4 E S HE(Pinheiro etal., 2019) o &
35 WNODA # » 2 L#ffifer i pamd ot B> i 4 4
Bos BRI A B R R B o B ARY 5 D 5] 7 be R 1T
FED AR LB e e z]i % 45 (Ulrich, Almeida-Neto, & Gotelli,
2009) » Bk it EHAEE Bt e S e R I BRI EM G L2

# £ L 4B ) 33 A & (Atmar & Patterson, 1993) » FaeT (50754 9)

WNODAc = 100Y7% ;llﬂm—j 7
WNODAr = 10037} ;lm’;_ij{', &8
WNODA = 2(WNODAc+wNODAr) , 5\‘ 9

m(m-1)+n(n-1)

;¢ > WNODAc * 4 3 At file s F 2R -1 5 P % hizlik o j £
FF-Fon AR EHROKkE I BERREco m SRk
WNODAc #1274 33 (TR A & Ap P > BEp T g fhin o #7571
T T L2 WNODAr» R & F M ates ¥ chiz R “TAehh i - &
e FEaF R 100> 2oL T R GE L o IR o FHAEL LT n(n-1)2
iiFfom(m - 1)/2 5]ehie & > WNODA #-3 o 33 e0 B fE o4& ey B - ¥
i (7 5] e & AR i o 1 PSR 4 £ 42 & (Pinheiro et al., 2019) > =R % 22 0
F1100 2 7 > #elEARF 3 > L EAZAALF o ¥ WNODA I3 X 4B < | §
$,?%%w@k3&ézkﬁﬁ%&ﬁ%gﬁa,u&%mg%ﬁi@wi

I3 % T A g 4 end jg i35 (Pinheiro et al., 2021) o
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=~ S 8 (permutation)
FERRATR AR R e 2 R A AR R FE L A | IR a
B S BHA R RS S B HCR (null model)SE 8 HHR 0 16 F 1 B4
MF 2o 2 @ Ulrich {v Gotelli & 2007 # it £ S H BRI 3 400 10
Az SRR A 1% (- RRiae R e i gl S L_Jf'z%iﬁ']ﬁ;%?—ﬁ%’rﬁi 7 LR L
FEF o RIS %2 {4 %7 (Ulrich & Gotelli, 2007) © & 7 etk Tt & B b ¥
M E D RS BRI L 5 At gk AT EHRR T B
FREWPEFEL N E AT T RAsEi £ ) &2 8% % {o g FE(Fixed row totals-
Equiprobable column totals) B3k #-%] » & {7 4% # -4 (Ulrich & Gotelli, 2007 ;

Pinheiro et al., 2019) » # % WNODA £ NODF § % & c8f F |4 o

15
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4
sl

& & B F|F i 2 (selection of environmental factors)

t]'iii BHEXIFAES R JRNR R 7 RBEE TR (Atmar &
Patterson, 1993) » % & ALIR B 7] ¢ 1L LE BT FRGTIRROEE AFTR
Wbt PR EERGE T A P EP AR R RS E RS DB AR T T
(Atmar & Patterson, 1993 ; Vazquez et al., 2007 ; MacArthur & Wilson, 2016 ) » #
E2F e~ 3 54 Kk ased(Atmar & Patterson, 1993 ; Platt & Lill, 2006 ;
Ulrich, 2009 ; MacArthur & Wilson, 2016)% = F]p ch3k 5 » 4ok ~ KfE2 kR
(Apfelbeck et al., 2020) > 2 ArcGIS 10.7 & i & 3 %]+ (Redlands, C. E. S. R. L.,
2019) o gt ek > S F F]S B eni A (collinearity)id = fER miETA, 0 Ay
A &4p B ¥ (Pearson Correlation Coefficient) & T 7]+ 2. & &Mk 5 #-7F]
FRAPK GHCEHE <2072 P E-]0.05 e A 5 B R A TR
¥ 2 B 54 i 4o gy i (Dormann et al. 2013) o i # ch3g 5 F|F 407

1 2FIpSEE G FI) HEL RETEGFARFIN E2 FH -

M4 RBELIpFRECL RS :}Fq #ic(Normalized Difference Vegetation
Index, NDVI) B & © > 14 = 3 0.15 PP #1724 #f 1) 2 % $.(Badamasi,
Yelwa, AbdulRahim & Noma, 2010) » B Z_5 i & # f84 F ek o

NDVI z_ 3+ 5 23840 (54 10) :

(NIR-RED)
_—
(NIR+RED)

NDVI =

¢ SNIR ik kEHE > a RED 5 &=kk3HiE - NDVI & 4 3ie
A EGRIR s Bk o A RJEAM e E 22 5 247 & (Rouse, Haas, Schell

& Deering, 1973) °

16
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Fyoarie * 2 gk 38 kR 5 USGS EarthExplorer = B FiflE & F Filleg)
landsat 8 % Z B](U.S. Geological Survey, 2021) > B2 k& & F & M3
25% MR ER IR AT ARF RPN (2018 # 3 2020 #) 0 32
7 A P ¥ i (geometric correction) (Huang, Wylie, Yang, Homer & Zylstra,
2002) o

SFIN S TENDVI: p it 2SS T 2 oFREE

o BPH NS A BB AONDVIBT 0 LI OFI P SFie 4 FER o
SBIPR R R A 5T ArcGIS #iit AE X FIBA ¢ kB R 0 o

"calculate geometry | 3+ 5 #TiE S FIP KB G fF o

DARZBERR D g A 2RI FE ¢ 0 kAT lE R0 A
FEREAFI AN R RS P o

I PR R A E A e BE Y RFRERRE 2P
o RE R RKHEIA > P E OB AN, N R KOS PR -
SF® & 02 AreGIS P [calculate geometry | 358 4TiE 2 Bl e ff o
@4 B 2 AreGIS ® T calculate geometry | 3-8 2 Fleh% £ o 102
O F R E K,% Mmoo TEE B b & B 4 s (Habel et al. 2019) -
FERG SN o FERALAN > gkt B0 b
LGz a Fad s FIA AP REFLIRETFF 2 - > b g

R -

17
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¥ = & 24§ & 4p M 24 37 (Spearman’s rank correlation test)

FHEIRFRE SR IBELRET]S > BEATAR AP A TR B
B AR AT JRRERR TS R P AT 5 &4p (485 (Schouten et al.,
2007 ; Ulrich, 2009 ; Wang et al., 2012) o #7& f: & 4p B 124 47 630 & * ¥
(nonparametric)tk 0 * F & A F HiEK o BERBFFEL ARG
M BALERBHAT BB TR FLERRT BR T a2
B gkimy Mo AT RRE FIRER TP GELY T L5 S 2B
7% B (Fleishman , Betrus, Blair, Mac Nally & Murphy, 2002 ; Schouten et al.,

2007 ; Wangetal.,2012) o @ 21 £ & 49 B A 472 2 35407 (58 11) ¢

ZJ 1(Rx Rx)(Ry - Ry) .
Te = ) ;411
[EaRy= R0 Ty Ry = Ry

RN I R o R - R,irR, Al G X ey RS R ’ijfx%%?jiﬁﬁf‘:‘

Xﬁ'{fﬁ_ﬁ’b}ﬁ?lj:’f;ﬁ- > Rx;;ﬂ;}é'fflj:'tﬁ.iij;j , Rng‘hj AN A . Ji‘ﬁ" ylgtfﬁ_ﬁ’!ék
P B0 Ry R BEFIR B2 T30 n Lt Bl o R B S
i JRiN R SRy 7 BB TFIF DR SR, c I BT R N S AR
BSARRE e FRIA 12 IR ¥ N ARARIER L D ApH &N ) da

(Ulrich, 2009) * % Ha AR % 2 A5 » St B3 5 A0S > U874 & ApB LA 19

- FAESEE S YEER TS A B adp b1 F & F (Curran,
2014)
18
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AN AP 2ikci B T (Mann-Whitney U test)

SHRARBBFISHEFP BRI ETORE O RESITEEHAER
(generalist) £_F 7 “TiRdg » THEFRBEFT LF 253 2L NERAY =
BARRTEFAP > BRARALAME g rf T RERAME
B F ¢ LT LB (Cutler, 1994) o B A licL Bk B RS I
B TR A REAP AR L R A o 20 AF ] MR FS
SPRLIP B B AEATA SIS RS B A LN Bk

PEE > BRPFANIET AREFF AT AR FHhA? LR T

2B R AT (58 12-5¢ 14)

[nin;+n(n,+1)]

U= . —Ry> P12
py =22 * 13
6,2 = nlnz(nllz-i-n2+1) , X 14
Z=(U~)/0y " * 15

R S TEE TN U Tl N S R T I
Bis o % - ik BB fe i Ry o Us AR B TI0Mc 0 BEL S

O UGN ISHECEZEN  FEBZERA LRI FUZELD

I3

FRERRFFREI & o o BRAFEALY i) L3 0 ¥ AR
FlF ¢ R E A2 FHRREF S B EIFE R A BR o Fnyfrn,* 30100 # Uit

ik A RE 0 A B M3 2 i 22(McKnight & Najab, 2010) o
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5% %
- § PR B TR

AR 16 S Flp 2008 £ T 2020 £ A FALY 0 2 k4T 109 /25
BT~ 99 fAAUE S 15 BT QAT 1S ARIEAT - B H B EE iR KRR i 2
Ll it 0 KA 6148 B¢ FrE (Passer montanus) 7 19.4%058 ¥
Ko ki 44 48 0 B P B ks ik (Pieris canidia (Linnaeus, 1768)) 7 17.6%
R R RAKTF 648 B sd (Ocadia sinensis) 7 33.9%3 B R M+
¥ 1144 2 ¢ 2 pzékid (Duttaphrynus melanostictus) b7 37.7%53 8 & -
A Bl BB PR BT X L B o

Mmoo Bl IR B TS BB PR Ao T (

2 D) cFPNSEraFTH05 908 208 HBL L T2 2FP B TS0
NDVI L3555 035> % £ 5 0.07; 2Fp k& FTH55 1.27 25 -
BL 5266 SFE AR FERTISGL 2128 s BELL 13 2FI P
KA FERETI9E L 060 22 5 RB L L0635 2Fe fF TIN5 147 2

BEL L1 B 0TG5 1.9%  BEL 5 1.6% -

% 1~ 2F%RE %:.—Erir'—r‘]"'g{m#‘{/ﬁ‘

B T BB PR

T op R

=L Y
SEPR S F ) T A N
Ny % b ;f % b i s ap;i 4;:; ka2 R
T OVl (aer (a6 ()
(=) 3= (=%) (=2 (x2) (&)
ERNTR 8.3 0.44 0.02 29 003 105 14
i 2 10.4 0.31 0.05 23 010 159 1.0
S-SR 18.9 0.29 0.43 21 000 340 10
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S DA 9.0 0.31 0.00 1.0 0.00 117 2.0

Hi 2 7.9 0.44 7.05 22 121 161 13
< 2 3.7 0.30 8.93 20 080 146 13
54520 1.7 0.48 0.00 00 114 17 5.7
SR i) 75 0.39 1.03 29 080 99 14
S 5.8 0.29 0.27 25 108 81 15
PR A 11.9 0.32 0.53 21 120 239 0.9
v BFE 2 16.9 0.39 0.10 09 000 179 19
S F iR B 24.1 0.42 0.30 1.1 159 256 0.9
FE O 22.1 0.37 0.55 30 003 261 07
AR ) 2.2 0.28 0.23 57 000 34 40
RN | 1.7 0.28 0.04 1.8 004 26 55
FK & A4 5.0 0.30 0.72 08 1.61 137 11
ESE S 9.8 0.35 1.27 21 060 147 1.9
T L 7.2 0.07 2.66 1.3 063 91 16

HRFIFFEREUAR S G TS FROFe FEE S5 08
BEE L APM  APMIEL-073 S Fe FEOFN S FE G REFLIPM o 4P
BES 087 B & AR X W2 Bl ¥ £ 5 L] ehfift b > & B3 { * e

PR
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2
Z =
8 : = = N
% ¥ % N % i &
z s z % ¥ & 8
| ) ) # m B ¥
X X < vl v < &)
d
AR Ak 100 | 020 | -0.21 | -0.11 | -0.08 | 0.87 | -0.60 05
N N %3 NDVI | 020 | 1.00 | 0.04 | -0.31 | 0.26 | -0.03 | 0.06 0.6
04
> B P9 7K 33k & A 021 | 0.04 | 100 | 0.02 | 027 | 0.06 | -0.21
0.2
E ARz B8 011 | -0.31 | 0.02 | 1.00 | -0.38 | -0.10 | -0.06 0
o N 0.2
EAARKEIBEE -0.08 | 026 | 027 | -0.38 | 1.00 | 0.02 | -0.17
04
o [ & A 0.87 | -0.03 | 0.06 | -0.10 | 0.02 | 1.00 | 0.73 |
S -0.8
¥ 4 b .0.60 | 0.06 | -0.21 | -0.06 | -017 | 0.73 | 1.00
[

B 2~ A Gedp b Gl B R T

4y
o3
(\s
Nid
%ﬁ‘
T+
ik
N
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FE2EDLTH  SEPREIBRIBARBEREFTFEIENLE < 5%
BT bk AR RN o B AT 87.5%EE E AR b~ ik
81.3%r et % e ® BV ¢h ~ R B 87 G 37.5%chies A% B S B8R 75.0%
ek F AR g RGO R PPl 37 B R ARS - &
AT AW (B 3a) o @ A BFD FE R 0 BEHETEETF 50.0%54
FBIE LT iU 50.0% 5 B AR s RAK T 66.6% T FE K b E
oh ki g 364%:np 75 % b o T RANES » B P HE G AR

%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%a%@%ﬁwﬁﬂﬁ%%ﬁaﬁﬁié%ﬁ@BmO
(3) &4k b2 T A6

50

FANIAS Y A G 3R © HEE & R 2 47 Mk R

40

%
#6320
#

20+

obs 0.10 0.15 ObS 0.10 0‘15 0.05 0.10 0‘15 065 0.10 0.15
3 @ A EE A7) A3 @ A bk ) e 1, @ A L 7] e 3, & A EE 9]
(b) &-ihfEz TSR
A 16 16 16-1m
15- e -
A
12 12 .
& H
e 74 "
# He
M8 A
# # 3
& ;3
44 ]
0
- T T 0 r T 0- T T
20 40 60 0 10 20 30 40 2 < - 5 3 6 9
At R A RBEA A8 R WAE T RBEF
Bl 3-SRk ds (QRFAGEEL BEIRE B OIFFHF Al o (b)

LR E AR Y DI RN 2 AR R AR L BRI AT A

i erAg g & £- BRI A 45 Fl(Chen & Cheng, in press)
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P2 255 HIE ST
— ~ Shannon’s diversity index
B % 3 ¥ > & 2. Shannon’s diversity index » » & #g T 35E 5 3.29 0 £ &
£ 5 033 dgikenT3aiE 5 297 HRE L 5 04 _RAEFNTIDE L 207 HE
£ 5 005 s3p T iaE 5 2.01 > £F L 5 033 o § #f 27 iy i Shannon’s
diversity T35 B i fe & 823358 3 o WRALPF 5 48% + v Pvalue > £ 38 5 045~

WL 088 AL 075 sEAT S 0310 LpER 221 BF % (B 4) -

4
AY = 0.0209x - 38.904
35 A
A A 4 . A ———
3
25

N " y = §.0680 + 140.8
2 y = 0.0043x - 6.578

1.5 !
ABJE oH¥ oA Wi

Shannon-Weiner Index

1
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

F17

B 4 - % %% ¢ Shannon’s diversity index ¥ /& 4% -
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= ~ Simpson’s diversity index

B % #p ¥ > & 2. Simpson’s diversity index 4% ¥ > § $penT 5@ 5 0.92 -
TR £ 5 006 T ioE 5 0.89 0 R L 5 0.08; ffgigaTaE g
0.84 > & 1 % 001 ; sd#fcnToE % 079 8 L % 0.14 0 § @iyt
Simpson’s diversity T 3o g i fe & 5F LT3+ 58 B o KALFE B AR (hPvalue 0 5 %F

L0044~ UL 0.66 Te TS 032 SRET 5 0260 ApFA b 390 4 B F h %

it (B 5) -~
1
y =0.0041x - 7.26
0.95 A A 2 ¢
A A A
6 - ﬂ\A A a
E 8 & " .
= 085
= — ¥ y =0.0023x - 3.7959
S 08
Q.
£ 075
? o7 A y = -0.0268x + 54.773
= i
O 0.65
0.6
e AL ot efedida M u
" 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

F1

Bl 5~ % %% 1 Simpson’s diversity index pF & &% -

SR T KA R R AR F 0 2 AL & & grind
BAF o APR BTSN 0§ A B B R AR e A r K B

PERARE F o ST R BEEF R .

25

doi:10.6342/NTU202202888



Frd S E SR Ey
- ~ NODF

kPR LR L AFFE 2L NODF » g il® Bagi iAo & it St ¢ &
2 BEF R B it 2008 & 2 2014 & 2015 £ 2 AR LAEH
SR BN G ORE B BT L E AR AR S R AR

(B 6) > @ 258 4 % (Atmar & Patterson, 1993 ; Almeida-Neto & Ulrich, 2011) °

k/ﬁ\ 50

) \\\//\*
40+
5
S 40-
z | M%M{

]
NODF
S 8

2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
o Ehy
™ ’\‘\/‘ 707
© 60- ./,,/'——’_'
& )
50
O 50 O
z b4
40-
40
30-
2009 2012 2015 2018 2009 2012 2015 2018
by F1

O At A BiA o W8 & i 4a WA

Bl 6~ 5 %8 ~bpdfe >~ R B dg ~ yEdgent & NODF 5 ¥ (44 o

NODF ihp B A8 %t ¢ > § S5 0T 3apip| @ 5 46.64 » T 3o @& 5 32.33
Bos R £ 2 T35 152 i T 3oppl e 5 35.17 > TR E &
2318 WiiR BB L2 Ti0% 23] RAFHTIDEP|E L 6595 Lok ke
24705 HEREEE L 2 Ti05 583 i T HOEIp|E 5 65.48 0 T ok
B5 3484 e L2 T355 400 Ao Rl P i fied g o g

BRI SRR R L HFRBP(E 2) -
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% 2 &7 NODF i 559 % (2 S ke 194 8«

FOEER TSR
NODF Expected NODF SD
5% 46.64 32.33 1.52
vep L 35.17 23.18 2.31
e B 57 65.48 34.84 4.00
ey 65.95 47.05 5.83
£ %g3 2. NODF fpf B A% b » 5 k4837 R 2 F L » 485 (P=

0.097) » % #5(P=0.382) ~ sy if(P =0.736) ~ e 4 #7(P=0.942) 0] ;2 F A7 % s it 48

F(F 7)o %5 L M2 NODF » £ & 14 %k fe L ~ ST ik £ B 4E 05 22

W > HAED IR AREES L RAFEBGEHE L FAES AR Y R

ER g LA I O - & Y A

NODF

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

y = 1.0454x - 2039.4

. N

y = 0.0384x - 11.456

A é A y = -0.3406x + 732.65
A

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

A A

ABJ oxit efeda M

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Fbr

Bl 7~ &% 32 NODF p& 5 484 o
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- ~ WNODA

% WNODA 88 F 142 6 > 5% 37 b 4f 22010 & ~ 2012 & ~ 2020 &
NERIRE AW PBER RN 0 RAK A 2009 £ 5% AMBDOBEXRRR o @
PR R A E R LB 2EPRERRT IR T RARTHFR

S AR AT E(F 8) o A T R HHEELHE RS AN ERNBE

T

ERERE BRRY AR LORE B

40
30

<L 304 <

a3 a

e} O 20-

z z

< 20 S
10

10 7 T T T T T T T

2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
by

50
50

< <C

0 40 a

O (@]

< £%

30-
40

2009 2012 2015 2018 2009 2012 2015 2018
o r

O Ki#hise A KA © ek &R G 4A Mk

B 8~ L #F ~ ik~ R B &F -~ yFens & WNODA & F M 2 2% o

WNODA s B 4851 ¢ » % kot § s enT 35ppE 5 32.23 > T35 E
%2014 B ERE L2 Tiah 412 ipihenT Bapip] & 5 20.98 0 TSR
BE 1743 g EiRE L2 T 1.19; R AT IOpEPE S 4674 Lo
Bt iE 2 3430 W ERE L2 T35 371 skipnT oppE s 48220 T
SO E A 4182 HORREIRIE £ 2 Tu55 213 0 % % AT R ST AT 2 4

FRERLFEWER (X 3)-
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4 3~ £33 WNODA T o9 % G g3 i nT o1 8 o

TR BLR] LA R
B

WNODA Expected WNODA SD
53 32.23 20.14 412
dep E 20.98 17.43 1.19
e B 5F 46.74 34.30 3.71
by 48.22 41.82 2.13

AR S ki~ BT i AF S B A WNODA P B A% ¢ - sbip (P=
0.190) » & #f(P=0.564) ~ k(P =0.664) - 7 & #5(P = 0.569) &. WNODA p* & % it
Bl =1 SOk ﬁf‘uﬁf%ﬁﬁ%i a0 RAME IR ORE Sk 2
ZE LM BRI RS RAFEMFASE Y PHEES RS
WYL G RB OHRERA(R9) - H B AL H H2FGES Y G RS

14 (Atmar & Patterson, 1993) -

60
y =0.9939x - 1954.5
&
50 -
[ y = 0.5292x - 1017.4
40 n =-0.2086x + 452.33
A A’ i
x A4
< 30 . A A A
@) A
Z S R B
= 20 N I I NP S M— —
y=0.2784x - 539.78
10
AEBfE o efesia MiESE
0
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Fty

B 9~ &#g¥ 2 WNODA p* & 8% -
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SISMAETMELA RS

SEHNBRETFHEEOP RN AR BBEREI S EEE ELE > %

PERRE A P TOPETIRRRE SRR T AR M A
o BARD FlE R TS 8 LT MG R A HHESEIRP - &
SET BN S TIHNDVIE L8 ~ et A3 S RN EEFLAIM » 557
X DB ik RN SRR KB G L R
BFOPRFIRCERFLAAN > 5L RANDRERRET R X 2FP D
KBRS T R ERE QG BT R ARM  rRG
M E BT LG R IR PR EERPE AR bR L A
e A AR R LR E AN 0 B RGN DRE BT L § PRk
St L SFIN SR G DAL IRR . AR FHEAGEERRREE Y

4R BE (% 4) o

2 AN L EB 2P RGPV RERBE TS 8L E L K Gl

AR AFIN SR RN ZHE DAk S #%

T ¥ G TINDVI KBS H ZEEH MR R A 6l
ko 0.16 0.52* 0.44* 013 017 011 -051*
eI 0.18 052  0.24821  0.33 013 009 -0.36
RAK 005 0.32 047¢ 008 060 019 -0.51*
SEAF -0.21 053* 025753 016  -0.05 -0.25 0.19

*p<0.1,*p <001, **p <0001 > fu 3 ik % H B 2 465 ks 0T BB 715 2 B A

FARE o
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528 kAP 2ikci B T (Mann-Whitney U test).% %
FEALEHPAZRERARE AP T EEER LAY 2l B UHRAR
BEFHBUFATERRAPT BRI B RNER -

e iriER A BHEY 0§ 109%5 Al DRk RS S FIR F2 G

=

MERE 19.6%% 2FPN S5 T NDVI B EFRE > 152%% 2 TP ki e 4
BERE87%% 3 A2 R F 0 19.6% % 1 p Akt ks ¥ 7
Fo44% =z 2Flo FRED 8T%XFH W HBE B WX 2FIP S
hf R = %’*%(Spilornis cheela) ~ = *§(Streptopelia tranquebarica) ~ ~ % &
(Dicrurus macrocercus) ~ 3% (Hirundo rustica) ~ K > % %§48(Motacilla
tschutschensis) o = = b % T 32 NDVI #2805 & 5 § (Bubulcus ibis) ~ +] ¢

¥ (Egretta garzetta) ~ 3k 5§ 52§ (Streptopelia chinensis) ~ & ¥ *§(Streptopelia
orientalis) ~ ~ % Ek ~ %% (Hirundo tahitica) ~ 2. - & $8(Hypothymis azurea) ~ % %
& v f8 (Myophonus insularis) ~ -] %* ¥ (Pomatorhinus musicus) % = FI P 'K & f#
B8 en 5 AR EE a5 B (Prinia inornata) ~ % % E#8(Urocissa caerulea) ~ 73 ~ % %348
(Motacilla cinerea) ~ =% 2. 4§(Hypsipetes leucocephalus) ~ ‘= %K ¥ (Gallinula
chloropus) ~ v "% #§(Turdus pallidus) - % 3 Ak JERRPFE DL < 5H - ¥ §
(Alcedo atthis) ~ 2.5 J 8 (Gorsachius melanolophus) ~ 7 *% #§(Turdus

chrysolaus) ° % % p #3-K 882 JEM R Feh s 4 E A5 B (Prinia flaviventris) ~ ‘=g ~
#+88(Dendrocitta formosae) ~ I ¢ 5 (Psilopogon nuchalis) ~ K = § 4§48 ~ ‘=g 2
K F ~ N~ B (Acridotheres cristatellus) ~ 27X 3% (Zosterops simplex) o %

574
e
SR ABENEAEE R o LRV GRBhE A B R FE o kD

B - i

c\lgl

% (Lanius cristatus) ~ ‘= 7K 3t o
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205~ EESFE G F R TR BB TS B R e

. SEPR SFIPN SR SFR DA ZARR 2R #%
o B354 TINDVI kG 2 BEd M2 IER G L6l

* - H 1.87* - - -1.75*% - - -
5 - - - 1.75% - - -
e H - 2.33* - - - _ ]
o § - 1.78* - - - _ _
LSS | - - - 1.69* - - -
LEEEY - - - - -1.83* - -
Rl - - -1.90* - - - -
RS T - 2.01* - - ; ] ]
&% - 1.82* - - - ; ;
=g 1.89* - - - -1.74% - -
g - - - - 1.76* - -
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& 2 3% U= Deudorix
rapaloides

% p A ik Heliophorusila

| g - Horaga
albimacula

HE i Horaga onyx

A3 7e i 4 Jamides alecto

B

7k A Jamides bochus

2 - Lampides
boeticus

2 % A i Megisha malaya

= L A - Nacaduba
kurava

2 8.4 i Neopithecops
zalmora

2 &t A 8 Prosotas

dubiosa
A ik Rapala varuna
[k g Zizeeria maha

¥ % 4 g Zizula hylax
Z P el Argyreus
hyperbius

% #kik Athyma jina

A i

A i
A g

g
AL

AL
g

g
AL

A gfil

A gfil

A gfil

A A

e

B bt

B bt

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Lycaenidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae
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R

R

R

R

R

R

R

R

R

Es

Es

|

|

oS

oS

|

=

oS

S

S

S

S

=

S

S

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE
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B ¥ k- Athyma

selenophora

£ 43¢ Chitoria
chrysolora

+ #etil-  Cupha
erymanthis

B Sigtdie Cyrestis
thyodamas

& s Danaus
chrysippus

st Danaus genutia

% ¥ Dichorragia
nesimachus

RE 3 Discophora
sondaica

¥ R 42 i Elymnias
hypermnestra

[Fl42 % srif- Euploea eunice

2 ¥ % sk Euploea
mulciber

1% % ik Euploea
sylvester

| % zaik Euploea

tulliolus

B AL

B

B

B i AL

B i AL

B i AL

$: gL

$: g AL

$: g AL

$: g AL

B AL

B g A

B

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

72

R

R

R

R

R

R

Es

Es

|

S

S

oS

=

e

e

e

|

|

|

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE
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Sz B % b b Hestina
assimilis

o g il Hypolimnas
bolina

PEHE % B4 - Hypolimnas
misippus

< v sk Idea leuconoe

5 i Ideopsis similis

P g Junonia almana

A bkl Junonia iphita

# P#kdk Junonia orithya

e E i Kallima inachus

i@y ek Kaniska canace

¥ ¥ B P i Lethe chandica

R & P2 - Melanitis
phedima

A2 fE P i Neope
muirheadi

B ¥ Neptis hylas

so 7 Ik k% - Neptis nata

‘| FRek ik Neptis sappho

¥ Tk 2% 4- Neptis taiwana

3 pa bk Parantica aglea

L ®ait  Paranticasita

B 4L

B 4L

B 4L

B gL
B g
B gL
B g
B gL
B g
B gL
B g

B AL

B AL

By
By
B gL
B g
B gL

B bt

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae
Nymphalidae
Nymphalidae
Nymphalidae
Nymphalidae
Nymphalidae
Nymphalidae
Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae
Nymphalidae
Nymphalidae
Nymphalidae
Nymphalidae

Nymphalidae
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el

el

el

B2
Y-
B2
Y-
B2
Y-
B2
el

B2

B2

B2

F 2

YNl

3

YNl

F 2

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE
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1A % s Parantica reift Nymphalidae B2 NE
swinhoei

¥ etetf Parasarpadudu ¥ #kft  Nymphalidae B2 NE

Tk bt i Phalanta i Nymphalidae R 2 NE
phalantha

% 49k Polygoniac-  # 4t Nymphalidae F 2 NE
aureum

FT R B # - Symbrenthia pif Nymphalidae 2 NE
lilaea

v £ ek Timelaea pif Nymphalidae YNl NE
albescens

P sk Tirumala rif Nymphalidae Y- NE
limniace

/| & saif Tirumala rif Nymphalidae 2 NE
septentrionis

| Az g% Vanessa cardui ¥ #kfL  Nymphalidae B2 NE

=l ¥k Vanessaindica # i1  Nymphalidae Yol NE

| Pedl Ypthima baldus #% i Nymphalidae B2 NE

% &k Pk Ypthima it Nymphalidae Yol NE
multistriata

=3 /;T%g i Byasa B 4L Papilionidae B2 NE
polyeuctes

~ & 7 B Y- Graphium doson } ¥  Papilionidae 2 NE

74

doi:10.6342/NTU202202888



R Graphium
sarpedon
i3k ¥ Pachliopta

aristolochiae

¥ bk Papilio bianor

# kv ¥y Papilio castor

e

[ Papilio
demoleus

4 A1y & Papilio

B hermosanus

< Bk Papilio memnon

773 ¥ ' Y- Papilio paris

AR Papilio polytes

2 b Papilio protenor

2 B i~ £ Papilio protenor

LA fE liukiuensis

H 1 B ¥ Papilio xuthus
£ ¢ & b Appias lyncida
B e Catopsilia
pomona
sm i 1% i Catopsilia

pyranthe

B A

b i

B A
B A

B g

B g

g i
g
g it
i
g it

B g4
B

P

e

Papilionidae

Papilionidae

Papilionidae

Papilionidae

Papilionidae

Papilionidae

Papilionidae

Papilionidae

Papilionidae

Papilionidae

Papilionidae

Papilionidae

Pieridae

Pieridae

Pieridae
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el

el

el

B2

B2

Y-
B2
el
B2

B2

B2

B2

F 2

F 2

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

doi:10.6342/NTU202202888



A4 ¥ Eurema

andersoni

Fe it Pieridae

% ¢ % Y- Euremablanda # if'  Pieridae

L Eurema brigitta #> 44  Pieridae

3 Y- Eurema hecabe # &~  Pieridae

= i Hebomoia

glaucippe

ok U Leptosia nina
4 BLo s U Pieris canidia

2 O i Pieris rapae

He At Pieridae

He bt Pieridae
i Pieridae

He bt Pieridae

el

el
e
el

B2

Y-
B2

o %

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

Wit A TN A ARP LA TG B0 Ay

D %= (EX, Extinct) ~ ¥ “F 3

(EW, Extinct in the Wild ) ~ #& & (CR, Critically Endangered ) ~ #8 % (EN, Endangered ) ~ % /%

(VU, Vulnerable) ~ 1T & (NT, Near Threatened ) ~ & & (LC, Least Concern ) ~ #ez4 2 (DD,

Data Deficient ) ~ & :=i# (NE, Not Evaluated °

Z ~ fe B g
v A F
v gt e 7 Y e e
E SR
% v ¥4 Diploderma Yt Agamidae R 4 NE
polygonatum
72 F X ¥ Diploderma Uy Agamidae i LC
b swinhonis
e R Lycodon % 47 3¢ L Colubridae Y e NE
rufozonatus
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« Bk & Trachemys scripta # % 2  Emydidae SN NE

L& Pseudemys A& Emydidae S NE
peninsularis

+ ¥ %%  Trachemys & F Emydidae S NE
decussata

» B&  Graptemyssp.  F&f1 Emydidae S NE

&Lk Gekko hokouensis &= #*  Gekkonidae J 2 LC

# ka5, Hemidactylus EEL . Gekkonidae R4 LC
bowringii

B dhr, Hemidactylus EEL . Gekkonidae Ja 2 LC
frenatus

b g o Mauremys mutica ¥ % 1  Geoemydidae Rt - NE

Et Mauremys # & Geoemydidae B2 LC
sinensis

U Takydromus sp. i #7%  Lacertidae B2 NE

Er & 4847 Sphenomorphus % #¢ =+ #  Scincidae R LC
indicus

-2 S Pelodiscus Faris Trionychidae B2 LC
sinensis

Mir o A TN A AFEP LA TG BEES 0 AL 0 8@ (EX, Extinet) ~ ¥F ¢H B

(EW, Extinct in the Wild ) ~ 4% % (CR, Critically Endangered ) ~ #g % (EN, Endangered ) ~ % %

(VU, Vulnerable ) ~

Data Deficient) ~ & =% (NE, Not Evaluated -

iT 5 (NT, Near Threatened ) ~ #& 5 (LC, Least Concern) ~ ##54 £ (DD,

PR 3
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T g Y
v gt ek e YR e
* %A )
B
%+ ¥&4 Bufo bankorensis ¥:#A#  Bufonidae 73 LC
2 Pyt Duttaphrynus sEiAfL Bufonidae R 2 LC
melanostictus
it 3 L0 Fejervarya * Z3£F Dicroglossidae & 2 LC
limnocharis
A Hoplobatrachus = & #+# Dicroglossidae & 2 LC
rugulosus
A4 < Eg i+ Limnonectes R FxF Dicroglossidae R 2 LC
fujianensis
a3 Microhyla fissipes & © &4 Microhylidae 2 LC
8% < 7 Hylarana #3£4L  Ranidae -3k LC
i latouchii
# M23+  Lithobates #3£f  Ranidae N NE
catesbeianus
Rl e Nidirana #3£F  Ranidae B2 LC
adenopleura
& Six Pelophylax #3tf  Ranidae Yol NT
fukienensis
T 46 % 7+ Sylvirana #3EfL Ranidae R 2 LC
guentheri
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m % #HE  Kurixalus #H+£F  Rhacophoridae 47 LC
idiootocus

#* <A+ Polypedates #H£4  Rhacophoridae & 2 LC
braueri

AN+ Polypedates #HE4  Rhacophoridae  *F % NE
megacephalus

4 A A+ Zhangixalus #H+#  Rhacophoridae  # 7 VU
taipeianus

Wi m A TR ARP 24 2Ry BAES 0 A5 g8 (EX, Extinct) ~ ¥ b g

(EW, Extinct in the Wild ) ~ #& & (CR, Critically Endangered ) ~ #& % (EN, Endangered ) ~ % /%

(VU, Vulnerable) ~ 1T & (NT, Near Threatened ) ~ & & (LC, Least Concern ) ~ #ez4 2 (DD,

Data Deficient ) ~ & =iz (NE, Not Evaluated °

79

doi:10.6342/NTU202202888



