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To present some newly found properties for landseagpecies
relationships. These properties refer to the nudtesbehavior;

Question

How to develop aimple methodologyin order to check this
interpretation of landscape multiscale influence elaphant
distribution?

Context
Investigation of an ecological process: landscapepgrty
influencesupon some (fauna) species spatial distributions;

Hypothesis:

Species and environmental characteristic relatipsslare
statistically significant, but possibly not with ethsame
strength agll spatial scalesand at all places.

Central Kerala Landscape :
Controlled Landscapes to be compared Real data (landscape + elephant) to be compared
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a b Method
) C\O\e « We developed a new methodology called @wmparison
W Od p( \0 Map-Profile (CMP) method, whose principle and
c N\a‘(\ originality lie on the use of the genenwoving window
technique combined to a similarity indexcomputation.
* The moving window process is repeated through wind
/ d size increase this allowing retrieving pattern detection
/ f and their changes through scales.
/ . * We use it to compare landscape connectivity (apatg

and elephant presence probability in India.

Multiscale Comparison Maps
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Comparison Profile and Map

Results

1. Elephant’'s spatial distribution isignificantly h
correlated (F > 0) with landscape structure for
rather homogeneous valuesH ~ - 10 %)
roughly parallel to the anthropized / non-
anthropized landscape interface.

2. Elephants arealso anti-correlated (negative
CMP correlations, F < 0) and less preserR ¢ -
10 %) for higher landscape H valuesH ~ 5 %)
far from this interface.

3. These landscape/elephant correlations are less an  Masked data (landscape + elephant) maps H

less correlated at higher scales.

Comparison Profiles

~-10%

Conclusions
The CMP comparison method is efficient for hightigh scaling behaviours of ecological relationships.
Landscape connectivity is negatively correlatedléphant presence probability in average (but hedys).
These correlations are less and less correlateigladr scales, an observation that still has tmtegpreted.
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