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Abstract: In order to evaluate the habitat suitability of the white-naped crane (Grus vipio) during the breeding period in
Huihe National Nature Reserve, bird distribution data collected from April to June 2021 and from May to June 2022 was
used for the analysis via MaxEnt model. Results showed that: (1) the AUC value of the training dataset of the white-naped
crane in 2021 was 0. 971 and the AUC value of the test data was 0. 970, and the AUC value of the training data of the white-
naped crane in 2022 was 0. 974 and the AUC value of the test data was 0. 972, indicating that the prediction results of the
MaxEnt model reached the excellent level in both years (greater than 0.900). (2) The main influencing factors of habitat
utilization varied by years, and they were normalized difference vegetation index, distance from road and soil brightness in
2021, but were soil moisture, altitude and soil brightness in 2022. (3) The area of suitable habitats also varied by years,
with a total of 1,679 hm? in 2021 (the optimal and suitable habitat areas were 75 hm? and 1,604 hm?, accounting for 0. 48%
of the total area of the reserve), and 8,473 hm? in 2022 (the optimal and suitable habitat areas were 56 hm? and 8,417 hm?,
accounting for 2. 44% of the total area of the reserve). Further analysis showed that the breeding habitat area of the white-
naped crane at the Huihe Reserve was small, discontinuous with low-connectivity, and human activities interfered with the

habitat utilization of the white-naped crane during the breeding period in the reserve. Therefore it is recommended that the

reserve shall limit human activities at the breeding area to reduce the impact on white-naped crane.
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Fig. 1 ROC curves of MaxEnt model for habitat suitability evaluation of white-naped crane during breeding period in 2021(A) and 2022 (B)
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