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Table 1 Characteristics of plant community of each sample site
e it MR/ % B/ % "/ em
Sample site Total cover Dominance Height
iB L B Degraded grassland 51. 40 36. 85 61. 35
[F 42 5 5 5L Hb Fencing grassland 86. 30 49,12 83.62
LR LRI RS ] 83. 60 50. 56 88.37
Light harrow and reseeding Leymus chinense seed grassland
TR BRI B 4 88. 00 57.47 100. 12

Deep harrowing and sowing Leymus chinense seed grassland
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Table 2 Effects of three treatments on species diversity of degraded grassland

FEdD FEEHERGS TF V& Z R4 B (HD Yo BB D
The index of richness Shannon-Wiener index Pielou index
iB L # i Degraded grassland 20 a 2.4756 a 0.8264 a
[ 4% 35} 7 B b Fencing grassland 6 b 1.3910 b 0.7763 a
B AN S 9b 1.6357 b 0.7444 a
Light harrow and reseeding Leymus chinense seed grassland
TRPE A A 7b 1.4136 b 0.7264 a

Deep harrowing and sowing Leymus chinense seed grassland

TE « (7 9 A 7] 5% B 2 7 B8 i) 2 57 1 25 (P<C0. 05) 4

Note: Different letters in the same column indicate significant difference at 0. 05 level.
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Table 3 Effects of three treatments on aboveground biomass of degraded grassland

KE Grass Z& 2K BT Invasive weeds

AR/
- gom? g, CRERE S
Sample site Aboveground 2 Hefil /% Account 2 Hefl/ % Account
S s m em2
. for aboveground for aboveground
biomass Biomass . Biomass .
biomass biomass
JB AL B Ml Degraded grassland 515.69 C 178.73 C 34.66 B 336.96 A 65.34 A
Bl k2 4 F # 1 Fencing grassland 1299.30 AB 969. 30 AB 74.60 A 330.00 A 25.40 B
2 AL £ - . 60 0. 00 . 39. 60 .
T FURD % - 919.60 B 78 B 84.82 A 139.60 B 15.18B C
Light harrow and reseeding Leymus
chinense seed grassland
TR Bl AL 1549.30 A 1373.30 A 88.64 A 176.00 B 11.36 C

Deep harrowing and sowing Leymus

chinense seed grassland

TE « (7 91 AN 7] 5% B 38 7 BOdi ) 2 57 35 (P<<0. 0,

Note: Different letters in the same column indicate significant difference at 0. 01 level.
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Table 4 Effects of three treatments on underground biomass of degraded grassland

0~10 cm 10~20 cm 20~30 cm
i WA/ gem? B/ WFAEWR/gem? W/ MU T AW /gem? LA/
Sample site Underground % Underground % Underground %
biomass Rate biomass Rate biomass Rate
B AL Ml Degraded grassland 218. 39 69. 72 74.53 23.75 20. 87 6.65
FBI A% &t & #5 M Fencing grassland 672. 36 72.53 184. 84 19. 94 69. 82 7.53
BRATHN R A 7T 749,79 52.70 351.75 24,72 321. 34 22.58
Light harrow and reseeding Leymus
chinense seed grassland
VR B A S 502,72 46.18 298. 65 27.43 287. 26 26. 39

Deep harrowing and sowing Leymus

chinense seed grassland
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Effect of Three Improvement Treatments on the Diversity

and Biomass of Degraded Leymus Chinense Grassland

LIU Chang' ,ZHANG Yue-xue’ ,GAO Chao’ ,CHEN Ji-shan’ ,Di Gui-1i* , KANG Xin-tong’ ,PAN Duo-feng’
(1. Life Science and Technology College of Harbin Normal University, Harbin, Heilongjiang

1500255 2. Pratacultural Sciences Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences,

Harbin, Heilongjiang 150086)

Abstract; Three improvement treatments were conducted to solve degeneration problems in recent years on

Songnen Plain Leymus chinense grassland. For example, fencing, light harrow and reseeding Leymus chinense

seed ,deep harrowing and sowing Leymus chinense seed. The pant biodiversity,aboveground biomass and under-

ground biomass under three treatments were investigated. The results showed that three improvement treat-

ments could reduce the amount of invasive weeds and improve the proportion of forage grass.the index of rich-

ness and Shannon-Wiener index significantly lower than degraded Leymus chinense grassland(P<C0. 05). The

Pielou index was degraded grassland > fencing grassland > light harrow and reseeding Leymus chinense seed

grassland™ deep harrowing and sowing Leymus chinense seed grassland. The three improvement treatment

grasslands aboveground biomass significantly higher than that of degraded grassland(P<C0. 01)and the yield in-
creased by 151.95%,78. 32% ,200. 43 % , respectively. The underground total biomass of 0~ 30 cm soil layer

was light harrow and reseeding Leymus chinense seed grassland”>deep harrowing and sowing Leymus chinense

seed grassland>>fencing grassland™>degraded grassland.

Key words:improvement treatment;degraded; Leymus chinense grassland;biodiversity
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