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Abstract : The experiment was conducted in Kobresia humilis meadow in different
degraded level. The resultsindicated that underground and aboveground biomass de-
creased with the aggravation of grasdand degraded level , and underground biomass
mainly distributes at a scale of 0 10 centimeters, and their szes are sgnificant lar-
ger than the others, and plant roots trended to gather in soil surface layer. Biomass
of sedges and grasses declined and biomass of forbsincreased with the aggravation of
grasdand-degraded level . Total aboveground biomass was far less than total under-
ground biomassin light and medium degraded grasdand, and there was few differ-
ences between heavy and extreme degraded grasdand, especialy, it is aimost the
same in extreme degraded grasdand.
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Table 1 Pant community feature in different degraded grasdand

(g m?) (%) (%)
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Table 2 Percentage of plant group in different
degraded grasdand
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Fig.3 Belowground biomass distribution in different degraded grasdand
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Table 4 Biomass digtributions of different plant groups in different degraded grasdand
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