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Table 1 Basic information of the different grassland types in Anduo county, Tibet
/m
N 32° 20'77",E 91° 67'63" 4 649 . , 0%,
N 32°20'96".E 91° 67'98" 4 650 . 15~20 cm,
N 32° 20'52".E 91° 68'00" 4 648
N 32° 20'84",E 91° 67'56" 4 649 . 45% ,
N 32° 20'72",E 91° 67'46" 4 646 3~5 cm,
N 32° 20'60",E 91° 68'00" 4 652 , . .
1.3 0~10,10~20 cm
; 80.9%.22. 1%.15. 8%
; 20.0%,
- ; ; o ,0~10 10
- ~20 cm 1378.6 830.1 g/m*,
(13.24] 104.2  131.2 g/m*C  2),
Excel 2003 , SPSS 17. 2.2 .
0 o
) o , N
« 3, 0~10 cm
2.1 N (P<
0.05);10~20 cm ,
, , (P>0.05),
R . 0~10  10~20 cm .
, ,0~10,10~20 44, 35%
cm . 66.67% ; 104.5% 19.0%;
2
Table 2 Biomass of different grassland types g/m’
/cm
0~10 10~20 20~40
143. 9426, 2° 1378.6+37.9° 830. 146, 2° 105.14+41.5 1 757. 7£50. 6°
116.4419.5° 104.2418. 7" 131.2433. 2" - 151.8430.5"

H

(P<C0.05),
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3 N
Table 3  Soil organic carbon,soil total N and soil total P content of different grassland types g/kg
/cm
0~10 3.45+0. 23" 0.224+0.01" 3.35+0. 15"
10~20 3.1240. 15" 0.2140.01** 3.5040. 23
20~40 3.35+0.22% 0.19%£0.01* 3.22%£0.17%
0~10 4.9240. 30** 0.4540.02* 4.4140. 20
10~20 5.18+0.18* 0.2540.01* 4.1040. 12
20~40 —
: (P<<0.05),
3.6%  17.1%.
3
b
b Y b
10~20 cm 0~ (16173
10 cm 55. 6yo ’
2.3 18]
[19]
2 0~10  10~20 cm
R 30 mg/kg, 5.5 [19]
b
mg/kg, « 4, [9.20.21] [22]
b
0~10 10~20 cm ,
; 47.0%
54.6%;
b ’
s (P>0.05),
b
b b o
b
’ b
4
[23]

Table 4 Soil available N and P content of different

grassland types mg/kg

/cm

0~10 26.6+2. 6 5.340. 3"

10~20 27.2+4. 2 5.440. 3%

20~40  25.8%2.0"  5.2+0.2" .
0~10 18.143. 1" 4.7£0.4"
10~20 17.64£3.5"  4.840.1%
20~40 — —
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Effect of grassland degradation on the plant biomass
and soil nutrients in Anduo County, Tibetan

LI Yajuan',CAO Guang-min’, LONG Rutjun®
(1. College of Patacultural Science ,Gansu Agricultural University ; Key Laboratory of Grassland Ecosystem ,
Ministry of Education ; Sino—U. S. Centers for Grazingland Ecosystem Sustainability ,Lanzhou, Gansu
Province 730070,China ;2. Northwest Plateau Institution of Biology ,Chinese Academy of Sciences ,
Xining ,Qinhai Province 810008 ,China;3. College of Pastoral Agriculture Science and
Technology,Lanzhou University ,Lanzhou,Gansu Province 730020,China)

Abstract; Two types grassland, Kobresia pygmaea meadow steppe and degraded Kobresia pygmaea meadow
steppe were selected to study the effect of alpine meadow degradation on biomass and soil nutrients,and the a-
bove ground biomass,root biomass and soil organic carbon, total N, total P,available N and available P were de-
termined. The results showed that the above ground,root and total biomass all decreased significantly,and the a-
bove ground biomass,0~10 cm,10~20 cm and total biomass of the degraded grassland were 80. 9% ,22. 1%,
15.8% and 20. 0% of the Kobresia pygmaea meadow steppe respectively. The total and available nutrients of
the two grassland types were all at a lower level. The effects of degradation on soil total nutrients and available
nutrients were not consistent. Soil organic carbon,total N and total P in 0~10 ¢cm and 10~20 cm soil depth both
increased significantly,but the available N and available P in 0~10 cm and 10~20 cm soil depth both decreased
significantly after degradation. In addition to total N in the degraded grassland,there were no significant differ-
ence in soil organic carbon, total N, total P,available N and available P of different soil depth both the two grass-
land types.,

Key words: Kobresia pygmaea meadow steppe;degraded meadow ; biomass;soil total nutrients;soil available

nutrients
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ent grazing intensity areas, using new mounds to reflect the plateau zokors population density and monitoring
the change for three years. Meanwhile, the factors of the zokors” habitat, including coverage, height, frequency,
biomass, carbohydrate of roots,soil compaction, bulk density as well as soil moisture were measured. Based on
principal component analysis (PCA) analyse,the results showed that the soil moisture,soil density,plant even-
ness,above-ground, underground biomass, carbohydrate of roots, biomass, grazing intensity,soil bulk density af-
fected the zokors habitat selection. When plateau zokor sselected the habitat, the soil environmental factors (soil
moisture and soil compaction) more important than food resources (underground biomass and carbohydrate).

Key words: plateau zokor;principal component analysis;environment of habitat;food resources



