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Abstract : 5-year treatment of fencing greatly influenced degraded and nondegraded
Kobresia humilis meadows. Fencing made richness index ,ecies diversty indexes and
evenness i ndexes decreased dgnificantly on two plots except evennessindex of degraded
Kobresia humilis meadow. The heightsof plant community of top layer and bottom lay-
er were increased ,egecialy that on non-degraded Kobresia humilis meadow. The cover-
age of litter was increased dgnificantly while that of live shoots was decreased sgnifi-
cantly on two plots under the fencing treatment. The characteristics of plant population
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were influenced by fencing. On the non-degraded meadow , the above ground biomasses
of sedges and forbs were decreased dgnificantly ,the litter biomass was increased dgnifi-
cantly ,the hiomasses of grass and palatable herbages were not increased sgnificantly as
well asthe total above ground biomass. On the degraded meadow ,the biomassesof litter
and grass were increased dgnificantly , the biomasses of sedges and paatable herbages
were not increased dgnificantly as well as the total above ground biomass. Influenced by
fencing disturbance, the proportion of paatable herbages on non-degraded meadow was
decreased from 0. 57 to 0. 48 while that on degraded meadow wasincreased sgnificantly
from 0. 29 to 0.48. The index of quality of non-degraded Kobresia humilis meadow was
decreased dgnificantly while that of degraded Kobresia humilis meadow was increased
sgnificantly.

Key words: Fencing; Degraded Kobresia humilis meadow ; Nondegraded Kobresia

humilis meadow ; Influence
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Table 1 The change of species biodiver sity under fencing treatment
9 Shannon-wiener Smpon Smpon Felou
(Ho) (D1) (D2) (Ep)
33°
2.35+0.09% 0.85+0.02% 7.00+1.33% 0.67+0.03®
( : : =5:3:25)
25d e c d C
1.86+0.25 0.76+0.04 4.33+0.64 0.58+0.08
( : : =3:3:19)
418
2.55+0.17% 0.89+0.02° 9.29+2.18° 0.69+0.05°
( : : =5:3:33)
37°
2.26+0.15% 0.84+0.02° 6.78+0.90° 0.63+0.04%*
( : : =5:2:30)
+ (p>0.05)
2.2 (P<0.05,n=10) ,
(P>0.05,n=10)
[17]
(4] 100 %, :
, , ( 2p>0.09
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Figure 1 Influence of fencing on vertica structure of plant community

60. 00 B L5

50. 00 .

40, 00

30. 00

palt Cemd

20. 00

10. 00

(0. 00

-

ALAE A G B AGLHE A S T LA A Gk I

2
Figure 2 Influence of fencing on community coverage
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2
Table 2 Influence o fencing on characterigics d main plant populations of non-degaded Kobresiao humilis meadow

(cm) (%) (unit/ 0. 25m? (1v)
Kobresa humilis 7.00 7.42 11.43 4.98 124.00 40.00 7.45 3.80
Scirpus distigmaticu 11.67 16.40 2.53 352 91.32 91.20 3.30 3.36
Festuca ovina 31.00 42.50 26.17 29.17 306.68 382.00 29.92 39.89
Stipa diena 27.17 30.17 12.33  8.50 148.00 83.32 15.73 18.27
Elymus nutans 29.42 34.00 11.18 14.70 112.00 142.00  9.25 16.41
Trigonella ruthenica 717 7.92 5.32 2.98  33.32 20.00 3.62 2.32

Gueldengtaedtia diversfolia 6.75 7.33 6.12 3.10 21.32 18.68 3.92 2.57

Oxytropis kansuens's 8.33 8.50 3.85 1.50 11.32  4.00 3.41  0.13
Gentiana straminea, 7.00 11.83 6.07 4.27 8.00 10.00 2.92  4.56
(n=10)
3
Table 3 Influence o fencing on characterigtics o main plant populations o degaded Kobresiao humilis meadow
(cm) (%) (unit/ 0. 25m? (1v)
Kobresa humilis 5.38 8.33 5.55  8.50 64.00 68.00 2.47  5.69
Carex gp. 14.83 15.83 7.33  2.62 61.32 19.32 5.49 2.15
Sipa diena 21.80 26.50 10.20 21.83 131.20 170.00 12.25 27.29
Festuca ovina 24.63 26.00 7.38 15.20 135.00 134.00 7.30 18.96
Hymus nutans 22.67 23.33 5.88 10.17 52.00 82.68 5.09 8.33
Agter flacdidus 565 6.00 18.20 9.70 40.68 18.00 15.26  6.29
Saussurea katochaete 8.17 8.10 13.58 11.80 62.68 23.20 16.91 6.96
Thaictrum apinum 2.27 3.98 2.70 2.08 24.00 18.68 1.21  1.38
Potentilla nivea 2.12 4.9 2.47  2.80 8.00 12.00 0.94 1.77
Potentilla bif urca 3.14 475 2.50 1.27 12.80  4.68 2.00 0.66
Potentilla anserina 4,12  7.50 2.42 1.00 9.32  4.00 1.52  0.17
Morina chinens's 9.43 13.80 2.92 6.26 7.32  9.60 3.58 6.14
L ancea tibetica 0.70 2.15 5.43 4.20 15.00 11.00 2.25 1.90
Ajania tenuifolia 6.38 7.63 8.2 1.45 41.60  6.00 5.00 0.58

(n=10)



2003 25 5

(P>0.05,n=10),

( Carex 9p.) , , : 0.57 0.48(P>0.05,n
=10)
2.3 )
(P<0.05,n=10) ,
(P>0.05, , ( 4,P>
n=10) , 0.05,n=10) , 0.29
( 4 , 0.48, (P<0.05,n=10)

(P<0.05,n=10) ,

4 (¢/ 0.25n7)
Table 4 Influence of fencing on above ground biomass(g/ 0. 25m?)

30.88 +13.55"58. 68 + 19. 88% 8.57 + 3. 60 19.77 +7.31™117.90 + 27. 73%7. 25 + 20. 09 0.57 +0.08%
66.29+11.08% 64.54+8.48% 3.92+2.12° 7.34+1.80% 142.09 +23.51%68.46 +7.89% 0.48 +0.05%
20.80+3.48° 17.28+8.32% 4.28+3.20% 31.88+10.12%74.24+18.60° 21.56 +8.88° 0.29 +0.08°

38.64+7.72° 38.60+7.64° 5.08+3.48° 12.72+4.56%95.04 +13.48°43.68 +10.16™ 0.46 +0.07°

+ : , (p>0.05)
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Fgure 3 Influence of fencing on grasdand qudlity
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