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Fungal community diversity in Daqinggou Nature Reserve

Tolgor.Li Yu  (nstitute of Mycology, Jilin Agricultural Universitys Changchun 130118 ,China)

Abstract: The plant communities in Daginggou Nature Reserve were divided into 6 types according to their
sere by the sampling method. They are Carex spp. (Community 1), Salix spp. (Community I ), Betula
ovalifolia + Salix integra + Acer ginnala (Community I ), Fraxinus mandshurica (Community N ),
Quercus mongolica (Community V) and Ulmus macrocarpa (Community VI). In every plant community .
the synthetic indices including relative density . relative abundance and relative biomass of macrofungi were
obtained, and Margalef index (R1), Menhinick index (R2),Shannon index (H'), Hill index (N1,N2)
and Pielou indices (E) were calculated as well. The results showed that the change trend of R1, R2is 1
>N>1>1>V >W. Betula ovalifolia + Salix integra + Acer ginnala Community is considered as
the center of fungal species diversity and "key region” of this nature reserve; the change of E1is I > 1 >
N > I > Wl ;the change trend of H'and N1is I >N >1>V>1>W;N2is I >1>N>V>1>1.
In a word, in the region disturbed seriously by tourism and the region almost no disturbed the fungal di-
versity is more unitary, but in the region disturbed lightly the diversity is very richer. All kinds of indices
present the trend of increasing first and decreasing later with the successive change in the plant
community.
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Table 1 The basic characters of macrofungal community plots

(1g )

(m) SN pH Microbial flora(lg dry soil)

The water
Plot Dominant species Elevation pH
content of soil value Actino
Bacteria  Fungi

myces
1 Carex spp. 170~190 45.53 6.2 — 2300 138
Salix
I 180~200 44. 40 6.2 — 2500 148
spp.
Betula ovalifo-
" . o
A lia. Saliz inte-— 40510 35. 60 6.2 - 1900 650
gra. Acer
ginnala
v  Frazinus o006 _990 30. 72 6.3 57 180 36
mandshurica
. Quercus mon- . . .
V . 210~230 28.77 6.3 388 160 29
golica
Ulmus
VI 230~250 15.48 6.4 757 140 14
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Table 2 Compositions of plant community and macrofungi community

Type of plant community Fungi occuring in the sample land
I Hygrophorus pratensis. Hygrocybe conica, Hygrocybe miniata.I'richoglossum velutipes. Hy-
Type I grophorus subviolaceus.Rhodophyllus ater . Ascocoryne cylichnium; 7

Hygrophorus virgineus.Clavulinopsis amoena . Hygrocybe miniata . Russula kansaiensis. Lycop-
erdon pyriforme. Rhodophyllus lampropus, Hygrophorus pratensis. Hygrocybe cantharellus.

I
Type I Hygrocybe acutoconica ¥. japonica,Ramariopsis sp. \Helvella lacunosa . Mycena alcalina In-
yp ocybe rimosa Laccaria tortilis, Russula omiensis, Xylaria polymorpha. Pluteus aurantiorugo-
sus; 17
Psathyrella candolleana . T'rametes sovaolens.Hygrophorus virgineus. Flammulina velutipes.
Oligoporus caesius. Bolbitius vitellinus. Pluteus nanus. Inocybe lilacina., Helvella lacunosa.
Rhodophyllus sp. \Coprinus micaceus,Conocybe tenera, Russula omiensis, Pholiota aurivella.
i} Paxillus involutus ., Inocybe umbrinella,Cortinarius albaviolaceus. Lepista sordida ., Macrocys-
Type T tidia cucumis, Helvella crispa. Helvella elastica.Clavulinopsis amoena. Pterula multifida .
Dermocybe cinnamomea . Geastrum triplex. Hebeloma sp. . Clitocybe sinopica. Rhodophyllus
ater Laccaria laccata, Hygrophorus subviolaceus.Trichoglossum velutipes.Pluteus umbrosus.
Xylaria polymorpha.Hygrophorus cantharellus; 34
Agaricus arvensis. Clavulinopsis amoena. Pleurotus sp. . Conocybe tenera. Melanoleuca sp. .
Lycoperdon pyriforme., Gloeophyllum saepiarium . Coriolus hirsutus, Flammulina velutipes.
N Rhodophyllus sp. \Coprinus micaceus,Marasmius oreades . Lepiota cristata,Inocybe sp. ,Plu-
Type N teus atricapillus., Pholiota aurivella,Oudemansiella radicata. Gloeostereum incarnatum. Lac-
tarius sp. . Poronidulus conchifer ., Auricularia polytricha. Armillaria mellea Ganoderma ap-
planatum . Agaricus placomyces.Hygrophorus pratensis. Hygrophorus virgineus; 26
v Bovistella radicata. Cordyceps militaris. Lepiota cristata. Marasmiellus albus — corticis, A-
Type V manita phalloides. Tulostoma bonianum; 6
Ul Agaricus campestris, Coprinus atramentarius, Marasmius sp. . Lepiota excoriata . Russula
Type VI rosacea; 5
* I Cares spp. ; I. Salix spp.) ; . Betula ovalifolia+
Salix integra-+ Acer ginnala 5 L Fraxinus mandshurica 5 V. Quercus mongoli-
ca 5 V. Ulmus macrocarpa N 3
3
Table 3 Macrofungi diversity and sere of plant community in Daginggou
Index I I It v \ Vi
7 17 34 26 6 5
R1 0. 8548 0. 8875 3.4774 1.5138 0. 6534 0.2174
R2 0. 4818 0.5252 1.7034 0.7913 0. 4029 0. 2000
H’ 1.4617 0. 9780 2.2139 1.5282 1. 2211 0.3793
N1 4. 3134 2.6592 9.1510 4.6099 3.3908 1.4613
N2 3. 8241 1. 8853 6. 3296 3.3777 3.0623 1. 2869
El 0.9082 0. 6077 0. 7814 0.7349 0. 8808 0.5472
£2 0. 8627 0.5318 0.5383 0.5762 0. 8477 0. 7306
E3 0. 8283 0.4148 0. 5094 0.5157 0. 7969 0.4612
E4 0. 8856 0. 7089 0.6917 0.7327 0.9031 0. 8807
ES5 0.8523 0.5336 0. 6539 0. 6586 0. 8626 0. 6219
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