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Response of Leymus Chinensis grassland to situ-vibration scarifying technique
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Abstract: Leymus Chinensis grassland is one of the major types in the Eurasian steppe region, however, Leymus Chinensis
grassland is in heavy degradation, for example, soil compacted, good kinds of grass decreased, etc. which is owing to lack
of good management for long time. So expert of China Agriculture University developed situ-vibration scarifying machine
which is based on zone tillage theory, and the machine was applied to reform Leymus Chinensis grassland in 2007. Then, in
year of 2009 and 2012, field observation, sampling and laboratory analysis were used to analyze the effects. The results
showed that application of situ-vibration scarifying technique on Leymus Chinensis grassland improved the vegetation height,
coverage, biomass and biodiversity, increased the proportion of good pasture and the animal carrying capacity. The method
increased farmer’ s income, including 1119.0 Yuan hm™ a™" in plant production layer, or 2142.0 Yuan hm™ a™' in animal
production layer, and 219.5 Yuan hm™ a™" in potential economic benefit ( that is carbon sequestration ). Through monitoring
and analysis, it can be drawn that the situ-vibration scarifying technique is suitable for improve Leymus Chinensis grassland

or other high-quality rhizome grasslands.

Key Words: situ-vibration scarifying; Leymus Chinensis grassland; vegetation characteristics; plant diversity;

economic benefit
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“E B ( Leymus chinensis ) 5 H S8 KRIE A fifi 7 J X
M FERA 2 — LI [E F A 7E R A AN
SET R EUAR TR, B ARZ S 1.22%107 hm* 2 T
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1.1 B XA
IFFE DXL TG 5 3 2 25 R 4t [ o B AP

SFWLIAEFT 3G (41°44'—41°46" N, 115°31'—115°48’
E, %K 1380—1421 m) , HiAb L& 5K % LT 5 1%
DX J& T2 5 K i 2 KU, AF B /K R 24 430 mm,
FEERT 79 H4EHR 1°C,1 A PR
-18.6°C,7 H A F-¥ = 4 5 17.6 °C; Jo 56
85—110 d, =10°C I 1900°C > | %I [X B
PIERCR LR, 5 ARITFIGRE & ,9 A Kk, £%
AR A B EF 0T 85 42 ( Thermoosis lanceolata) %5
(Artemisia desertorum ) } V- %-Hij ( Plantaga depressa )
A, H ORIl A )

1.2 R S5 EE AL PR

PRI i B PR A AR RS 7 1), AT AR 100
hm?®, FALHE 2 000 m, AR PG & 500 m , DL X 371 ) 5
HAEAXTIRIX 7€ 2007 4F 5 H S HGR T 2Z 11, 2k H
9ST-460 B PR B 2 [A] fA A8 T AL 5 TN654 AUt Hir
PLECE AT B M UJAR A 1A ks . B2 T AR &R
P FEE 28 em, R 4 4 TAEFAE, [B1B% 60 cm, &
P 385 SERE 32 em , #A ERIE R 15—20 em, fE k£
BN 3 8,258 3.5 km/h' 1)

O A BBORE 23 1) F 2009 4F 8 H AT 2012 4F 8
HitA7, TEAPRX RS X BEALERE S 1 m x 1
m [FRETT , IC S BEARE T P9 AR P 28, R 5 ]
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T EAH (Important value) P,=(R,+R.+R,)/3

F & 5K (Margalef index) M= (S-1)/InN
ZAEEFE S (Simpson index) D=1-Y P/

i@/ﬂgfﬁ‘%ﬂ((f’ielou index) J=( ZPilnPi)/lnS

Cody 844 B,=[g(H)+I(H)]/2

Bray-Curtis $84{ C,=2jN/(aN+bN)
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Table 1 Comparison of plant quantitative characteristics between grassland situ-vibration scarifying and control area

2009 4F (JRHUHL S5 3 4F) Year of 2009 (3rd year after situ-vibration scarifying)

FPFP Species

¥ Height/

¥ Coverage/

5 Density/ 45 Biomass/

em % (B/m?) (g/m) AR
£ Leymus chinensis 43.2/22.3 35.6/35.0 935/1098 339.5/249.3 0.66/0.72
P 4E Thermoosis lanceolata 11.8/10.5 2.4/1.0 24.2/9.6 24.6/7.4 0.04/0.03
T Artemisia desertorum 13.0/4.0 0.0/0.0 0.4/0.4 0.0/0.0 0.01/0.01
B 323K Sonchus brachyotus 11.0/7.4 0.0/0.8 0.2/6.8 0.0/3.2 0.01/0.01
W HS Artemisia lavandulaefolia 8.0/5.8 0.2/0.0 1.8/1.2 2.7/0.3 0.01/0.01
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2009 4F ( JEHI IR 5 3 4F) Year of 2009 (3rd year after situ-vibration scarifying)
FEHIRP Species

1= & Height/ % % Coverage/ B Density/ 443 Biomass/

om % (b /m?) (g/m?) TR
4K R Astragalus tataricus 6.3/4.5 0.8/0.0 2.2/0.4 0.9/0.3 0.01/0.01
HAYE Taraxacum mongolicum 6.0/4.3 0.0/0.4 0.0/1.2 0.02.3 0.01/0.01
MR [V4 Asparagus dauricus 4.0/6.7 0.0/0.4 0.2/3.4 0.0/0.5 0.00/0.01
F-21i Plantago depressa 4.7/3.0 2.6/0.0 34.2/0.2 9.1/0.0 0.03/0.00
I3k ¥ % Scutellaria scordifolia 4.9/7.0 0.4/0.0 8.6/0.2 1.5/0.0 0.01/0.01
HEIRZ TR Potentilla multifida 5.0/6.0 0.0/0.4 0.4/2.4 0.0/1.0 0.01/0.01
AR5 Stellera chamaejasme 5.4/5.0 0.0/0.0 0.8/0.6 0.0/0.1 0.01/0.01
BER AL Inula japonica 3.0/5.3 0.0/0.0 0.4/1.0 0.0/0.0 0.00/0.01
M FLH Glaux maritima 2.0/- 0.0/~ 0.0/- 0.0/- 0.00/-
i 75 53 Medicago ruthenica 6.3/~ 1.3/~ 13.4/- 1.4/~ 0.02/-
H I Sphallerocarpus gracilis 6.8/~ 0.8/~ 3.2/~ 2.6/~ 0.01/-
[A13f] Equisetum arvense 15.6/- 1.6/- 11.4/- 33.5/- 0.05/-
TEHL Atriplex 3.0/- 0.0/~ 0.2/- 0.0/- 0.00/-
WIRZEBE3E Potentilla supina 13.0/- 0.0/~ 0.2/~ 0.0/~ 0.01/-
L ZEWE 71T Silene repens Patr 9.0/~ 0.0/~ 0.2/~ 0.0/~ 0.01/-
MATEE Lepidium apetalum 8.0/ 0.0/- 0.4/- 0.0/- 0.01/-
=M ZEBE S Potentilla freyniana 8.0/- 0.0/- 0.2/- 0.0/- 0.01/-
PEARIIEZE Polygonum sibiricum 7.0/~ 0.0/~ 0.2/~ 0.0/~ 0.01/-
XA Saussurea japonica 4.0/~ 0.0/~ 0.6/~ 0.0/~ 0.00/-
WAL IRE Primula fasciculata 2.0/- 0.2/~ 0.8/- 0.0/~ 0.00/-
ISR Thalictrum petaloideum 3.0/- 0.0/- 0.0/~ 0.0/~ 0.00/-
FA] IR Z M1 AE Heteropappus altaicus 9.9/- 0.6/- 12.6/- 3.7/~ 0.02/-
M ZEBSE Potentilla tanacetifolia 16.5/- 0.0/~ 0.4/- 0.0/- 0.02/-
W BE Artemisia scoparia -/2.8 -/0.4 -/1.7 -/0.7 -/0.01
HALLL T Iris acteal -/17.9 -/0.4 -/3.4 -/6.9 -/0.04
¥+3E Stipa krylovii -/9.6 -/0.4 -/3.8 -/2.7 -/0.02
VKL Agropyron cristatum -/19.0 -/0.0 -/0.8 -/0.0 -/0.03
HAB/NE SR Ineridium chinense -/6.0 -/0.4 -/2.4 -/1.0 -/0.01
B FLBR Poa pratensis -/11.5 -/0.0 -/0.4 -/0.0 -/0.03
K58 B Halerpestes ruthenica -/3.1 -/0.4 -/9.2 -/2.2 -/0.01

4 ZEBESE Potentilla ancistrifolia — — — — _
K485 Aster dolichophyllus — — _ _ B
K88 E Halerpestes ruthenica — — — — _
A AR HE Melilotus suaveolens — _ _ o o
BT HL 5% Senecio argunensis — — _ _ o
KH¥FE Artemisia sieversiana — _ _ o o
WML Roegneria kamoji — — _ _ -
AT Sanguisorba officinalis — — _ _ _
R FEFARE Thalictrum acutifolium — — _ . o
B X Saposhnikovia divaricata — _ _ _ o
FLE Mulgedium tataricum — _ _ o o
725 Phragmites communis — _ _ o o
W Puccinellia distans — _ _ o o
3% Suaeda heteroptera — _ _ o o
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2012 4F (S RS2 6 4F)

HUMIAH Species . Year of 2012 (6th year after situ-vibration scarifying)

=1 & Height/ WS Coverage/ ¥ Density/ ¥t Biomass/ FEL IV

cm % (¥k/m?) (g/m?) '

2EEE Leymus chinensis 59.0/45.5 51.0/19.8 673/1042 522.3/488.3 0.52/0.68
PEET B 4E Thermoosis lanceolata 25.0/11.5 2.8/0.2 13.3/5.3 26.2/5.7 0.03/0.02
TEE Artemisia desertorum 34.8/27.0 2.8/1.5 19.7/15.3 50.1/18.1 0.04/0.05
i 323% Sonchus brachyotus 11.0/12.4 0.1/0.3 1.0/5.0 2.6/6.0 0.00/0.02
BB Artemisia lavandulaefolia 45.8/24.5 1.0/0.3 9.0/3.0 17.6/7.7 0.03/0.03
AT Astragalus tataricus 17.3/16.0 2.2/0.2 2.0/0.3 10.2/1.1 0.02/0.02
A Taraxacum mongolicum 28.0/9.6 0.2/0.8 0.3/3.0 1.6/7.6 0.01/0.02
M R4 Asparagus dauricus 8.0/8.5 0.0/0.0 0.3/1.0 0.1/0.7 0.00/0.01
SEZEHT Plantago depressa 14.9/- 0.5/- 2.7/~ 6.4/- 0.01/-
I3 BEES Scutellaria scordifolia 11.1/- 0.1/- 30.7/- 4.7/~ 0.01/-
HEREZZTGEZE Potentilla multifida 32.6/- 1.3/- 3.3/~ 6.8/~ 0.02/-
B Stellera chamaejasme — — — — —
BEHAE Inula japonica — — — — —
W FLE Glaux maritima 9.5/9.8 0.0/0.2 0.3/1.0 0.2/3.2 0.00/0.01
i 7E 2 Medicago ruthenica 26.7/- 1.2/- 4.3/- 7.5/~ 0.02/-
IR FT Sphallerocarpus gracilis 28.5/- 0.0/- 0.7/- 0.5/- 0.01/-
[A13#] Equisetum arvense 34.4/- 14.8/- 20.0/- 122.0/- 0.09/-
1EZL Atriplex -/3.0 -/0.0 -/2.0 -/0.2 -/0.00
R BB Potentilla supina — — — — —
EZEWR T ¥ Silene repens Patr — — — — —
MATEE Lepidium apetalum — — — — —
ZMZERZ3E Potentilla freyniana — — — — —
FEAARIWZL Polygonum sibiricum — — — — —
B X\ B4 Saussurea japonica — — — — —
WA IRE Primula fasciculata — — — — —
IS EFA T Thalictrum petaloideum — — — — —
Bl /R Z& S 4k A Heteropappus altaicus — — — — —
B 38 Potentilla tanacetifolia — — — — —
W85 Artemisia scoparia 41.5/- 0.7/- 2.7/- 6.1/- 0.02/-
FIAESh i Iris acteal -/32.6 -/0.7 -/13.7 -/31.0 -/0.05
13 Stipa krylovii — — — — —
VKL Agropyron cristatum — — — — —
rhAE/NIEEE Ineridium chinense — — — — —
R BOR Poa pratensis — _ _ _ -
KB B Halerpestes ruthenica — — — _ _
4B 3R Potentilla ancistrifolia 9.5/12.3 0.2/0.2 0.372.3 0.8/3.1 0.00/0.01
K858 Aster dolichophyllus 29.8/2.0 0.2/0.0 0.5/0.3 1.6/0.3 0.01/0.00
K08 B B Halerpestes ruthenica 9.2/4.8 0.2/0.0 9.3/5.0 13.3/2.6 0.01/0.01
WAL ELARMR Melilotus suaveolens 56.1/- 1.3/- 1.7/- 4.7/- 0.02/-
T B Senecio argunensis 31.0/- 1.5/~ 7.3/~ 20.9- 0.02/-
KFTE Artemisia sieversiana 38.3/- 0.8/- 3.7/~ 2.4/~ 0.02/-
JESNEL Roegneria kamoji 34.8/- 2.8/- 19.7/- 50.1/- 0.03/-
iy Sanguisorba officinalis 11.0/- 0.1/- 0.3/~ 0.1/- 0.00/-
I FEFA B Thalictrum acutifolium 32.5/- 0.5/- 3.3/- 3.9/- 0.01/-
[ X\ Saposhnikovia divaricata 16.5/- 0.5/- 1.3/~ 4.7/~ 0.01/-
FLE Mulgedium tataricum 13.1/- 0.2/- 1.3/- 1.8/- 0.01/-
= Phragmites communis -/42.0 -/0.0 -/9.3 -/10.0 -/0.04
3 Puccinellia distans -/18.2 -/0.5 -/0.7 -/2.9 -/0.02
W% Suaeda heteroptera -/4.5 -/0.0 -/0.7 -/0.3 -/0.00

A/B: A AURAL TR, B AN MRl b b AR i S B T — FROR B R Rl
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(FPHESES) . Cody FEEUF Byra-Curtis #8534 )& F B
ZEME i Cody $5 88 H % IR TERE 75 P 1O 47
ET, A EHEH ; Byra-Curtis REE = B
Fh A 5 15 LAAINA S T B — - i () et sl A X
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Table 2 Comparison of grassland productivity between grassland situ-vibration scarifying and control area

2009 4 (MR E5E 3 4F)
Year of 2009 (3™ year after

situ-vibration scarifying)

LR

2012 4F (JRHBACER SR 5 6 4F)
Year of 2012 (6™ year after
situ-vibration scarifying)

Diversity index -
Ab B

Treatment area

Margalef $§%X Margalef index 1.87+0.29a
Simpson $5% Simpson index 0.51%0.03a
Pielou 6% Pielou index 0.50+0.02a
Byra-Curtis $§4{ Byra-Curtis index 39.53
Cody F8% Cody index 18.50

Xof HEAE 4 S B XJ BERE A
Control area Treatment area Control area
1.20+0.36b 2.24+0.48a 1.32+0.67a
0.44+0.04b 0.67+0.15a 0.46+0.10a
0.49+0.04a 0.65+0.12a 0.67+0.33a
32.00
17.00

[T AR NG FEEARER 5%7KF T 255 3

2.3 SRR HME AL SRR i

SR M 28 0 T b B A B 2 3 AR RIES 6
A MR PR S AR s T R A
HEEY RPN F R R (% 3) R FPOE
FEALPRREHLER 3 AFJEARTH R 56 6 AF RIS k.,
AL FARE M2 B i 2009 4FF1 2012 443531 b ot BEAR

17 R 3.3 AR 20 e T M R AL Y
TR SE 6a A& RIS I, MR 1 hm® 5
Fh T A AR A W A T R N B A R IR R R
1119.0 7T, A6 7= 235 I B B34 550k 5 2142.0 JT,
HIRL AR 7= 2V TE (18R ) 28558025 h 219.5 JE.,

£33 PRXREMAEE S A R ME R E Y LR L

Table 3 Comparison of grassland productivity between grassland situ-vibration scarifying and control area

2009 4 (JFIb B 5 3 4F)

Year of 2009 (3" year after situ-vibration scarifying)

2012 4 (JEHL R HJF 56 6 4F)

Year of 2012 (6™ year after situ-vibration scarifying)

LiE 2 . ey ARAE HEE - ey AL BEE
Forage rating . e . Available Herbivore ) e . Available Herbivore
Coverage/ Biomass/ . . Coverage/ Biomass/ . X
% (&/m?) yield/ capacity/ % (g/m?) yield/ capacity/
(g/m*) G/ ) (wm?)  (CEHAI/hm?)

PRAFIR Excellent Forage 38.5/36.6  344.4/257.8 275.5/206.2 4.6/3.4 56.5/21.8  554.3/519.1 443.4/415.3 7.4/6.9
KA B Good Forage 4.2/0.4 42.6/1.0 25.6/0.6 0.4/0.0 20.4/0 189.3/0.3 113.6/0.18 1.9/0.0
FRAEHE Medium Forage 3.6/1.8 32.5/15.3 13.0/6.1 0.2/0.1 7.1/2.1 118.1/65.3 47.2/1.6 0.8/0.0
R4 U5 Inferior Forage 0.2/1.2 0.0/3.8 0.0/0.76 0.0/0.0 2.4/0.2 27.5/4.1 5.5/0.8 0.1/0.0
/N Total 46.5/40.0  419.5/277.9 314.1/213.5 5.2/3.5 87.0/24.7  889.2/588.8 609.7/417.9 10.2/6.9

A/B: A R BIREHE | B 03X BERE

http ; //www.ecologica.cn



5500 VST

S

34 4

3 e

R T SR 2 R AR 7 AR S D R Y
5, AR B, i MR ER A it T DA MG N = R R
) i B RN A i, EL = T D AT D ke B A it A
Bk 18 B S0 A () B 4 v T S K R R IR
JyUT BN T e B > T R HERCAE AT
PRI 0.5—1°C, J5t ik B35 it 75 4 U o 1 #E )2
3ok B RLCHCRE BB HIL S RS S
YEYHE KR B A R Arn SRt b i B4 it
X K s R S E AR R AR T E AL T
SRR A E b AT ()3 B A 3HUGF 7K 53 0 5 T S AR —
0, Mt - ERE T 1 52 ma A T v BB A B S5 =X
AR AR BRSO  ERIR S ] B s A R
HERE b AH Eb H A KR IE TN 24.15% , - 3586 ML i
AYECHEIN 31.72% , 4= U 4y B N 23.08%
RIS RN AL SR A O AR 2 T R 9 A K
KE 5 R 5 R A YR RN 2RO T
T 6 P 552 vy R P e it A0 2 R 7 P % L VD U Rl
GBS R0 SR A SR A I L W IR A
I8 1A S 72 P9 52 ol 8 AR 14 g Bk 3 0 R
i T

AW 2o R SR R AR TS R G T R R R
AR L e NS L AR AR R JE A AR %
B R RS 3 AR RE IS I AR W) 2R R T
MEREHD TSR 6 AF M 22 AN 3, R4 RS T EZB
S TE 2 FE BRI I S NP0 4 S A6 VU R &2 2 T e Y
PRl B0 45 SR AR — 355 BSR40 300
FEVR= 1 it 210 ] DA AS [) 7 B M 8 v 5 A ) 2 R
R — B 22 5, RS 28
PRGN 2R T AN TP 3R 2 s, i
HEWEHERR AN T8, i [ 28Ul /N AR 5E & A4
HUBTT RBOLE R B E= A ; 515 2R i
U FARR ) B A R — A IR i R 2 P & 7
T 5 s B P s, 2 J5 Bl R TR] A 3G i
ZREMESB R, IR 3T 20 1 19 hn I 7 A5 1)
BR, ZJE— BB TR e R,

b P R R AN IR B AR /D B DR R M i A A
BRI ZRAETT B2 Aesf AR AR 2R I SE R i B A
J7i A A A R LA R SR R A3, H v e A
Bas BEANA = 00 ARG B | 2 ad SR B AR

3AEFNEE 6 4F, 55— Az 77 I Lb X BERE M 3 i
50. 9% 52.7% , 55 — A = 1 Bl 1.7 A F
Ai/hm® 1 3.3 A2 BN /hm® 5 155 AL T4 W5 A5
HRA W EREE LTRSS R N EREE
T A S AE N S 1 B MR RN ok SRR S AR
VA S RO o 7 6 e R RER T v BB TR
B A - e S it A R S R b 2 (i A7 B —
FERE ARG VRV S 26 1 4 2 5 R il o A K 2212
T B A 25%—30% W EE 11 A g b b 2
PEALVDUR 75 S b ST DI AR AN 3 AR o, IR A
TGN AR i B 48 28 AR A K AR
T 109% LA VRV it - 358 B 5 07 g 38 fin | + B IR
IR 40% LA B SRR O (P R TS
AR E TP R R R S0 25 51, X AT AR T
S DX b a5 AR AR 22 K D DR BT S 3
ST EIRE R BHE A R0 R LR COR L
CE T AR R R Bh - HEA SR A AR,
LA sk ARFE B /I R O R AN 5 ] 52 4
P SR Bt i 8 A R A s A i) IO e B A
W RARIR Z 5 B ZORGR T Z BT HEAT , X AR
AT LAE G T A R o A ) 3 o R R - R KUk,
AL R UK S i 2R B K 43, o R Y 32 25 15 1]
Al ik 8a,

4 #ig

(1) Dl ke S A1 2y ) R A7 - 5 e {7 = 0 A A
B i FE B = 2 60% , (i 2 FE R AR ) REHE N2 30%,
A F PR B N2 45% 5 Wb BRAE ML o Z2RETETS
PR RIFEREHE R , B 22 REVE BERST 8] B 34 Iz s/

(2) B Hh ik S A1 ) [ B AR = H it o= T o B R
W FE 7, ESE 6a BRI, MR 1 hm®
T SIS RRAE R A 7R A RN B A B RS R
1119.0 7T, 357 23N B2 550 25 2142.0 JT,
HIFE A 7 R VTR (8B ) 28 05 A% 4y 219.5 O, Hi
WG] L T bl % 4 59 1] B A b 4 it T K TR
AR 7 B S A AR ZE A
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