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Estimating biomass of emergent aquatic plants based on UAV SfM data
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Abstract: Biomass is an important ecological parameter that is used to evaluate the growth condition of emergent plants in
wetlands during ecosystem health_ assessments. This study used SfM ( Structure from Motion) data generated from UAV
images and field measurements of emergent plant biomass to establish a quantitative relationship between the SfM data and
biomass, which was then used to map biomass in the study area. The influence of emergent plant types on the spatial
distribution of biomass was analyzed. Our results show that a Stepwise Linear regression (SWL) model based on the StM
data had the best forecasting accuracy and ability (P<0.01), with a coefficient of determination (R*) of 0.86 and an
rRMSE of 6.1%. Emergent plant types had a significant influence (P<0.05) on the spatial distribution of biomass in the study

area. The results of this study provide a new quantitative method for retrieving growth parameters for emergent aquatic plants.

Key Words: emergent plants; biomass; UAV data; SfM data; regression analysis
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JEAGIR L I B AL 3 I SRR AR R AR P A R AR ST 9T AR P E AR DA R AT R 1) HE K R
YA S S M rh T RBOCR M E Y RmERISREE T UUROK T eirsE ™, A P i s L T
BSAGREARIR SR T B 38 S AR A 25 [B) B[] 43 B3R A1 | 32 R AR 0 5 i 7™ o 56 () R ) 24 1 2 H
JEP . T AMUAR R TR AGAR HELA 1528 ()43 B A s B B RN B9 RURE i, 9 HL 32 R AR B 52 i
BN, R TE AU AGAE A= Pyt 2 8 S e ELAT ARG i i I 5%

FIFH SIM S X P AR 38 SRS HEA T /0 A, IF S L = e 2540, AR TAHLEHOE 75 35 (LiDAR) DL Hl AT
SHEBOCHRL(TLS ), SIM Bk RS Az i T A R 28 1 A5 = B, P T S A AN B SO, T
ARk, BN A2 E R AW AR S 6 SIM FE XY A K S i idf A7 RO IE 5, I U8 2 DFR8R
Bendig &5 FIFH SIM 5k TS AR 1 5 L S A B 22 ISR (CSM) |, B BUVE ) 568 J2 80 B, 205 Gt T S0 15
TR X R () A Wy e A A A5 11 45 5 R A e AR AR et )2 v A A D A 40 e ok v 1 Rt ) A
AR B I AY25E . Li ST A SIM Bk A AR AT X B O S AR S BT R 1B R ( Digital \Surface Model
DSM) , 38 i AR AR A, IF45 6 el 2 BE X AR ) R s | S FOK ARt P P M NI A AR B R =
0.88 ,rRMSE = 6.40% , FEHLARAK [ TR AL R? = 0.78 , rRMSE = 16.66% , [ 1 45 5% [5) SEi 8ot A L 8¢, i )2 s
SEHJRZEN 0.11 m, AEYESFHIRIEN 0.05 keg/m®, TRIEHAE " DIFF/R 35 mlE ST X, A SIM 3807 A Al
Z TP S E A S AR i T A O [ AR ] AT R R A ) A AT AR G
R R S0 B A B 16 4 NGRDI ELAT fie s 4L A0 B2 (R = 0.856) LA Tl A B (ABE =94 ¢/m”,
RMSE=124 g/m?) . VA FBFFE R 542 dh /e AP SIM SR bl e VM A2 i, el T3 /K AE W 4 K A e
SR S22 S LAY B 8 2%, IF H il PR ORI 22 53, #EKAE Y (8] = 2R 7K AR e
3 RIS RRAE 2K AR i (2 S B U R S Bl AR AR AR TR e AR SR JE AL SEML B H
A= IR AR HR L, 3 K IEZ KA Yy [) J&] Bty 19 25 55, I e 7 ) 1 v B A 2, I e A DN b AHE 7K A 47
APt R HEAKAE Y A A S 0 B T B T i) JEL

1 ARREHRTGE

L1 5 IX AL

R DXL TG b LB S Rk 3 el Hu B B 116°11'24"E—116°11'30"E,39°44'26"N—39°44/33"
N, PSR A 40 m, J& 0 2 T R AU IR KRS, A P e 6—9 AT B X B TN TR, b
A 8 R R, AR o3 A Ak AR el B b S kARSI Ry 2 Bl i YE I, 5 IX A4 K R RIE K RS |
TR /NS RN KA A4 26 70 2 B RRHE /K AW, LAJS 25 ( Phragmites australis) A, 5 70% 2647, Hik
R ( Typha orientalis) 1 ( Sagittaria sagittifolia) . JKZ.( Scirpus validus) %2 ( Zizania latifolia) , P =BT
A a2 22 AR XS, R A3 A TR TE PN 5 A3l A2 B oM 2 K AL | =225 A TR IX AU TR A K Ak B i
K 2R A i IS 7 R I R SRR, A TR IX AR, 5 A o e A s K AR B R K X, 2
O3 A T RGE X REFK AR ; 28 AR BE O H IR BRG 4 | B0 A0 AR X PO i, VR /KA AR X B — | 3
B IRER ( Glyptostrobus pensilis) , 737 T-HF5E X AL AR 1 AR AR U i, 40 & 1, BFEIX AR KA B 1 A K
B H6—9 A,
1.2 A4l 3R
1.2.1 NSRBI

WFE Al TC AMLFZAGAE BRI, a4 asf (8] 2015 4F 6 H 1 H 11 B 25 43, BUE K BH & B £ 35 21 i R
B, W G b ) B3 6 G T et i O R e, O HL 4 H SRR T IC AMLRAAG AR, T PR KA 0 1= B
AR KA, BEEVEATE 50 m, i 5 m/s, L] & 60% , 5% ) T8 80% , LIPRIESS 53
15 Z MG H I AL I, SE3RIL RGB U215 101 52, ARUGE18 98 &, EREMTE R 1825 0] 43 B
5 0.011 m,
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Fig.1 Location of study area and sample plots

1.2.2 i SE A SR E

b T SIS R A TR AGAR U R4 T, ARSI 5% DX R A 28 8] A0 A R AE AT 1 60 1> 1 mxIm (RAF ST, 1T
FERME GRS D GPS bR HE KA A 24 B R G2 S B (H,,,,, ) EYIEE SEKAE ) )2 e
TR FHAR I 10 55 Ry SR SO L PN T A S AR ) v BE R S48 (57 2 m) 5 R FDSCRR s R AR /K AL ) A ) 1
(BT kg/m®) CBEREAEMHE KR B A SRS Pt T30 00 5 4 v 85°C ML+ Z i 5, A W Y A1 52 #5
GEibE, k1 PR,

F1 FHZNBESITR

Table 1 Statistics of the field measurements

T2 AW hE e )22 1o BE gk

H oiiopy/m Biomass/ (kg/m”) [ ow—e Biomass/ ( kg/m?)
H/IME Min 1.42 1.17 brifE22 SD 0.48 0.67
B KAH Max 3.53 4.23 BRRECV 19.32% 25.55%
I Mean 2.48 2.64

FINFHAS 55 22 50 ( Coefficient Variation, CV) FLEEA [A) i 4048 1 [B] (9 A8 AR, WA 1 Fieos
D
cv =25 100% (1)
MN

T, SD O BN SI B AR 22 , MN S B SR A E

P b R T A, A W i i 2 ) AR SRR R T 2 R B (CV =25.55%>19.32%) . ik J2 ¥ A
2.48 m, AEYREIE N 2.64 ke/m’  FFAHEKAYIER THEAE | K0T X AP B REAR 1 30 IR /K A P2
FATARHAT 320 RIS IR AR R A I 48 ANFEAS f 808 FH T UG AE W By | oy 12 MR s i
TSR ITIDRG B R
1.3 ik Rife
1.3.1 HARGRE

BOREFLILE 2,53 SIM B AP SRRE S AR A B KA Y 3 A B R KRS BRSSP AR e
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B2 HKAREE
Fig.2 Technique flowcharts

1.3.2 JoAHL SIM EdlaE i

FIFH SIM FER AL FETC AN AR, SRR FE IRl A TaE e 1 desm s RO X A 1 12 AL X
B IEAT A Shas h = A, A2 a SIM Fii s 2 Bdi , T BRI A8 AR5 AR AR TR BE £ R BUE IR IX.
IR RS SRR R AR AT IE S AU E = IF s SIML Fs i 0 2 28 O HA % 1 = BiE . SIM B 2 0 = Bl )
ALS( Airborne Laser Scanning) i &8 A1, 0T FH FHRBUE KA Y 2 25405 B B 5 2016 451 A 30 H3K
U7 U A = BV 25 B LA R BR MR B, o % o 5l AR A 5 DR it b JR T LT A G SR T 2 T
BRI — 208 IE AR S A R VR A TSI NV D BRI IR 225 | A REARIGAE ) Ry FH e 8 3 1R vk
AR ECRAE R HIE 1 MEOTN T R WTTERS BE . 55, R FHF S IX R B 10 368 B T LT A T 5 79 16 2 52
1B B i

FIHIATFE X A AR R AR B SIM i 278 i, R B T IR SR A T WO B H AR A, T
®2,

®2 HEEEBEX

Table 2 Definitions of the vegetation indices

T BEHEEL £ 78 sy 27 30k
Vegetation index Full name Equation References
NGRDI Normalized green-red difference index (G-R)/(G+R) [22]
ExG Fxcess green index 26-R-B [23]
CIVE Color index of vegetation 0.44R-0.88G+0.39B+18.79 [24]
VEG Vegetation index G/R‘B'"™ | 4=0.67 [25]
ExGR Excess green minus excess red index ExG-1.4R-G [26]
COM Combination index 0.25ExG+0.3ExGR+0.33CIVE+0.12VEG [27]
GLA Green leaf algorithm (2% G-R-B)/(2 * G+R+B) [28]

RONLLGHEBL, G SO, B itk B
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SC PR B AR B RS BN e R 26 IR 5 PP 2 I FH B A E AR B, RERS S SR A KA W AR
o COM hy =P g8 O A1 TR SR AL, 1T ExG [6] ExGR A % AR, PRt R e —
S 5R85 s,

FIFHBE 5 o BT SIM S A8 i, LG SRR S AL 4 i AR () S EERRUE2E (H ) DA SRR AR
SRB(H,) , sk 2—4,

1
How = 3 2l (2)
| &
Hstdz/\/NZ(hi_Hmean)z (3)
i=1
H,=H,/H,,., (4)

RSO R SR § B3 5 = R R, VR SRR A5 R I R 25 0 B Bt

H,,. 3 ST HE KA ) 568 22 00 T 43 A A 08 s H o DA S H, S e 2 235 ) P O 0 A T S S 7
o [E B AP RAE XTI, LASRAE S GPS A AR Rty BB 1 mx 1 m AT Z8 oh X, BT Arcmap 404 Spatial
Analyst Tools HEH A IXIRZGE T T H ( Zonal Statistics ) ¥ s = Bl e i1 02, 3 T RZE h XN W H,.,. H.,
K H,, . R B FESRATREA B IR B 5 = 8005 , A2 U5 X DSM 5220, DSM A5 v 4 55 T HE K I i
JEM B, H T8 X B30, R DSM RS A= B33k B 450805 ( Slope ), 1 A i B SR B K A 4
1.3.3 R HEK A 51 HRE

LML HEAK R 53 A5 AR BORL PR T 1 4 5425 | LT & 7
B o5 5 Y5 5 AR AR A, ST D SR ) 43
SARE, XTI X ) A R (AT, R
F% s 2 X 43 1 3 22 53 B 8 O B K 45 0 0 40, 30 3
Otsu AN EVELTE 4 15 2 78 E e T 40 2 i 2, T
IR BARIE ), B0 5 i 5 SR 4.56 m, B 2540
SR AR M A Hh R | K AR R HRE K R A B 22 5 R 3%
AR 43 #1075 (AR BRI 5 [X. r A RE KA 0 , W 33
B Ay 45.4°, S HE K R 0 HE AT FREL X 43 R
CART L3 # 7 M BlAE 502 T4 28 R0 AR 445 B0
VEG>1.26 and CIVE<-17.73 K43 25 e 73, 52.37<
ExG<56.85 and COM<-59419 [X /325 [ Bk . B A e
JH E LR PR R A SO T 1 etk | R el
) oA 1L TR 3 S
1.3.4  {ERIEST JORS VAN

FH A K SRR A AR & SR ENE LA
DR A AR | R TSR AT B AT ROR

>z

39°44'32"N
T

39°4428" 39°44'30"
T

39°44'26
0
b
]

90 m

116°1124" 116°1126" 116°1128" 116°11'30"E

W2 P SEM O o A A B A 2 2 B B AR AR
5 WL T HEAH M B K5 %,%\ , I HA YRS ERS Fig.3 The distribution of emergent plants

JEELIE L o6 &Y R b 7 AR 0 i SLR ( Simple

Linear Regression Model ) #5781 [R]i, 25 & HE 46 80 A B SIM i =8 8 (H,,, Ho S H,) BT AR
SWL KERY , BEHE 22 JR AL , i 18 1E e i R AL (adjusted R ) K DU 405 ( BIC) X A A8 dit 4 & B A0 A
P, T L B AR R adjusted R® Mede/)s BIC (78 44, IR 04T B PERGSG , P<0.001 RERBAIL 12 % 50.001
<P<0.01 fREHAER B3,0.01 <P<0.05 {CEKI B E, P=0.05 CEB AR G E
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R — 5 22 SURIE (LOOCV ) - B 28 A5 gy o 1) T 00K 2™ e RBL(RY) (B 7 AR i 2
(RMSE) LB ARXT 5 MR 22 (rRMSE ) =R 7 PP, 43X 5—6, Hoh RMSE 248 fE 44521
1M rRMSE W& — £ AR ITFAr e bR, RRERE F T LU SO R A [l RS | hRMSE {48/ RE L H AT B 1 £
TR L

1 n .
RMSE =Jn2 (pi =)’ (3)
i=1
rRMSE = RMSE (6)
pi

b AR p S HE KR AE W G S, p, A AR AR R TR . U A 4y TR 2 52 T
AT (B IR 75 52 HEAT B MK P<0.05 BB 5 22500 ( The one-way ANOVA) %

2 EREWE

2.1 AWML SIM B AR Hr
RPN STINAE SR X 60 AN SRAE S B AL 1Y SIM B A iGeH 3, I T RS BT , e 3,

x3 RESAL SIM HIELITR
Table 3 Statistics of SfM data in plots

SIM %t He/ME RME ¥E bRt A5 REL
SfM data Min Max Mean STD CV
FHBEFEEL Vegetation indices

CIVE -25.90 -3.17 -14.71 5.79 -39.34
COM -90.50 -29.32 -53.78 11.79 -21.93
ExG 43.63 89.57 66.02 12.49 18.91
GLA 0.09 0.19 0.16 0.02 14.49
NGRDI 0.04 0.11 0.08 0.02 21.20
VEG 1.17 1.43 1.33 0.06 4.42
ExGR -333.03 -131.15 -218.64 8.53 -24.75
StM A5 578 B SfM point cloud variables

P EFE H 1.15 3.94 2.52 0.66 26.00
FRRRREZE H 0.06 0.91 0.34 0.23 67.35
RS R, 0.03 0.38 0.14 0.09 63.47

A TP BOIE T 7S  CR A S AL SIM A AE B CV R TR 8 KA | Horp B, CV {E fe i (CV =
67.35%) , W& H,,(CV=63.47%) , SIM pi.z= 78 & CV {EH R S WL T RAE wi A HE K FE ) 76 J2 235 ¥ 1) 52 2k
H,..09CVH(CV=26%) & T H,,,,,(CV=19.32%) JFFJE H,,,,, 1035 K RAE R P TG $EK AR 2 B 1Y
IE W H R SIS BN S s R B T P 2 A0 T H,, FEAR S 2 R e B 0% Rl
CV TR, HIpdssoh  CIVE BA R CV {4 (CV=-39.34%) ,VEG () CV {H&EAK(CV=4.42%) , #rifE
% (standard deviation,STD) #% = {A H LAE ExG H1 (STD =12.49) , H:YkJ& COM(STD = 11.79) , f /Ml H PLAE
GLA D)} NGRDI 1 Jf HABAHSE (STD=0.02) , bl 25 (E 5 e AR 5 £k D H ) R o0 Gis 28 A0k, #ilY)
] iz 22 5 R B, R LG T RS AR S5 IN M ) s 223501
2.2 EKAEY ALY R

TEAT A= Wy it ST K BP A S A, AR R JE AU B AR SIM i = 8 S AT AR DG 40T, &
AR, B IR M IEZS 4340, BOR FH Pearson AR %L, Al 4 Fiw

oy EIEEE AT SIM s Ag sl H M H TRV BRSNS L B ECR RAR DG b B IR G

http ; //www.ecologica.cn



7704 JAE = 37 45
=
@ &)
e ﬁ
S B &
VEG ® 5
%
e
ST 18
GLA oz

A— SRR B

G L2 1R B

ExGR

NGRDI =
BB L9 S HE Fs
ExGR ég S
= R
T 4 p
COM =
s =
pUES =
ExG E

MBS
CIVE | =039 041

FREE
Hmean | =036 -004 014 -0.14 -0.I3

[T
e 025 012 014 032 031

AL R B

Hcev

Hev =015 =013 -021 =025 =025 006 -0.08

Biomass

275

AW
Biomass -0.21

566 )2 v
-0.37

Hcanopy

B4 SV HiiE-EF 5 KRR K S 4 R

Fig.4 Comparison of SfM data with field measurements

FEUE T (R=0.89) , KA H,,(R=0.63) , fHHEARELIR] H,,, FHOCHERAR, AH DG 28 Hdm s 8 1 R 7E ExGR
H1(R=0.43) . FE AR A= Wy d 3R B v S AH DGV e Pr A AR b H S AE IR A DG i (R=10.84)
HIKJE NGRDI(R=0.65) LA J2 H, (R=0.63) , HBAEES SIM 5 = 28 A7 A2 F0 40 8 BE ELAR G, B Ak v i 4
At VEG 7] GLA BYAH A B (R=0.99) ,SIM S =8 i H, [7] H AR S (R=0.88) . FE #8528
et [H] 77 7 o RETELAH DG 1 J5E R S B 5 feff FH A AR5 844 A4S R LG B =N Be  FEAR AR B TR0 45 A v 4
B 5B a7 e i R RE I (o, DT 380 T s AR DG
2.2.1 SLR RV Yy i e

SUA SLR HRL [ 1 25 12t 1o 25015 5 A i AT B DA SC SR A I 7 ey BT I T4 78 SIM £l S5k
Yy AR MRl SR AR e R (R =0.84) , NI LUZE W N IR S B SIM i = AR i rf i
H,..MEH A AR SR SLR AR

I 4 W0, % SLR B s RECK 0.71, RIBERY AR AL AR B 71% 0 A=Wy it 8 4k, P 3418 25 0.18, 3
T HRRZE N 0.25 AR IR ZEN 8.7% , X FA WG, 25 MG B /IS, A= Wy A8 A6 55 4%, F 1 SLR A
TN BEAS JE DASRRERIE ST X AR Wy i A A RRAE O HL R TRCE LA B JRL A 50— [ 7R s A R AR F 5% XA e
AR IR EAFAERE KA SR 2, SWL BAL 5 SLR AAUA Lo A 224~ [ 728 B (0 S AL 45 %o PR AR B A 70
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DS T PR SR A5 K R A 2 i il D v 1 SIE PR O
2.2.2 SWL AV W) i S i

AL I S AT L AR gy o o DR AR b R 4 R B A 1, X SEML B3O R AT P AR O B, SRR R =
adjusted R* LA A BIC fH IS 4] A 1E R A AR s 5| AB AL Lt a4 . Wil S i~ ., NGRDIExGR \H,,,,
RIS 2 1 ] U R 35 v P AU e i, GLA R COM. S 7R 6 426 A AR e IR, O ol O 2 i P M o A8 1 i
AFZ R S0 [ HABAE S O S AR OGO HLAZERER b B B MR A B4 4L VEG I CIVE, Fe 2 ik %
NGRDI .ExGR \H,,.. H ., H NER ARG AZ LM REAA . NGRDI 2K ] NDVI( )3 —fk 22 5318 B4 510
BIREETE 2, I FHAE K A ) TR SO0 B i e 5 216 B 21048 IS 30 28 S B K IR e M IH — A Ak B A
KAy [ ) B 60 2 57 s ExGR 3 AT T HEK AR 7 7T DG B GiE Rt B RGB i Bk 2 ARV 2
(B2 MG o X e KA s 76 H ., JH o S H BAE D HE KA ) 85 2= A 3 B 7 1) B 19 9 A0 Rt A7 e 25
S, I HLIRI A= W AR DG PERCOR , PRI SIM i = A8t VR S AR 19 70 e AR 4 94 SO fin W . O LBl ae %

rrrrrr

%5 R,

A% R? Adj R? LR BIC
0.70 0.74 0.80 0.82 0.84 0.88 0.89 0.89 =31 47 -58 -65 =70 -72 -72 73
i Intercept
SRHLREL VEG
SMHE GLA
JA—AL R ELZAEFRE NGRDI
MBS 22253 5% ExGR
A% COM
i AR ExG
RISt $R %L CIVE
FFEHE Hinean
AR EZE Haa
R R RE o

5 2REMRETEMEE
Fig.5 Variable selection of the global optimal method

I 4 AT T R AR R | 2 KN T 0.01, AR B BERS RN I Ll iR C AP SIM B dE
[FHEAME Y E Y e X R, JFH SWL BRI e REL(R® =0.86) KT SLR A5 F- i 2% (ME=0.11
kg/m”) /INF SLR BLAL, Y5 iR 1525 (RMSE =0.15 kg/m*) /INF SLR B AT 7 MR 1% 25 (\RMSE =6.1%) /)
T SLR B RBETXHE KA ) A= it , SWL AR A &4 PR 2005 T SLR ACHY | 15 F T3 5K SIM s [l 4 7K
L/ Ry i S

R4 RABERER

Table 4 Table of model accuracies

fEiA JesE RE R BriRiRE AR 5 AR R 22
Models R? ME RMSE rRMSE
H: )5 Biomass
— eIl JH SLR 0.71** 0.18 0.25 8.70%
BN H SWL 0.86"* 0.11 0.15 6.10%

* * P<0.01

2.3 TRNOKS RE B B A5 18] 23 il 1]
AR SRAT A B PR B BIF 5 DX K AR ) A W A T B, 2456 12 A S A/ S0 SR Ao bl 0 A6 75 o)
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REREREATRR S —ICZR P [ AR H A A e B AR (EAR AP A i A T IR, O HLBU (S B B L B P et
[ Y= R 7 o (L S AR (LA [R) R A A — i AR B A e il i, SR T[] — D2 ik [l DA R TR AR P 101 SR %
AT, LB s oA S AR v TR S DN B #0055 BE S, IR 6 P

*5 BHEIAERRY
Table 5 Coefficients of SWL model

AShr EX P Ak EX e p
Variables Coefficients Variables Coefficients
£ Y Biomass I ERE H -0.07 <0.001
A Intercept -60.813 <0.001 REEPRIEZE H 2.321 0.011
NGRDI 39.783 0.024 mRA S RECH,, -3.765 0.02
ExGR -0.019 0.009

5.0 . 5.0 .

R2=0.71** a i R?=0.86%* b .7
7
451  RMSE=025 L7 451 RMSE=0.15 .

40 rRMSE = 8.70% .7 rRMSE = 6.10%

.

— TR I I Ay R I
SLR biomass of inversion/(kg/m?)
AL Rk I U Ay R

SWL biomass of inversion/(kg/m?)
w
S)

2.0 . AR 2.0
Y — A, .
1.5 e — - Y=X 15 s
// //
1.0 1.0
10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 100 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Sz A4 B Actual biomass/ (kg/m?)

E 6 Kl&EMmESHMERIILL

Fig.6 Comparisons between predicted and actual Biomass

FIFH BRI 2R 5 253 H1 (P<0.05 ) X AR B R 17 PP, AT W7 A () T 000 A 750 5% A 0 A 00 225 2R 2 i 2 45
Fo WA 7 PR, —Jodeth MR RLA: Y s il E Y (E R 2.41 keg/m®  FRiE2EH 0.4 ke/m” ; B 20 2P [l H 462
TR W R T (8 A 2.64 kg/m?  FRiEZE N 0.43 kg/m?”, T 508 B bp o4 25 — S0 2k M 0] DA AR 30 14041 T3
AR AR AR B TR IERL L Ty BN TR A 0 e 0000 A 7 ) 7 L ) 2 55, 2@ BH SR AN [ %) o )
AT BEARAT W) A Wi R A AR 22 5

F 1 3R 43T T A5 A5 A RS o 7K A 4 2 4 i T 8 T A T — Stk I AR AR | PR b ) R G
XA DX A 7K A 0 A i 1 A 7 28 [ e A ol R

A=Yy S T A 1A 8 B e/ IMECR 1.58 kg/m? ORI 4.21 kg/m®, A5G $E K2R R A ]
XOFAS [ $REZK A G Ay DX 358 P %) A= e A I S A 7 G 3 o3 B, 0 BT KA 2 2 TR A ) i A3 A s i, 3R
6 TN,

R6 AREEAEWEME CFIHRHER)

Table 6 Biomass of different emergent plants ( mean+SE) )

eSS 2k P Al E-dE| KA
Type Sagittarla trifolla Phragmites australis Typha orientalis Zizania latifolia Scirpus validus
A=Yyt Biomass/ (kg/m”) 1.93£0.35a * 2.98+1.23b 2.74+0.87h 2.13x0.34c 2.33£0.52d

HAIE) NG FRER A R K AL 2 B A= W B IR AN 3 5 = 38R p<0.01

A D RECR TG X T 25 A, AR i 22 e AN 3, 28 38 1 K000 AR e o A R B
BUAAFEZE 5, HAERE B 35 (P<0.05) , IRHAT RIS H AIESE DX HE /K R ) A ) ko0 A1 32 HE K A 2 5
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Fig.7 The statistical significance between two models
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Fig.8 Biomass spatial distribution of emergent plants
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