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Table 1 Grading standards of holistic and ecological status
4318 Score
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Table 2 Grading standards of grassland community structure

418 Score

FEYE 454 Community structure
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Table 3 Grading standards of grassland hydrological

function and nutrient cycle
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Table 4  Grading standards of grass field stability
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Table 5 Grading standards of grassland noxious weed swvey

438 Score A E 2 HJE A Noxious weed survey
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Table 6 Survey score of ecological condition of Ningxia Stipa bungeana steppe

KA Stipa bungeana Trin- (1m”) Im® BE 7 Sample
W mE ZE O WE ME R B R wegr 8
Survey points Height Number Coverage Frequency Yield Total coverage  Total yield Variety Score
(em) (™) (%) () (9) (%) (9) (Fi)

Xt HE CK 52.0 21.0 75.0 84.0 37.8 100.0 143.0 14 24
51l 1 Periphery 1 24.2 22.0 41.6 74.0 22.3 83.0 131.5 12 24
Sl 2 Periphery 2 10.6 20.0 28.4 72.0 18.5 63.8 93.5 11 16
JEHM X, Yuanzhou 8.7 19.0 20.5 69.8 17.7 63. 1 97.9 14 16
#BHE Pengyang 12.2 18.0 11.4 87.0 23.3 48.2 109.4 10 16
REfEE Longde 26.5 38.0 37.5 72.0 35.0 82.0 89.7 13 16
7O EL Xiji 7.7 14.0 51.0 63.0 22.7 51.0 78.9 10 16
HZ 1 Yueliangshan 42.0 64.0 40.0 94.0 230.0 92.0 394.5 12 24
L E Haiyuan 11.3 18.0 7.3 62.0 11.0 19.3 42.4 10 9
FfE LI Nanhuashan 18.0 12.0 19.0 64.0 20.0 64.0 108.2 8 16
7l 2> £ Tongxin 7.5 13.0 10.0 56.0 16.7 17.2 58.9 6 9
ERithE: Yanchi 14.0 10.0 24.0 78.0 35.0 69.0 104.0 10 16
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Table 7 Survey score of community structure of Ningxia Stipa bungeana steppe

IR/ANHEAR ERRAB AR R AR S BER AR MR R AR} ALY
R Short Tall gramineae and Moderately tall gramineae Ground cover 453
Survey points bush non-gramineae and non-gramineae plants Score
60~100cm 20~60cm 5~20cm 0~5em
XHEE CK 8.0 18.0 27.0 14.7 6
S1EE 1 Periphery 1 6.0 17.1 72.1 30.7 6
Sl 2 Periphery 2 0.0 15.9 39.5 52.1 4
JEHN X Yuanzhou 0.0 8.3 27.9 19.3 4
ZFHE Pengyang 0.0 18.1 67.9 26.4 4
Bt B Longde 0.0 53.0 55.1 1.7 2
P £ Xiji 0.0 2.5 15.3 19.0 2
H 2 Yueliangshan 0.0 300.0 94.5 7.0 4
)5 E Haiyuan 0.0 5.7 82.6 21.1 4
FE2E 11 Nanhuashan 0.0 0.0 120.0 10.0 2
Ie] 2> £ Tongxin 0.0 12.5 715 59.0 4

b H Yanchi 0.0 34.0 70.0 5.2 4
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Table 8 Survey score of hydrological function and nutrient recycling of Ningxia Stipa bungeana steppe
Mk DL Litter (g)
L EEE Bit(g) By
Survey points HILRR Rz JR R Total Score
Standing branch Falling stem and leaf Degree of decay
* I CK 2.6 15.5 20.6 38.7 15
M 1 Periphery 1 1.3 8.1 5.9 15.3 8
HMEE 2 Periphery 2 0.9 2.2 7.2 10.3 8
JEM X Yuanzhou 0.3 1.5 3.3 5.1 0
#PHE Pengyang 0.8 4.0 1.8 6.6 0
Keffi B Longde 4.3 2.4 16.4 23.1 8
55 B Xiji 3.3 5.7 10.8 19.8 8
Azl Yueliangshan 6.5 17.5 19.5 43.5 15
Y5 B . Haiyuan 0.6 1.4 1.7 3.7 0
i fE1lI Nanhuashan 7.5 8.0 22.5 38.0 15
70> 5L Tongxin 0.5 1.0 1.4 2.9 0
it B Yanchi 0.7 2.9 3.7 7.3 0
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Table 9 Survey score of regional stability of Ningxia Stipa bungeana steppe
LB b MO ke B HH .
—_ i R e WRARWE iR PR e
X oil Litter Aggregation of Erosion of Animal
Survey points movement accumulation Bare HZ)Ot residuals running water footprint Man made Score
(10m?) (g/m) (10m) (g/m) (10m?) (10m?) barcland
*THE CK 0 2.31 0 0 0 0 <10% 9
AME 1 Periphery 1 2% Slight 3.02 0 0 2 5% Slight 0 <10% 7
SME 2 Periphery 2 B Slight 8.50 B4 Slight 24 Slight B4 Slight B Slight <10% 6
JE M X, Yuanzhou 25 Slight 3.05 0 0 0 2 5% Slight <10% 9
A5 Pengyang B Slight 10.32 B Slight 0 B Slight 0 10%~20% 6
P& H Longde 2 Slight 15.44 2 Slight 0 5% Slight 0 <10% 7
P 5 Xiji 54 Slight 23.02 54% Slight 0 54 Slight 0 10%~20% 6
AFE Yueliangshan — #24 Slight 18.97 249 Slight B4 Slight B4 Slight B Slight  10%6~20% 6
I Haiyuan 24 Slight 4.67 H ¥ Medium 0 O Medium B Medium  20%6~50% 3
4Bl Nanhuashan M Slight 8.61 B2 Slight 27 Slight 27 Slight B0 Slight  10%6~20% 6
]8> & Tongxin . Medium 2.55 HE Medium /¥ Medium /% Mediom % Medium  20%~50%% 3
hith £ Yanchi HE Medium 15.06 F % Mediun 0 I Medium %M Slight  10%~20% 4
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Table 10 Survey score of noxious weed of Ningxia Stipa bungeana steppe
LI HERE I FH B (B /m”) 85
Survey points Noxious weed Coverage Mean density Score
B CK 0 0 0 6
M 1 Periphery 1 0 0 0 6
SN 2 Periphery 2 IR 7 Euphorbia 1% 0.33 4
JEN X Yuanzhou I 5 Euphorbia 1% 0.84 4
#PHE Pengyang JR 7 Euphorbia 1% 0.25 1
FEfEE Longde 0 0 0 6
TaE - Xiji 0 0 0 6
H=u Yueliangshan 0 0 0 6
#3# )5 £ Haiyuan 0 0 0 6
FA4E 1l Nanhuashan 0 0 0 6
[a].0> B Tongxin BE Euphorbia 2% 0.97 2
hith £ Yanchi 0 0 0 6
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Table 11  Health evaluation of Stipa bungeana steppe
X 55 RV

VA BPTS) EHL(L LR
X . . Health
Survey points Regional ~ Proportion of
status
score  health assesment
Xt HE CK 60 100. 00 {iE Healthy
SME 1 Periphery 1 51 85.00 {iBE Healthy
. ik FRE{EL A ]
2 2 38 63.33
S 2 Periphery Relatively healthy
e {ik e R A ] 5
il : 33 55.00
JRMEX Yuanzhou > Relatively healthy
‘ ! 4 0
& 30 0.00
M E Pengyang ? Relatively healthy
p - ik FREEL A 1]
o it \ 39 65.00
FEfE & Longde 7 Relatively healthy
CH v ik R A 1]
& 38 63.33
P & Xiji Relatively healthy
HLl 55 9167 fEHE Healthy
Yueliangshan
R E Haiyuan 22 36.67 A FE Unhealthy
FA €1l Nanhuashan 45 75.00 {3 Healthy
[Fl.0 B Tongxin 18 30.00 N353 Unhealthy
N
AEVBE Yanchi 30 s0.00  (ERHLARE

Relatively healthy

TE A e = 7526~ 100%0 ; fit BE{EL A 7] 550 — 5006 ~ 7420 5 A5 filt g <<
50%, Note: Healthy =75% ~100% : Relatively healthy =50% ~74%4
Unhealthy<<50% .
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The health evaluation of Stipa bungeana Trin- steppe in

Ningxia based range condition

LI Wei~jun, ZHANG Xin, HU Yan'li. LIU Yongjin, GU Xiao-lin, JI Xiuyun
( Management Office of the Yurwu Mountains Resewation, Guyuan, Ningxia 756000, China)

Abstract . The outwards radial samples were surveyed with Grassland Nature Reserve of Guyuan Yunwu Mountain as

the center to evaluate the healthy status of Stipa bungeana Trin- steppe in Ningxia based range condition- The results

showed that the grasslands of Yunwu Mountain, Yueliang Mountain, and Nanhua Mountain were in healthy status;

Yuarzhou, Pengyang: Longde: Xiji and Yanchi ’s were in sub-healthy status; while Haiyuan and Tongxin s were in un-

healthy status-

Keywords : range condition; Stipa bungeana Trin- ; typical steppe; health evaluation



