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Effects of fencing and grazing on the biomass of typical steppe in the Loess Plateau

CHEN Furrong', CHENG Jrmin', YU Luwrning’, LI Yuan’, WU Yarr gin’
(1. Institute of Soil and W ater Conservation, Chinese Academy of Sciences &
Ministry of Soil Resources, Shaanxi Yangling 712100, China;
2. College of Resources and Environmental Science, Northwest A & F U niversity, Shaanxi Yangling 712100, China;
3.College of Animal Science and Technology, Northwest A & F University, Shaanxi Yangling 712100, China)

Abstract: T he excavating block and harvesting methods were used to investigate the effect of grazing and
fencing on aboveground and belowground biomass of typical steppe in the Loess Plateau. T his study indr
cated that the fencing significantly increased the cover, height, aboveground and belowground biomass of
steppe community when compared to grazing. T he vertical distribution of below ground biomass was a irr
verted typical pyramid or T-shape, indicating that the belowground biomass declined in the grazing and
fencing areas with the increase of soil depth, which could be simulated by the exponential function. The
below ground biomass at O~ 10 c¢m soil layer was significantly bigger than that at 20~ 30, 30~ 40, 40~ 50
cm soil layer (P< 0.01) for grazing and fencing areas, and the belowground biomass at O~ 50 c¢m soil lay-
ers in the fencing area was higher than that in the grazing area. The ratio of the belowground to
aboveground biomass was relatively large because of the local arid climatic condition, and the ratio of the
below ground to aboveground biomass in the fencing areas was greater than that in the grazing areas due to
different soil contents.

Key words:, fencing; grazing: aboveground hiomass:; helow ground biomass: 1oess Plateau



