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Community Biodiversity of Swarding Restoration Meadow for
Highway Construction in the Zoige Wetland, NW Sichuan

CHEN Bei', SUN Hui', QIN Jihong', MA Rui, JIAN Yi’
(1. Department of Environmental Science and Engineering, Sichuan University, Chengdu 610065, China;
2. Sichuan Communication Surveying and Design I nstitute, Chengdu 610007, China)

Abstract: Community biodiversity and diversity indices of sward restoration meadow are determined primarily through the field
investigation and onsite studies in the Langchuan section of a national highw ay. T he results indicate that the species richness in-
dex, Simpson and Shannon— Wiener diversity indices, and evenness index of sward are obviously less than those of the back-
ground, while the dominant index is higher than that of background. T he dominant and constructive species mainly belong to
Gram ineae and Cyperaceae. Species diversity increases with the thickness of swarding pieces when the area is 30 cmx 30 cm,
and more large area is helpful to keep the community biodiversity. Highest above and belowground biomass and density can be
reserved when the area is 50 cmX 50 c¢m and thickness is 20 em. The results also show that there exist a positive relationship
sward pieces area and species richness, and negative relationship betw een the area and dominant index.
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