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Abstract : The COz emisson rate from degraded alpine meadow in the source region of Yellow River in Guo-
luo, Qing-hai Province was studied using static chamber- GC method. The resultsindicate that CO: emis
sion rate from non-degraded meadow , minor degraded meadow , medium degraded meadow , and heavily de-
graded meadow showed evident characteristics of daily variations, e. g. peaked at 15 00- 17 00 and
minimizedat 7 00- 9 00, with higher CO. emisson rate at daytime than at night. Furthermore, the
CO: emisson al o showed a seasonal variation with higher emisson rate during the plant growing seasons
than at the wilting period. Thefastigium of CO. emisson appeared in August and low inJanuary and Feb-
ruary. In addition, the daly variations of CO. emisson rate were restricted by soil temperature at 5cm
depth and soil surface temperature, and a sgnificant correlation was detected between the seasonal dynanr
icsof CO. emission rate and soil temperature at 5cm depth (P<0.01).
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Table 1 Soil and vegetation status of the 4 types of sampling plots

i i il bulk densit i
Sarpling Grasdand No. Altitude Lailtu.d e and Soil types Sl b d3ens y ) i Condtions of vegetation
plot types types longitude (g/ cm®) tightness
N34°31. 673 8% %%
Norr degraded Kobresia A 3972m E100°Oé 062 Alsine W il 1.13+0.015 4.0 Kobresiaand Gramineaeis the dominant gpecies and ruderad isafew in
meadow meadow ' P norrdegraded meadow . Species distributing is well-balanced . Whole
coverage isover 80% 95 % and barenessisfew.
N3£28. 907 60% 75%, 15% 20%
Minor degraded ~ Kobresia B 3732m 500013' 067 Alpine meadow il 1.08+0.015 3.5 Grassis the dominant gecies and Kobresia is secondary in minor de-
meadow meadow ' Gray millet graded meadow . Spedies distributing is unsymmetrical and cegitose.
calcium sl Whole coverageis60 % 75 % and barenessis15% 20 %.
N3#28. 748 20% 30%, 40% 60%
Medium degraded ~ Kobresia  C 3728 m : ! ! 1.04£0.076 2.0 Grassis the dominant gpecies in medium degraded meadow, Legu-
E100°13.159  Alpine meadow il i L o
meadow meadow Gav cldum il minosae and Compositae is secondary and Kobresia is a few. Whole
y coverageis20% 30 % and barenessis40% 60 %.
N3£27 856 40% 60%, 30% 50 %
Heavily degraded  Rudera D 3745m F_100°12. 524 Alnine meacow il 0.98+0.015 1.0 Ruderal is the dominant species and poison grassis secondary in heavi-
meadow meadow ' g’a cddum ol ly degraded meadow. Grassand Cyperaceaeisonly afew. Whole cov-
Y erageis40% 60 % and bavenessis about 30% 50%
1.3 )
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Fig.2 The seasona dynamics of CO: emisson rate
from the 4 sampling plots
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