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Abstract

The Grime model is a well-known model of ecology, which states that a humped-back shape occurs at a
maximum variation of the species when the species is moderate. The shape of this relationship is important

for ecologists worldwide, because discovering this relationship will make the biodiversity mechanism of
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ecological patterns in ecosystems as basis for biodiversity management understand. According to the purpose
of this study, the production and species richness in the semi-steppe ecosystem of Ozine measured in the east
of Tehran province. Correlation and regression analysis used to study the relationship between species
richness as dependent variable and production as independent variable. 35 plant species were identified in 30
plots of one m? The average amount of species richness in each plot was 4.5 + 0.5. The relative density of
production was 42% for shrubs, 19% for forbs and 39% for grasses. The highest percentage of presence in
the plots allocated to Bromus tomentellus and Agropyron cristatum. According to the results of this study,
the production of each plant forms against the richness of the species showed a positive trend but the overall
production did not show a meaningful relationship. In addition, shrubs production showed a significant
nonlinear relationship with species richness but the trend of this relationship was initially incremental and
then tended to decline. According to the findings of this research, local factors will have more effect on the
richness of the factor of production and the Grime hypothesis cannot verified on a local scale.

Keywords: Biodiversity, species richness, production, rangeland ecosystems, Damavand.



