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Species richness -productivity relationship in the steppe ecosystem of-
Khoshkehroud

Ashouri, P."1, Jalili, A.}, Zare, N.1, Hamzee, B.
‘00000000 000000000 00 0000000 000 0000000000, 000000000000 00000000, 000000000 000

Extension Organization (AREEQ), Tehran, Iran Email: Parvanehashouri@gmail.com

Abstract

The form of the relationship between species richness and production capability under the name of the
Grime hump-shaped model, is a long-term issue for the ecologists of the world, because the discovery of this
relationship will make the ecological systems' biodiversity model understand ecological systems for
managing biodiversity. According to the purpose of this study, the production and species richness of the
Steppe ecosystem of Khoshkeroud in Saveh measured. Using correlation analysis and regression, the
response of plant species richness as a dependent variable along the slope of production changes as an
independent variable studied. 31 plant species were identified in 30 plots. The average amount of species

richness in each plot was 7.7 + 0.4. 64% of the relative density of the plant was allocated to herbs, 4%
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herbaceous broadleaf and 32% to herbivores. The highest percentage of presence in the plots assigned to
Stipa hohenackeriana, Ziziphora tenuior and Salsola laricina. The total production recorded at around 103
g/m?, which expected to be located on the left side of the Grime curve, and a linear relationship observed
between production and richness at this site. The results showed that the relationship between production and
species richness in forbs was significant linear. Also for shrubs, there was a positive trend in linear
regression and a nonlinear regression. The rest of the plant life forms had no significant correlation and
regression was not significant. Therefore, it cannot be claimed that production is a geed predictors for
species richness in Khoshkeroud. Based on the results it can be concluded that the hump-back hypothesis
should be tested at a scale beyond the local.

Keywords: Biodiversity, species richness, biomass, rangeland ecosystems, Khoshkeroud, Save.



