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Grass-shrub Vegetation Protection on Red Sandstone Engineering
Slope in Shaoguan— Ganzhou Expressway

CHENG Ye, XIE Jin-rong, ZHOU Curying, HUANG Lin-chong
(School of Engineering s Sun Yat-sen University , Guangzhou, Guangdong 510275, China)

Abstract: Four typical sections of red sandstone slope along Shaoguan—Ganzhou expressway were selected to
study the ecological protective effects of the grass-shrub vegetation technology on protection of red sandstone
slope. Plots were deployed to investigate the species compositions with different grass-shrub ratio. In addi-
tion, the number, height and frequency of shrub were also surveyed and recorded. The indexes regarding rel-
ative abundance, relative height, relative frequency, important value of plots, the shrubs were determined to
describe the compositional features and quantitative and ecological characteristics of the plant communities in
the test area. The results indicated that grass-shrub vegetation technology was more readily adaptable for red
sandstone with poor surface soil, which is prone to weathering and erosion. Legume species grow well in the
circumstance with pool soil by nitrogen fixation and therefore played an important role in ecological restora-
tion of vegetation on the study area. A certain ratio of local native shrubs, legume and grass could build a
stable plant community on red sandstone slope, showing good protective effects.
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/(g+m™®)
K90+010 K096 +580 K98-+100 K108+ 040
(Cajanus cajan) 0 0 0 4
(Tephrosia candida) 0 8 8 4
(Leucaena leucoce phala) 4 8 4 0
(Albizzia julibrissin Durazz) 6 10 6 10
(Indigo fera amblyatha Craib) 8 0 4 8
(Acacia con fusa Merr.) 6 0 4 6
(Cassia tora Linn. ) 4 0 6 0
(Rhus chinensis Mill. ) 4 10 4 0
(Vitex negundo var. heterophylla) 4 0 0 4
(Cynodon dactylon) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
(Paspalum notatum Flugge) 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
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83.33% .4 95 % , K90+010—K90+120 ;
98.3%. K096 + 580 ; .
, , K098+100 ,
s , o K108+040 R
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1 (Pinaceae) (Pinus massoniana Lamb. )
2 (Myrtaceae) (Rhodomyrtus tomentosa Hassk. )
3 (Theaceae) (Schima superba Gardn et Champ)
(Vaccinium bracteatum Thunb. )
4 (Ericaceae)
(Rhododendron simsii Planch. )
5 (Thymelaeaceae) W. indica(L..)C. A. Mey.
(Lespedeza cuneata G.)
6 (Papilionaceae) . L
(Millettia dielsiana Harms var. heterocarpa)
7 (Aquifoliaceae) (Ilex asprella)
(Loropetalum chinensis Oliv. )
8 (Hamamelidaceae) o )
(Liquidambar formosana Hance)
9 (Gleicheniaceae) (Dicranopteris linearis)
10 (Verbenaceae) (Vitex negundo var. heterophylla)
(Rosa laevigata Michx. )
(Pyrus calleryana Decne. )
11 (Rosaceae) ) ) .
(Rubus parvi folius Linn. )
(Rosa cymosa Tratt. )
(Morinda of ficinalis How. )
12 (Rubiaceae) . . .
(Gardenia jasminoides Ellis. )
13 (Melastomataceae) (Melastoma dodecandrum)
14 (Lythraceae) (Lagerstroemia indica)
15 (symplocaceae) (Symplocos caudata)
16 (Umbelliferae) (Centella asiatica Urban)
(Xanthium mongolicum Kitag. )
17 (Asteraceae) (Gnaphalium af fine D. Don)
(Erigeron canadensis L. )
18 (Anacardiaceae) (Rhus chinensis Mill. )
19 (Rhamnaceae) (Sageretia theezans)
20 (Myrsinaceae) (Embelia laeta Mez. )
(Phragmites australis)
21 (Poaceae)

(Imperata cylindrica Beauv. )
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