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Abstract To study the effect of different site conditions and plant seeding patterns on the growth rate of
sowing plants under the near-natural recovery mode, the growth rate of plant growth was compared and studied by
observing the growth rate for the base area, canopy area, ground diameter, and plant height of various vegetation.
The results showed that the growth rate of underground sowing plants on grass slopes was better than that of bare
ground. There was no significant difference between the tree-shrub mixed sowing and the tree-shrub-grass mixed
sowing, but it was better than the tree seed monoculture. The growth rate of the main seedling species is more
advantageous to the mixed planting of trees and shrubs. In near-natural vegetation restoration, good site conditions
can obtain a higher plant growth rate, and the tree-shrub mixed sowing has more advantages in plant growth rate.
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Table 2 Seed weight and number of plants sown in different plant combinations

B (J5/ ¥:J7) Number

g K e (R RE o
weight Trees, shrubs, and ~ Trees, and Trees
herbs shrubs
KMFE Cinnamomum austrosinense iV 121.8 200 200 200
FM Celtis sinensis AR 139.4 200 200 200
W& Liquidambar formosana AR 4.0 200 200 200
AAaf Schima superba AR 5.0 100 100 100
K1t Michelia macclurei AR 84.3 100 100 100
WALHE Elaeocarpus sylvestris AR 251.3 100 100 100
11 Z 41 Sapium discolor PN 41.2 100 100 100
LIRS Camellia semiserrata P/ N 3559.7 30 30 30
T4EM Vernicia montana AR 3579.7 15 15 15
ILIE ¥, Tephrosia candida HEAR 222 100 100 /
LAWK Leucaena leucocephala HEA 51.5 100 100 /
¥R Crotalaria pallida HEAR 9.2 200 200 /
— A BASE R Lolium multiflorum B 0.3 10g / /
A Cynodon dactylon B 0.4 10g / /
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Note: Capital letters indicate that there is significant difference in the growth rate of the same kind (P<0.05), and lowercase letters
indicate significant differences in growth rates among different mixed seeding models(P<0.05).
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Figure 1 Overall average growth rate of vegetation recovery under different mixed seeding modes
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Note: Capital letters indicate that there is significant difference in the growth rate of the same kind (P<0.05), and lowercase letters
indicate significant differences in growth rates among different mixed seeding models(P<0.05).
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Figure 2 Comparison of average growth rate of Celtis sinensis under different mixed seeding modes
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Note: Capital letters indicate that there is significant difference in the growth rate of the same kind (P<0.05), and lowercase letters
indicate significant differences in growth rates among different mixed seeding models(P<0.05).
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Figure 3 Comparison of average growth rate of Michelia macclurei under different mixed seeding modes
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Figure 4 Comparison of average growth rate of Crotalaria pallida under different mixed planting modes
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