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Abstract
2010-2016.The results showed that the vegetation height, coverage and yield of the engineering area decreased first and then increased, which

The vegetation height, coverage and yield were analyzed and compared in the testing area and the control area in Dari County in

were higher than those in the control area, and the difference was significant (P<0.05). The height, coverage and yield of vegetation in the
control area were declining year by year, and the difference was obvious (P<0.05). The contribution of grass height to the aboveground bio-

mass was greater than that of the vegetation coverage.
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