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Y cmammi HagedeHo pe3ynbmamu 0ocifkeHb cucmemamuyHoi, 2eoepaghidHoil, 6ioMophonoaidHoI, eKomoaiyHol i eko-
J1020-UYEHOMUYHOI CmpyKmypu 1y4HOI ¢briopu peeioHarnbHo2o naHOwagmHo20 napky «CelmcbKuli». [Moka3aHo, wo us
epyna pocnuH penpe3eHmosaHa 436 eudamu suuwjux cyQUHHUX POCIUH, Wo Hanexamb 0o 235 podie ma 35 poduH. Ha
nepwomy Micui y criekmpi poOuH npedcmasHuku Asteraceae: ixHa yacmka docsieae 15,0%. Ha dpyeomy ma mpembomy
micusix, 8idnosioHo, poduHa Poaceae (12,0%) ma Fabaceae (10,7%). lpu ubomy ¢hropucmuyHi mponopuji cmaHoensime —
1:6,7:12,4, a podosuli koegpiyiecHm dopieHtoe 1,8. SHa4yHa yacmka eudie Marompb apeasnu MoWUPeHHs y Mexax Hemoparb-
Ho-cybcepedsemHomopchkoi 30HU: 103 sudu (23,6%). Lle € gidobpaxeHHaM 30HanbHUX ocobrnusocmeli 2eoepaghidHo20
posmauysaHHsi 00criOxyeaH020 pezioHy. Baeomoro € yacmka sudie €8pornelicbko-A3ilicbko2o noxo0xeHHs (33,0%).

Y thopmysaHHi nydHUX himoyeHo3sie pezioHanbHo20 naHAWagpmHo20 napky « CeliMcbKuli» NposiOHy pors eidigparoms
mpae’ssHucmi 6azamopiyHi pocruHu, siki npedcmasnexi 302 sudamu, 4acmka sikux docsieae 69,0%. 3a munom eeeemauii
nepesaxaromp NiMHb0-3e/1eHi pocnuHu (332 eudu). Ha nykax Halbinbwe penpeseHmMosaHi eeMikpunmogimu (3a knacu-
¢hikaujero PayHkiepa) — ixHa yacmka Oocsieae 74,2%. AHanis ¢riopu 3 epaxysaHHsIM 8I0HOWeHHsIM pociuH 0o ceimia,
80s102U, podrodocmi rpyHmy dosie 3HauHe nepesaxaHHs 2eniogimie — 319 sudie (73,2%), me3ogpimie — 160 sudie (36,7%)
ma mesompogpie — 245 eudis (56,2%). JlyuHi sudu ¢priopu PIIT «Celmcbkuti» gusgunucs 0ocums pisHOMaHimHUMU 3a
npedcmaseHicmio pPOCAUH Pi3HUX xummesux cmpameeil 3a [Ix. [patimom. 30ebinbwo2o 80HU Hanexamb 00 pydeparis
(R) (11,0%), koHKypeHmHo-cmpec-cmitikux (CS) (10,5%) ma koHkypeHmHo-pydepanbHux (CR) (10,3%) pocnu.

3a eKonoeo-ueHomuYHUMU  Xapakmepucmukamu pPOoCiuHU O0CMidXysaHOI epynu pezioHanbHo20 naHAWaghmHo20
napky «CeliMCbKul» penpe3eHmyrms n’ame gropoyeHomuris. Halibinbwe sudie sidHocumbcsi 00 ghriopoueHomuny fyuy-
Hoi goriopu — 195 sudis (44, 7). ®rnopoyeHoHOMUN CUHaHMPOIMHOI pocIuHHOCMI Hapaxosye 44 sudu, wo cmaHosums 10,0%
8i0 3azarnbHOI Kibkocmi eudis. Lle ceiduums npo nomyxHud eniaue aHmpononpecii Ha cmaH ma ¢hopMmyseaHHs1 biopizHoma-
Himmsi Ha mepumopii yjei' ycmaHosu rpupodHo-3arogidHo20 hoHAY.

3a pesynbmamamu MopieHAHHS 8U008020 bazamcmea peegioHanbHo20 naHowagpmHoz2o napky « CeldmebKuli» i3 ¢hro-
PUCMUYHUMU rOKa3HUKaMu OesIKUX IHWUX pe2ioHanbHUX rapkie YKpaiHu, 3a3Ha4eHo, WO KinbKIiCHI MoKa3HUKU Aocnioxyea-
HO20 napKy He nocmynarmecs, a 8 0esikux sunadkax Hasimb nepesuwyroms aHanoeivyHi 3Ha4eHHs1 iHwux PIITT. Halubnux-
yumu 9o OaHux, ompuMaHuUX Hamu, € xapakmepucmuku ny4Hux grop PIIM «Madsybkuliy, P «dukaHcekuti» ma PIIM1
«KpemMeH4yUbKi nnagHi».

Knrovoei cnoea: pezioHanbHul naHOwagpmHul napk «CelmcbKkully, ¢hriopa, cucmemamuyHa cmpykmypa, ¢ropuc-
muy4He bazamcmeo, eeoepachidHull aHani3 ¢hropu, apears, xoposnoeis, biomopghonoeaid, ekonoaiyHa cmpykmypa ¢hropu,
Xummesi hopmu, yeHoesnreMeHm, ¢hriopoueHomurl.

DOI https://doi.org/10.32845/agrobio.2022.4.5

Betyn. B ymoBax 3pocTaroHoro pekpeawiiHoro HaBaHTa-
XEHHS1 Ta MiABULLEHOrO aHTPOMOrEHHOTO TUCKY Ha AOBKINNS
ocobnueoi akTyanbHOCTi  Habyna npobrnema 3b6epexeHHs
BiopisHOMaHITHOCTI ik Ha nnaHeTapHomy (Myers, 2003; Pimm
et al., 2014; Barnosky et al., 2011; Ceballos et al., 2015); De
Vos, et al., 2015; Funk, 2018; Heberling et al., 2019), Tak i Ha
perioHanbHoMy piBHsX (Bondarieva et al., 2019; Klymenko &
Sherstiuk, 2019; Skliar et al., 2020; Skliar et al., 2022).

BicHuk CymcbKkoro HauioHanbLHOro arpapHoro yHiBepcuTeTty

3a cyyacHOI0 OUiHKOI, 3aranbHe Pi3HOMaHITTS POCIUH
Hapasi ctaHoBuTb Bnmabko 400 Tuc. Bimomux Bugis (Nic
Lughadha et al., 2016; Hassler, 2016; Crosby et al., 2000;
Soderstrom et al., 2016), a 6nusbko 15% — we Hesigomi
(Joppa et al., 2011). OgHak, ans mamxe 30% BugiB AaHi
€ (pparmeHTapHMMmM abo X He MOBHUMMW, a AN BinNbLOCTi
BUAiB, iH(hOopMaLis 30BCiM BigcyTHs (Brummitt, et al., 2008;
Brummitt & Lughadha, 2003). He3ssaxatoun Ha Te, WO Ha
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cborogHi icHye 6arato mxepen gaHux, nuwe y 2010 poui,
Bnepwe 3a noHag 100 pokis, Gyna 3pobneHa cnpoba
CKIacTy KOHCoNifoBaHW rnobansbHUin cnMcok pocnuH (The
Plant List, 2020). Xoua BiH e fanekuit Bid JOCKOHANOCTI,
npoTe MOCTINHO AONOBHIOETLCS | HAAAE LUIMPOKI MOXMMNBOCTI
ANs noLyky ik 60TaHiYHMX xapakTepucTuk Bugis (Heberling
et al., 2019; Joppa et al., 2011), Tak 1 ekONOriYHi YMOB iXHiX
micuespoctaHb (Anderson, 2012; Forzza et al., 2012; Ulloa
etal., 2017).

Y cyyacHuX yMOBax OfHUM i3 ePEKTUBHYUX LLUMIAXIB OXO-
POHK BiOPI3HOMaHITTS € (POpMYyBaHHSA Mepexi TepuTopin
Ta 06’ekTiB NpupoaHo-3anosigHoro doHay (Skliar & Skliar,
2013; Skliar & Skliar, 2014; Popovych et al., 2017). Oco-
6n1BO 3HAYYLLMM € OTOMOLLEHHS Ta (PYHKLIOHYBaHHS NpUpo-
[OOXOPOHHUX YCTAHOB NOMihYHKLIOHANBHOIO NPU3HAYEHHS,
30KpeMa, 6iocdepHmx 3anoBigHMKIB, HALOHANbHMX NPMPOa-
HUX Ta perioHanbHKX nanawadTHux napkis (Onyshchenko
& Andriienko, 2012 a; Onyshchenko & Andriienko, 2012 6;
Skliar et al., 2012).

PerioHanbHi naHawadTHI napkyu BigirpaloTb Baxnuey
porb y hOpMyBaHHi e€KOMepeXi Ta eKOMoriYHOro Kapkacy
PErioHiB. IXHE CTBOPEHHS Ta (YHKLiOHyBaHHS € 3aco60M
36epexeHHs1 Ta OXOPOHW BIOPI3HOMAHITTS He NuLLe Ha Tepu-
TOpiAX, SKi BXOAATb [0 IXHbOrO Cknagy, a 4acto, 3aBAsikiu
MposiBy eKonoro-ctabiniayto4oi Aii NpUpogHUX eKocucTem
napkis, LLe 1 Ha MiCLIeBOCTSIX, NPUNErnnX 0 HUX.

HanbinbLwow Teputopieto NPUPOAHO-3aMnoBIJHOIO
oHay Cymcbkoi obnacTi € perioHanbHWI naHawadTHUI
napk (gani — PIM) «Cenmcbkuiny. BiH ByB oronoLueHun
po3nopsmxeHHsaM ronosu CymcbKkol obnacHoi AepxaBHOI
agmiHicTpauii (Big 14.12.1995 poky 3a Ne237) Ha nnow;
98857,9 ra. OpgHak Ha Ton Yac He Byno yxBaneHe pilleHHs
Npo YTBOPEHHS aAMiHiCTpaLii Takol BENUYE3HOI Npupoao-
OXOPOHHOI TepUTOPIi. 3BMYANHO X Lie He Byno NO3UTUBHUM
thaktom B acnekTi 3abe3nevyeHHs eqEeKTUBHOI OXOPOHM
npupogHux komnnekcis PIIM. Hesaxatoun Ha HeBupiLLe-
HICTb NUTaHHS i3 HadaHHAM napky cTaTycy yctaHoswu 130,
MPOTArOM HACTYMHUX POKIB MOro (PiTOPi3HOMaHITTA 3ara-
nom Ta 3annaeu p. Celm, 30kpema, HeO4HOPa30BO BMBYa-
nucs HaykoBusMu (Karpenko, 1996a; Karpenko, 1996 6;
Karpenko, 1998; Kozyr, 2005; Kozyr, 2007; Kuzemko &
Kozyr, 2011).

7 %oBTHs 2016 poKy Ha 3acigaHHi cbomoi cecii CyMcbKoi
obnacHoi pagu 6yno yxBaneHe PiEHHS NPO CTBOPEHHS
KOMyHanbHoro 3aknagy «PerioHanbHun naHawagTHAN napk
«CenmMcbkuin»» Ta #oro agmidicTpauii. Habytra PJIMN cra-
Tycy yctaHosu N3® cnpusno n cuctemaTumsalii Ta akTusisa-
Lii HayKkoBWX JocnigpxeHb Ha noro Teputopii (Yemets, 2019;
Yemets et al., 2020; Zubtsova & Skliar, 2017; Zubtsova et
al., 2020; Skliar et al., 2020; Miskova, 2020; Miskova, 2021).
Hatenep ogHum i3 1i pesyneratiB € hOpMyBaHHS akTyasb-
Hoi 6a3u JaHvX Npo BUAOBMIA cknag nyqHoi conopu PIIM. Le,
y CBOH 4Yepry, pO3KpuBae MOXNMUBOCTI AN NPOBeAeHHs i
CTPYKTYPHOrO aHaniay, pesynsraTy Koro 3a3smyai MatoTb SK
(byHOameHTanbHe, TaK i NpUKNagHe 3Ha4YeHHs: BigbyBaeTbes
HEe nuLLe NOrnMBeHHs | BNOpsiAKYBaHHA HasiBHOI iHopMa-
Lito Npo hiTOPI3HOMAHITTS, @ i PO3LUMPIOETLCS iHOpMa-
TBHa 6a3a, Ha SKy MOXHa CnMpaTucs Npu yxBaneHHi Hay-
KOBO 0Br'pYHTOBaHMX pilleHb Y MPUPOLOOXOPOHHIl cnpasi.

OTxe, MeTOK Halloi cTaTtTi Byno BM3HAYEHO: BCTaHO-
BWUTM Ta npoaHanisyeatu nyyHy dnopy PIMN «Cenmcbkuin»
3a 03HaKaMmu il cucTemaTuyHoi, reorpadiyHoi, iomopdono-
riYHOI, EKONOriYHOT Ta EKOMOro-LEeHOTUYHOT CTPYKTYPU.

Matepianu i metoau pocnimkeHb. B ocHoBy crarTi
noKnageHi matepianu NonboBKX i KamepanbHUX LOCimKEHb
nyyHoi donopu PITMN «CenMcbkuidy, 34incHeHUX y nepiog
2019-2022 pp. |peHTndbikauito BUAiB HaBEQEHO BiANOBIAHO A0
International plant name index (International...). O6¢csr Buais
i poliB Ta iX NaTUHCLKI Ha3BM NOAAHO NepeBaxHo 3a 6a3oto
ndaHnx The Euro+Med Plant Base (The Euro+Med...). Cpyk-
TYPHWUIA aHani3 34iNCHEHO i3 BUKOPUCTaHHAM Mopdonoro-e-
Konoro-reorpaiyHoro MeTogy cucteMatukn i qoriopucTUKM
CyauHHMX pocninH (Shmydt, 1984). Poavku i nopsagku pocnmH
nogdaHi 3rigHo 3 nparMaTuyHolo knacudikauieto (Mosyakin,
2013). Haseu BuaiB yTouHeHi 3a 3sedeHHaM C.J1. MocskiHa
Ta M. M. ®epoponuyka (Mosyakin & Fedoronchuk, 1999). 3a
OCHOBY knacudikauii apeanis noknageHo cxemy I Moiisens
3i cnisaBTopamm (Meusel et al., 1978). A Takox yCTaHOBIEHMWI
CMEKTP reoenemeHTiB nopu Ta aHani3 BigHOBMIOBANbLHOI
nyyHoi pocnmHHocTi 3a cuctemoto [. KO. Kneonosa (Kleopov,
1990). B ocHoBy GiomopdponoriyHoro aHanisy noknageHa
cuctema xuttesux ¢opm B.M. Tonybesa (Golubev, 1965;
Golubev, 1968; Golubev, 1979), ska fo3BONsiE BpaxoByBaTy
iX HesanexHo ofgHa Big ogHoi. biomopdonoriyHy xapakTte-
PUCTUKY BWAIB HABEOEHO 3@ TPUBAMICTIO XWUTTEBOTO LIMKIY,
TUNOM NiA3EMHUX CUCTEM | HA3EMHUX MaroHiB, TUNOM BereTa-
Lii, 6iomopdpoto. XKntTesi hopmu BUAINEHO 3 KnacudikaLlieto
K. PayHkiepa (Raunkiaer, 1905). Ekonoro-LeHoTUYHUI aHani3
3aincHeHo 3rigHo 3 nornsigamm b. B. 3aBepyxu (Zaverukha,
1985). O6pobka maTepianis NPOBOAMNACS i3 3aCTOCYBAHHAM
nporpamuux naketis STATISTICA 13.0.

Pesynbratu. Buaose 6aratctBo, cucteMaTtuyHe pisHo-
MaHITTS Ta CUCTEMATUYHA CTPYKTYpa — L HaBaXIMBILL
pucu nopu. BoHn xapakTepusyoTb (PNOpUCTUYHE pi3-
HOMAHITTSl 3a KiMbKiCTO TAKCOHIB PI3HOTO paHry, Bnactu-
BUX bropi, Ta iXHiM CNiBBIQHOLUEHHSAMMW. 3a pe3ynsTatamu
NONbOBMX OOCHIMKEHb, NiTepaTypHUX AaHWX Ta repbapHmx
3paskiB Hamy Byno BCTaHOBMEHO, L0 NyyHa chnopa Pl
«Cenmcbkuiny npeactaeneHa 436 BuaamMu CyoMHHUX POC-
NUH, WO Hanexatb Ao 235 pogis Ta 35 poauH.

Cepen pocnigkyBaHux BuAiB [MOKpUTOHACIHHMX poC-
NWH OBOJOMbHI BUAM MatoTb Nepesary Hafg OAHOAONbHUMM
y cniBBigHoweHHi 1:4,8. Tak, npeacTaBHUKIB OBOLOMbHUX
Hamu 6yno sadikcosaHo 82,9%, a ogHoponbHUx — 17,1%.
Knac Liliopsida npepnctasnenun 6 poguHamu (Poaceae,
Cyperaceae,  Juncaceae, lIridaceae,  Orchidaceae,
Alliaceae), a knac Magnoliophyta HapaxoBye 29 poauH,
L0 CBIAYATb NPO Te, L0 fyyHa driopa NposBISE pUCK, SKi
€ XapakTepHuMu ans FonapkTuuHux nop.

MepLe micue y cnekTpi poauH nopu nocigae poguHa
Asteraceae (15,0%). Ha gpyromy Ta TpetbomMy MicLsx, Bid-
noeigHo, poamHu Poaceae (12,0%) ta Fabaceae (10,7%).
MepeBaxaHHs POCNUH poauHu Asteraceae € 03HaKOK
CUHaHTponi3aLii Ta neBHOI Mipy Aerpagauii nyyHoi nopu
napKy, WO CynpOBOMKYETbCA 3MEHLUEHHSM y4acTi 3nakis
i 3HAYHUM MOLUMPEHHSIM BUAiB pisHOTpas’sa. Lle, y cBow
4epry, € HacniakoM HasiBHUX NOPYLUEHb B eKcniyatawii nyy-
HuX diToueHosiB P «CeiMcbKminy.

BicHuk CymcbKoro HauioHanbHOro arpapHoro yHiBepcureTty
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Tabnuus 1

CucrtematunyHa cTpykTypa ny4Hoi conopu PIIM «Cenmcbkuiny

Popis Bupis
Ne Popuka KinbkicTb poaiB % Bll?nial(?gr?HOI KinbkicTb BUgiB % B&_ﬁgg‘;"‘"

1. Asteraceae 38 16,5 67 15,0
2. Poaceae 37 15,8 53 12,0
3. Lamiaceae 25 10,6 41 9,5
4. Brassicaceae 18 7,6 22 5,0
5. Fabaceae 17 7,2 46 10,7
6. Caryophyllaceae 16 6,8 33 7,5
7. Ranunculaceae 12 51 24 6,5
8. Boraginaceae 8 3,4 8 1,8
9. Apiaceae 7 3 7 1,6
10. Scrophulariaceae 7 3 8 1,8
1. Oxalidaceae 5 2,1 5 11
12. Polygonaceae 4 1,7 14 3,2
13. Rosaceae 4 1,7 11 2,5
14. Orchidaceae 4 1,7 4 0,9
15. Cyperaceae 3 1,3 15 3,4
16. Malvaceae 3 1,3 4 0,9
17. Primulaceae 3 1,3 3 0,7
18. Gentianaceae 2 0,85 4 0,9
19. Urticaceae 2 0,85 3 0,7
20. Asclepiadaceae 2 0,85 2 0,4
21. Geraniaceae 2 0,85 6 1,4
22. Iridaceae 2 0,85 5 1,1
23. Plantaginaceae 2 0,85 20 47
24, Violaceae 1 0,4 4 0,9
25. Juncaceae 1 0,4 8 1,8
26. Alliaceae 1 0,4 3 0,7
27. Portulacaceae 1 0,4 3 0,7
28. Crassulaceae 1 0,4 2 0,4
29. Campanulaceae 1 0,4 2 0,4
30. Balsaminaceae 1 0,4 2 0,4
31. Clusiaceae 1 0,4 2 0,4
32. Cuscutaceae 1 0,4 2 0,4
33. Convolvulaceae 1 0,4 1 0,2
34. Valerianaceae 1 0,4 1 0,2
35. Lentibulariaceae 1 0,4 1 0,2

Bcboro 235 100 436 100

3HayHy nMTOMY Bary MawTb W NpeacTaBHUKM Pesynetatv aHanisy pogoBoro CnekTpy 3acBigyuvnu, Lo

poguun Lamiaceae (9,5%), Caryophyllaceae (7,5%) | y mocnigxysaHin ny4Hin ¢onopi MOHOTUMHI POAW CKMagakTb

Ta Ranunculaceae (6,5%). He meHw Barome micue 3anMae
pogvHa Brassicaceae (5,0%), wo 3a nitepaTypHUMK
JaHWMU TakoX € BaXKIMBMM MOKA3HUKOM pyfepanisoBaHo-
cTi nyk (tabn. 1).

HanuncenbHilwmMmy 3a KinbKicTO pogiB y NyyHin dropi
PIM  «Cenmcekuny € poauHn Asteraceae (38 pogi),
Poaceae (37 pogis), Lamiaceae (25 popis), Brassicaceae
(18 pogiB), Fabaceae (17 pogis), Caryophyllaceae
(16 pogig). 3aranbHa KinbKiCTb pogis Ny4Hoi hriopu TepuTo-
pii PIIMN «Ceimcbknity CBIQUUTL NPO ii reTepOoreHHMin xapak-
Tep. BUCOKOK BMOOBOI HACMYEHICTIO BiAPI3HAOTLCH POau
Carex, Veronica, Poa, Trifolium Festuca, Vicia, Ranunculus.
Y3aranbHeHi gaHi Npo penpeseHToBaHICTb POCIMH NPOBId-
HUX POZiB HaBedeHO y Tabnuui 2.

BicHuk CymcbKkoro HauioHanbLHOro arpapHoro yHiBepcuTeTty

85,62% Big 3aranbHoi KinbkocTi. Ha oguH pig y cepegHbomy
npunagae 2,34 suan.

AHani3 reorpadyiyHoi NPUYPOYEHOCTI POCIMH 3a 30HaNb-
HWM pO3MOAifioM Hadae MOXNMBICTb BCTAHOBUTU POJSib
BUZiB Y POPMYBaHHi (OOPUCTUYHOI Ta LEHOTUYHOI CTPYK-
TYpW YrpynoBaHb MyYHOI POCHMHHOCTI Ta BMSIBUTU 3aKO-
HOMIPHOCTi Yy iXHBOMY iICTOPUYHOMY PO3BUTKY. PesynbraTu
aHanisy nyyHoi ¢nopu PIM «CeiMcbkuidy 3a 30HanbHUM
PO3MOAINOM NpeacTaBneHo y Tabnuui 3.

Y pesynbrati gocnigxeHb 6yno BCTAHOBIEHO, WO 3Ha-
YHa yacTka BMAiB MalTb apeanu MOWWPEHHS y Mexax
HemopanbHo-cybcepensemHomopcbkoi 3oHn — 103 Buam
abo 23,6% Big 3aranbHoi KinbkocTi. Lle € BigobpaxeHHaM

XapaKTepHMX 30HanbHMX 0cobnMBOCTEN reorpadivyHoro
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Tabnuus 2

CnekTp npoBigHux pogis ny4Hoi cdnopu PIM «Cenmcbkui»

Pig

KinbkicTb BUgiB y pogi

Carex L.

19

Veronica L.

17

Poa L.

13

Trifolium L.

11

Festuca L.

10

Vicia L.

[{e)

Ranunculus L.

X IN@|a|E WM

Centaurea L.

©

Chenopodium L.

N
©

Lathyrus L.

—
=N

Geranium L.

N
N

Artemisia L.

N
w

Potentilla L.

N
>

Cirsium L.

OO |o (N[N ||

Tabnuus 3

3aranbHa xapakTepucTuka cnekTpy Bugie ny4Hoi donopu PIM «CeMMCbKMIN» 3a 30HaNbHUM PO3MOAiNom

Ne Tunu apeaniB 3a 30HanbHICTIO

YacTka Big 3aranbHoi

KinbkicTb BUgiB KinbKocTi, %

1. Temperate-Submeridional
(HemopanbHo-cy6cepen3eMHOMOPCHKMIA)

103 23,6

2. Boreal-Meridional
(BopeanbHo-cepen3eMHOMOPCHKUI)

97 22,2

3. Arctic-Submeridional
(ApKTMYHO-Cy6Cepen3eMHOMOPCHKMIA)

41 9,4

4. Boreal-Submeridional
(BopeanbHo-cybcepen3eMHOMOPCHKIIA)

39 8,9

5. Plurazona (INntopu3oHansHui)

36 8,3

6. Temperate-Meridional
(HemopanbHo-cepea3eMHOMOPCHKMIA)

34 7.8

7. Temperate (HemopanbHuin)

31 7,2

8. Submeridional-Meridional (Cy6cepea3eMHOMOPCLKO-
cepea3eMHOMOPCHKMIA)

28 6,4

9. Arctic-Temperate
(ApKTUYHO-HEMOpabHWIA)

27 6.2

Bcboro

100

436

po3TaLlyBaHHS JOCRiAXyBaHOro perioHy. MNpencraBH1kamm
daHoi rpynu e: Medicago falcata L., Rumex confertus Willd.,
Trifolium alpestre L.

Ha gpyromy micui npeactaBHukn bopeanbHo-cepensem-
HOMOPCBKOI rpynun — 97 Buais abo 22,2%, Lo € CBiA4YEHHSAM
BMSUBY MiBHIYHOTO enemMeHTy Ha hOpMyBaHHS PrIOpPUCTMY-
HOI CTPYKTYpW Ny4HOi pOCNMHHOCTI perioHy. [lo npeacTas-
HUKIB L€l rpynu Hanexatb: Elytrigia repens (L.) Nevski,
Plantago major L., Veronica arvensis L. Ta iH. 3Ha4He micue
y (bopMyBaHHi (ONOPUCTUYHOI CTPYKTYpPW IYYHOI POCIINH-
HOCTI nocigatoTb Buau bopeanbHo-cybcepeasemHoMop-
cbkoro noxomkeHHs: 39 suais (8,9 %). Jo uiei rpynu Hane-
xartb: Trifolium arvense L., Dactylis glomerata L. Centaurea
cyanus L., Vicia cracca L., Vicia sepium L. CyTTeBy 4acTtky
CTaHOBNSATb  NpedcTaBHWKM  HemoparnbHo-cepea3eMHo-
mopcbKoi rpynn — 34 Bug (7,8%). 3okpema, ue: Artemisia
campestris L., Medicago sativa L., Phleum phleoides (L.)
H. Karst.

Ipyna MNntopunsoHansbHux Buais — 36 sugis (8,3%). BoHa
o6’egHye BMAOW, NOLIMPEHi Pi3HUMKU 30HaMM 3eMHOI Kyfii.
Hanpwvknag, o Hei BigHocsaTbea Sonchus oleraceus L.,
Solidago virgaurea L.

HanassuyaiHO BaXMBOK CKMafoBOK reorpagivyHoro
aHaniay € BM3Ha4YeHHs Mex apeanis, SiKi [O3BONATL Cro-
cTepirati 3a NOLWMPEHHsIM BUAIB Ha MaTepumkax abo ix okpe-
MUM YacTuHam (puc.1).

Cepep nyuHoi donopu PIT «CenmMcbknidy neplie Micue
3anMMaloTb BMAOM i3 rpynu €BpONencbKo-A3INCbKOMo MoXo-
mxeHHs (33,0% Big 3aranbHoI kinbkocTi). Jpyre micui Hane-
XWTb BuAam €sponericbkoro noxomkeHHs (20,0%). Tunosumm
npeactaBHukamu Uiel rpynu €: Trifolium alpestre L., Salvia
pratensis L., Vicia cassubica L. TpeTe micue nocigae rpyna
LinpkymnonsipHoro xopoenemeHTy (15,0%). Tvnosi npeacrae-
Huku: Cerastium arvense L., Mentha arvensis L. Ta iH.

Y xopi pocnigxeHb 6ioMOpONoriYHOi CTPYKTYpY nyy-
Hoi donopu PJM «Cenmcbkuniny Byno BCTAHOBMEHO, WO 3a
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Puc. 1. FeorpachiuHa cTpykTypa ny4Hoi conopu PIM «CeliMcbkuii» y perioHanbHOMy CneKTpi

TPVBANICTIO XKUTTEBOTO LMKy OCHOBHY POfb CEPen Ny4HUX
POCMUH BIAIrpaloTb TPaB'sHUCTI GaraTopivHi POCnWHK, AKi
npeactaeneHi 302 sugammn (69% Big 3aranbHOI KiNMbKOCTI
BCix BuAiB). Came BOHM € OCHOBHWMMMW y (hOPMYBaHHi Tpa-
BOCTOIB, CKMagawTb (OropuUCTUYHE SAPO NY4HOI hropw
napky Ta AEeMOHCTPYKTb 0COBnMBOCTI aganTauii poChuH-
HOrO MOKPWBY [0 @HTPOMOreHHUX 3MiH. Ha gpyromy micui
y JOCRifpKyBaHi NyyHin doropi 3a TpUBAMICTHO XKUTTEBOMO
LMKITY 3aiMatoTb O4HOPIYHI Buay — 67 Bugis (16,0%). 36inb-
LUEHHS aHTPOMOreHHOro BMMBY NPM3BOAUTD 40 30iMbLLEHHS
4acTku Takvx Bugis y TpaBoctosix PIIM «Cenmcbkmniny.

Kpim Toro, Hamm 6yno BigmivyeHo 36 BuAiB 0QHO-ABOPIY-
HUX pocnuH, ki cknagaTte 8,0% Bif 3aranbHOI KiNbKOCTI
AocnigxyBaHoi donopu. Y GinbLIoCTi BUNaakie 4o Liei rpynu
Hanexatb paHHbOKBITYYi abo BUAM MOPYLUEHWX TEpUTOPIN.
[BopiuHi Ta ABo-GaraTopiyHi BigirpalTb HE3HaYHy ponb
y NyyHin donopi napky, cknagatoum 4,0% ta 3,0% BignosigHo.

HagsemHi naroHu ny4YHWX pOCHVH BigirpatoTb Baxnvey
porb y CTPYKTYPi POCAMHHMX yrpynoBaHb. 3a iXHboi yyacTi
CTBOPHETLCS MOKPMB, APYCHICTb, YACEMbHICTb BUAIB Ta iHLL
03Haku chrnopu. 3a NaroHOYTBOPEHHAM POCMUHY NOAINATL
Ha Tpu rpynu: 6e3p0o3eTKOBI, HaNIBPO3ETKOBI i po3eTkoBi. Ha
TepeHax PIIM cepepn npeacTaBHUKIB MyyHOI donopu nepe-
Bary MarwTb NyyHi HaniBpo3eTkosi Buan — 204 Buam, Wwo
ctaHoBuno 47,8% Bif, 3aranbHOI KiNbKOCTi BUSIBNEHWUX HaMW
pocnuH. Ha gpyromy Micui 3a YncesbHicTio € rpyna 6e3po-
3eTKOBMX POCMWH, ki HanivytoTe 163 Buam (37,3%). Mpyna
PO3ETKOBUX POCNWH cTaHoBuna nuwe 69 suais (16,0%).
OmKe, AaHU PO3NOAIN XapakTepusye Me30TepMOMinbHMI
XapakTtep nyyHoi qiopu, Wo BRacTMBMin Ans FonapKTUYHMX
¢rop NOMipHOI 30HM.

BignosigHo [0 knacudikauii 3a Tunom BereTauii,
y CKnagi Ny4Hoi hnopu BUAINATLCA Taki rpynu: NiTHb0-3e-
neHi, 3MmoBo-3eneHi, ecemepn Ta edemepoian. Cepen
nyyHoi cpnopu PIM «Ceimcbkniny nepeBaxHa OGinbLUiCTb
NiTHBO-3eNeHnx Buaie. Lle TpaB’aHuCTI BUAW, WO YTBOpIO-
t0Tb JIyYHi MACOBULLHI | CIHOXATHI yriaas.

3ararnbHa KinbKiCTb BUAIB NiTHBO-3E1EHNX POCIMH JOCS-
rac 332. [Ipyre micue HanexuTb MiTHbO-3VMOBO-3E/1EHUM
BMAAM, SKi HamivyloTb 72 Buan. Baxnuey rpyny Ha nykax
BigirpatoTe edemepn. Ha gocnigxysaHin Teputopii BOHM
HanivyoTb 24 Buan. Edpemepoigis — 6 sugis. Lie 6arato-

BicHuk CymcbKkoro HauioHanbLHOro arpapHoro yHiBepcuTeTty

PiYHI pOCIIMHY, SKi Ayxe YacTo NoTepnatoTb Big abioTUYHOro
Ta aHTPOMNOreHHOro BMNVBIB.

Ha cborogHi icHye Benuka KinbKiCTb HayKOBMX Miaxo-
AiB Wono BuaineHHs Giomopd, npoTe HanbinbL 3pyYHOKO
Ta HenepeBepLUEHOK 3a LUMPOTOK MPAKTUYHOTrO BUKOPW-
CTaHHS BUSIBUNAch knacudikauis )uTTeBux ¢opm, 3anpo-
noHoBaHa y 1905 poui gatcekum 6oTtaHikom K. PayHkiepom.
MNpv BUAINEHHI XWUTTEBUX popM pocriuH PayHkiep Bukopu-
CTaB €4nHy MOPGOMETPUYHY O3HAKy, @ came: MONOXEHHS
OpYHbOK BiAHOBMEHHS BIAHOCHO MOBEPXHi 3eMI1i NPOTSATOM
HECMPUATIIMBOIO nepiogdy, KOTpa BUSBUIACh AYXe BaXnu-
BOIO 3 NMPUCTOCYBAbHOI TOYKM 30pY.

lNpoBeaeHwi Hamn aHanis nyyHoi crnopm PIM «Ceinm-
CbKMM» Ha OCHOBI Knacudikauii PayHkiepa 3acBiguvs, L0
HanbinbLL penpe3eHToBaHUMU € remikpuntoditn — 74,2%,
3HAYHO MeHLUe npeacTaBneHi kpuntodit — 16,5%, Ha Tepo-
itn npunagae nuwe 8,3% i xameditn cknagatotb 1,0%.

KinbkicTb kpunTOMITIB 3HAYHO MEHLLA 3a KifNbKICTb remi-
KpunToiTiB, MPOTE y MyuYHii ropi napky HasBHi BCi Tpu
nigrpynu (reoditit, renoditv Ta rigpogith), WO NOSICHIO-
€TbCS 3HAYHWUM NOLUMPEHHAM NPUBEPEXHO-BOAHOI POCINH-
HOCTi 1 € LiNIKOM 3aKOHOMIPHOK Ans TepuTopii naHawad-
THOTO Napky.

EkonoriyHa cTpykTypa nopu — ue BigobpaxeHHs
MPUCTOCYBAHHA POCAWH JO YMOB CepedoBuLa iCHyBaHHS
(Didukh et al., 2000). Pe3synbrati npoBefeHOro aHanisy
MyyHOi hropy 3a BIOHOLWEHHSAM POCNWH JO cBitna (reni-
omopchu), Bonorn (rirpomopdun), rpyHTy (Tpodhomopdin)
penpe3eHToBaHi y Tabnuui 4.

[i paHi IEeMOHCTPYIOTb 3HaYHE NepeBakaHHs reniodiTis:
319 BuaiB (73,2%), WO € LNIKOM 3aKOHOMIPHUM ANS nyy-
Hoi donopw. [lo Takux BuAiB Hanexatb Medicago sativa L.,
Trifolium pratense L., Tussilago farfara L. [poTe He MeHL
3Ha4Hol € rpyna reniocuioditie: 83 Buam (19,0%). Hawn-
MeHLWe BuAiB o6’egHye rpyna cuiorenioditis — 34 Bugm
(7,8%). Wopo rirpomopdy, TO Ha TepuTopii AOCNIMKEHHS
nepeBaxae ekonoriyHa rpyna mesoditis — 160 Bugis
(36,7%). He wmeHw Baroma rpyna Me30KCepodiTiB:
103 Buam (23,6 %). 3Ha4yHO MeHLUy rpyny cknagakoTb Kee-
pomesoditn (82 Buan (18,8%)) ta kcepoditn (56 Buais
(12,8%). HaiimeHWw npencTtaBneHUMy BUSIBUUCH Tirpome-
3ocpiTun: 35 Buais (8,0%)
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Tabnuus 4
EkonoriyHa cTpykTypa ny4Hoi cnopu PN «Cenmcbkniny

Exomopda KinbkicTb BuaiB % BiA 3aranbHoi KiNbKOCTi
leniomopda
TeniodhiT 319 732
TeniocLjiodbiT 83 19,0
Cujoreniodit 34 7.8
Bcboro 436 100
Firpomopdpa
Kcepodgit 56 12,8
Kcepomesodit 82 18,8
Me3sokcepoit 103 23,6
Mesodit 160 36,8
[irpomesoit 35 8,0
Bcboro 436 100
Tpodomopdpa
Onirotpodu 146 33,5
Mesotpocpu 245 56,2
EyTpodhu 45 10,3
Bcboro 436 100

Ha pocnigxysaHin Hamu TepuTopii nNepeBaxae rpyna

®nopoueHoTMN

OOMOTHOI  POCMMHHOCTI  HapaxoBye

me3oTpodiB — 245 BuaiB, WO CTaHOBUTL 56,2%. [o rpynu
onirotTpodn Hanexatb 146 Buais (33,5%). Eytpodm penpe-
3eHToBaHi 45 Buaamu (10,3%).

NyyHi Buam cnopu PN «Cemcbkuiny  BUSBMIUCS
AOCUTb PIZHOMAHITHAMK 3a NPEACTaBMEHICTIO POCIMH Pi3-
HUX XXUTTEBUX cTpaTerin 3a [x. [paiimom. BoHu cknagatotb
16 pi3HOBMAIB XUTTEBUX CTpaTErin.

30ebinblioro  pocnuHM - HanexaTb 40 py4epanis
(R) (11,0%), koHkypeHTHO-cTpec-cTiiikux (CS) (10,5%)
Ta KOHKypeHTHo-pyaepanbHux (CR) (10,3%) Bugis. 3Hau-
HOI0 € YacTka nepexigHwx Big pyaepansHux (R-CR) go koH-
KYPEHTHO-pyZepanbHuX, Wo cknagaTtb 9,2%, a Takox KOH-
kypeHTiB (C) Ta cTpec-cTinkux Bugis (S) (no 7,4%). BigcoTok
POCIIMH HLUKX XUTTEBKX CTPATErin 3HAXOAUTLCA Yy MexKax
6,2%-1,3%.

3a eKonoro-LeHOTUYHOK HaNEeXHICTI0 JOCMiAXKYBaHNX
BWAIB 4O OCHOBHUX TWMIB POCIMHHOCTI, HAMKU Gyno Bugi-
neHo N’ATb nopoueHoTMNiB (Tabn. 5). [lo ¢nopoueHoTuny
nyyHoi dnopu Hanexatb 195 Buais, wo cknagae 44,7%.
3anexHo Bi LEHOTMMOBOCTI Ta €KOMOri4HOi mpuypoye-
HICTb BMAIB, BMAINSATb PRNoOpoLEeHOCBITH. I3 HUX 3anna-
BHOMNy4Ha penpeseHtoBaHa 106 Buagamm (24,3%): Agrostis
canina L., Plantago lanceolata L., Festuca rubra L.,

Festuca pratensis Huds., Alopecurus pratensis L., Poa
palustris L., Trifolium arvense L., Potentilla reptans L.,
Ranunculus acris L. Ta iH.

CyxoponbHonyyHa propoueHocBiTa HapaxoBye 89
BuaiB (20,4%). [o Takux yrpynoBaHb Hanexatb BUAW:
Agrostis gigantea Roth, Poa compressa L., Polygonum
aviculare L., Plantago lanceolata L. Ta iHLi.

®nopoLeHOTUN MyYHO-CTENOBOI POCIMHHOCTI Hapaxo-
Bye 96 BuaiB (22,0%). [Jo roro cknagy BxoasaTb: Alopecurus
pratensis L., Poa angustifolia L., Potentilla argentea L.,
Agrostis tenuis Sibth., Achillea millefolium L., Veronica
spicata L., Inula hirta L., Iris hungarica Walds. Et Kit. Ta iHLUi.

52 Buan (12,1%): Juncus effusus L., Carex pilosa Scop.,
C.caespitosa L., Oxicoccus palustre Pers Ta iHLLi.

®nopoueHoTMN NpubepexHo-BOAHOI POCIIMHHOCTI Hapa-
xoBye 49 Bnais (11,2%). BiH penpe3eHToBaHwWiA pi3HOMaHIT-
HUMK Bugamu popy Salix L., o skux gopatotbes Rumex
conglomeratus Murr, Tussilago farfara L., Stellaria palustris
Retz, Polygonum hydropiper L., Veronica beccabunga L.
Ta iHLLi.

®nopoLEHOHOTUN CUHAHTPOMHOI POCAMHHOCTI Hapaxo-
Bye 44 Bugwn (10,0%), Wwo [o3BONSiE roBOPUTU NPO 36ifb-
LUEHHS1 aHTPOMNOreHHUX haKTopiB Yy perioHi gocnimkeHs. o
CKnagy CMHAHTPOMHOI POCIMHHOCTI BXOASATb NPELCTaBHUKM
cereTanbHoi (25 BuaiB (5,7%) Ta pyaepanbHoi (19 Buais
(4,3%)) pocnuHHocTi. [lo cknagy ceretarnbHOi POCIIMHHOCTI
Hanexatb: Centaurea cyanus L., Agropyron repens L.,
Convolvulus arvense L., Chenopodium album L., Brassica
campestris L. PypnepanbHa pOCIUHHICTL NpeacTaBneHa
Bugamun: Leonurus cardiaca L., Artemisia vulgaris L.,
Erysimum repandum L., Lepidium ruderale L. Ta iHLwi.

O6roBopeHHs. CrcTemMaTyHy pi3HOMaHITHICTb chriopw
MEBHOI TEPUTOPIT XapaKTepu3yoTb PIIOPUCTUYHI NPONopLii,
30KpEMa BiHOLUEHHS Y1Cra pOaMH [0 YMcna poais, Ymcna
BMAIB — 4O POAMH, @ TAKOX POAOBUIA KOeilieHT, cepeaHs
kinbkicte BugiB y pogi (Dvirna, 2012). Pesynetatv gocni-
IDKeHHs1 nyyHoi donopu PN «Ceimcbkuiny cBigyatb mpo
Te, Wo i donopucTuyHi nponopuii ctaHoBnsaTb — 1:6,7:12,4,
poposuid koedivieHT 1,8. Lli nokasHuku cyTTeBO Biapi3Hs-
t0TbCA Bi4 nopucTuyHKMX mponopuin Ykpainm (1:2,1:8,7,
popoBuii koediuieHT—4,1) (Protopopova, 1991). Lie obymos-
NEHO MOCWIIEHHSIM IHTEHCMBHOCTI 3aHECEHHSI HOBUX BUAIB
Ta eprasioiTiB i edpemepodiTiB. BiAMIHHICTb Y BenmunHax
POAOBMX KOE(ILIEHTIB MOSICHIOETLCS TUM, WO OinbLicTb
popis npenctaBneHa He GaratbMa Bugamu. 3a pesynbra-
Tamu nopiBHAHHS BUAoBoro Garatctea PJIM «Cenmcbkuiny

i3 PIIOPUCTUYHUMM NOKA3HMKaMM AEAKUX IHLUMX perioHanb-
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Tabnuugs 5

Ekonoro-ueHoTu4Ha cTpyktypa ny4Hoi conopu PJIM «Cermcbkumn»

n/n ®dnopoueHOTUN KinbkicTb BUAiB % Big 3aranbHOI KiNnbKoCTi BUAIB
1. NyyHuia (Pratophyton) 195 44,7
a) 3annaBHoIy4YHa 106 24,3
6) cyxogonbHony4Ha 89 20,4
2. JlyuHo-cTenoBuM 96 22,0

(Prato-Stepophyton)

3. BonotHui (Paludophyton) 52 12,1
4. FirpochinbHa (Hygrophyton) 49 11,2
5. CuHaHTponHui (Synantropophyton) 44 10,0
a) ceretanbHa 25 5,7
6) pynepanbHa 19 43
Bcboro Buais 436 100

HUX NapkiB YKpaiHu, Maemo 3a3HaumnTy, WO KiNbKICHI Nokas-
HUKW [OCMi4KYBaHOTO NapKy He MOCTynawTbCs, a B Aes-
KUX BMMadKax HaBiTb MEPeBULLYIOTb aHamnoriyHi 3HaYeHHs
iHWux PIM. Hanbnwkuimmu 0O AaHUX, OTPUMAHMX HaMmu,
€ xapaktepuctukn nyyHux crop PIM «Fagsauskuny, PIIN
«OukaHcbkuiny Ta PIM «Kpemeryyubki nnaeHi» ([MonTae-
cbka obnactb, YkpaiHa) (Khannanova, 2015). Cuctema-
TUYHa CTPYKTYpa Ny4HOi hriopu napKy 3aranom nogibHa go
iHLWKX perioHiB KpaiHu. BoHa Bigobpaxae 30HarnbHi pucy,
arne y ToW Xe 4ac 3a reorpadiyHUMmK napameTpamu, Moxe
NPOSIBNATU | CBOI CneLundiyHi 03HaKM.

BucHoBku. [ig yac gocnimkeHHs ny4Hoi ¢nopw perio-
HanbHOro NaHaLwadTHOro napky « Cemcbkuiny Byno BM3Ha-
YyeHo 436 BMAIB POCNMH, WO BigHOCATbCA A0 35 pogwH
235 pogis.

MNpoBeaeHWin CTPYKTYPHUIA aHami3 nyyHoi donopwu PIIN
«CenMCbKMiA» CBIAYMTb NPO ii HANEXHICTb A0 rONaPKTUYHMX
¢hnop, ane ¥ BKa3sye Ha ii reTeporeHHnin xapaktep. 3oHanb-

HWIA PO3MOAiN MOKasaBs, WO 3Ha4yHa YacTka BWAIB MatoTb
apeanu MOLMPEHHS ¥ Mexax HemopanbHo-cybcepensem-
Homopcbkoi 30HM — 103 Buam (23,6%) Ta BopeanbHo-ce-
pensemHomopcbKkoi — 97 Buai (22,2%). Lie € cBigyeHHsaMm
BMNSMBY MiBHIYHOTO eneMeHTy Ha (hopMyBaHHS nopucTuy-
HOI CTPYKTYpW NYYHOI POCAMHHOCTI perioHy. Y xoai gocni-
PKeHb 6ioMOpONOriYHOI CTPYKTYpY BCTAHOBIEHO, LLIO 3a
TPMBANICTHO XWTTEBOTO LMKy MPOBIAHY POMb Cepes MyYHNX
POCMUH BIgIrpaloTb TPaB'ssHUCTI BaraTopiuHi POCNMHK, SKi
penpeseHToBaHi 302 Bugamu (69,0%). Came ui npeacras-
HUKW BigirparoTb NPOBiAHY Posb Y hOPMYBaHHS TPABOCTOIB
Ta cknagatTb (OroOpUCTMYHE SAPO NMYy4YHOI chbriopu napky.
PesynbraTi aHamidy ekonoriyHoi CTPYKTypy Ny4HOi donopm
3acBiguMnM 3HayHe nepeBakaHHs reniogitis 319 Bugis
(73,2%), Wwo € Uinkom 3akOHOMIpHUM Ans Ny4YHoi driopu. 3a
€KOMOoro-LEeHOTUYHOK CTPYKTYPOIO NPOBIAHY porb Y cknagi
JocnimpKyBaHoi ¢ropw Bigirpae nyyHuin ¢nopoueHoTumn (3
nepeBaxaHHSM 3annaBHOMY4YHOI (ITOPOLIEHOCBITH) .
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Structural analysis of the meadow flora of the regional Landscape park “Seymskiy”

The article presents the results of research into the systematic, geographic, biomorphological, ecological, and ecological-
cenotic structure of the flora of the regional landscape park «Seymskiy». The studied meadow flora consists of 436 species
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of higher vascular plants belonging to 235 genera and 35 families. The first place in the range of meadow flora families
belongs to the Asteraceae (15.0%). The Poaceae (12.0%) and Fabaceae (10,7%) are in the second and third places,
respectively.

As a result of studies of the geographical structure of the meadow flora, it was established that a significant proportion
of species are distributed within the Temperate-Submeridional— 103 species (23.6%), which is a reflection of the characteristic
zonal features of the studied region. The first place is occupied by species from the European-Asian group (33.0%).

In the course of research into the biomorphological structure of the meadow flora of the RLP «Seymskiy», it was
established that herbaceous perennials, represented by 302 species, make up 69% of the total number of species. These
representatives are the main ones in the formation of grass stands, they make up the floristic core of the meadow flora
of the park.

According to the classification by type of vegetation, among the meadow flora of the RLP «Seymskiy», the vast majority
of summer-green species (332). These are herbaceous species that form meadow pastures and hayfields.

The analysis of the meadow flora of the RLP «Seymskiy» using Raunkier's classification showed that hemicryptophytes
are the most represented — 74.2%. In general, the dominance of hemicryptophytes in the meadow flora is characteristic not
only for the flora of the RLP «Seymskiy», but also for a number of other regions.

The results of the meadow flora analysis based on the relationship of plants to light, moisture, and soil showed a significant
predominance of heliophytes of 319 species (73.2%), relative to hygromorphs, while the ecological group of mesophytes
prevails in the study area — 160 species (36.7%), relative to hygromorphs. tropomorph — the dominant group of mesotrophs —
245 species (56.2%).

Meadow species of flora of the RLP «Seymskiy» turned out to be quite diverse in terms of the representation of plants
of different life strategies according to J. Grim. Most of the species belong to ruderal (R) (11.0%), competitive-stress-tolerant
(CS) (10.5%) and competitive-ruderal (CR) (10.3%) plant species.

Depending on the ecological and coenotic affiliation of the studied species to the main types of vegetation, we distinguished
five florocenotypes. The largest number of species belongs to the florocenotype of meadow flora — 195 species (44.7).
The florocenotype of synanthropic vegetation includes 44 species, which is 10.0% of the total number of species, but this
allows us to speak of an increase in anthropogenic factors in the research region.

According to the results of a comparison of the species richness of the regional landscape park «Seymskyi» with
the floristic indicators of some other regional parks of Ukraine, it is indicated that the quantitative indicators of the studied
park are not inferior, and in some cases even exceed the similar values of other RLPs. The closest to the data obtained by
us are the characteristics of the meadow flora of the RLP «Hadyatskyi», the RLP «Dykansky» and the RLP «Kremenchutskii
Plavniy.

Key words: regional landscape park «Seymskiy», flora, systematic structure, floristic richness, geographical analysis
of flora, range, chorology, biomorphology, ecological structure of flora, life forms, coenoelement, florocenotype.
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