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Resume. The problem of urbanization lies in increasing of the number of adventive species, which leads to a 
decrease of the share of aboriginal ones. The study of alien species is of great practical importance, since most 
of them are weed crops, poisonous plants and species with high invasive capacity. 

The study of the flora of floodplain communities was conducted by traditional route and reconnoitring 
methods. A herbarium collection of vascular plants has been prepared during the field research. 

According to the obtained results, the share of the adventive flora fraction of Lutsk city comprises            
121 species of vascular plants (88,3 % of the total number of adventive species of the studied territories), 
belonging to 3 classes; 26 orders; 33 families and 91 genera. The leading place in the taxonomic hierarchy 
belongs to the Magnoliosida class (126 taxa or 92,71 %). The family Asteraceae is characterized by the richest 
species diversity  33 species (26,19 %). The second and third places belong to Fabaceae and Lamiaceae 
respectively (12 species or 9,52 % and 11 species, 8,73 % respectively). Twenty-three families of Magnoliosida 
(or 74,19 %) in the studied cenoflora are represented by only single species and monotypic genera form 25,25 
%. The river flood plains of Lutsk city form a powerful center of concentration of adventive plants (45,50 % of 
the total number of species); several families predominate in the systematic structure of the adventive cenoflora 
of the flood plains, most of which are represented by single species; the prevalence of archeophytes is observed. 

The structure of the adventive cenoflora is dominated by Eurasian (31 species, 25,6 %), Holarctic               
(23 species, 19 %), cosmopolitan (8 species, 6 %) and Euro-Asiatic-North African and North American species 
(6 species each, 4,9 % respectively). 

The most abundant groups according to the moisture regime are xeromesophytes  49 species (40,5 %) and 
mesophytes  43 species (35,5 %). As for the light regime the most numerous are heliophytes  59 species  
(48,7 %) and scioheliophytes  45 species (37,1 %). The ratio of trees to herbaceous plants is 1: 13.7. 

Regarding the ways of seed dispersal the most numerous groups in the adventive fraction are: anemochores, 
endozoochores, barochores and zoochores. The alien species are intensively introduced and naturalized into the 
regional flora and are becoming its integral component. 

Knowledge of the species composition of the adventive fraction of the flood plain flora of Lutsk city and its 
suburbs, biological and cenotic features of these species, their migratory opportunities and naturalization ability 
will help to clarify the trends in the development of flood plain cenofloras, as well as preserving their unique 
ecosystem functions. 
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 3 26 35 100 137 

% 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 

 3 26 33 91 121 

% 100,00 100,00 94,28 91,00 88,30 

 3 23 29 65 85 

% 100,00 88,4 82,85 65,0 62,0 

 3 20 17 49 59 

% 100,00 76,9 48,6 49,0 43,03 
 

  

              
 

 Acer 
negundo L., Achillea submillefolium Klok. et 
Krytzka, Anthriscus sylvestris (L.) Hoffm., 

Arctium lappa L., Artemisia vulgaris L., 
Cirsium arvense (L.) Scop., Echinocystis 
lobata (Michx.) Torr. et Gray, Elytrigia 
repens (L.) Nevski, Equisetum arvense L., 
Galium aparine L., Galium rivale (Sibth. Et 
Smith) Griseb., Glechoma hederacea L., Inula 
britannica L., Lactuca serriola Torner, Lolium 
perenne L., Lycopus europaeus L., Pastinaca 
sylvestris Mill., Plantago major L., Potentilla 
anserina L., Ranunculus repens L., Rumex 
confertus Willd., Rumex crispus L., Salix 
fragilis L., Solanum dulcamara L., Solidago 
canadensis L., Sonchus arvensis L., Stachys 
palustris L., Stenactis annua Nees, Taraxacum 
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officinale aggr., Trifolium repens L., Urtica 
dioica L. 

 
Magnoliosida, 

      

  (26,19 %). 

Fabaceae Lamiaceae 

 Magnoliosida 

       
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

% 
 

% 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 Magnoliopsida Apiaceae 7 7,69 7 5,79 

    Asteraceae 22 24,18 29 23,97 

    Brassicaceae 5 5,49 5 4,13 

    Amaranthaceae  1 1,10 2 1,65 

    Caryophyllaceae 4 4,40 5 4,13 

    Chenopodiaceae  2 2,20 3 2,48 

    Oxalidaceae 1 1,10 2 1,65 

    Cornaceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Caprifoliaceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Fabaceae 5 5,49 9 7,44 

    Geraniaceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Balsaminaceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Lamiaceae 8 8,79 9 7,44 

    Oleaceae  2 2,20 2 1,65 

    Onagraceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Papaveraceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Cucurbitaceae  2 2,20 2 1,65 

    Convolvulaceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Boraginaceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Polygonaceae 2 2,20 9 7,44 

    Primulaceae  1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Ranunculaceae 1 1,10 2 1,65 

    Rosaceae 5 5,49 6 4,96 

    Rubiaceae 1 1,10 2 1,65 

    Salicaceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Aceraceae 1 1,10 2 1,65 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

    Plantaginaceae 1 1,10 2 1,65 

    Scrophulariaceae  1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Solanaceae 1 1,10 2 1,65 

    Urticaceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

     83 91,21 112 92,56 

2 Liliopsida Juncaceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

    Poaceae 6 6,59 7 5,79 

     7 7,69 8 6,61 

3 Equisetopsida Equisetaceae 1 1,10 1 0,83 

     1 1,10 1 0,83 

       91 100 121 100,00 

 

       
               

 
  

3). 
 

  -

(23  19,01 %), 
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.  
 

3 
  

 

 
    

 %  %  % 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1  0 0,00 0 0,00 1 1,69 

2  23 19,01 17 20 10 
16,9

5 
3 -  0 0,00 0 0,00 4 6,78 

4 
- -

 
0 0,00 0 0,00 2 3,39 

5  31 25,62 23 27,06 17 
28,8

1 
6 -    0,00   0 1 1,69 

7  6 4,96 6 7,06 2 3,39 

8 
-

 
9 7,44 9 10,59 4 6,78 

9 
- -

 
1 0,83 0 0,00 0 0,00 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

10 -  1 0,83 0 0,00 0 0,00 

11  0 0,00 1 1,18 1 1,69 

12 
- -

 
2 1,65 0 0,00 0 0,00 

13 -  1 0,83 1 1,18 0 0,00 

14 -  5 4,13 1 1,18 0 0,00 

15 
- -

 
4 3,31 3 3,53 0 0,00 

16 
- -

 
1 0,83 0 0,00 0 0,00 

17 -  1 0,83 0 0,00 0 0,00 

18 -  2 1,65 2 2,35   0 

19 - -  2 1,65 2 2,35 2 3,39 

20  6 4,96 0 0,00 0 0,00 

21 -  2 1,65 2 2,35 0 0,00 

22 
- -

 
2 1,65 2 2,35 1 1,69 

23 
-

 
1 0,83 1 1,18 1 1,69 

24 
- -

 
0 0,00 0 0,00 1 1,69 

25 
- - -

 
2 1,65 1 1,18 1 1,69 

26  1 0,83 1 1,18 0 0,00 

27  3 2,48 2 2,35 0 0,00 

28  6 4,96 5 5,88 3 5,08 

29  8 6,61 5 5,88 7 11,86 

30  1 0,83 0 0,00 0 0,00 

31 
- -

 
0 0,00 1 1,18 1 1,69 

   121 100,00 85 100 59 100 
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% 

 
 0 0,00 1 1,69 1 1,69 

 1 0,83  0,00  0,00 
 49 40,50 22 37,29 11 18,64 
 1 0,83 9 15,25 7 11,86 

 43 35,54 32 54,24 22 37,29 
 6 4,96 7 11,86 5 8,47 
 10 8,26 4 6,78 5 8,47 

 11 9,09 8 13,56 8 13,56 
 0 0,00 2 3,39  0,00 

 0 0,00  0,00  0,00 
 121 100,00 85 144,07 59 100,00 

 
 1 0,83 2 2,35  0,00 

 2 1,65 1 1,18  0,00 
 10 8,26 4 4,71 2 3,39 

 51 42,15 36 42,35 26 44,07 
 12 9,92 8 9,41 6 10,17 
 4 3,31 3 3,53 3 5,08 

 34 28,10 24 28,24 17 28,81 
 7 5,79 7 8,24 5 8,47 

 121 100,00 85 100,00 59 100,00 
 

 3 2,48 3 3,53 5 8,47 
 45 37,19 32 37,65 22 37,29 

 59 48,76 39 45,88 25 42,37 
 7 5,79 3 3,53 7 11,86 

 7 5,79 8 9,41 0 0,00 
 121 100,00 85 100,00 59 100,00 

 

    
109 -
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% 
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% 

N 
 

% 

 
       

 10 8,26 8 9,41 3 5,08 
 45 37,19 35 41,18 31 52,54 

 55 45,45 43 50,59 34 57,63 
      0,00 

 12 9,92 7 8,24 7 11,86 
 15 12,40 11 12,94 8 13,56 
 39 32,23 24 28,24 10 16,95 

 66 54,55 42 49,41 25 42,37 
 121 100,00 85 100,00 59 100,00 

 
 5 4,13 4 4,71 2 3,39 

 5 4,13 4 4,71 1 1,69 
 1 0,83 2 2,35 0 0,00 

 110 90,91 75 88,24 56 94,92 

 121 100,00 85 100,00 59 100,00 
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 % 
 4 1,41 

 16 5,63 
 7 2,46 
 60 21,13 
 17 5,99 

 61 21,48 
 6 2,11 
 22 7,75 
 11 3,87 

 25 8,80 
 1 0,35 
 15 5,28 
 7 2,46 

 20 7,04 
 0 0,00 
 5 1,76 

 1 0,35 
 6 2,11 

 284 100,00 
 

 

      
                                                    

- -
 

 
  

 

 



26                                                                                                                                                

-

-

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  
 

 

1 ,   
. :  ,  

2. Kowarik, I. On the role of alien species in urban 
flora and vegetation. Pages. 85 103. in Pysek P, Prach 

  
General Aspects and Special Problems. Amsterdam 
(Netherlands): SPB Academic. Google Scholar. 

3. McKinney, M. L. Urbanization, Biodiversity, and 
Conservation. BioScience, 2002,  52(10),  883  890.  

4. Medley, K. E.; McDonnell, M. J.;. Pickett, S. T. 
A. Forest-landscape structure along an urban-to-rural 
gradient. Professional Geographer, 1995.  47:159 168.  

5. Caputo, S.; Caserio, M.; Coles, R.; Jankovic L. 
Urban resilience: two diverging interpretations, Journal 
of Urbanism: International Research on Placemaking 
and Urban Sustainability. 2015,  8, 3, 222 240.  

6. Pickett, S. T. A.; Cadenasso, M. L.; Grove, M.; 
Nilon, C. H.; Pouyat, R. V.; Zipperer, W. C.;    
Costanza, R.  Urban ecological systems: Linking 
terrestrial, ecological, physical, and socioeconomic 
components of metropolitan areas. Annual Review of 
Ecology and Systematics. 2001, 32, 127,  157.  

7. Alberti, M., Marzluff, R. Resilience in urban 
ecosystems: Linking urban patterns to human and 
ecological functions. Urban Ecosystems. 2004, 7, 
241 265.  

8.Alberti M. The Effects of Urban Patterns on 
Ecosystem Function, 2005.  

9. ,  ; ,    / 
 

1988.  177 . 
10 ,   

- : 
               

c 300  480. 
11 ,   -

, 1970.  
12 ,   

;  
13. , 

1991; . 
14. - ,  . 

               
1996;  

15. Mosyakin, S. L.; Fedoronchuk, M. M. Vascular 
plants of Ukraine. A nomenclature checklist.  Kyiv, 
1999; 345  

16. ,  ; , ;            
  ; ,  

. - -
  , 2002 2004.  1. 526 

 
17. ,    

./
, 1985. 

18. ,   
 

, 2008;  

 
 


