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Study on Dust-holding Capacity of Main Trees and Shrubs in Jilin Agricultural University

CUI Lei, HAN Xin, ZHANG Wen-bo et al (Jilin Agricultural University, Changchun, Jilin 130118)

Abstract The dust retention ability of 27 common green trees in the campus of Jilin Agricultural University and its buffer zone were meas-
ured, the dust tolerance of the same green plant in different neighborhoods and different plants in the same street were analyzed and compared.
The results showed that the dust retention capacity of different green trees were different. The dust retention of shrubs were greater than that of
arbor. Dust retention of Sytinga microphylla( 10. 325 2-16. 561 2 g/m”) , Sorbaria sorbifolia (4.224 4-4.638 9 g/m*) were better than other
plants, followed by Sambucus williamsii, Prunus triloba, Syringa oblata ,Acer ginnala, Malus baccata was the worst. Euonymus bungeanus
Maxim. had the best dust retention effect, followed by Phellodendron amurense and Prunus padus, Populus canadensis, Betula platyphylla

Fraxinus mandshurica ,Mauls baccata were poor.
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Table 1 Dust retention capacity of the same green plant in

different functional areas

SRR IE

BRI T FR S 224 Dust retention per leaf area//g/m”

R Swple g igE  B2WE  BAKME AR g
street First measurement ~ Second measurement  Third measurement Average dust retention
EH¥E Betula platyphylla SRR 0.016 3 0.019 1 0.023 1 0.0195 2
SR 0.041 3 0.044 2 0. 046 5 0.044 0 1
TR Ulmus pumila SR 0.798 7 0.858 8 0.9221 0.859 9 1
ikt 0.484 3 0.542 5 0.558 6 0.528 5 2
fll#% Populus x canadensis Moench H i 0. 008 9 0. 009 4 0.014 1 0.010 8 2
SR 0.562 5 0.591 9 0. 602 4 0.5856 1
HE AR Sambucus williamsii SRR 0.229 4 0.238 6 0.2321 0.233 4 2
A 0.301 3 0.327 8 0.323 1 0.317 4 1
5 Salix matsudana SRR 1.9250 2.107 9 212211 2.0517 1
frlfge 1.897 9 2.048 2 2.1959 2.047 3 2
e T 7 Ewonymus bungeanus W i 5.480 1 5.5013 5.6249 5.5354 2
SR 5.3576 5.678 4 5.675 1 5.570 4 1
ZEupiy 2.404 0 2.500 4 2.704 2 2.536 1 3
R 4% Populus alba SRR 0.356 0 0.379 3 0.398 0 0.377 8 1
ikt 0.203 3 0.233 6 0.256 9 0.2313 2
ik Ulmus pumila it 0.691 5 0. 766 2 0.793 1 0.750 3 1
ZEupay 0.358 7 0.399 9 0.410 2 0.389 6 2
K Amygdalus triloba e 0. 468 7 0.526 5 0. 505 3 0. 500 2 1
SR 0.396 5 0.449 7 0. 449 2 0.4319 2
FERS Sorbus pohuashanensis M fii 1y 0.085 1 0.091 9 0.098 1 0.091 7 2
frlfge 0.2912 0.309 1 0.3101 0.303 5 1
LT F Syringa oblata JEas 0.3142 0.3313 0.301 5 0.3157 1
ZEopiiy 0.227 4 0.240 1 0.987 0 0.222 1 2
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Table 2 Dust retention capacity of different green plants in the same functional area

ef{v; I TE A2 B Dust retention per leaf area//g/m®

T e fesdil s 2 Yol 03 WMz FEWAR g
First measurement ~ Second measurement  Third measurement Average dust retention
W5 Mingde Street R 5.480 1 5.501 3 5.624 9 5.5354 1
FER 0.085 1 0.091 9 0.098 1 0.091 7 3
RO TH 0.470 4 0.495 2 0.521 4 0.495 7 2
s 0.008 9 0.009 4 0.014 1 0.010 8 4
SR Qiusuo Road Pz 1.436 1 1.445 1 1.448 9 1.443 4 4
I 0.016 3 0.019 1 0.023 1 0.019 5 10
Wi 0.356 0 0.379 3 0.398 0 0.377 8 8
B 3.7757 4.249 2 4.326 9 4.1173 1
L=V 1.9250 2.1079 2.122 1 2.0517 2
Fifrf 0.389 8 0.456 7 0.469 8 0.438 8 7
by 0.898 4 0.9325 0.935 3 0.922 1 6
KRR 0.987 6 1.137 6 1.125 4 1.083 5 5
LRl 1.633 4 1.8278 1.799 3 1.753 5 3
BB A 0.229 4 0.238 6 0.232 1 0.233 4 9
=% & Boxue Road EEE /N 0.3013 0.327 8 0.323 1 0.317 4 7
KTH 0.314 2 0.3313 0.3015 0.3157 8
L=V 1.897 9 2.048 2 2.1959 2.047 3 2
Wit 0.468 7 0.526 5 0.505 3 0.500 2 4
R 0.291 2 0.309 1 0.310 1 0.303 5 9
KL 0.364 2 0.3579 0.299 5 0.340 5 6
TR 0.444 2 0.417 8 0.386 1 0.416 0 5
fhrk 0.691 5 0.766 2 0.793 1 0.750 3 3
JNFT 7 10.325 2 16.561 2 16.301 2 14.395 9 1
KA 0.183 2 0.260 9 0.256 9 0.2337 10
HkZE7 Taoli Street =0 0.983 5 1.193 1 1.3250 1.167 2 1
iNii ] 0.200 1 0.244 9 0.256 5 0.233 8 2
L2205 Chongzhi Street fints 0.562'5 0.591 9 0.602 4 0.585 6 4
AR 4.224 4 4.6389 4.545 1 4.469 5 2
[ He 0.041 3 0.044 2 0.046 5 0.044 0 6
TR 0.798 7 0.858 8 0.922 1 0.859 9 3
Wit 0.396 5 0.449 7 0.449 2 0.4319 5
BemM 1% 5.357 6 5.678 4 5.675 1 5.570 4 1
ZZ s Buffer zone 1137 0.0352 0.0357 0.036 4 0.035 8 9
L2030 0.9750 1.025 8 1.0259 1.008 9 3
T 0.358 7 0.399 9 0.410 2 0.389 6 5
A 0.102 3 0.099 4 0.099 9 0.100 5 8
T 0.227 4 0.240 1 0.198 7 0.222 1 7
Bk 2.308 3 2.3718 2.5718 2.417 3 2
Mem- 1% 2.404 0 2.500 4 2.704 2 2.536 1 1
TR 0.484 3 0.542'5 0.558 6 0.528 5 4
B 0.203 3 0.233 6 0.256 9 0.2313 6
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