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Table 1 Location and particle size composition (%) of tested soil samples
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Table 2 Wind erosion rates (g« m™2 « h™!) of different

soils under different wind speeds

A/ (m s 1)

R

3 6 9 12 15
QQ 30 90 540 97 860
YY 90 120 390 1110 2610
GY 60 90 300 1020 3 000
DT 60 120 480 2 010 6 330

®3 EPRAELEXMEBEESREZ BREXXER
Table 3 Relationship between wind erosion rate

of no-sand area soils and wind speed
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PR Q.= 1. 434202 8803 0. 9001
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Fig. 1 Three types of PMy, temporal variation

during wind erosion process
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Table 4 Relationship between maximum

PM, flux and wind speed
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Characteristic of PM,, Emission of Cultivated Soil in
Ecotone between Agriculture and Animal Husbandry

Nan Ling"?, Dong Zhibao'*, Xiao Fengjun'
(1.School of Geography and Tourism, Shaanxi Normal University, Xian 710062, China; 2.Research Center for Western
Dewvelopment, Ningzxia University, Yinchuan 750021; 3.Key Laboratory of Desert and Desertification, Cold and Arid

Regions Environment and Engineering Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Lanzhou 730000, China)

Abstract: Dust emission is a process triggered by wind erosion to deteriorate atmospheric environmental
quality. By taking cultivated soils from sandy area and no-sandy area in the ecotone between agriculture and
animal husbandry as research object, we monitored concentration of PM,, in the wind-flow emitted from soil
surface in wind tunnel simulation experiment. In order to understand the mechanic of PM,, emission during
the wind erosion, we analyzed the characteristic and regularity of temporal variation of PM,,. The following
conclusions have been obtained: wind erosion rate of cultivated soils from no-sandy area is much lower than
sandy area while there is a exponential function relationships between wind erosion rate and wind speed; Be-
ing mainly aroused by the direct suspension, the average PM,, flux of cultivated soils from no-sandy area lin-
early increase with increasing wind speed, and maximum PM,, flux of those soils increase in a power func-
tion trend with wind speed. Resulted from uplift by combination of direct suspension and saltation, the aver-
age PM), flux of soils from sandy area is much higher than those from no-sandy area while maximum PM,,
flux increase is low. For all soil samples, there is a logarithm function relationship between average PM,,
flux and wind erosion rate.

Key words: ecotone between agriculture and animal husbandry; cultivated soil; wind erosion; PM,, emission



