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Table 2 Defending effects of the same shelterbelt in
different locations
Bii KL RE %
G T I SiiE
3H IH IH 3H SH 7H

1 8.39 7.10 3597 45381 23.23 42.10

2 16.67 16.88 2646  46.67 33.13 33.54

3 10.23 13.68 41.97 30.81 13.68 14.08
4 13.05 0.16 19.25  31.65 60.69 46.82
5
6

1576 59.6 88.95  51.63 29.35 27.17
18.43 2236  41.03  58.31 41.03 4275

E R F AL 2 m,

3.2 M EXT R XU BE Y R

RS i BEEAN ], LB R RE S — e 5. MR 3 1L
B R 26 m BT SEAG M 5 3H A AU S5 B B AU L
{HE /N K 42.26% , 5K 58.97% , SAKREAR 41.03%~57.74%;
R 23.2 m (MY S 25 00 A5 A KR 45 1 B AR 26.46% ~
46.67% ; (= BE 0 14.7 m WA I 3H A0 XUGHUER 1™ B IRk L fe
INHK 54.19% , F Kk B 76.77% , SRR 45.819%~23.23% , #k
HEREAR G 43 LU Bt AT e BE B 3G I3 . k] L,
A [ i b, 1) 3585 R PV FH AT s i i g, 282
MH 2 A O, MY e BE IR , A R0l P i A




Fl 542 2016,34(18)

SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY REVIEW

®k3 AESEFEGHREREERENIER
Table 3 Functions of lowering wind speed of different height Populus Bolleana Shelterbelts
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Table 4 Effect of shelterbelt structure on the defending effect
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Table 5 Effect of shelterbelt porosity on defending effect
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Table 6 Function of lowering wind speed of different shelterbelt structures
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On defending effects of different forest belt structures in Ulan Buh Desert
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Abstract According to observations on wind velocities of different shelterbelts in Ulan Buh Desert, the paper shows that the defending

effect varies with forest belt structure, height and porosity. Wind defending effect of sparse structure shelterbelt is the best, which is

41.37%, porous structure takes the second place, 29.58%, and ventilation structure is the worst, 23.92%. Shelterbelt with a porosity of 40%

~50% has the best wind defending effect. With the increase of porosity, the defending effect decreases remarkably. So the structure should

be sparse with a porosity of 30%~50%, and the porosity of forest canopy should be 30%~50% and the porosity of trunk, 50%.

Keywords Ulan Buh Desert; defending effect; porosity

(FTERSE ZRE)

1290



