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Abstract

The article focuses on saline-alkali land in the western Qaidam Basin medlar economic forest farm-
land shelterbelt construction technology, through the survey of vegetation and salinity of sa-
line-alkali land in Qaidam Basin, the soil salinity degree of suitable forestland in Qaidam Basin was
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divided into five grades, namely non-salinization, light salinization, medium salinization, heavy sa-
line and very heavy saline. Through the experiment and study on the adaptability of tree species to
shelterbelt planting, the adaptive tree species and configuration mode of shelterbelt construction in
saline-alkali land of Qaidam Basin were summarized.
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1. 518

STAESR, BSR4 T St A A5 S R R R S AR TR TR, i A5 S R R R Y
FIRIRE . AR AW, A NSRS Sa RS ATESM” . SFESK. ESSF. K
SO AL, B R A A PR O A R R IR A1) [2]. 2000 4EJR. 7 BLR JEHIR
(LyCiiFructus)Zs BF AL 8 11, SeBl TR Ak, Pl 25 10 BLPE A PR S0 B, B A5 4
BNV 5 RN A KA A AR, 9SGk AR A M 2 A5 TR B VA B 5 4 60 R JR AR T 2 R AR T7 R
FURME IR, 6 R S A TRATD LR R T ARSI S 26 MU o 25 FAE A 3 B, B
TfanE. GERE. EEEE. MEESYENTRERELE.

SRIT, FEMIICZ AP R R IRE R, B b 2 5 R R — BT BT gs (O Bh 4, 7 R
FIMPRR B M-SR R . BT “— R RIEHE, L AESEPReT . CPelkgn
RIE” R CRHLQIRTIRED " ARAS, S AR SR TR M 2 B Ak AR L B b s AR e 1, S
S PR MRR AR IE  ERBE 7E, ARSI A 2 L B B B b T R 3] [4]

2. M5 5%
2.1, WFhERE

TESRIA AR A R AR A R Bt b, 255 JUAER P S AR G R R AR 45 R, B ALl 2 &
L O G ] B 71 1t X 5 LT 5 2 i 1 1 B2 L B A e 5 ER A o8

TeARM . HH(Populus cathayana Rehd). #r&#7(Populus bolleana Lauche). k4% (Populus X ho-
peiensis Hu & Chow). #H#%(Populuseuphratica) (513). KHR¥>#(E. moorcroftii Wall. Ex Schlecht) (513).

FEARM AP 145 ) (Nitraria tangutorum) . 3 7 ¥ 1 ] (Zygophyllaceae) . H ¢ B4l (Tamarix aus-
tromongolica Nakai). [1#7'4%(Caragana korshinskii Kom)(51#3F). & i#k(Amygdalus mongolica (Maxim.)
Ricker) (513F). DUy %E (Atriplex canescens) (513F).

22. REERRENRAE

By 2% BLi R (e il A 1) 3 MR e T B SRR . AT M N SR A TR AR R, R AR B
PR BRI R H SR AT AR (S ) AR, R b

T8 W5 R B (AR A 320 ) 1 MR B8 R 2 3 A R 1 5587, AE RSP IX A 320 LA M AT S 9 T R
PR, AR RR DL R R SR, AT A DA AR, AR AR I,
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TR AR 7 7 VDM MR R A TSR BN, NI ARUR IS 28 M RC 22 5 pR b
PR R S EE LU S N ERCE DA . AU LI AL B8 /N XA IR Oy ER Bt i At
B AT 1A R

TR AR 3 TR BIE AR R A TS BV N S T T e I s, O i i AR i AR b T B it
MR AT RIG , SEHR TR, LIS N AR R, AR RIS e S AR B4 AR, DARE
R gl HESBENODREARR R, Bt EhsE .

= BT P AR DO M6 Ak T B SR S S R A I, DAB R . RN A
Bigrpiis o AVCRIE AR 93 KERIDAL, HEERMN. T2 0 s B Ml At AT 1A Sl

3. BZRE 4R
3.1 REE S TIEEHME

RSB A Z 3t ER A R BN ISR R B AT, SO R S S Bkt MR HLAR X ARl b
FEZER, B, R ORISR A A K gy b, CI WA 100 g/kg, SO ATk 20 glkg, B
M AR L b, SRR B S T CIT KT 100 g/kg, SO KT 20 grkg. Akl feolk +-4 2k
WRERE I RARHE[S] [6], 4 A5 R Z M ERBR R AT £ 0 R B L, MR AN A B, 0 32 241k
ERAR, KRR G EMM IR EE MR S v 5 %, BIARERL. Btk i, FHEh, WEH
e, HAAHERE 1.

Table 1. Classification standard of soil salinization of suitable forest land in Qaidam Basin

F 1. SREARAME MR TIREN D RARE

% h i (g/kg)

s

cr Cl™-s0*” SO -cI’ Clojy
B3 7 7 3 3
Btk 7~10 7~10 3~10 3~10
it 10~50 10~70 10~15 10~15
HibMb 50~100 70~120 15~18 15~20
LGS 100 120 18 20

RIEE 1 A s, 56 R0 S LI A TR, B R0 5L 5 R Za bRt
FEWEE 2,

Table 2. Soil salinity questionnaire of test base point
2 WRESTIESSAER

5T & (g/kg) cl- (o/kg) S0% (9f kg) I
1322 B R I 46.91 27.89 456 clI- AERF L
A NG 7R 33.84 12.93 5.16 cI NERF R

TR AU R Vb 17.83 5.04 1.08 e L
GRALESUYSEZEIPN N 68.89 20.82 19.24 SO: AEME L
#22 B AR AL P LR [ X 57.51 25.98 8.52 cI NEMH R
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3.2. 5ZEEERGERKIRLE

HAMFEL L 3 ERRIGEE, R 2 IAMERMR, FAEE K BRI, MR EEA
IR RS, B, K558 A Re e 2 T AR sm i i IR A

M7 3 v[%1, HHAERM IR RBAR, WA R H SRR, THEREE, HRE
71.25%, HrsEi 62.67%, MIHAEKEIR, HIEDZRWIETS. 3 MERMMAKERES, KitA
SR H SRR ) G R AT B T 80% LA L, S W H 1% 2 Fob b 7 12 X 35 N M A, 7 1 B AR A R
WA RN AT /N T RIFNH S0 . SRR AT 2% IR R AR R R 22

Table 3. Growth status of various tree species in the afforestation test site of Wayu Farm in Wulan County

F* 3. BEZEEERIZENRE S ZHIPECKR

WFh E K /em A% A K i /mm ARG s g /em L iE/cm SR I 2%
HW 75.68 10.02 78.06 80.02 5.50 71.25
HraEy 68.45 8.25 36.78 34.26 6.70 62.67
ESREr 21.47 2.20 10.66 1354 86.67
H SR 36.55 3.26 21.25 18.86 84.25
AT 5% 26.67 5.35 10.25 12.22 60.45

52 B R AR AL A R ERIARAL,  CIP v sk, Wk 3200 K, HAERBURAUR. & fh
JREFAR, AR R Y 3 ZE R SR RN [ 7]

3.3. ELRZEEERKE

FEA WA AL R R, TR 2900 Ko BT AR N T R AR T2 /N B Bisids
A FIE. RIMBI MR R LB 4, SR KBt . SRS ERER R, KA,

WRIER 4 BRI, SR IE KRS BoREGs, HAEARERBNBIR. ZEMER ik TR
ARERIREX, W Peth THE, MR, 78GRSR, HOB R B, B 1L,
SN AL 2 S TSN 7R S 18

Table 4. Growth status of tree species in the test site of afforestation in DelinghaGahai Town

4 ESHRBHEEMNRE S SRMECKR

W Fif EAE K Eem MR K s/mm Rt i/ cm F AL iR/cm B PR 2%
HW 60.58 8.16 52.20 49.88 6.80 60.50
HraEy 45.26 7.69 28.68 31.45 5.80 56.45
ZSREk ] 10.88 1.24 8.97 10.25 65.25
JE R R 15.64 2.55 9.54 8.96 61.33
e 16.50 2.58 17.62 15.56 56.75
SEEES 24.88 3.25 8.67 9.24 52.33
U ZNES 28.76 5.67 25.34 20.66 46.75

3.4. HBEARHRIZENRRLE
3.4.1. HEFEHRE
2016 4, MHTEEZE/RENS1EE 2 FAETMTE, UMIREF BT WE & T, 2R E TR
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M A HORBAARIAC P LR ] X (i TR fiC A FRA J)) Mifd i, 2017 48, XA A KR BLidE
(AR

B2 5 A%, 3RAET R VoW 547 s 2 93.33%. B i d/ls 160 cm N, KA 385 cm, SEHN
255.15 cm. ft/MAE o 13.05 mm, fix K42 A 58.31 mm, P34 27.95 mm. 25 75 e i # /)N 9 100 cm,
Bk 280 cm, #4504 161.35em. AL IR/ N 110 cm, £k 300 cm, “FHIA 178 cm. A EEUIR NN
144, FRK 404, T80 28 Ao FRAE TR M IS %N 84.90%. B mif s 107 cm A, fRHN
273 cm, PR 214.55 cm. F/DHLER 8.56 mm, F RHIAEN 63.21 mm, “FHHEA 33.12 mm. AR
g /N A 41 em, Bk 232 cm, P04 153.95 em. FEALTE IR R /NA 40 cm, K 230 cm, P 152.2
cmo AEUR/IN N 114, BK 40 A, P08 27 AN BRAE T TR AR BGE R AURN 10.67%, RIS AR
TEAERE, ERKENEMAEKE, FEFE R Z RO E 8]

Table 5. Growth status of Populus euphratica and correlation analysis of various growth factors in saline-alkali lands

F 5. BEMAHECKARZ N EKEFRIEX S

Hubk W E/em H4z/mm AR e i/om m L iE/cm IR EUA BRI 1%
VDM 255.15 27.95 161.35 178.00 28.10 93.33
B 214.55 33.12 153.95 152.20 27.25 84.90
FRBA / / / / / 10.67
W Eilem 1.0000 0.6785 0.6590 0.6647 0.6310

HiA2/mm 0.6785 1.0000 0.7285 0.5646 0.4900
Z PG I/ cm 0.6590 0.7285 1.0000 0.7666 0.3273
B b e iE/om 0.6647 0.5646 0.7666 1.0000 0.3656

A H A 0.6310 0.4900 0.3273 0.3656 1.0000

Xof B VD ME R ARG [ P REL 4 B 1) AR R REAT X BRI, R Vb PR SR A% - B0 W v 11 257 e ik B 5 3
e TR e b A7, TP AR R R el v T R VM. R VD PRI R B A A AR DA A 2
(B DR A AN R BT B, F bW T SO AT HE, R i8 eSS e, R Kl
FE KT WRSOMIA B e A, AR

MABRIE ST R AT AF &K BT A SAE R IEA G v 2R V0 et 1 A0 g 1B et 1 < [
PR SR IERROR, HUCRMR MR VIR WS RAe, ZRVGEE, B AL LA o B (R A
IR, T O 2R PG T i DA L mi AR e 2 18 AR SRk e o

3.4.2. 4t miE iR Le

2015 4F, MG HTHENAE 3 cm B L #RAT 2.50 m B AL A i, DAMIAC 255 bk B 40 pk s 8 05 =,
I3 SARAE T A3 B V0 MR R AT P2 R ] X (7538 B T M A BR A =) M s . 2017 4, XHATdb#gE
KARGEREAT SR 50 HT o

H# 6 AN, ARAET RGO MR AL RS %N 97.85%, “TXHi A=y 169.19 cm, # KA 225 cm,
B/NA 116 ecme BTN 3.37 AN, ERATAS, BN LA AN 15.36 mm, KN
31.12 mm, /N4 5.08 mm. HetE TR E K A OGS Z N 87.67%, “FRIHEH A 73.22 cm, KN
99 cm, i/ 45 em. S ECECEAON 11.09 A, E N 31 A, /N 3 AN ARy 28.07 mm,
% AN 39.90 mm, fx/NA 7.61 mm.

Sof B VD AN R el A A K9] 64 P A KRB AT X6 B R B, T 0 A A A R B S s T R
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Mo bR AE A, T RN AR R RS b A e T v R BV RERI R T e A KRG AE 2
S (K JE R AN R T, F VbR T SO KB E , R 98 eSS S e, R T AR
KIERE R 2 RSN R T S A2, AR AT (9]

Table 6. Correlation analysis results of growth status and growth factors of Hebei poplar

=6 AIBEKCRAREKEFRIMSER

Hi Hr Elem Vags&:ild ST 42/mm BT 1%
BV 169.19 3.37 15.36 97.85
AL 73.22 11.09 28.07 87.67

FikymEicm 1.0000 -0.5994 -0.4611
Vons &g -0.5994 1.0000 0.6041
I3 AR Imm -0.4611 0.6041 1.0000

FHORPE WSS R, HT RS AN o B IR AE UM e, (R A IR B A K. T4
RSB 2 [RAFAEIEMI G, I HAHSCHEIA B Ko Biie m R B 48 2 (R AR FE 3 fur i, (H
SR R A IA B 35 KT
3.4.3. M), KRV FEMNRE

2015 4F, MHINRIGHERM 1a AFF46H . 3a KR, DR EFERE e g, 2l
TR FE VM FORBARIFIARL =B [ X (5 B M Rd A BR A ml) M il . 2017 45, A KR
BTG T

BHC 7 W50, VD MERAIN IR LTS 22 88.67%, T3 =ik Fl| 82.73 cm, RGP e IEIA F] 55.13 cm,
AP EIA 3 50.8 cm. BH AN G R N 86.67%, T mikE] 76.53 cm, RIEFIEIRE
£ 56.60 cm, FEALFIHE IR E] 50.20 cm. T K BB LTS %4 65.33%, P34 ik F 56.67 cm, 7R
PO iEiA 2] 28.13 cm, mAL-FH45iEiA F] 28.33 cm.

Table 7. Investigation results of growth status of Tamarix ramosissima and Zizyphus japonica

FT7OHEREM, KRDFEKRRTPFEER

gl BELLRER Wi E/em Hi4%/mm IR Pt e /em ket iE/em I BHUA R 2 1%
VM 82.73 55.13 50.80 88.67
EE L3 Ak 76.53 56.60 50.20 86.67
FLRBA 56.67 28.13 28.33 65.33
VM 76.73 11.29 59.00 54.80 10.47 75.67
KPP &
B4 93.67 12.66 65.80 67.13 10.87 73.33

ZEETVHNY, mEVDMER S S A KA T, B RS TR, FEERER SR ER. K
PAIR 2, R LI SRR

VDMV AT 2N 75.67%, ~FHiARIAF] 11.29 mm, ~“FXk ik E) 76.73 cm, R IGFEH e IEIA )
59.00 cm, FILFHYTEEAER] 54.80 cm, PN 10.47 Ao BV R RGE N 73.33%, ~FIHh
ZikF) 12.66 mm, “FIJMEIAE] 93.67 cm, ARVEFH e iEIAH] 65.80 cm, FALFIEIEIEE] 67.13 cm,
S35 B R 10.87 A,
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4. #hig

FEERAL: ERIITEAMMA /N WA, HiE. B, FO. EROEAMRG R, BR
fdc M. AL AR BERRRSE. FT A%

B ERITEARMFG /N A s, 8. SRR A MRS, BRI
Ml DA AR BRI

Al ERETEAM AN WA . ERAEARMAGE A RS, B,
L= P

HEERA: BOA RS SR AR R BRI B, R ORI

WEEERAL: B TSR TR AWM. G R EAM R R SRR .

E&WmE

RSB U A T H (2018YFC0406604), 7134 W BUSOR BEG AR BRI “ Hotc A i ALk
BEBORIRVE” A 75 B A Rl R SR e A PE SR B AL

SEEk
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