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Table 1 The relationships between wind erosion rates and land surface destruction rates

- R RIRGE 4 4 F i R i o BRI *Iﬁlﬂﬁ%f‘fﬁ‘lﬁtm$
Surface destruction Wind erosion rates at Surface destruction V&.rmd erosu?n rales ?t.
rate (SDRY(%) different wind velocities rate (SDR)(%) different wind VClOClLl(.iS
V(m /s) E (g /min) V(m /s) E (g /min)
5.2 0.00 7.0 1.10
10.1 0.40 11.8 2.8
2.40 14.7 0.49 34.40 16.8 10.03
20.0 0.69 220 2.07
26.1 1.04 25.6 43.07
7.0 0.56 7.0 4.62
12.0 0.80 11.6 9.51
6.90 17.0 1.15 47.40 15.9 36.63
2.0 1.74 219 70.59
21.8 2.7 24.7 117.99
6.8 0.72 6.9 5.37
11.6 0.84 12.1 20.03
16.26 16.2 1.37 62.70 17.7 86.10
20.8 2.51 219 214.37
26.4 5.39 21.2 351.67
71 0.89 7.1 17.00
11.9 1.62 12.7 55.75
25.60 16.0 4.29 100.00 16.7 145.75
21.2 6.84 213 375.05
24.0 11.34 26.1 926.75
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Table 2 The relationships between wind erosion rates and land surface destruction rates

H R AR X F i R (g /min)
Surface destruction Wind erosion rate at different wind velocity

rate (SDR)(%) 10m /s 15m /s 20m /s 25m /s
2.4 0.01 0.40 0.49 1.04
6.90 0.47 0.69 1.01 2.16
16.26 0.50 0.88 1.56 4.85
25.60 0.65 1.38 249 13.30
34.40 0.78 2.08 5.56 39.60
47.40 3.38 8.41 2L11 134.54
62.70 4.50 13.03 37.713 316.53
100.00 10.96 32.51 94.15 789.79
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Table 3 Correlations between wind erosion rates and land surface d;struction rates

L X xRN HXEREH
Wind velocity (m /s) Correlation equation Correlation coefficient
10 E=0.070+0.0017 SDR*" 0.994
15 E= —0.02640.030 SDR*® 0.997
20 E= —0.869+0.007 SDR*™ 0.998
25 E= —13,842+0.040 SDR*" 0.997
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KB SEAE X E. XMEE MR R B BEE X554 2.40 — 6.90%, 34.40 —
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(4) DXk S i 3tb, 22 O TR S8 KT 0 AR PR OK BE AR S B n o e BB A R RN 4 =R
KA O BERIE, HEBRR/PTF 6.90% @ FEREL, HBEHIFE 6.90 — 47.40%;
@ HEBIK, BEBILEKT 47.40%. BEMZBFERRN =L AEXD 04K
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STUDY ON WIND EROSION OF AEOLIAN SAND SOIL
UNDER RECLAMATION

Dong Zhibao Chen Weinan Li Zhenshan and Yang Zuotao
(Institute of Desert Research. Chinese Academy of Sciences, Lanzhou 730000)

Summary

By a wind tunnel experiment with an aeolian sand soil sample collected from a
field, a study was carried out to ascertain the wind erosion characteristics of the soil
under reclamation. Two factors influencing soil wind erosion, surface destruction and
vegetation coverage were studied. After a seies of laboratory work, the quantitative
relationships between wind erosion rate and surface destruction rate and between wind
erosion rate and vegetation coverage percentage were established. It was found that
the former relationship complied approximately with a second power function, while
the latter could be expressed by an exponential function. By means of computerized
simulation the correlation between wind erosion rate and land reclamation rate was
found to follow an exponential function. Furthurmore, some surface destruction, vege
tation coverage and land reclamation thresholds are suggested to prevent aeolian sand
soils from wind erosion, and some required soil conditions and measures of aeolian
sand soils to be reclaimed for wind erosion control are pointed out in the present arti-
cle.

Key words Aeolian sand soil Wind erosion rate Land surface destruction
Vegetation coverage Land reclamation



