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biomass,and with the times increasing of mowing, and the more times of mowing made that the

distribution of alfalfa absorbing root was shallow. The more times of mowing effectively increased

organic matter contents of the upper soil, but the effect of moving was not significantly on soil pH and

electrical conductivity in the apricot garden. Therefore, suitable times of moving not only promoted the

growth of underground part of alfalfa, and also could effectively improved the apricot garden soil

nutrient status, but more times (more than 3 times) of moving increased more competition for

nutrients between fruit trees roots and alfalfa roots.

Keywords: moving ; apricot; Medicago sativa ;{orests intercropping
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Table 1 The basic information of fruit trees
wiF B HETEAL 3 HRRAL
Species Family genera Life form Leaf roller Growth status
SESE Malus pumila LR A b2y RiF
BBk Juglans regia WBERE A ot R
A Armeniaca wulgaris iR FrAR ot Rir
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Table 2 Amount of dust retention at different times by different fruit trees(mean+SE) mg * cm?
FFp KEL Days/d
Species 4 8 12 16 20 24
EF Malus pumila 0. 568240. 226 Dd 1. 759£0. 080BCc 2.765+0. 372Bb 2. 928+0. 303Bb 2. 988+0. 335Bb 5.29530. 342Aa

0. 847£0. 198Cc
0. 402+0. 097Dd

0. 989£0. 123Cc
0. 613+0. 055CDd

1. 070£0. 030Cc
0.915+0.132Cc

Btk Juglans regia

A Armeniaca vulgaris

W R FEEARE R SR B m R — R R W A R B 2 & B3 (P<<0. 05, P<<0. 01),

Note: Values followed by different lowercase letters indicate significant differences among the same fruit trees in the different time(P<C0. 05, P<Z0. 01).
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Table 3 Structure features on leaf surface for different fruit trees
i AR rRRERE A RE ik R
Species Roughness Hardness of leaf Leaf thickness Stomata number Effect of dust retention
R Malus pumila AR £y =S 2 il
ik Juglans regia i T BR EE 4 i
¥ Armeniaca vulgaris Pinf Tk bi: % B
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AR B B COA 1 X RRR R BRI X 15052, X RS TR B3R X 5005 3, X BLRF I - BRI X1 00054, X i
S LR X6 000,

Note: A. Malus pumila ; B. Juglans regia ; C. Armeniaca vulgaris;1. The upper epidermis of corresponding fruit trees is magnified
by 150 times; 2. The upper epidermis of corresponding fruit trees is magnified by 500 times; 3. The upper epidermis of corresponding
fruit trees is magnified by 1 000 times;4. The upper epidermis of corresponding fruit trees is magnified by 6 000 times.

1 MR EREPHEESR

Fig. 1 Scanning electron microscopy{SEM) of upper epidermis

W ACER B Bk Co A 1 3RS I A 3R X 1505 2. X RESRA BT 5 T 2B X 3003 3. X SRART B H R B2 X1 0005 4. X i
SRR B X4 000,
Note: A. Malus pumila ; B. Juglans regia ; C. Armeniaca vulgaris; 1. The leaf lower epidermis of corresponding fruit trees is magnified by
150 times; 2. The leaf lower epidermis of corresponding fruit trees is magnified by 300 times; 3. The leaf lower epidermis of corresponding fruit
trees is magnified by 1 000 times;4. The leaf lower epidermis of corresponding fruit trees is magnified by 4 000 times,
B2 mhrTREAHBEER

Fig. 2 Scanning electron microscopy{SEM) of lower epidermis
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Fig. 3 Changes of dust retention with height
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Leaf Surface Microstructures of Three Fruit Trees and Comparison of
Their Dust Detaining Capabilities in Southern of Xinjiang

Sajidan ABUDUKERIMU, Zulikeyan MANAFU , Batur BAKE, WANG Menghui
(College of Pratacultural and Environmental Sciences, Xinjiang Agricultural University, Urumgi, Xinjiang 830052)

Abstract: In order to study the dust detaining capability Malus pumila, Juglans regia , Armeniaca
vulgaris trees were chosen to measure and compare its content of dust retention,and the interrelation
between leaf surface morphological structure and dust amount were explored. The results showed that
the order from strong to weak in dust retaining capability in tested fruit tree leaves were Malus
pumila™ Juglans regia >>Armeniaca vulgaris. The highest value of 5. 295 mg * cm™? was recorded in
Malus pumila,and the lowest value of 2.697 mg ¢ cm™? was recorded in Armeniaca vulgaris. The
dust amount increases with time prolonging(P<C0. 01), the difference was extremely significant in the
different heights dust retention amount(P<C0. 01), the average leaf dust amount was 1 m[ (1. 716 £
0.800)mg * em 2] >2 m[(1.2174+0.355)mg *« ecm 2]>3 m[(0.950 £0.362)mg *» cm 2 |. The
electronic photos showed it’s significantly different in leaf surface micro-morphological structure.
Malus pumila was coarse for villous feature, Armeniaca vulgaris was smooth, without villus, villous
feature by observing the surface structure of the leaves. Due to different leaf surface micro-
morphological structures,the three fruit trees showed different dust detaining capability. The findings
that the dust detaining capability was closely related with leaf surface features.

Keywords: fruit leaves; dust retention amount;surface structure of the leaves



