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Relationship Between Exposed Heights and Growth Status of Salix Cuttings
Using New Planting Technique with Low Pressure Water Blowing

WANG Wen-biao' , WANG Zhong-tao', YIN Xiao-wei’,
WANG Ji*, DANG Xiao-hong®, ZHANG Ji-shu?*, WANG Jian®
(1. Elion Resources Group » Dongsheng, Inner Mongolia 017000, China; 2. College of Ecology and

Environmental Science . Inner Mongolia Agriculture University . Hohhot, Inner Mongolia 010018,

Chinas; 3. Institute o f Water Resources for Pastatal Area, Hohhot, Inner Mongolia 010020, China)

Abstract: Salix is a dominant shrub species widely distributed in Kubuqgi Desert, with strong resistance to

drought, wind erosion and sand burial owing to its fast growing rate. It has significant benefits in wind-

break, sand fixation, soil and and water conservation. With the new water blowing technique, we planted

Salix in the bottom of upwind slope using cuttings of same diameter and four different exposed heights (0,

5, 10 and 15 cm). The growing status of Salix was monitored in its germination period(May) and growing

period(August). The study results showed that budding number and new branch lengths for the exposed

heights of 10 cm and 15 cm were substantially better than the other two exposed heights. The exposed height

of 10 cm was found superior in terms of survival rate, total budding numbers in growing period, new branch

length and diameter, tree height and canopy diameter.
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