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Abstract ;

land use (green space of cultural and educational zone (CZ),urban parks(UP), residential zone (RZ), business zone

i 2. Department of Environmental Art and Engineering, Henan Polytechnic , Zhengzhou Henan

By using the method of field surveys, leaf surface particulate matter were collected from 6 different

(B2) ,industrial zone (IZ) and urban rural forest (URF)),different location from traffic intensive area (arterial road,
secondzry road and greenland centre),3 kinds of plants (Platanus orientalis Linn., Osmanthus fragrans (Thunh.)
Lour. , Photinia X Fraseri) ,dust retention per unit area of leaf surfaceé were compared, and particle size distributions
were analyzed. The results showed that: (1) dust retention per unit area of leaf surface were (6,189 4 1.255),
(3.739£C.877) and (2.7530.744) g/m? for Photinia X Fraseri ,Osmanthus fragrans (Thunb.) Lour. and Platanus
orientalis Linn, ,respectively. Leaf surface of Photinia X Fraseri had the highest dust retention per unit area, which
was about 1.7 and 2.2 times of that of Osmanthus fragrans (Thunb.) Lour. and Platanus orientalis Linn.. The closer
the distance to main road,the higher the dust retention per unit area of leaf surface. (2) >>10.0~250.0 pm was the
main particle size on plant leaf surface,but its distribution was effected by plants,land use and traffic. (3) The dust

retention per unit area of plant leaf surface was influenced by physiological characteristics of plant, environmental

factors and dust source characteristics,

Keywords: urban forest; particulate matter on leaf surface; dust-retention; particulate size distribution
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Fig.2 Size distribution of particulate matter on
plant leaf surface
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Table 1 Description of plant leaf surface morphology
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Table 2 The correlation coefficient of the factors
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