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Table 1 Basic properties of the tested soil

BN HHUR pH* P K B As A Pb Bcd 4 Hg
(g/kg) (g/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
143 15.64 6.15 16.56 81.15 25.10 63.32 0.24 0.33

*KEHR 1: 25,

A 10 kg T3, IMAARRBER 30 go LA
AIEEHRN CK, 3t 4 Fiibs, FRABRESR
16 %K, IRBHLX AHES], 34— i REAT AL A K
B, HEEANATENEEENZARERKREME
¥4, B4 KRR —BIEN B R T 2% O,
Fa—HT, REEE . R LK IR
KR 0%, JARBiR. TP HBETIS &R
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% b I RBR A FRBALI As 2% .
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Fig. 1 Effect of soil remediators on As content in the roots of plants
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Table 2 Effect of soil remediators on root adsoption coefficient

A CK =~ H# R 4]
Zik 3] 0.27 0.22 0.22 0.26
HE I 0.29 0.23* 0.26 0.25
AW 0.27 0.13* 0.22 0.20
JR A 0.31 0.26 0.24 0.30
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Fig.2 Effect on As contents in stems with different remediators
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Table 3 Effect of soil remediators on primary transport coefficient

A ) CK B TR 1Y e -
HE 3 0.08 0.06 0.03** 0.03**
AW 0.09 0.12 0.05 0.06
A 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.04

* {5 CK &H LSDoos # 5 B #EME, ** A% 5 CK &4 ® LSDgo;
ZRFEH.
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Fig.3 Effect of soil remediators on As content in the stems of plants
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Table 4 Effect of soil remediators on secondary transport coefficient

A K 3 CK GRS &R [y L
HEK 40 1.97 2.31 3.23 3.05
b33 ] 1.05 3.57 3.23 1.74

A 1.88 2.06 2.29 2.59
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Fig4 Effect of soil remediators on fresh weight of the roots
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Fig. 5 Effect of soil remediators on fresh weight

of the stems and leaves
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Effect of Remediators on As Uptake by Tobacco in Contaminated Soil

HU Zhong-sheng"*, ZHANG Gang-ya', WANG Guang-zhi®, ZHAO Qi-bo’,
LIU Xiu-li>, CAO Xian-zhu’, CAO Zhi-hong'
( 1 Institute of Soil Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing 210008, China;
2 Jiangsu Provincial Tobacco Corporation, Nanjing 210007, China;
3 Yangzhou University, Yangzhou, Jiangsu 225009, China;
4 Graduate School of the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China )

Abstract: Pot experiments were carried out to study effects of different soil remediators on tobacco growth
and reduction of As contents in tobacco. Tobacco plants were planted in pots of As-contaminated soil, 25 mg/kg in As
concentration. After three different soil remediators were applied separately, As contents and biomass of different
parts of the plants during different growth periods were investigated. The results showed that As distribution in the
plants was the order of roots>leaves >stems. The ability of the plant to transfer As from roots to stems and leaves
was not strong. As contents in different parts of the plants varied with the growth period. The three soil remediators
reduced As contents in different parts of the plant to a varying degree. Meanwhile, they also changed root adsoption
coefficient, primary transport coefficient and secondary transport coefficient of As in tobacco, and increased biomass
of the plants. Bone meal, activated carbon and attapulgite are good soil remediators that may improve tobacco quality
and yield.

Key words: Tobacco, As, Remediator



