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A Case Study on Passivator Technology of Cadmium Contaminated Rice Field in Hunan Province

LI Shao-xiong, LUO Bo (Hunan Jinlv Environmental Protection Co.,Ltd.,Changsha, Hunan 414000)

Abstract [ Objective ] To study the effect of remediation on passivator and rice growth in a case of cadmium contaminated rice field in Hunan
Province.[ Method ] Through the analysis of pollution characteristics of the case, passivation technology was used to control the risk assessment,
finally, the results of the control technology were analyzed and evaluated. [ Result] The passivation control technology could significantly in-
crease the soil pH,significantly reduce the cadmium content in rice ,and reduce the cadmium content in rice by 29.45%-37.5%.1t could pro-
mote the growth of rice and increase the yield , which was 2.51%—-6.31%.[ Conclusion ] Considering the growth rate of rice ,the reduction rate of
cadmium content in rice and the cost of passivating agent, the optimal addition amount of passivating agent in this case study was

3 000 kg/hm’.
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Fig.2 Effects of passivator on paddy field pH

(1 3) Bz AR LE, F B AR 15 G 98 v e oK S 5 7 e o
G WA, T, A3 T RREK B RIRAT T 29.45%, T, 4b
R FEOK SR AR 1 37.509% , 5 i T 22 451 3t J T e XU 58

2.9¢ .
= |, a }
520) T I

e 1
{m-S
<
& L8}
S
L6l T T
432 Treatment

1001

E T5F a .
. i a
?—t.%" sot . :
®E
E 25+
0% T T

1 2
32 Treatment

T AR/ NE FREFROR AR AL B 2% 57 1 25 (P<0.05)

{51, AR P B T B A0 Ak B 3 R K 3 R i 2 4
FAMMER i 15 Y BRAERRIE) , MR < 0.2 mg/kg,

2.0r
a
2 1.6-1
2 b
;ﬂ 1.2 I b
>
4 p S
® 08
w04
0% T T

] Tr:eatment
A EV NG PR R R R AL HL R 22 5 8 3 (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercases stand for significant differences between dif-

ferent treatments at 0.05 level
B3 sEUFERES SN

Fig.3 Effects of passivator on cadmium content in rice
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Fig.4 Effects of passivator on physiological indexes of rice
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Table 4 The effect of passivator on rice yield

i FohE B
Treatment Yield // kg/hm’ Rate of growth /%
CK 5 071.50+23.37 a —

T, 5390.85+10.19 a 6.31

T, 5 198.55+24.60 a 2.51

T : RIS RNG B3R AN [ ab B ) 22 5 .35 (P<0.05)
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differences
between different treatments at 0.05 level
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Table 5 The effect of passivator on growth index of rice

5 B s TR

Treat- Plant height 4k (SPAD) Leaf area
Chlorophyll )

ment cm cm

CK 85.55+x1.91 a 22.47+1.54 a 24.47+1.24 a

T, 90.38+1.59 a 23.98+0.48 a 27.56+0.71 a

T, 93.17+5.48 a 22.73+2.08 a 27.74+1.94 a

T : R FUA /NG 5B R AR )4k R 0] 28 53 8.3 ( P<0.05)
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differences
between different treatments at 0.05 level
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