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Abstract

investigated for remediation effect of the composite soil repairing agent( sodium nitrite+ calcium and magnesium silicon fertilize+ polyferric sul-

(Climate Bridge (Hunan) Eco—Environmental Engineering Co. , Lid. ,Changsha, Hu-
In order to remediate soil contaminated by cadmium-arsenic,paddy soil near a mining area in Hunan Province was selected. It was

fate+ bentonite+ brim stone+ calcium chloride ) on bioavailable cadmium and arsenic in soil, soil pH, cadmium and arsenic contents in rice,
rice yield and other indexes. The results showed that, under 2 700 kg/hm’ restoration agents ,soil pH values increased by 0. 4 units, soil CEC
increased by 9.23 cmol/kg, organic matter increased by 14. 32 g/kg, the contents of available cadmium and available arsenic in soil de-
creased by 41.93% and 64. 34%. The content of arsenic and inorganic arsenic in rice grain decreased by 81.25% and 77.92% , respectively,
which achieved the national food pollutant limit standard ; at the same time, the application of soil restoration agent can improve rice growth and

yield to a certain extent, and the rice yield increased by 6. 82%.
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Table 1 Technical indicators of soil remediation materials

Al AR WA ¥ cd ¥ As
5 AL (L1 Si0, i1) (LA CaO i) - o A
. pH . . Total Cd Total As
No. Material type Soluble silicon Alkali ( calculated o/k %
(calculated as SiO, ) /% as Ca0) /% merKs ¢
1 AR &N 6.1 0 0 0.001 1.56
2 PEEEBRAT 11.4 0 26.4 0. 005 2.12
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Table 2  Soil physical and chemical properties after soil remediation
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Fig.1 Available cadmium and available arsenic in rice soil
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Fig.2 Cadmium and arsenic in rice
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Table 3 Effect of different treatments on rice yield
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