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Abstract
vestigated for remediation effect of the arsenic reducing repair agent ( wollastonite + zeolite + ferric chloride ) on soil physical and chemical

In order to remediate the soil contaminated by arsenic, the paddy soil in Shimen County Hunan Province were selected. It was in-

properties, rice yield, bioavailable arsenic in soil and arsenic contents in early and late rice. The results showed that, under 2 250 and
3 750 kg/hm’ arsenic reducing repair agent, the soil pH increased 0.28 — 0.40 units, soil CEC increased 6.86 —12.03 cmol/kg, organic mat-
ter increased 9.25-18.16 g/kg in early rice ;the soil pH increased 0.32 — 0.45 units, soil CEC increased 8.17 —12.06 cmol/kg, organic matter
increased 10.80 — 19.11 g/kg in late rice;the contents of available cadmium and available arsenic in early rice soil decreased by 36.94% and
55.93%, in late rice soil decreased by 53.21% and 63.02%.And,the content of inorganic arsenic in early rice grain decreased by 75.59% and
85.04%, in late rice grain decreased by 79.03% and 89.76%, respectively, which achieved the national food pollutant limit standard.At the
same time, the application of soil restoration agent could improve the rice growth and yield to a certain extent, and the rice yield in early rice
increased by 3.76% and 6.82% , in late rice increased by 8.52% and 11.93%. In general, the effect of arsenic reducing repair agent on late

rice was higher than that on early rice.
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Table 1 Soil physical and chemical properties after adding arsenic-re-

ducing repair agent in early rice

e . W7 S i 1L
Treatment CEC // cmol/kg OM // ¢/kg
@D(CK) 5.82 28.26 36.53
®) 6.10 35.12 45.78
® 6.22 40.29 54.69
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Table 2 Soil physical and chemical properties after adding arsenic-re-

ducing repair agent in late rice

e " W75 7 ScHet U
Treatment CEC // cmol/kg OM // ¢/kg
@(CK) 5.83 29.19 35.42
®) 6.15 37.36 46.22
® 6.28 41.25 55.33
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Table 3 Effect of different treatments on early rice yield

JNX 4 Plot yield // kg/ /INX.

5 CK £{ 35t Compared with CK group

sy : A - e
Treatment 1 I m St i 7 'f g
Average Increase yield //kg//INX. Increasing range // %
D(CK) 18.3 19.5 17.9 18.6 — —
@) 19.1 19.8 18.9 19.3 0.7 3.76
® 20.1 19.7 19.8 19.9 1.3 6.99
F4 RSB KEREEEMNM
Table 4 Effect of different treatments on late rice yield
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; T e s
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Average Increase yield //kg//INX. Increasing range // %
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(©) 19.4 20.1 19.7 19.7 2.1 11.93
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Note : The different letters indicate that the Duncan test has significant
difference between the multiple ( P<0.05)
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Fig.1 Available arsenic content in rice soil
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Fig.2 Inorganic arsenic content in rice
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