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Abstract Suspended cadmium in irrigation water is considered to be the main source of cadmium pollution in farmland in Hunan Province. By
comparing the effects of four typical southern aquatic plants ( Spirodela polyrrhiza , Canna indica , Myriophyllum spicatum and Eichhornia cras-
sipes) on the removal of suspended cadmium,the Eichhornia crassipes and Myriophyllum spicatum with better effects were screened out,and the
suspended solids in plant roots and system sediment were further collected, and the cadmium content was analyzed and the mechanism was
studied. The results showed that among the four aquatic plants, the removal efficiency of cadmium from Myriophyllum spicatum was the best,and
the removal efficiency was 94. 42%. The removal of cadmium by plants was mainly through sedimentation and adsorption,in which the sedimen-
tation part accounts for the highest proportion. Aquatic organisms with complex root systems showed good performance in removing cadmium

from irrigation water. The cadmium content in the sedimentation part of Myriophyllum spicatum accounted for about 81%.
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Fig.1 Removal of suspended solids (a) and cadmium (b) in the system by Canna indica and Spirodela polyrrhiza
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Fig.2 Effects of Canna indica and Spirodela polyrrhiza on pH(a) and conductivity(b) in the system
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Fig.3 Removal of suspended solids (a) and cadmium (b) in the system by Myriophyllum spicatum and Eichhornia crassipes
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Fig.4 Effects of Myriophyllum spicatum and Eichhornia crassipes on pH(a) and conductivity (b) in the system
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Table 1 Suspended solids and sediment weights at the roots of Eich-

hornia crassipes and Myriophyllum spicatum
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Fig.5 The cadmium content in sediments

F e 2 W] R a2 8 K P I B ) A TR P RS
SR TS 1R 40. 68 F145. 98 pg, KRB K 27. 93 ng,
TCHMIRLH B4R B it , RIHEBRAR ) o 5 LA B 55 1R 5 o
FUR VAR 5T , 7K P FTRE I 1Y) B 8 AR 5 BT 2 70
24.99 F127.94 pg,CK K 17.80 g, LA H 2 FINE i
BT SR ARACR W ., FErP R BEASOR it

HET K PRI B TR VU % T 43 31 0 2 %o i
TCHMESRL b i i B i, A B HOE R AU T 2 4> 4R AL
(R4 BTt , 5 R A B BT oK LU, ﬁﬂﬂttixELﬁlWTH’E
FHRNBITCREAE ] BRI L], 45 R B, 7K P R 8 o



80 B HOR A

2022 £

JRURSR TR 5 A BN 79. 67% (81. 03% , ;X Bt K A=A &
FURSERE D BOUT AR F R bR R i AR/ —F 1
et ke P L B S A ARG L AR R R 3R R e A TR K AR v
FERE ) B AR

®2 BEAGERE
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Treatment Suspended solids ~ Sediment Total
JKE Eichhornia crassipes 7.91 32.77 40. 68
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