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FE4LBERHREIR B8, DHIRRHE AR ESBERLRNEEEY . SRKRE: 1) HERFH
EHAME, EFERE, HRREHE], 1SR MK. EHHE, ERENEREIREEZERT
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SEREREE, Hd: CAFEZXEZEETH, MPb. Cr. As. HgFEHKEEZERTTE. EEE1MN
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Abstract

Phytoremediation is an important method for remediation of heavy metal contaminated soil. The
biomass of JUNCAO is high, which is one of the important objects of phytoremediation of heavy
metals in soil. Four kinds of JUNCAO were introduced in this experiment, and high CD (2.16 mg/kg)
background soil was selected to study the absorption and accumulation characteristics of differ-
ent varieties of heavy metals, so as to screen out remediation plants for different heavy metal
contaminated soil. The results showed that: 1) The aboveground biomass of Giant JUNCAO was the
highest, followed by Giant JUNCAO J1, and Laimu No. 1 was the lowest. The aboveground fresh
weight of Giant JUNCAO and Giant JUNCAO J1 was significantly higher than that of Laimu No.1 (P <
0.01), and that of Giant JUNCAO was significantly higher than that of Zijuncao (P < 0.05). The ab-
oveground dry weight of Giant JUNCAO was significantly higher than that of Laimu No. 1, signifi-
cantly higher than that of Zijuncao, and Giant JUNCAO J1 was significantly higher than that of Lai-
mu No.1. 2) The contents of Cd in stems were significantly higher than those in leaves, while Pb, Cr,
As and Hg in leaves were significantly higher than those in stems. The results showed that Cd con-
tent in the leaves of Giant JUNCAO and Giant JUNCAO J1 was significantly higher than that in Laimu
No. 1; the Pb content in stems and leaves of Laimu No.1 was the highest, while that in leaves of Zi-
juncao was significantly higher than that in Giant JUNCAO J1 and Laimu No. 1; as content in stems
and leaves of Giant JUNCAO was the highest, and the contents of Hg in stems and leaves of Laimu
No. 1 were the highest, and there were significant differences in stem contents among varieties,
the leaf content of Laimu No.1 was about twice as much as that of other varieties, but the differ-
ence among varieties was not significant. 3) The results showed that the average accumulation of
heavy metals in the aerial parts of a single plant was as follows: Giant JUNCAO > Giant JUNCAO J1 >
Zijuncao > Laimu No. 1, among which, the Cd accumulation of Giant JUNCAO was significantly
higher than that of Laimu No. 1 and was significantly higher than that of Zijuncao 1, and the Cd ac-
cumulation of Giant JUNCAO J1 was significantly higher than that of Laimu No. 1; there was no sig-
nificant difference in Pb, Cr, As and Hg among varieties. It can be seen that Giant JUNCAO and Giant
JUNCAO ]1 have strong ability to enrich Cd, while Zijuncao and Laimu No.1 have good application
potential for Cr pollution control and Hg pollution control.
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1. 5|18

1983 R ERF K Chaney B IXIEH 7RI e S & B &8 KV KE bk LI E S 815 YL,
RUEMIE R R[], MBS HARK R ZEMMNTE, LIEFRMTIARET 2 — XMHRERIIE
WIRFR AR ZAEY B = S Y (hyperaccumulator), H 7, E B Lk S RIER BEYEH 500 Z#[2].
HE T RZHHE EEMEREDN. EVER. ERKREEERN, SHEMEEHAR AR TR
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i, BRI, AR ST T — Se R Wy g HO6 < A WV ) 1 (3] [4] (5] WA R,
AL RAE, AR R MM AERERE. 0 —5. REHS. BEES0 RN, BEEE
X E B JE AARRA) S SR /T, 2 — M B Cd B s SR o 58T AN IR T B A SRR R < R e
FIBTTT, H T AR A SRR IE . AW FOM E B TR BORBE T b0 g1 3t 4 A R S A, £ Cd HJZ
TR AT W LERSS, & FERE TEAS [ Sl A AN () 2 < (1 B SOR BRI, DU 32kt B0 A A 2 2 i
R EIRAEBIER Y, SR AEYME E TR PR AR 224K 8

2. MMERHE
2.1. WEHH

Bl BERE, BRI M1 5. KEE, HEXEEEAR TG ORME. 2509 5 A8:
GZ1. GZ2. GZ3. GZ4. BEWEL, {ERE D N2 EAREY), BB VURAEY), HAEE R, bl
PEIR, FREE, ERG. R R HLXORE, A B R R IA 300 MDA E, FEAKL . IESE
SRR AT A 450 W/ AWILL b, B, WA, HRKE; ZERIAHA 3.5 HK, F5aH 9~15 EK,
15 NME I BE, FTES MR, JEHM A, A EA, K 60~132 JHOK, M 3.5~6 JEK, 8
A H AR 35 i BB T 2 E R B R ROR TR OIE B R A, AR MRS B AR,
AP e s SEREAL, 851 SRRV, B8R, & T2IkE, FERAERHREHIER
AR KHE, AKAR, AR E, RRTRGERR, & TASIFREBRIN T,

BRI AT RRINT A OB A, HONEE, RN, RIGTHR 150 m?.

HHUE: BT 2 FREVREARARSRME, AN, & B S5ES008 74.68%. 4.24%.
3.12%- 4.10%, %, K. . B HYE RN 1.04. 0.048. 8.2, 31. 20 mg/kg.

2.2. Rt

RGP 4 AN AN ACER, BEHLIX B, ZIRER . XTI 9 m, #I5%E 50 cm x 50 cm,
BANXFR 30 ko ANX TR 70 em 56 SRV, FREI B RS T. RAEHZHETN, T 2018 45 H 22
Hiddi. FNE N aA UL, H& 1500 kg/mi, ARG, W HRIARTE, AR K.

PR B SCEIT, AENXBEALE 10 R, W@ 25 EEE . MR ORI I A SRR A 2 IR
2.3. WA =*

EURE R S AR T, X R IEEAT S SUHORE, FEALE 2 kg AiAT o HUFERSTR)A 2018 £ 5 H 20 5.

IR AN BELECZE . AR 1A HCERERS, R AL E A TEA, B & IZEBK 10 em
Fidi, FERRE 1 kgo HUHHAERS, AERRICHEHATEM-& 1 f, FEANEE 0.5 kg Zif o HURERS [A] Dy 2018 45
11 H29%5.

RERMBURE : AIG A A HUAE, AR ATR A MUAEIR G395, BEALECE 2 ke.

2.4. EMIEFR

TIER MR RR: B Cd. B RLA Cd. Hg. As. Pb. Cr. BAHUE . BARE. . 38040, pH 1.
EEERNIElR: Cd. Hg. As. Pb. Cr, FEMMACFERS, i03%6F BT H,
AERHG I FERR: Cdv Hgs Asy Pby Crv BAHLR. BARE. HA0E. HAE. pH H.

2.5. 7 E

ZM& GB 5009.268-2016 {1757, FI i HEBHE & 25 58 74 B %A (7800/JLXT-00 1) F # Cd. As.
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Pb. Cr & &E;: 2 GB 5009.17-2014 J7i%, FIHJEF9EGEETHAFS-933)lllE W % Hg & &. S
HJ803-2016 )77, I HUBHRE & 55 & 114 i 1% G € 4% Cd. Pb., Cr 1 & 2 GB/T 22105.2-2008
(7738, FIREF 566 THllE 3% He As (5 & 28 GB/T 23739-2009 17732, FIH E-F sy
HoGEEH(240FS) 5E I A A Cd &8 2 NY/T 1121.6-2006 f757 1, F)FHIE I T+ Bk il 44 (HH-S
HE LIEAHUR S & SRS 8oL (LB PFHEARMIE) 7.2 G5 =R 2006 )75, Fl 1%
WA S S NY/T 1849-2010 HI773%, RSN NG EETH(BlueStar Byfar il 1585 2% & & S
NY/T 8899-2004 [#)/57%, FIFH R FI 76 6 BETH(240F SRl -+ 58 208 25 & o

2.6. BURAE

WS K KA Excel 2003 #EATHUE I EANTT 25047, KM Excel i) TDIST bR gt AT BEALIX 41105 (1)
ZHEHK(LSD), K T-test BEATHELZEE ., M SR & B R E 2 ZE L.

3. ERESH
3.0. RETEESRSE. pH ERBHKFE

ARG LI E S R T S E X pH (W 1 Fs. BB Rl B AGAES 3% pH BN 5.19, EERTE L1k,
I Cd IR (IR R EARUE) (GB15618-1995) — 2 A (132 pH < 6.5) 620%, 1] Pb. Cr. As-.
Hg BIRiER, 7 Cd B—i5 iRt 1, LGN &5 42.2 gkg, BMFA 165 mg/kg, HakH% 12.16
mg/kg, A 192 mg/kg, WRHAEAEEE R EEEE LRSS RS, R PIEAHUR S RN 1
RARFE), WEEN 1 RWRFE), BEEH 2 R(FE), EABEH 3 H(P L), BBEIKETEN A L
&, AIE A ABETER.

Table 1. Soil pH and soil heavy metal background value
#z1. T pH R EE L EHERE(mg/ke)

IR A PH MCd ARG Cd Hg As Pb Cr
PRI T A DX Bt R A 5.19 2.16 1.70 0.299 20.2 137 102
G R - PR B R AR ) <6.5 0.3 0.3 30 250 250

i (ER IR R ERRME) (GB15618-1995) - JibrifE(13% pH < 6.5).

3.2. EERMEYELLR

IR 2), WU EEAEERFZ: BERE > BEEE I > KEE > %4015,
b B e R ] 22 AR (P < 0.01, F[E]), Hb B E SRR Z R B P < 0.05, R HA, Hi b
R B A E R I R E & TR 1 5, ER RS TR, KRR & TR 1 53R 3):
W EMTEEREREER TN 9. BEATERYE, EFEI B2EETHRE 90 4).

Table 2. Comparison of shoot biomass of four JUNCAO varieties
2. EEAMWEYELRE

o Gz1 GZ2 GZ3 GZ4 Sy
Hb_|- 2 T (kg/ ) 5.59+0.97 475+06 1.00 £ 0.20 3.20+1.01 3.63"
b 36T 2 (kg/Bk) 1354034 1.11+£0.12 0.26 £ 0.09 0.71£0.28 0.86"

TE: RMHERNSAEE AP+ bR, RO R E SRR (P <0.01), "Fom s RN R R EE < 0.05), FHE.

DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2020.1010118 774 b k=


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2020.1010118

SR %

Table 3. Two-tailed probability of TDIST function of aboveground fresh weight and multiple comparison
% 3. i EAREEE TDIST R AMEHRES S EHAR(LSD %)

GZ1 GZ2 GZ4 GZ3
il o Hb b Ti.(mg/PE)

5.59 475 3.20 1.00
GZ3 1.00 0.002" 0.005™ 0.045"
GZ4 3.20 0.033" 0.125
GZ2 475 0.371
Al 5.59

Table 4. Two-tailed probability of TDIST function of aboveground dry weight and multiple comparison
F 4. M EETE TDIST RBAEHRES S ELLIR(LSD %)

Al A2 A4 A3
w b Hh 16 & Ti.(mg/Hk)

1.35 1.11 0.71 0.26
GZ3 0.26 0.005™ 0.015" 0.129
GZ4 0.71 0.044" 0.163
GZ2 1.11 0.377
GZ1 1.35

33. EEMMESRAELR

Cd FEHE: HE 5 wm, PIA R SF-FZE Cd F 8N 3.53 mgkg, Hi, KHESRERS,
AL 1 TR A, AR AR T B 2 S DUAN B B RT3 Cd & & 2.4 mg/kg, HEFR: BRI > B
WA > HEE > 1S, SR ERERREKE, ZEIEEW, BRI B R RN E S
TR 1 5 6)e DUANEE S A EIINACEY Cd S EHIF M ZE R B2 5T E . T-test K321,
PUASTE & R34 28 Cod SR m TP < 0.05, FA).

Pb SEHH: HEMMTYZE P BN 047 mgkeg, HT, B 1 SEERE: HEMFTHH
Pb &N 7.82 mg/keg, H, BERESERE. (H2., I Pb SR ZRIAEE . Ttest IR,
B A RSP P S EARE S E T 2E(P < 0.01, FHE).

Cr SEHE.: HEMMTHZECr 588 200mgke, H, BEREESERS, ¥ 1 SHIK, H
SRNE R E . WSO Cr 8N 437 mgkg, MAPEIZEREE, Hb LEEH A
EWEERETHERHY., DEETHERE I MW 1 58 7). #EM EINECrY o S8HF S
H—, RHERERTHEMMEE ). Ttest MIRERMW, HEMM TN Cr FEREZE ST,

As HEEE: WHESFTEZE As 585 0.07 mgkg, Hb, M1 SEERS: HEMHATHH
As TTEN 1137 mg/kg, Hrh, REES EiRm, K41 S®IK. H2E, i As FEAM R LR EZER.
T-test K30 B, BB S FPFI4 0 As SR B = T 2.

Hg SEIE. FHE AT Hg 85 0.003 mgkg, H, 34k 1 SE8E&RE, HibREZERR
/Ne HELEACEEI He S8 0.032 mgke, HA, A1 SEERLILEMFI 2 554, (2R
KRR T-test 040K, WE PP He S EREE ST 2.

i

gl

¥

3
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Table 5. Data and analysis table of cadmium content in stem and leaf of different strains of JUNCAO

=5 mEAME EREERESER(mgke)

EeJE A SO nE H_E IR
Gzl 3.46 +1.02 2.88+0.25 3.06 +0.54
GZ2 3.82+0.25 3.00+0.35 3.38+0.09
cd GZ3 2.95+1.98 1.53+0.46 2.01+0.99
Gz4 3.88+0.51 2.21+0.09 2.82+0.16
1 3.53(a) 2.40(b) 2.82
Gzl 0.46 + 0.02 8.50 £0.73 5.57+0.57
GZ2 0.49 £ 0.02 8.47 + 1.06 5.00 = 0.91
Pb GZ3 0.52 +0.06 6.76 +1.14 474+0.67
Gz4 0.41+0.07 7.54 +0.02 4.96+0.12
T 0.47(B) 7.82(A) 5.07
GZ1 231£0.13 3.52+0.26 3.07 +0.09
GZ2 1.95+0.33 3.97+0.47 3.06 +0.36
Cr GZ3 1.55+0.11 4.12+0.90 329 +0.57
GZz4 2.18+0.30 5.85+0.54 4.53+0.50
I 2.00(B) 437(A) 3.48
GZ1 0.068 + 0.004 1.194 +0.101 0.792 +0.136
GZ2 0.068 = 0.007 1.208 £0.299 0.723 +0.230
AS GZ3 0.075 £ 0.004 0.926 +0.102 0.653 + 0.068
Gz4 0.071 £ 0.005 1.220 +0.253 0.802 +0.149
1 0.070(B) 1.137(A) 0.742
Gzl 0.003 = 0.000 0.025 + 0.002 0.017 + 0.002
GZ2 0.003 = 0.000 0.023 + 0.002 0.014 + 0.002
Hg GZ3 0.004 + 0.001 0.053 £ 0.041 0.037 +0.029
Gz4 0.003 % 0.000 0.027 £ 0.005 0.018 +0.003
S 0.003(B) 0.032(A) 0.022

I AT S AARFAREFRFRRERREEP<0.01), RNFA/NGFRFRREREEP<0.05).
W EESIBCF ISR = CEFE < AR + HTE < HER)/ETFE + HTE)

Table 6. Two-tailed probability of TDIST function of leaf Cd content and multiple comparison table
6. It Cd 58 TDIST RMMEMERES ZELLER(DLSD )

GZ2 GZ1 Gz4 GZ3
sl i " Cd &5 Ti.(mg/ke)
3.00 2.88 221 1.53
GZ3 1.53 0.006™ 0.009" 0.104
Gz4 221 0.069 0.111
GZ1 2.88 0.742
GZ2 3.00
DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2020.1010118 776 b k=


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2020.1010118

SR %

Table 7. Two-tailed probability of TDIST function of leaf Cr content and multiple comparison table
7. It Cr 52 TDIST AP ARG RES L ELLR(LSD %)

GZ4 GZ3 GZ2 GZ1
sl i i Cr % & Ti.(mg/kg)

5.85 4.12 3.97 3.52
GZ1 3.52 0.005™ 0.307 0.437
GZ2 3.97 0.012" 0.787
GZ3 4.12 0.017
GZ4 5.85

Table 8. Two-tailed probability of TDIST function of leaf Cr content and multiple comparison table
8. EER Cr 58 TDIST RBMEMERES ZEHERDLSD %)

GZ4 GZ3 GZ1 GZ2
A i E ¥ Cr &8 Ti.(mgke)

453 3.29 3.07 3.06
GZ2 3.06 0.016" 0.623 0.983
GZ1 3.07 0.016" 0.638
GZ3 3.29 0.030"
GZ4 453

34. BEERMESRRARELLE

Cd REBRIE: & 9 v A, DUANB B AP Bk 2E Cd RN 1.1 mg/bk, HEF R ER% J1 >
ERE > LW > 15, afERES, Hi. BRI MEREYREZESTHRK 1S, B
B J1 TR, e SR IR 2 AN 25 (R 10) DB RS RRE 8 bk cd BB N 1.45 mgy/
PR, HEF h: ERE > BRI > SEE > Sl 1S, BRI ZER RIS R EKE . DA B A
FpkHh B8 Cd AR EHT S AR, AR E R, e BEREREES TR 5. BE S
TERHE, BERE I BF5 TR 1S, HEMMEERFAREGR 1), T-test IR, TUANHE
FiP¥ bkt Cd R RS Cd LB EZ [HEA G2 o

Pb R EE: VU5 SR k2L Pb LR &N 0.15 mg/tk, HEF N: BEEE > BREE I >
HWE > 15, WMEZERREE, K. BERE I MEFEEIREER TR 5, LEER
ERTRML S, HERMEESRAREGR 12). A EE RSP RN Pb AR E R FE Pb B R
BN 437 mg/kk. 4.52 mg/tk, HIF R BEEE > BRI > KEE > 1S, @ ZERR
KR EIKT . T-test Kr R M, PUANTEHR AL AP35 bkt P AR B R E = T 2.

Cr RBREWE: WUABEEGHFFERRZE Cr RSN 0.68 mg/tk, HIFN: EWE I > EHEE >
HWE > S LS, R ZERREE, Hh BRI MERERREE S TN L S, BRI
BERBTREEGE 13). PIASEE AT kn Cr AR E R L3 Cr LR E 251N 2.26 mg/fk. 2.94
mg/bk, HEFP N BEWE > BRI > KEE > 1S, (AR ZE RS RIE R EKF. T-test Kk
R, DA A AR Cr R B R 5T 2.

As REARBIE: VAW E PP R As BURESN 0.022 mg/tk, HEFN: BRE J1 > ERHE >
HWE > 1S, i ERREE, K. BEEE N MERREYREES TH M 15, BEEEI
BT R BE R 14) 0 VYA BRI B RT3 BRI As R R B AL |30 As BB &40 5l R 0.650 mg/Bk . 0.672
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me/bk, HEF Y. ERE > BRI > KRR > RS, EEMEZERRIERZERT . T-test f25

R, AR SFP SRR As LR E R & T 2.

Heg R B UG5 5 R34 bk 25 He FRLR 28 0.001 mg/bk, HEFN: BEREE J1> BERFE >
HWE > 1S, WA ZERES, b BERE I MEREREESTHRN L 5. BEFaT
LB (R 15)0 PUAN B B R -F 2 sk i A b _E 358 Hg A 884371108 0.650 mg/fk 0.672 mg/bk, HEF M-
ERE > BWE I > KR > 15, HEFNEFEREREKE, Ttest IREH, PIABHE
AP AR Hg B R R B T 2.

Table 9. Accumulation scale of heavy metals in stem and leaf of different strains of JUNCAO

F9. HEMMW EHEERBREER(mg/HK)

BEE w b ZHRE R o EHRIA RS

GZ1 1.63+0.53 2.59 + 1.04 4224145
GZ2 1.81+0.13 1.95+0.63 3.76 £ 0.50

cd GZ3 0.22+0.10 0.25 + 0.06 0.47+0.14
GZ4 0.94+£0.23 1.02 +0.46 1.96 +0.67
T 1.1(a) 1.45(a) 2.60
GZ1 0.21+0.01 747 +2.49 768 £2.50
GZ2 0.23+£0.02 543+1.62 5.66+1.63

Pb GZ3 0.04 +0.01 1.161 +0.34 1.20+0.35
Gz4 0.11+£0.04 343+£142 3544146
345 0.15(b) 4.37(a) 452
GZ1 1.08£0.10 3.05+0.88 4.12+0.90
GZ2 0.93+0.18 2,50 +0.58 343+0.74

Cr GZ3 0.13 +0.03 0.75+0.36 0.87 +0.39
GZ4 0.58£0.28 277+ 142 334+1.70
15 0.68(b) 2.26(a) 2.94
GZ1 0.032 +0.003 1.084 £ 0.464 1.116 +0.466
GZ2 0.032 +0.005 0.798 = 0.348 0.830 £ 0.351

AS GZ3 0.006 = 0.002 0.159 + 0.039 0.165 + 0.041
GZ4 0.018 + 0.008 0.557 +0.251 0.575+0.258
T35 0.022(b) 0.650(a) 0.672
GZ1 0.0014 + 0.0001 0.0221 + 0.0086 0.0235 + 0.0086
GZ2 0.0014 + 0.0001 0.0149 = 0.0040 0.0163 = 0.0040

Hg GZ3 0.0003 = 0.0002 0.0118 £0.0122 0.0121 £0.0124
GZ4 0.0008 + 0.0003 0.0130 + 0.0077 0.0137 £0.079
T35 0.0010(B) 0.0154(A) 0.0164

E: AT S WARKE FRER R ZRNEHP <0.01), NRNGFRERZEREHP<0.05).
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Table 10. Two-tailed probability of TDIST function of stem Cd accumulation and multiple comparison

%< 10. = Cd AR E TDIST RHFAEMEES L ELLERLSD %)

" Gz2 GZ1 GZz4 GZ3
s A % Cd B R B (mg/bk)
1.81 1.63 0.94 0.21
GZ3 0.21 0.004 0.006 0.079
GZz4 0.94 0.045 0.092
GZ1 1.63 0.618
GZz2 1.81
Table 11. Two-tailed probability of TDIST function of aboveground Cd accumulation and multiple comparison
F 11, #b E3R Cd FARE TDIST RYMEMEES ZELLIR(LSD 35)
) GZ1 GZ2 GZ4 GZ3
sl i H_F36 Cd #H 8 #(mg/ik)
4.22 3.76 1.96 0.47
GZ3 0.47 0.006 0.011 0.154
Gz4 1.96 0.049 0.097
GZ2 3.76 0.635
GZ1 4.22
Table 12. Two-tailed probability of TDIST function of stem Pb accumulation and multiple comparison
#F 12. Z Pb RRE TDIST RYMEMEMES ZELIR(DLSD %)
A2 Al A4 A3
b Z£ Pb LR E (mg/H)
0.23 0.21 0.10 0.04
A3 0.04 0.000 0.001 0.050
A4 0.10 0.003 0.006
Al 0.21 0.537
A2 0.23
Table 13. Two-tailed probability of TDIST function of stem Cr accumulation and multiple comparison
F13. £ Cr ARE TDIST BHFMEMERES S EHERDLSD %)
Al A2 A4 A3
pE 2 Pr L B (mg/HE)
1.08 0.93 0.58 0.13
A3 0.13 0.002 0.006 0.056
A4 0.58 0.039 0.113
A2 0.93 0.465
Al 1.08
Table 14. Two-tailed probability of TDIST function of stem As accumulation and multiple comparison
14, £ AsTARE TDIST BBAMEMERES S EHER(LSD %)
A2 Al A4 A3
sl i £ As TR B (mg/tk)
0.032 0.032 0.018 0.006
A3 0.006 0.003 0.003 0.070
A4 0.018 0.040 0.048
Al 0.032 0.895
A2 0.032
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Table 15. Two-tailed probability of TDIST function of stem Hg accumulation and multiple comparison

< 15. £ Hg AR = TDIST M EMEES ZELLEFR(LSD 3%)

N a A2 Al Ad A3
el 2% Hg 1 B & (mg/kk)
0.0014 0.0014 0.0008 0.0003
A3 0.0003 0.001 0.001 0.069
Ad 0.0008 0.013 0.016
Al 0.0014 0.878
A2 0.0014

35. BE Cd 5T MEENH

B S NEr R Cd # & EEY[6], 2018~2020 FELEMMITZRIEE Cd Yui5 IR MR, 457
788 1000 B, 13 Cd 5 5{E N 0.6 mgkg, A7 LIVESBIENE, EREFEL 2000 A, BEREE
FPmEERTAYRE, BEFERE 4000 STTA A . 2019 12 A 25 45, 3T T HIEZ 0 IR,
MEEREH], KA ICPMS 54 8L 3% Cd & &40 0.558 mg/kg. 0.557 mg/kg, A0H Sl K

7.08%, “FEIFFEREK 3.54%, B Cd HCRUIE, SEIl 7 liAias, HATZ RN AT

4. ER5ite

1) AR, ERFEMERE I A Cd BARBIESEET), EHEC o8, 1 S He &
mE T eSS, 78 Cr Al Hg V5 4 T3 R iR 3 Nz B A IR G R ¥ 770 DA B 5 Ff b 350
22 R . TEERES, FEMTHERYERICY: BEE > BERHE I > FHE > 1 5. Y
ANEE S EE Cd R E, BEREREEG TN 9. RESTRER, BERE I &S TR
1 5. Pb. Cr. As. Hg AR ESMILEEZR, XAREERA0 LR Cd B—y5 Mm%, 1mn
Pb. Cr. As. Hg W& ERICE R, Ft, AREBEESFIE Pby Cry As. Hg HETE Y HIEEH T X Pb

HSHEERIEERS, ARSI

2) A1 SREE AT 2013 EMGRRITEIEE, EARERMNREE MR A2 B TS, 1% A
PEEEIL 16.8 W, SEN S M. MAEARRE, SR SRIVERSESS, BV ERIK, KRR

Ayt .

3) ETHMEEXNEENEEELHHYES RS EMEDENAHERILFEFEHRER, Hit,
HWAE Cdy Pby As V5 Y9RBI LLE B HON E, XF Cr i Y in B = B e S B2, X Hg V9 44iA BRIf &
DML FRA | S B B, R P R SRR 1 SR &, DR B R HCR .
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