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U XK TG e il 5 K 2 e AR U R BET HRG, )TPE BEAR 541004 )

Tt

W E. NS G SN B X 4 R S e RIS IR I DA XA A R AR R A B
A AR XCRAE 30 R R 4 e AR 2R 4 58 0 H b b3 b B AR R - 5E% Cd . Cu \Ni Pb,
Zn i TFRA YO T A R 0 R 2 R T R T SR A A A R T T, S5 R R (1)
T-HE VLB 1 Cd 9 ik 40.33 43.26 mg - kg, B R B (ML) 43 B8 0.20 F10.37 2 R
Bk 1.35 Al 116, AR E4E Cd fIRES W Cd 15 HIEA — @ MBEH 11, (2) k3 13 Cd,
Zn FEHIH 77.49 .3 557.96 mg - kg, BAAR KA 30 FAEY AR KRME, R—FEE Cd.Zn B &5
AR AR, (3) BRI I N SRR 0.62 mg - kg, B RE(H B ) M R R A
6.16 1 1.37, Ffa RUE A Ni 1 —Fp & £ AHY) , 0 T 0 — G RF S M LSS AIE , (4) 5850 97 19 HAR R Cd
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Heavy metal enrichment of dominant plants in
Niujiaotang mining area of Guizhou Province
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Abstract: To select suitable materials for remediation of heavy metal pollution in karst areas of Guizhou Province and
ecological reclamation of mining area. A total of 30 dominant plants and their root soils were collected in Niujiaotang
lead-zinc mining area of Guizhou Province for testing of the contents of Cd, Cu, Ni, Pb and Zn in aboveground,
underground and root soils. The enrichment and transport coefficients of heavy metals by plants were calculated, and the
application potential of plants was comprehensively evaluated by cluster analysis. The results were as follows: (1) Cd

contents in the aerial part of Senecio scandens and Bidens Pilosa were respetively 40.33 mg - kg and 43.26 mg + kg™, the
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enrichment coefficients ( aboveground part) were respectively 0.20 and 0.37, and the transport coefficients were

respectively 1.35 and 1.16, and they had strong ability to enrich Cd and had certain remediation potential for Cd

contaminated soil. (2) The contents of Cd and Zn in aboveground of Polygonum capitatum were 77.49 mg - kg and 3

557.96 mg + kg respectively, which were the maximum values among the 30 plants investigated in this survey. It is a

potential plant material for remediation of Cd and Zn contaminated soil. (3) The content of Ni in aboveground of

Buddleja lindleyana was 0.62 mg - kg, and the enrichment coefficient (aerial part) and transport coefficient were 6.16

and 1.37 respectively. However, a further study need to be done to test whether the plant for Ni enrichment. (4) The

contents of Cd, Cu, Pb and Zn in the roots of Mirabilis jalapa and Equisetum ramosissimum were much higher than those

in aboveground, which were root-hoarding plants. The contents of Cd, Cu, Zn and other heavy metals in aboveground

and underground parts of Indigofera bungeana were relatively low, which belonged to evading plant. Therefore, Senecio

scandens , Bidens pilosa, and Polygonum capitatum can be used to remediate heavy metal pollution in soil, and Mirabilis

Jjalapa, Equisetum ramosissimum, and Indigofera bungeana can be used for reclamation of mining area.

Key words: Niujiaotang lead-zinc mining area, enrichment, heavy metal, root-hoarding plant, evading plant

UTAER B # B SR P R IRIT R 2 R R
PR 0 B DR K R A 4 JE R MR R R T O
SRA LAY ARl T A R 2 R AR R S R
PRl A L TR A 4 Jas 06 90 B 7 AR R R K T R
K DR ] B A 3 Pl S 3 IR S R T
Pe(FRYLEE,2018) . LTS P BB M E
G Ja R [ s A 7 ot B B W B A A X R
A IS TR DX PR IR A B A B 7 AR T ™ Y S
H(E¥ AL, 20105 FE #H, 2012 Sharifinia et al.,
2016) . SHMNA = BEIRF B B R R R 2
D EX T L PR T SR ) 3 e R ) B B B
TR TOE DA B 48 RN Cd Y5 gy, TR
At B PRI g AT Y R A
(535755 ,2018) o Pk, AALFT ZE R X 35 B
JIEE IS PR A DX AE B, 42 1 X 4 Ja %o ]
PRBE RS2 ), T LA X ] [ 9 4 R T e A Y
(C3-RERLETR IR 7

HYEE — AR e G A YR A B 1% bk
TR EL B % 45 70 [ 3 + 38 PR B8 b 1 43 )& oC
vl [(1 e o Sl e o el g - o Al e o 7 vl
WA, DT el 47 e 1)+ 338 R a4 B Ak i 2 A
Y EE BA &G R m AR A BUSAS AR HL
VA X A7 BRL AR 128 0T A 1) PN b o o B A 5 A
M (Sun et al.,2016; Sarwar et al.,2017), 43k
V2B KT XY 34T T4, kol
A7 (2015 ) XA AR 87 X8 R AL AR RS Cd |
Ph. Cu Al Zn 1 & % 68 51 19 BF 52 1A O, 2
( Miscanthus sinensis) "] i TR A W E L, 1)
7S (2019) X AR VLI BT HESA 1 9 Fh AL 3

Y AT R K, 5 B ( Pinus massoniana ) X
Ph AARGRI A E HERE ST, Wan 25 (2017) X Wi p 4
ANET I E R AR AT A R, 2R B SR ((Viola
principis) X} As \Pb Fll Cd AR B4 1R 55 1Y & S i

2 EAE(2016) M BFFTHTILAE 4 DEYEER B
SRAERK L S Y Xy & 4 | 10w SRR e 2 B, 5
WEHE ( Elsholizia argyi) HA Cd #EEMD K
FRAE . 340, BIGESL S5 (2011) BFSE & BR, S5 N 41 4%
W XA REHE Y X Ph.Cd B A 35 0 & R,
PRI, o A A AR DX [ ) ) 0 A7 0] e 0 7 32
WAL 3 L0 4 R B AR RN HL A ) R
BIOCEAE Y, XA DX 4 e 018 2 A s 2 B A
HwREL,

AR E AT R LAY & Y E A 400 R F,
HR Z2 B AE A W b /N T 2 1) DX I P 4 ik
Ko PR, S B9 38 52 0T Ml Ak s ST 45 b IXC ) B M
A= REYER T DR AT U0 S W 9 A, B ST 00 Bl
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JE R PLSAAE Y AR ) ' 4R 6 8 T AR A, L
8 A8 R R DXORUHAR [R) 2807 DX R 1 348 42 4 fit
LER7/kv g S

1 M#EF*

1.1 #REFIA R X R

SN A AR A AR X, Ak TR TE SR M AR AT A
W e i, BT ER AR RS, KRZ LUK
P R TR A6 €20 05 B Ak HE Tl e AATTE 2 1
KIEHFEN (T4 2018) , A VI A Ay 25 bl
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WA X R EEA 07 X B3 50 7 DX 063 43
X R 40 0 X 2 B8 1k TP R 248 %0 X R DA
LSS E N NEZ IRy N

FEIZ DX IRP , H ) 0 DA I T HRK R A
IFi] i 50 AN A 0 R /N 1 K 6 0 X 40 A X 3k
TR AR AR B A AR S N4
W X BB AR M5 KL
1.2 FmREMLIE

2017 4F 6 J, AL F 35 X 5 4 Ja e s s il A
(Innov-X Delta CGSM) #EAT#) 1 , BE#F + 1 FH 4 )8
Tt B X SR AR, R X R 3R A K
1 EP R R A 2, 2 AR Y, Hoh
A= R W R A R 7Y B T ] T At A
Yo MFTXoMELZHEYRENERKZ,
JRiFR A A AP R SRR G AR I RS 3~5 Bk IR
B — AR AR R R AR R, R
bR S AW R AT A AR R E T R E W
TR e R R T R IR A A, Ak
Jo  BURZY 1 kg L3R A A4S A7 B SR = kAT
— A

JIT A5 R A & 350 FH 3R 2 0 R Rk 4% %% s -y [
SEEE S R KK B A AR A P 2% 1 A U 1
Ve, TR L ACK H IV 3~ 5 i, 76 i Kb
B AR BT 5 B T KA TR LR N, 105 C
AT 30 min, I F 80 CHt T 2|16 &5 FrH T8,
TS LHAEY B 5K 2R BT AR i A
TR AL 9 R 0 78 40 5 AR O 4% 0 b g
SRR R A IERE S N A A B 22 W B TS AR R
+, R 7S 4 0F 5 )5, 3 0.841 mm 1 0.149 mm
JEIET, 43R A4 B2 Aw B 4%, 18 X 1 g 5 PR AT
(RIS
1.3 MEF %

K3 B E KRB (US EPA) HE#F 1Y
HNO, -H, O, A& Z R L3k, >R A HNO,-HCIO,
Ji % (EPA 3050B) & JH fift A8 ) FF A 80 R
DTPA 24235, i F A 88 00 i 7 Wik 43 6o 3
(AA-700) Il %€ #£ & Cd 7 &, H ICP-OES I & #%
Fedh Cu Pb Zn Ni &k, [FIS, 7640 A9 A 5
BEMLANA 10% ~ 15% W) 55 52 550, >k 55 F 52 56 77 7% 1)
HER M AR AE N GO SE B R 0 T, ZERE S
3 I AR E 1 BEAE i (GSS-4 ,GSF-4) |H %K
PRt A it (GSV-1) #EAT B s 5 i, LAS OR 52
BAE T FEE . Cd BICR R 82.3% ~105.3% , Ph

(10 i 3R R 92.1% ~ 99. 5%, Cu 1 1] i %
95.0% ~105.3% , Zn B 1SR Ry 89.6% ~91.3%,
Ni ([T ER A 97.3% ~ 104.6% , £ 4 4347 It 2 75
il SR, A it A b BT R0 X Dy Dt g 4k, i T Y
IR R B AR ()
1.4 HiE4bIE

& 4E R0 ( bio-enrichment coefficient, BCF) ( Hi
R ER SR ) S WA ) DA A S v R i 4 i BE T (B
A% ,2003) TR EEINCL) BTR .

BCF =Cp / Cs (1)

Hob € WH M 1 3 4% T 4 8 i (mg -
ke');C N THIEXEEIE S E (mg - k') .

M35 2 80 (transport coefficient, TF) FH 2k ¥
04 JE MAR YR ER o1t BB FERE B 1 (AR
%,2015) B ITEW(2) Fs

TF =Cp / Cr (2)

A C oY) L bR A% R S i (mg -
ke ) ;CNM T AL ESETHE (mg - kg') .

TR 1 FH AR Excel 2016 38, EE i
A SigmaPlot 15.0 £l , {5 I #K 4 SPSS 18.0 #
7052200, B ANOVA #4722 R R, P<
0.05 K/RAFE R FE L2, HAF SPSS 18.0
BEAT RIS 3, ARAIE AN TR B RRAE %o HE 6 4T O3
2P B R B A A — 2

2 RGN

2.1 fRBEWBR

AR A RS S 30 B, 408 16 B,
28 J& . Hop 2R 12 B (5 40%) , GRF 2 Bl (N
6.7%) ,ZF 2 F (5 6.7%), FREFF 2 Fh (b
6.7%) , FHi R JFTE R BB REE AR R
RERE AARE TR IEFERL B R R R A 5K
FIRLAS 1 B (8005 3.3%) . A4 A X AL
PAG Y P EAR I Z 1,

t 26 1 Al BEAAE Y 25 B, i HE 83%, 1A
TELE R X 2 AP AT AR )
LA i A e T Aot A R AR AR A X R 4
BARGRATHYE . 5550, TEARUCRAE o FEATE
AW XA SR A, F P OiEAE 2 R T 43
WX FGH AR 8 X, AT B 4350k T R I8 X |
BT R o P 1 R 7 o P T 7 N7 238
TR 43 X R 13 2 B X 7 A 43 R
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T3 [ 434 DXV -3 4 0 X, T BG4 ) R
T REEG3 0 DX -3 431X, /)N 3% 54 0 R T
W30 53 8 DX R 3 0 IX B S 43 iR TR
o7 I T P S R 7 O < R o B R
TG X 3 538 DR R 441X
22 TEEEEAENRR

W 53 e 4= F AR 5 A0 X L 8 &
SEGE(F2), mHE2 AL, NoT X L
Cd.Pb . Zn W& i 3 B KRR B 0 AR B4, 10
WA= MRy B 5 D0 X 1352 5] Cd Pb . Zn
3 MIOTERMTG YA, A, 5 AT IX
B Cd,Cu Ni ,Pb Zn & &AL BIR K, 22 5 &
PR Z B AE 30% L L UhBH 5 A o000 X H 4 R
TG RAAEAE BRI 25 ) A8 S v, 7 X R 2 —
HRMNEZHESBEE G REE, X EHEESE
AT RANFR 3 PR, ST as R R,
A Cu H4ah Cu AKE NI 54h Ni A3
Pb 544 Pb AR Zn 545 Zn #4E 0.01 /K
A RO
23 EYMESESEHHE

A FAYEEYEED 5 5007 X 30 AL EAE PR N
EEEGEE 4, NERATTLES, ARBEY K
WESESEENER, 4682 P AR X
TP E SRS &, NI DAY RN E S
JE& ) 5 A KRB AL ) 3 & R B il E
Fo, i 5 RE = R4 (2016) BT IEHH— 30, M%) Hb
R4S A A i [ 4 2 Cd 0.15 ~77.49
mg - kg! [Cu 1.26~21.33 mg - kg \Ni 0.16 ~6.39
mg -+ kg' \Pb 2.25~139.1 mg - kg Zn 13.48 ~
3558 mg - kg, MR RS HE AR B 4 B2
Cd 0.57 ~45.45 mg - kg . Cu 3.73~173.6 mg -
kg' \Ni 0.29 ~12.45 mg + kg . Pb 0.01 ~611.1
mg + kg \Zn 52.39~1 983 mg - kg, MHILKESL
JRAERE PR Y ) IE F i, 5 P EE 4 IR AR A R R
MR 0 T IE Y A, — AR ) A P 4 A Y IE
W E (e B4, 2000 ; Gerber & Léonard,2002)
4 Pb 0.10~41.70 mg - kg .Zn 1.00~160.00 mg -
kg' .Cd 0. 20~3.00 mg - kg .Ni 1.00~5.00 mg -
kg 1 Cu 0.40~45.80 mg - kg,

kT RE B G b O 2 LR X 4 R R R RE Y
LAY, TE B A5 A P b B35 7 & 0 i KA 5
WA I FE VAT (1), Kool s A
Y& E 4R n G FHE 53 518 Cd 100 mg - kg \Pb

1 000 mg - kg .Cu 1 000 mg + kg Ni 1 000 mg -
kg' \Zn 10 000 mg - kg' . MFE 4 FIE 1 7T U FH
L, DY R S AEZE | T BN R B A XY
THtH B3R Cd & =53 51k 77.49 ,43.26 ,40.33
mg - kg LT EMEY AN Cd HE, 5 Cd BT
RAEYIE FHE Y LLAE 530 R 0.77 ,0.43 ,0.40 , 3X 3,
BISLAEZE AR T HLOEXT Cd BB B 1 & 4R
RES, Ry Sk AL 2 &6 Zn F i h 3 558 mg -
ke, 5 Zn M E EEWIE FHE W ELAE 2 510 0.36,
ULIASLAE N} Cd Al Zn B SR A0 & SRR 1, H
SAEYR X 5 FhEE 4 ) & i 5w A Y I A
1B %) LUARL AR AR X 388708, 0 SR 2R T 3 [l 1) 43 7 X
AT AL A i, b 3B A AR #B Cd |, Cu Zn 7 & #F 1R
A%, U BH B AT 0T i A 24 35 #40  AR 3 1) 338 2 1, LA
K Af 14 5 4 T i e
24 XBEYNESENEESHITHE

B AR R B By ) R IEAN AR N 1
WS 4 T Y fE ) (R R LA, 2018)  HHIEI 2 AT
A, R Ni R Cu & SRR, AR A R A
B OHEEAAXT Ni U E R (M L) KT 1R
FFREAIT HLOEXT Cu (6 48 R A (L 134 ) tk
F 1, (HX ILAME R % Ni L Cu A #5051 & 4 fiE
1, BT — BRI LE . AR X Cd
Pb Zn M E R B (L B35 BN 1, TR S AR
WAL X+ Cd . Ph.Zn B EHA K, H
H BPSCENT Cd Zn B E AR R B (M EES ) 435
k3] 0.77.,0.56, R B E X Cd Zn BA RUFHY
EAERE S WX Cd P Zn B E R A (M I
TR ) H o U E A 1 30 Fh Ak Bkt B i B /ME
HAH 5124 0.0003 ,0.0040 ,0.0005

i RBCRIEA P X 4w AR AR N i 8 e
J1 (M4 ,2010) . MBI 2 R 3 AT LA Y, Cu,
Zn . Cd 7 30 PR LY i & SE AR ) Fnfk iz re
FEAE—SE I —F0E, T Pb A1 Ni 7£ 30 Fhit # A 4
T E LR SR M =K, H, A
OEFH] T HE WP ICE B G YR
WKL RIS 1ml % 22 30 5 4 I 1 5532 R BB 1,
BLERR WP R S M E &R s R R T
1, 5398, 55X Cd Ni Zn AY%%i8 R A RAR IR
Jalr 30 FAE Y A SRARE, 23 5128 0.007,0.069
0.008 , 5 F1 % Pb Fl Cu F%5 35 2 B A Y 2
30 FiE Y EARAE, HAE 5512 0.010,0.029,
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Table 1 Dominant plant species composition
T 2 P s & A T A
Plant name Family Genus Biotype
[t Buddleja lindleyana R} Loganiaceae [0 58 Buddleja WK Shrub
WAL AR EE Indigofera bungeana G A} Leguminosae KiEJE Indigofera H#EA Shrub
97 W # Artemisia lavandulaefolia %%} Asteraceae & Artemisia A Herbal
/NEEEL Erigeron canadensis Z5F} Asteraceae (I 2 )E Conyza A Herbal

T B Senecio scandens

FEFH] Ageratum conyzoides
Y%L B Bidens pilosa

JEAE Calystegia sepium

SEZEHT Plantago depressa

BB Melilotus officinalis
9% 7l Macleaya cordata

=k ¥ Eupatorium japonicum
ERA] Mirabilis jalapa

i %% Sigesbeckia orientalis

JKEE Ambrosia trifida

TR ZE Polygonum lapathifolium
Tk Phytolacca acinosa

=Wk %8%6 Aster trinervius

LEFHYE Amaranthus hybridus

T 2% Solanum nigrum

2ZLAERAT Iris confusa

T Sonchus oleraceus

WA Equisetum ramosissimum
5 )N Crepidiastrum denticulatum
BT Crassocephalum crepidioides
MK Boehmeria nivea

JKIFR Debregeasia orientalis

Ho kKA Pinus yunnanensis

LI faf Mentha canadensis

im% Polygonum capitatum

45F} Asteraceae

458} Asteraceae

% F} Asteraceae
JEAEF} Convolvulaceae
ZE A} Plantaginaceae
5 F} Fabaceae

PEZERl Papaveraceae
%F} Asteraceae

SR KR Nyctaginaceae
4%} Asteraceae

4%} Asteraceae

F B} Polygonaceae

R bR Phytolaccaceae
4%} Asteraceae

BB Amaranthaceae
HiEl Solanaceae
BEF Iridaceae

H5F} Asteraceae
AKIEE} Equisetaceae
45%} Asteraceae

45%} Asteraceae
SFEF Urticaceae
FIRREL Urticaceae
FAR} Pinaceae

JEIEFE Lamiaceae
HE} Polygonaceae

T-H )& Senecio
FEF I JE Ageratum
JLEFELJE Bidens
FIWiAEE Calystegia
=R @ Plantago
FRME IR Melilotus
% P& Macleaya
V=2 ® Eupatorium
SORFE Mirabilis
i %5 )& Sigesbeckia
WKL & Ambrosia
&8 Polygonum
Rkl J& Phytolacca
55 8 Aster

B0 )& Amaranthus
)& Solanum
BRIE Iris
SRR Sonchus
KIJE Equisetum
B BAZ 8 Crepidiastrum
P 8 Crassocephalum
MR8 Boehmeria
IKIKJE Debregeasia
FAJ® Pinus

T E Mentha

i & B Polygonum

A Herbal
HZR Herbal
B Herbal
HEZR Herbal
HEZR Herbal
HEZR Herbal
HZR Herbal
HiA Herbal
HiA Herbal
HEZR Herbal
HAR Herbal
HAR Herbal
HiA Herbal
HEA Herbal
HiAR Herbal
HA Herbal
FA Herbal
F 7R Herbal
HA Herbal
HiA Herbal
HiA Herbal
WEA Shrub
HEAR Shrub
T+ AR Arbor
HiA Herbal
HEZR Herbal

2.5 BES

AU A rh WA — M RN R
AT AP A IR SE, B Cd T, B4
A E Y SRR A EY, HE R&E
G B AR A ) A R SE AR A nT A M O % Hh —
SEYRAE R SRR . O E T4 M 07 0 H X G R
HA S0 7 000 A Wy, 108 R A AR ) L
Cd 5 5 1Y B KA R N 1) o 4R 56 18 RBE A S
B, % 30 FROCHARPIHEAT RIS AT (K 4) o R
Kl 4, nDf A 0 4 ARG, T P itadxs Cd

(IFE s 2B KT 2, Db Yt cd 5z
RN T 1~2 20, PP Cd ¥ s RZEr
T 0.5~1 2, VE PP X Cd iz ZE3 /N
F0.5,4 F3# Cd &5 od ME £ IG R
FLME38/NT 0.04, Horp, T R YA e 55 R i
A A T HOG e R B30 4K
FEP A SR AL AR #5458 10 F, IV AR A T
TEL CEORFAE 12 Fh, Hop ) T b ay e ZE R
fifi b3 Cd & &/, 00 R 3.72 mg - kg I
7.81 mg - kg, MPAHEY P T HOG RE R EFH
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Table 2 Statistics of heavy metal contents in mining area soil (Unit: mg + kg™)

SN 434 X B K {H Maximum value 114.00 280.65 84.34 3681.71 9 752.12
Calyuanhe mining area o ) §inimum value 9.29 14.58 0.10 107.22 1 508.76
FE{H Mean 46.03 54.15 24.52 610.49 4 453.05
AR 53 Z B Coefficient of variation (%) 68.80 129.01 96.65 168.60 67.58
FEASL Number of samples 10 10 10 10 10
KT X KA Maximum value 197.75 14.78 15.56 105.14 1 566.88
Daping mining area #5/MHE Minimum value 134.88 7.04 7.47 54.96 541.56
F-24{H Mean 173.07 10.28 11.36 75.94 893.77
A 5 2B Coefficient of variation (%) 13.63 30.88 26.23 44.56 44.56
BEAKL Number of samples 4 4 4 4 4
SR IX fx KAH Maximum value 718.88 92.00 37.10 587.15 44 532.73
Mapo mining area /ME Minimum value 36.15 18.55 13.46 241.06 2517.35
SF-H4{H Mean 275.95 43.37 20.72 422.3 18 019.56
75 5 2B Coefficient of variation (%) 68.61 52.30 34.87 25.00 70.36
BEA KL Number of samples 9 9 9 9 9
Wi 534 X KAl Maximum value 434.40 310.85 36.26 761.41 46 909.00
Lion Cave mining area g0 1 oo\ im value 21.34 13.21 0.10 95.30 1 339.70
EH{E Mean 225.25 62.23 16.87 283.59 15 576.55
75 5 2B Coefficient of variation (%) 66.22 116.46 60.90 58.97 78.52
FEASL Number of samples 17 17 17 17 17
B3 X B K {H Maximum value 884.95 26.05 30.93 1211.84 45 229.89
Xingiao mining area 2 e \inimum value 43.11 21.23 20.21 80.81 2 659.30
FH{H Mean 464.03 23.64 25.57 646.30 23 994.00
A 5 B H Coefficient of variation (%) 90.71 10.19 20.96 87.50 88.90
FEAEL Number of samples 2 2 2 2 2
FNA - IE Guizhou average 0.24 32.00 39.10 35.20 99.50

x3 TRIESSEENSEESRIT (. mg- kg)

Table 3  Effective state statistics of heavy metals in mining area soil ( Unit; mg - kg™)

" [X. Mining area cd Cu Ni Pb Zn
3P 43 X Caiyuanhe mining area 6.02+2.99 10.07+13.16 = 7.06+9.14 % 167.77+205.42 #x 728.88+680.08 #:
K538 X Daping mining area 26.12+7.92 2.97+0.97 = 2.54+1.29 #x 23.1025.27 % 84.28+51.69 #x
Iy 438 X Mapo mining area 21.19+14.76 10.03£9.48 = 3.3242.96 #%  58.32£32.19 #%2 647.74£2 463.05
Wi 438" X Lion Cave mining area 16.71+16.39 15.57+15.26 #x 3.57+2.87 #x 38.39+20.99 =x 1 804.15+1 637.33 =x
BiHF 0 X Xingiao mining area 7.17£1.50 6.66+2.63 #x 8.91+2.64 #x 6.68+6.18 #x 3 476.95+2 996.92 s

e o RRAYEE 2R 0.01 KV LA B A,

Note: #** indicates a significant correlation between the effective state and the total quantity at 0.01 level.

] EP O L F Cd & W 40,33 ,43.26, B4R 43 1.35 F10.20.1.16 F1 0.37.1.65 Al
21.60.22.89 mg - kg I RBOAMEE R (L 0.28.1.61 F10.77,
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Table 4 Heavy metal contents of plants in different mining areas
o E A
WX it W Heavy metal content (mg - kg™)
Mining area Plant Position
Cd Cu Ni Pb Zn
S 43 X LA EE H1_E 3 Aboveground 0.39 4.77 0.28 3.69 36.90
Ciﬁf‘;‘;e Indigofera bungeana 11 F # Underground 0.72 5.41 1.36 13.56 72.85
area Lig'a) 1 B3 Aboveground 22.89 20.43 3.77 6.33 1 503.58
Artemisia lavandulaefolia 1 #B Underground 14.21 9.10 0.77 1.41 326.53
pisgi) i |- #B Aboveground 21.60 11.86 1.08 8.43 223.33
Ageratum conyzoides b F 3 Underground 13.07 9.41 1.35 10.74 361.35
JLE R 1 B Aboveground 13.46 15.27 0.68 8.86 161.67
Bidens pilosa 1B Underground 11.25 25.32 2.76 37.45 870.01
FOR R 1 E 3 Aboveground 1.24 9.17 0.63 4.67 66.20
Melilotus officinalis ¥ Underground 1.53 8.40 0.63 4.19 108.31
K Hi_E % Aboveground 1.29 4.57 0.69 7.34 388.90
Macleaya cordata % Underground 1.90 3.91 0.64 4.32 669.05
SERA M |36 Aboveground 1.44 5.13 0.49 6.19 137.36
Mirabilis jalapa H T #B Underground 41.45 173.36 2.78 611.10 1982.72
[iegi s i1 3 Aboveground 1.06 8.20 0.45 6.54 123.06
Polygonum lapathifolium 2 #B Underground 13.33 21.55 4.50 157.04 613.94
LA 1 _F B Aboveground 8.15 6.03 0.66 5.35 315.42
Amaranthus hybridus H2 T #B Underground 10.00 6.96 4.23 12.08 333.42
JesE i 1B Aboveground 3.72 12.42 0.90 12.46 107.11
Solanum nigrum HF ¥ Underground 1.59 7.45 1.89 28.27 122.62
K30 X TH6 i |6 Aboveground 40.33 9.31 2.11 7.22 139.62
Daping mining arca Senecio scandens 11 F # Underground 29.91 12.00 1.44 4.77 270.11
JLEH A H1_EFH Aboveground 25.84 12.65 1.12 6.40 104.67
Bidens pilosa 1B Underground 27.92 5.33 0.79 3.68 56.95
JR 1 _EFH Aboveground 2.75 6.32 0.95 5.70 59.10
Ambrosia trifida 1 # Underground 8.27 7.81 0.91 3.99 57.25
W Hi_E % Aboveground 9.09 7.47 0.60 5.97 104.24
Sonchus oleraceus 1 # Underground 11.37 4.24 0.99 2.73 72.75
B IX fire M |36 Aboveground 0.80 9.10 0.40 4.54 31.63
Mapo mining area Buddleja lindleyana 1 # Underground 1.29 8.32 0.29 2.75 161.00
/NERE 1 3 Aboveground 8.67 7.66 0.61 9.63 423.84
Erigeron canadensis Hi T #8 Underground 7.54 5.36 1.69 14.51 405.34
LT HE M |36 Aboveground 43.26 21.33 0.50 7.39 461.22
Bidens pilosa Hi T #B Underground 37.16 26.60 2.79 36.61 1481.94
(150 i |36 Aboveground 7.81 17.53 0.52 9.81 471.36
Phytolacca acinosa H T #B Underground 2.75 10.49 1.22 8.78 213.90
246 WAT 1 _F B Aboveground 1.37 1.83 0.16 4.05 76.44
Iris confusa H2 T #B Underground 15.34 4.08 1.93 19.03 1418.58
piyed i |36 Aboveground 26.40 10.41 0.57 5.60 176.68
Crepidiastrum denticulatum T # Underground 34.70 6.99 1.56 20.79 1013.59
TR R 1 E 3 Aboveground 0.28 1.26 0.50 4.91 147.37
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gxk4
HEE AR
WX Wi e Heavy metal content (mg - kg™ )
Mining area Plant Position
Cd Cu Ni Pb Zn
Debregeasia orientalis H T #8 Underground 15.26 3.73 1.93 19.05 1402.33
1L A Hu_E ¥ Aboveground 2.72 11.32 0.85 19.46 182.02
Mentha canadensis 1 FH Underground — — — — —
i 1 _E 3 Aboveground 77.49 15.92 6.39 139.06 3 557.96
Polygonum capitatum 1R Underground — — — — —
il 53 438 X i £ 1 EH Aboveground 1.92 4.76 0.62 4.66 75.50
Lion Cave mining area — p 4 1ioio lindleyana 1R Underground 16.48 5.05 4.94 17.88 1 047.29
LA i 13 Aboveground 0.22 3.08 0.18 3.88 19.50
Indigofera bungeana Hi T #B Underground 0.57 5.73 0.47 0.31 52.39
Liigharcs 1 _E % Aboveground 0.45 11.06 0.91 4.07 84.74
Artemisia lavandulifolia % Underground 13.49 10.23 1.31 8.76 1 045.05
/N 1 _EH Aboveground 13.51 15.15 0.61 4.01 482.73
Erigeron canadensis H T #B Underground 13.63 6.64 1.42 19.10 658.24
T8t 1 B Aboveground 3.01 9.65 0.73 4.85 105.60
Senecio scandens HF ¥ Underground 12.67 9.46 12.45 12.21 862.21
HE A ] M |36 Aboveground 16.02 6.62 0.66 4.40 162.41
Ageratum conyzoides i Underground 29.16 21.59 5.25 47.19 1 063.08
VLA Hi_E % Aboveground 7.16 7.39 0.61 4.01 99.72
Bidens pilosa ¥ Underground 7.47 9.97 2.68 19.65 442.63
ek i |- %6 Aboveground 0.41 8.95 0.89 4.36 94.87
Calystegia sepium 1B Underground 3.35 10.43 1.22 1.15 416.08
V-2 i |- #B Aboveground 3.59 10.78 1.21 9.39 298.07
Plantago depressa 2T #B Underground 8.75 20.50 2.01 9.19 772.98
Mk %k M |36 Aboveground 4.86 6.66 0.53 3.41 135.95
Eupatorium japonicum Hi 8 Underground 4.86 7.48 1.05 4.34 263.41
Fii &5 Hi_E % Aboveground 9.89 9.93 0.50 3.67 70.97
Sigesbeckia orientalis Hb T Underground 12.05 9.95 5.13 20.66 212.15
=WkE5E M 1B Aboveground 1.15 5.96 0.42 2.25 76.99
Aster trinervius T Underground 3.46 9.84 5.39 18.24 314.30
REREE H1_E 3 Aboveground 0.15 3.33 0.19 3.26 13.48
Equisetum ramosissimum i #B Underground 20.44 42.34 2.67 42.76 1611.86
LigE M I #B Aboveground 4.55 9.41 0.57 4.24 76.01
Crassocephalum crepidioides 1 T #B Underground 13.24 12.46 4.30 12.05 194.22
AR i 3 Aboveground 2.11 6.19 0.44 5.12 486.27
Boehmeria nivea Hi T #8 Underground 13.68 10.01 0.58 10.58 1 256.46
AL 1 B Aboveground 3.71 6.12 0.71 4.59 207.82
Pinus yunnanensis 1 # Underground 12.86 9.30 1.49 11.38 654.87
BT X ity i 1B Aboveground 0.32 7.87 0.55 4.02 48.36
Xingiao mining area Buddleja lindleyana T Underground 1.49 6.01 0.51 2.65 152.35
AL 1L 3#B Aboveground 0.23 9.80 0.54 8.18 48.85
Calystegia sepium R H Underground 1.30 21.54 1.08 0.01 99.44

1. — R

Note: — represents no data.
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P1. it B, P2 Wb K, P3. BF &, P4, /N TE
P5. THG; P6. &S, P7. A%, P8. igik,; P9. V%
5 P10, RORER; P11 9% (A1, P12, H 3K 3%, P13, 508
#i; P14. % %5 ; P15, K% P16, Mg #int 2L, P17. bk
P18. k55 ; P19. SEEGL; P20. Ju 2% ; P21. WEAER 17
P22. ¥ P23, WO R, P24, i N 3E; P25, BT E
P26. 5 Jik; P27. JK ik; P28. b £ #Y; P29, 1l i Air
P30. k62, A,

P1. Buddleja lindleyana; P2. Indigofera bungeana; P3. Artemisia
lavandulaefolia; P4. Erigeron canadensis; P5. Senecio scandens;
P6. Ageratum conyzoides ; P1. Bidens Pilosa; P8. Calystegia sepium;
P9. Plantago depressa; P10. Melilotus officinalis; P11. Macleaya
cordata; PI12. Eupatorium japonicum; P13. Mirabilis jalapa;
P14. Sigesbeckia orientalis; P15. Ambrosia trifida; P16. Polygonum
lapathifolium; P17. Phytolacca acinosa; PI18. Aster trinervius;
P19. Amaranthus hybridus; P20. Solanum nigrum; P21. Iris
confuse; P22. Sonchus oleraceus; P23. Equisetum ramosissimum;
P24. Crepidiastrum denticulatum; P25. Crassocephalum crepidioides ;
P26. Boehmeria nivea; P27. Debregeasia orientalis; P28. Pinus
yunnanensis;  P29.  Mentha  canadensis;  P30.  Polygonum

capitatumd. The same below.

BT M b Afas T i B R e PHE
Fig. 1 Maximum value/critical value of heavy metal
content in the part of aboveground
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A A AT S AR Y, —SE R AR AR TG AR R
e T o DI, 280 AN W AR 6 4 Jm B AT AR
SiR PR TP B 7 T < J o O e A R R
AR I BRI B RO A

(X JsE N}
=

K2 DL ox E 6 ) B AR R (M R )
Fig. 2 Enrichment coefficients of dominant

plants for heavy metals(aboveground)

K3 DL x4 i s R

Fig. 3 Transport coefficients of

dominant plants to heavy metals

T Ry T 3 LA XA 2% 1Y) 2B A7 R 55 3% Wi X
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Yy AR B ] FR AR A ) R R AR ) — e (A A
2005 ; Vaculik et al.,2012)
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x5 ARARANEWEEFEST
Table 5 Analysis of differences between

different levels of plants

il e HER
] AL ¥ o 2 )
] C C.O,lg (é’@ 'I‘Ahﬁﬁﬁ‘) 41’315%?:@(
Plant category . nrl?. ment rap.sport
content of coefficient coefficient
aboveground ( Aboveground)
I A% Grade 1 plants 0.06+ 0.31+ 2.59+
0.03b 0.13a 0.36a
I 454 Grade T plants  0.32+ 0.41+ 1.45%
0.11a 0.25a 0.22b
k84 Grade T plants  0.07+ 0.06+ 0.74+
0.08b 0.07b 0.27¢c
IV 2484 Grade IV plants 0.02+ 0.04+ 0.24+
0.02b 0.05b 0.23d

T RRFERR R R Z M7 B EER (P<0.05),
Note: Different letters indicate significant differences between
different groups ( P<0.05).

SEAR GG & AR, BT 2 2 A X O I
Cf T REDFIE, BB IT 3R (B L5201 25K
BEAF,2019) | 52 11 23 (XA, 2003 5 X8 15 E 45
2007) ZF B ATIREF ) Cd & A RE S, (B A Yy R i
N HICEE SEBR ) TR b ek ), AR S
YR BT HLOGAE Sy — b R) 2 RE ) B A
TR A EE AR KRGS RT B0 IX
1 JLEF B AR TR P40 X0 T BLOG e B3 Cd
SR HIN 43.26 .40.33 mg - kg, it K TE 4R
FEREPI IR N () E % & 6, Feis 500 5 1.35 Al
1.16, &4 RE (M L 4) 439078 0.20 F10.37, 3%
B BLG AN BET R AT LAy 5 F K 0 X 5
Wt X+ Cd s QiR B AME R, SRT Dk
O3E XSk AE S - Cd L Zn RN 30 Al
Pt R, R LB & —Fp Cd . Zn BB 15 5
WHEBEMY, THF 5359 X L5 Cd Zn 15
YeIG B, SR T IE 73R 438 XA I A B Ni
LR (M L) % iz R0 00 6.16 Al
1.37, 9K F 1, Hosth 138 Ni & &40 H 0.62 mg -
ke, FEUEERB () KT 1 AR R
R R I N I, BAR B A R N AT
KB B A e as B, A I 7 R R IR B
W73 38 X - HE Ni 5 5 | 38 T i — 25 (I AF5m
PLSSIE

AR 1S P R T Ay ) 2 0y b R A - 3 v )
& )E , BARARNE I 4 Jm W AR H R A

Ji L AR MRS T AN i) S A B DT ek 2 ot
YR E . R FWEF10 500 DX 0 35 1 B RER
T 4 X 2 F, e T IV gUE Y, Hoh
Y HOR KA MR EE Cd, Cu P B BT
20.44~611.1 mg - kg Z[H], Hi ¥ Cd Cu Pb 1Y
FEANT 0.15~6.19 mg - kg Z 6], HRF Zn & &
P 1 600 mg - kg, M EER Zn F RN 140
mg - kg™, BT B 58 S AR A% 1 1V AN (R R
EORGE O v i o O e o B Y S L
& TR ER AR ALAE )

IR A ) D) 2 R R T ) T R e,
T 4 Jm DU AR AR R R, AE AR P AR 2D
WESJE, R TREW 8 X bR, J8 T
A 4, IR EB Cd . Cu. Zn BY & 20 51K 0.72,
5.41.72.85 mg - kg, M 3 Cd Cu . Zn B9 & & 53
24 0.39.4.77 .36.90 mg - kg, R WAL A A
Ty I I A e JE TR RAE )

RS B 7R R sk A, AT T I
B O B R 0055 . R, 4 FA]
FHT 030 434 X, 5% 55 i AT b A 88\ ] T2
PEl] 43 DX A B DX 52 B T4 DA S5 30 X9 ]
Fre kR,

S
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10 15 20 25

Y& Equisetum ramosissimum —
JK#K Debregeasia orientalis —
43F] Mirabilis jalapa —
B4HEZE Polygonum lapathifolium —
I RYT Iris confusa —
FKEHL Calystegia sepium
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