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Abstract: A field plot experiment was conducted to study the effects of planting densities on the growth and heavy metals uptake by Sedum

plumbizincicola . The results showed that yields of Sedum plumbizincicola were enhanced with the increase of planting density; however, there

was no further increase when planting density was too high. With planting density increasing from 1.1 x 10° plants per hm® to 4.4 x 10° plants
per hm’, Cd and Zn uptake of aboveground Sedum plumbizincicola increased from 0.208 kg*hm™> t0 0.631 kg*hm™, from 13.2 kg*hm™> to
58.7 kg*hm™>, respectively: yet, there was no significant enhancement between the planting density of 4.4 x 10° plants per hm® and 1.0 x
10° plants per hm’ . When planting density was 4.4 x 10° plants per hm’, the Cd and Zn removal rates in contaminated soil were 21.1%
4.60% > respectively. Appropriate planting density would benefit Cd and Zn uptake of aboveground Sedum plumbizincicola, and shorten
phytoremediation period.
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Fig.1 Shoot biomass of Sedum plumbizincicola at different

planting densities
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Table 1 Shoot biomass component in Sedum plumbizincicola

at different planting densities
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Fig.2 Zinc and cadmium concentrations in shoots of Sedum plumbizincicola at different planting densities
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Fig.3 Zinc and cadmium uptake by Sedum plumbizincicola

at different planting densities

LI 4Cad Js PR 5 5 06 - 398 I R e $ IS Zn TR
(52 A KL 4(b) ],

M 2 AT, Da4 B AL PN 4 7n Vo 318
A DI I 4.5 4% 5 h® FIAE 44 .4 JTREAE
5 R I, X 58 cd W QB B AERIA 21.1% . HAE
A S R A b 4 e W B R T A4S s G
B Cd Zn BSR40 1) 45 BT AHAL TR B
AR 2).



113 B A8 « ol R 85 0T B B 75 G H SRR SR MBS R0 (1 5 ) 3425

0.80

(a)

0.60

NH4OAc-Cdimgkg ™’
(=]
Y
=

=

ko

=
T

0 L L L
D11 D25 D44 D100

T A

30
(b

25+
IaD 20 ;L
wo| | :
g (e
Ef 15
2
:
o 10
Z

)

0

D11 D25 D44 D100
T AL

4 TE#MEZETLEESRE Cd.Zn BEERIRIGEIRE

Fig.4 Zinc and cadmium concentrations in ammonium acetate fraction at different planting densities
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