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Study on Purification of Eutrophic Water by Three Aquatic Plants
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Abstract [ Objective ] The research aimed to select hydrophyte with strong ability to absorb nitrogen and phosphorus elements in water.
[ Method ] By measuring three types of aquatic plants( Limnophila sessiliflora ( Vahl) Blume, Saururus chinensis (Lour. ) Baill. and Ruellia
brittoniana Leonard) growth indexes(root length, root straight stem, stem diameter and chlorophyll) and water indexes ( turbidity, dissolved
oxygen(DO), TN, NO,-N, TP, PO,—P). [ Result]The relative growth rate and accumulated fresh weight of the three aquatic plants were
significantly higher than original value. The removal of TN, NO;—=N, TP and PO,—P by the three aquatic plants was very obvious. However,
different plants have differences in the absorption of nitrogen and phosphorus nutrients from water bodies without sediment. [ Conclusion ] The

study provides the theoretical basis for the water quality purification by aquatic plants.
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Table 1 Changes of growth conditions and biomass of three plants
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Fig.1 Changes of DO(a)and turbidity (b) of different aquatic plants at different periods
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Table 2 Changes of TN,NO;-N, TP and PO,-P in water %
LIS TN AR NO,-N Az ff 3 TP AR fhA PO, -P A fl A
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