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Abstract In order to improve the remediation efficiency of mercury contaminated farmland soil, fulvic acid ( dosage: 0, 0.075,0.150,
0.225 kg/m” ) was added to the mercury contaminated farmland soil. After the experiment, the plant biomass , the mercury content in the tissue
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the total mercury and the effective mercury content in the soil were analyzed,and the enrichment of mercury in ramie was studied.The results
showed that the addition of fulvic acid had no significant effect on the biomass of ramie plants,but could increase the content of total mercury
in plants, promote the transport of mercury from plant roots to aboveground parts and reduce the total and effective mercury in soil. When the
fulvic acid dosage was 0.075 kg/m’ , the promotion effect was the best. After restoration , the total mercury content of soil decreased from (0.56+
0.05) mg/kg t0(0.38+0.03) mg/kg,and the effective mercury content of soil decreased from 2.13+0.04 wg/kg to 0.97+0.07 wg/kg.The addi-

tion of fulvic acid could be used as a potential remediation technology to promote remediation of mercury contaminated farmland soil by ramie.
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Table 1 The biomass of ramie of different treatments kg/m’
Fis b B EEL7/i s
No. Treatments Biomass
1 R 8.77+0.59
2 MR + 0.075 kg/m” B HR 8.95+0.84
3 MR + 0.150 kg/m’ 5 HLEE 9.01+1.57
4 ERE + 0.225 kg/m’ B 9.16+1.52
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Table 2 Total mercury content in ramie roots,stems and leaves of different treatments mg/kg
e Ak MR - I
No. Treatments Roots Stems Leaves
1 MR 0.042+0.004 0.019+0.003 0.015+0.002
2 R + 0.075 kg/m” & HER 0.058+0.003 " 0.160+0.003 " * 0.053+0.003 " *
3 A + 0.150 keg/m’® B AR 0.084+0.003 " " 0.110+0.005 " " 0.031+0.002" "
4 MR + 0.225 kg/m” &R 0.120+0.005 " " 0.082+0.003" 0.021+0.003

T+ FORZERBE (P<0.05), # + FORZEFMERFE (P<0.01)

Note; * means significant difference (P<0.05), * * means extremely significant difference (P<0.01)
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Table 3 The content of total and effective mercury in soil in different

treatments
TSR A RCKR
F5 Abr Total mercury Effective
No. Treatments in soil mercury in
mg/kg soil // pg/kg
1 PR 0.51+0.06 1.32+0.06
2 MR+ 0.075 ke/m® FEHEE  0.38+0.03°" 0.97+0.07" "
3 R+ 0.150 ke/m® BEAR  0.40£0.05°°  1.04x0.06""
4 AR+ 0.225 kg/m’ B HR 0.43+0.05" 1.07£0.05" "

T FORER B (P<0.05) , » = FREFMEF (P<0.01)
Note: * means significant difference (P<0.05), * % means extremely
significant difference (P<0.01)
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