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T E RIS 5T I A0 B A R = A R 1 TG PR AR B A R AR NI AR ( Ficus concinna
var. Subsessilis ) &2 EEHME 4 )8 Cd ., Cu AUHRALACR. 45 92 0 | SR AL I8 T JCHRZN AR BEMR &2 Cd L Cu Bl IE
FAEAR FLR N 4 1tk B A ) R T R B K e, 2R B AR S MR8 5300 mg - ke 41 B
A FTEPERISRAL T AR Cd & K(EH 313 mg-kg™', 1 mmol - kg™ ¥ I5MR(CA ) -300 mg- kg™ FF1E 7 4=
YIRME R T ARHS Cu R &R 2156 mg-keg™ BRALFIRINT, 8 2 & 12 5 Cd. Cu /N REIR N Y
B AR/ NHAR T 38 Cd L Cu IR E A RE ) B E 45, 1 mmol - kg™ CA—300 mg- kg ' R = A2 4 R 1
TEHERIRIL T Cd R R EERECN (9.76+0.10) , 25T B2 S1(1.1+0.02) (1) 8.90 5,300 mg- kg™ A= 44
FE MR MR T Cu RS ERECN (7.42+0.16), 42 S1(0.77+0.03) 14 9.60 £ ; FoAk /N 1] b |-
e Cu IIBE 85, TF< 1, %F Cu BY4RIUE Z IEREA B ;300 mg kg™ 4N P24 My m G M FI 3R AL R Cd ik
B RN 2.56% , =X HRLH S1 1Y 4.70 15,300 mg-kg™" AN E =AM 2 M 7% 79 —1 mmol -kg™' EDTA Be& 3816 T
Cu M RIBEE F K 1.80% , 77 S1 B 3.30 i Zidk, Todf/ N4 % B 4 )@ 15 YL iy bl A R ir e R, 4
Y HE PR A A TR B ] A SR e /NHE R 42 R Cd A Cu RIS R AR,

KEWR T/, Cd, Cu, AWREIEER, AR, ELEIGY, oM.
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Abstract; The strengthening effects of surfactants produced by marine bacteria and yeast and
chemical chelators on the removal of heavy metals Cd and Cu in saline-alkaline soil by Ficus
concinna var.subsessilis were studied in pot experiments. The results showed when adding Cd and Cu,
Ficus concinna wvar. subsessilis was able to grow well, and the heavy metal content in the plants
increased with the increasing addition of the biosurfactant, and the heavy metal content in the root
was higher than in the shoot. With the enhancement of 300 mg -+ kg™ bacterial surfactant, the
maximum content of Cd in the root was 313 mg-kg™', whereas with 1 mmol-kg™' CA—300 mg-kg™'
yeast surfactant addition, and the maximum content of Cu in the root was 2156 mg - kg™'. The
accumulation of Cd and Cu in Ficus concinna var. subsessilis was significantly increased by the
addition of the fortifier, and the absorption and enrichment capacity of Ficus concinna var. subsessilis
to Cd and Cu in the soil of was remarkably increased. The maximum enrichment coefficient of Cd
under the enhancement of 1 mmol-kg™" CA—300 mg-kg™' yeast surfactant was (9.76+0.10) , which
was 8.90 times as many as the control group S1 (1.1+0.02). The maximum enrichment coefficient of
Cu under the single enhancement of 300 mg-kg™' yeast surfactant was (7.42+0.16) , which was 9.60
times as many as the control group S1 (0.77+0.03). It was weak for Ficus concinna var.subsessilis to
transfer Cu from the shoot to the upper parts, and TEF was below tol, which showed a limited
extraction and repair potential of Ficus concinna var.subsessilis for Cu. The maximum repair rate of Cd
with the combined enhancement of 300 mg- kg™ bacterial surfactant was 2.56% , which was 4.70
times as many as in the blank reaction system “S1”, and the maximum repair rate of Cu with the
combined enhancement of 300 mg-kg ™' bacterial surfactant — 1 mmol=kg™' EDTA was 1.80% , which
was 3.30 times as many as in the blank reaction system “S1™. Then, the Ficus concinna var.
subsessilis has a better potential to remove the heavy/metal in saline-alkali soil, and the addition of
biological surfactant and chemical chelator can_effectively improve the absorption and enrichment
efficiency of heavy metal Cd and Cu in Ficus concinna var. subsessilis.

Keywords : Ficus concinna var. Subsesstlis ;“éadmium’, copper, biosurfactant, chelator, heavy metal

pollution, saline-alkaline soil.

BEERAR Tl S B A i PRk & 8 | A 20 30 = A 119 T 4 1E USRS T b R s A - 38 3R 58 R IR R A7
FE AR A A 7 Tk NS f B F Bl R P 18 B BB AR ARG R85 A 0, Sk v IR A )
W A 0 AR A R R P B SRR A 1), R B & 245 5 H B A B R R Ak 2= s fb AL 18 5 R
Nz A

R D 4% 0 e ) R R S 11 P T B 2 R B H A A g R AR 4075 e ) S b
AT TR A B A= 3 Tt M ) B IR A0y SR R R AR A (At pHL L R ERBR) T RN A
ST w5 T KRR 5 A IS T D A 20 T 355 e 751 DAY RS 0 P O e ) 10 T 7 A I VR T B v 3
SO0 N R A B R BTV | O Y e A O B TTR ol A S S N N2 (e, e R LR B A s | =Ml 1}
HAFE KRB AWH 7 EDTA 1R R AL EEE A7, BE S L 50h R Z280E & 8 B T 18 A RO, 38
iR RIS E AR T (R R Y A R ST R EDTA B A T 7R A ) b B
A AR R AR R SR RN Cd 155+ 30 AP R ( CA) 1E R —Fh KRG A>T A HLIR , 2E W B A bk 4, B S
Pb Il Cd 55T BUAR TR B4 10 00 i 8 v 7 4 s A A kel (R A i 5 SRR kb 4 T e ok
EDTA 7EEARR L RR(ICAE Y A B A8, 5 EDTA A EL CA 5 3R 1E TG ML 065 N FH AT BEA 3%
MR AR A T 4 S AR R R AR P VAR TR YR 0 3 TR 7 A A R T R B S A R i A 1
82T A A I ST A R A

TR/ N RERR 2R KA b oA K AR R, ol AT SR 05, B 5 IAURE 5, J2 W B TR I 4R
B Hb TS A ARl L /INTEAR R SR , R SR 35 A v mT ARG I & 00 | T LA/ IS A 9 FH T Bl B X
HERGYL B R BB s E " AT LI/ R A | 8 i A 2
TR IV B A 2 7 A 1 A 0 2R T ) A A 2 T M R/ A2 S B R R RS T AR /N A
Cd ,Cu FIRE T HEAT b AL, IRt S R A B A 5 S AR R TR Ik B, s A A 018 52 He R SR AR} 2
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WA, Ay e 4w Vs G iR B TR A
1 #BF1 7 ( Materials and methods)

L1 fEprr

PR Y PR R 20—30 em BY—4FAETOR/N AR I e, i 22 B AERE S 4t B A A SC I = AR
FETAN 2 A S AR 3 H /N AR W) T R B 20.9 g5 iR A N AR 18 em
AR 13.5 em 55 20 em BRI ; (R AR B TN BRRF R 46 3R 2 £+ (0—20 em) , HEEAH b %
Frange 1, LI AR )R, e SRR R A1 BT 2 mm 0 & FL 20 A 4285 ) £ e U 1R
(EDTA) FPR (CA) Mg A 4 1l a0 23wl A= 49y 3 T 3% 4 50 e ¥ A i 1S 2 A4 ST 8% B8 T ( Yarrowia
lipolytica ) FIASSHFT 7 ( Acinetobacter ) Wi Fh U4 4 7= = .

&1 AR A 5

Table 1 Basic physicochemical properties of the tested soil

Eh - AL ) 44t Cd 4 Cu
P Organic matter Alinity Total amount of Cd/(mg-kg™") Total amount of Cu/(mg-kg™")
336 5.8 2.8% 0.05 %o 0.05 20.96

1.2 AW g TR il

WiERE% 10.0 g- L™ ZALH0 1.1 gL' EASN 1.1 g- L7 B2 54 3.4 o- L7 BEREE 0.5 gL', =
IKEWIRE H1 2.46 g- L7 M ICRI S mL-L™' | IE+7NEE20.mL- L7 0145 pH7.4, 5 B2 1K E B
TG NTER 28 °C (150 r-min ' FERIGSE, KBE 72 h (K ESME 121 °C 20 min; R ITTRIFR . LK
BWIREE 29 g L7 AALSS 24 o L7 KB BRHI 25 g L' s — K A BRIREE 17 ¢- L7 E/K A BREREE
10 g-100 mL™';0.056 g+ L™ /K& B8 W 2%, H10.22 wm A9 U8 IR 5 B B B8 ) . & T TR pH {15 & 8,
12000 r-min”" B5.0> 30 min 2 BR B AA. 38 5 JR DOVEOMLER | G005 W BE AR IOER 4| L2 ¥ VR T 05 2 1t
Yarrowia lipolytica 7= ZFETHIGYER N 481 mg- L™ Acinetobacter 7= F TGN 262 mg- L™ ; H&L W HE 6
T EEL R e 2T A S e, T o 2 TR P 791349 o R RIS S T TG )7 5 81 A o v 3 1 7
%P2 T 2 4, HL SR o 753K 8 K U7 DA SIC B0 3k AN 2% I AR 190 5 A [) e 8 A 0 9 T 0
70 2 R 1 5 2R AT 95 LX) TEAT /N W AT R il it B 4 Cd L Cu SR ALAE .
1.3 EHEEh ALY

i PEER NaCl Na,SO, 5 83 NaHCO, W £ 2 [ 1:2:1 K[ Na®10.9 mol - L™ ¥R A, % T-1000 mL
FE TR G400 mL 4 A BRA I JE 5 380 iR . pH 8.0—8.5, #hJE 2.5%c—2.7%.
1.4 AR5 Yhb B

I T 2017 453 H P ajgbfT, AR 4%E 4.3 kg KT HBE B4 —BREEFE A JCHE/NHRR L, S BB
FREK, IR EIRE P T AT S A IR E B AKE, T 5 H 20 B AR+
HEPEATIS JeAb B | B3k 21 D SEBA 3% 50 mg-ke ™' BIAL YR VR ISR IT 400 mg-kg ™ (VLT &)
FIARbBRM BE TR N OC K, B4 1 AN 3 I 1 LS, A 2 338 vb A4 5% 4 23 391 et 23 #r 4
CdCl,;5/2H,0 ,CuSO+5H,0 FEeifil ; %F BEZH (CK) AR Cd* | Cu™ AY A5 25 B8 oK il B e iR o i rp i
4@ R i T DU T S S A T A JE SR T S A A .
1.5 sfbREs s

5o A T B 455 A ) 3R T TG P ) B 2 8 5 50 B A 3R A R S [ Ak L ST 250 5 0 4 24 ) 3 T 9% P 5
KB 3 BB, 100,200,300 mg-kg™ (LA T R E ) ; (B G 7 EDTA Fil CA, 7EAE Y 3K i
2 J& % EDTA F1 CA 7051%% 1.0 mmol - kg™ ( AT T 1) A MR B SN B X610 4%, % FEAL B (ST) Jin 45
HEEBE /KRNI EAR K. ST AT—A3 . HH11 0,100,200 .300 mg - kg_] Yarrowia lipolytica 75 T M
#;K1,C1—C3:EDTA B4 0,100,200 ,300 mg-kg™" Yarrowia lipolytica 7=3& 1035 17 ; K2 . D1—D3; CA
B4 0,100,200, 300 mg « kg™ Yarrowia lipolytica 7= 3T 1% 15 ; BI—B3; B0 100,200,300 mg - kg™’
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Acinetobacter F= =) FTETER] ; K1 . E1—E3 . EDTA B4 0,100,200 .300 mg - kg_1 Acinetobacter =R H 15
PEF ;K2 F1—F3 . CA B4 0,100,200 300 mg-kg ™' Acinetobacter =36 WG PEF. DL ACFEZH + 32X 43 hn
50 mg-kg ') Cd F1400 mg-kg™" Cu;CK A% AL, A AT b B A B 3 A EATHEE A K
HIRRREE N B K 60% 204, I KB 18 BIHE A rh A R RE R 31 [T 8P, 3 A4S e BURE.
1.6 L AEAb P55 E 4w 4G

2017 4F 8 H 25 H2REE, PUArBUR £ 8 BBl 3 100 g, A SR I BR 25 1R b (04 7 Fshid 4 5%
K, G 10 BE iR 25 2 mm DL ARPER TR 415 B 70 /0 i & 4aa 1t 100 HE fe
i B 0.2 g T 50 mL R PUFR LAt b, 7K 5 I ARSIR 2 SRR 45 5 mL, 38 UHE P FE Bl
ARIE AN 30 min, FEANTE RN 1 b 224, T s RS ABREE YN EYI4 2 mL 247, %0 1 mL &
SR, M E AR R AR B R H A SR BIRE, BCR RS, 01 mL(1:2) FRdh BRI i B Al KE &
2 25 mL JE T I8 R E WO 6O G EE T (PinA Acle 900T #4) 5 1€ H Cd Al Cu (75 .
1.7 HPIRE AL PR S T 4 JE A

WK FE AR i S B SRR R ik 2200 AR 22 BT 20 mmol - L' () EDTA-Nay 28 15 min, DABR
FoHR R R A O AR e PR B K vh ik 3 R W K AR T e AR A R W AR o iR 2 4,
3% FAEE R 105 °C /7 30 min, 70 CHEEHE (2148 h).

Y TR E P AR 100 H 2 e i, B 0.2 g MRS IR . & IR V/V=2/1) MR &R
6 mL, TR FUETIEM, FEN A+ BUF R, B Al K E B E 25 mL Al g, AR
WA G BT S SR Cd Al Cu B & i
1.8 Mk

BRI R F Excel 2000, 4¢3t 73 8 #l ] SPSS 20,0445 PE K SF P B 0.05, HE47 05 20 #r
(ANOVA) , Z 5 [t# % H Duncan #:36. F] ] Origin 8.0 #F1 72 0&.

2 L5 59718 (Results and discussion)
2.1 AR SRR B R B TR N AR R AL Cd | Cu & =781k

XoF AN [v) A= oy 2 6 ) Ak B AR AR 900 B i R e AT BRI R T 22 e i, 2 LR
HIHI Duncan FHTEZ M 251 45 RANIA 1.
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B 1 SRR RS MR AL PR O/ N AR R 8 E Cd Cu i
(K EARNG SR 305 AR R AR BN 2253 8.2 (P<0.05) R IA])
Fig.1 Cd, Cu concentrations in different organs of the Ficus concinna at different biosurfactant addition

( Different lower-case letters on columns indicate significant differences under different treatments ( P<0.05) , the same as below.)

A 2 T T 7R A% e JEE AR /N A b 34 Cd  Cu 3 B 3 X IR (P<0.05) , P Ak
W2 T A R RE SR AL O /N Cd L Cu ORI AP A= 4 26 T TG PRI R I A Cd . Cu ST B2 5F 10
F(P<0.05) , iFh AR G MR R AL SR AR HEARRTE Yarrowia lipolytica 7= 3¢ TR PEF 4 58 AL AE FH
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TR ; [ b A 2 T G MR R TR v BE AL B R Cd \Cu 2257 838 (P<0.05) , H B Sk B (38
Kt R, o Acinetobacter 77 3¢ T 315 £ 7 78 300 mg - kg™ (B3) #MK E TR Cd =& K, 27
313 mg-kg™ BN RZE (S1) $215 T 840% , [ H &R 53 Cd & A RIS T 517% ; Yarrowia lipolytica 1™
FIATE P 300 mg - kg™ (A3) ZbFE N TCAR /N AR AR ER M B4 Cu & a3 5 1751 mgkg ™
1217 mg-kg™" B %5 BA 41 (S1) $2 55 T 946% Fl 766%. 1fi Acinetobacter 7= 3% i i ¥ 7 £E 200 mg-kg™" Hl
300 mg-kg ' AbFE AR Cu S AR EE (P=0.05) ,200 mg-kg™ AR R iA 2 B A (H.
2.2 Yarrowia lipolytica 7= EWFRIEIE MR A A RN R TCAR/ NHE A FERT Cd Cu 1 2281
&2 AL AP 550 EDTA (CA (ARBRZH K1 K2) SV FH T Jei/ N Fa A A E 743 Cd Cu
T W T IRAL(S1) (P<0.05) , K1 AbFE R ARHB Cd | Cu 7 40 A FE0 B T 121% ,175%
K2 AP R AR Cd .Cu &840 RS T 369% .605% , EDTA F1 CA ¥JREA Z% AL+ 3% Cd . Cu, $255
A=A ST DT AR 2 TC A /N A X LI U 8 B R 5 Yarrowia lipolytica 77 3% T 1 M 71 2 [|] 4b B
(C1C2C3/D1D2D3) , Hirp EDTA 5K EE MR G AL FE R /ANHARR Y Cd | Cu & 5 390 25 I T 3R i %
PEFI B FH (P<0.05) 17 i T % BR, UEBH EDTA 5B YR &R G X Cd  Ca i L BRAFEFRE LAk
N3 CA SR ETERIBEAVERT , /N R Cd | Cu 25 i 35 w80 0] 1R L% 2 1 3% P 7 8 A A, e
CA 5300 mg - kg™ 2 1 176 #5776 A 403 (D3) FARHS Cd, Cu 5 5t 431 34 #35R A 301 mg - kg™ A0
2156 mg-kg™, b ANE PEFI SR INBT & 5 T 17.0% 1 23.1%.

400 EZZ4Root 25001 ZZ4Root
Shoot Shoot ;

5 a 5 2000}
g~300r b 7 5 b
= e ¢ = e
=% P | ‘=g, 1500
S g 7 S g
E5200 | M2 :£s
28 7 Db poef e € Db £8
S 2 c sep B ?\ 3 3 1000}
S = SN 2 s N 5=
= 1o0f g ?§ g ??%? ? g§ E
3 Wl s 3wl

NN & ININ SN

N

NANNANNININNA

Treatment Treatment

2 Yarrowia lipolytica 77493 W IEPE B A2 L 7] L0 1T TR/ DHFEARFZS B Cd Cu &
Fig.2_ Cd, Cu concentrations in different organs of the Ficus concinna

under the multiple additive of yeast fermentation liquid and chelating agents

2.3 Acinetobacter y= /1 1h] 1 M KA B G R L R AL B R TCAR/NHAR R TEERAE Cd | Cu 1% 8481k

H [l 3 v, #5305 Acinetobacter 77 2 T I M 7 2 W] B8 R ( E1E2E3/F1F2F3) , EDTA Bt A&
200 mg- kg™ 2 A1 PR e [] b B (2 ) ARAOGT B[R] v B 3% T 05 P ) Bt b 38 ( B2) 30 T /N A AR
Cd 19 & &, HEBCA A3 ZH (E1E3F1F2F3 ) /N A AL ER Cd 5 2t S 0% T 2R 10 375 2 551 B b s o Ack 2
(B1B3) (P<0.05) , H:H 300 mg- kg™ & G MEFI A A BE (B3) T X} Cd B3R A WSS SR et , % BRI
9.41 % ; EDTA 5 3R1f0 15 P K5 58 AL AT DA 38 3 i /N AR W 0 J 42 J8 - Cu IR, — 35 3R B s B 1)
RIS, Hor B3 AREER /NI Cu & i feiey , AR 1236 mg-kg ™', M 1-%B 1015 mg-kg ™.
2.4 TCH/NHERRIAN Cd | Cu 1Y RFE

Bl 4 AR AL BT TR/ N FEXT Cd A Ca Y 6L SRR (R AR R 4B VR 5 W 3 FL) Lk 1 Ak
FR/NHAEXT Cd 18 B RS ST(TCRLAR ) TR E 2R (P = 0.05) , Hp A 334 I 2 52 5 17 A
R Cd B (P<0.05) , UL A 71 5 A 2 1D 1 700 A B sl 65 TR v /N AR B 2 i 42 i Cd Ao
AAEHT, EAE R Cd St B TR I 1 390 45 e B ) 4 DR T 488 . A= 40 39 T 0% 1k ) B /R H (A 41 B
1) N RS AL B Ab3E] Cd REUETT R E 2R (P = 0.05), Sk BN X Y8 2 s SCR 2
B Yarrowia lipolytica 7= 43 111G YEFR > Acinetobacter 7= /4= %) 3 0 1% PE 7 (A #a #4, Hirp A3 4bBEF Cd
FME Ny ST 1Y 3.90 745 A M M AE A (K1K2) /NN Cd S AHEE S1 AP 51 = 1 66.3% |
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117% , ZAF B s Y 3 48 Cd BRI CA 55 Yarrowia lipolytica F=A= 43 11 i P4 751 B F [R] VE

3

;EDTA 5 Acinetobacter 1A= 93 1116 P59 22 [F] 4 BN AE 1A Cd

TR MR Fe) B Ak 2L DA TCAR /DN -4 %8

=2
£, BPFE[EES I 1 mmol - kg™ CA F1 300 mg-kg™' Yarrowia lipolytica ;=¥ M THPERIA Cd & BFE

.0.510 mg, 730l #

AP A 0.210 mg 0.450 mg

JHT AT A2 A3

H(P<0.05)

i3

ES

R R T Cd

.D3 0.610 mg

D1 0.370 mg D2 0.540 mg

LT
i
i

DAL 5 D3 bR Ak IR SORCR

J

Cd
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=
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=
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Fig.3 Cd, Cu concentrations in different organs of the/Ficus concinna
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under the multiple additive of bacteria fermentation liquid and chelating agents
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Fig.4 Total Cd content accumulated by Ficus concinna. under different treatments
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WE 4 PR, A AN BER , JCH/ N REXT Cu 19 50 SR AR 35 3 T X R S1(P<0.05) ,ZE A1 S
A= ) 3R TE PE5) %) BR O BRI 5 S I BB R AL TTAR /NIRRT Cu AR IS AR # ST, EDTA il CA AR AR 53
BIIK 109% 1 167% ; A=) LG HER AL EE (A 41 B 41) F, Yarrowia lipolytica 1= A4 3 T 5 P57 ( A
2H) W BRAE RO R B 4F, A3 Ab R AR Cu & i fe s o 3.78 mg, MHEL S1 #2715 T 418%; EDTA 5
Yarrowia lipolytica 7= =) 3 % MR B G I T ALY Cu S BA AL TIZ 10006 MR SR 7S hn (P<
0.05) , MR ES B 5715 Acinetobacter 7= ) TG PEFI AL R AL R ALY B Co BB R 0 3w TR I iG 1E
F B A FE ( P<0.05) ,E1 E2 E3 4bFR I B1 B2 B3 05428 T 111% 22.5% 122%; F1 F2 F3 4bFR I
B1.B2 B3 23 425 12.5% 23.1% . 122% . N T/ FE X Cu S 24 F % & 300 mg-kg™' Yarrowia
lipolytica 77 W) 22 1 TEPEF BASM AR AN (A3) B Cu S B fe & S1 Y 5.19 1%
2.5 TH/NHREXT Cd  Cu B e

B RE(BCE) RIA:= 91 4 46 J 1) 1 ik i 55 HL AR A R85 vh iz L W ik B 1 LU A % 18 R 8K
(TF) DAEYy b 138 b i 4 5 i 5 R b i 8 4 s 3 i 9 LU (EDR R 8 4R R ER(BCF) fift iz &
B(TF) 2 K B As 0t 5 4 Ja WSO e AR ) 2 A8 AR A0 2% 2 7, BR K1 AR3EUR JEARZN AR X Cd
MY E B R E(0.77£0.21) /N TR IR S1(1.10£0.02) , HE &5 T BCF {4 m TXT M, H KT 1,3
B AL AL R /NIRRT Ca™ B & 1 & SERE ). [FIRERR F1AREE BCF {H(0.81£0.05) <1, HE 5w fkAb
PRI R E R T IO/ REXT Cu RIS AR TR AR FRZL T BCF BB A 4 € ThT 195 1300 36 o e 3 %) 134 A T 34
K, 7E 300 mg-kg ™" Yarrowia lipolytica 7= FHHEPER S CA LA ALFE(D3) T Cd (% BCF {Hi Kik 9.76+
0.10, /2 S1 [ 8.90 £i5;300 mg-kg ™" Yarrowia lipolytica ;=32 VER AL ( A3) T Cu iY BCF {HH K
1K 7.42+0.16, 42 S1 1 9.60 £%.H1 200 mg-kg™' 300 mg-kg™"AF )2 MG 77 45 5 AL AL FR JCAR/NHAR X
Cd W EERBEYRT Cu 1, Ui SR AL HE T HE Y XT Cd 1Y e AR e ) T 5.

F2 ARLHT ™, Cu*l e L REN 5 25
Table 2 Bioconcentration coefficient and transport coefficient of Ficus concinna var.

Subsessilis seedlings to Gd**, Cu** at different treatments

Cd Cu
Qb HERE R RAL % HERE R B
Treatment group Enrichment Transfer - Enrichment Transfer =
.. .. Repair rate/ % .. .. Repair rate/%
coefficient coefficient coefficient coefficient
S1 1.10£0.02°° 0.66+0.04%" 0.543 0.77+0.03" 0.84+0.04" 0.431m
Al 2.29+0.09™ 0.61+0.11%" 0.910"™ 3.79+0.16" 0.78+0.01 %! 0.543%
A2 6.55+0.45¢ 0.72+0.03" 1.67° 4.32+0.16" 0.71£0.08°%f 1.20
A3 8.07+0.23° 0.57+0.05"" 1.86%4 7.42£0.16% 0.7+0.002°" 1.34¢
Bl 1/90+0.34" 0.72+0.14°%" 0.700" 1.22+0.26° 0.76+0.32°%! 0.333™"
B2 3.3240.31! 0.76+0.03" 1.19ik 2.56+0.06™ 0.40+0.02* 0.823Mi
B3 8.95+0.67" 0.43+0.02¢ 2.56° 3.03+0.35' 0.64:+0.08° 1.58"
K1 7.49+0.71¢ 4.12+0.52° 0.910™ 1.9+0.08" 0.66+0.12fh 0.543%
K2 7.46+0.29¢ 1.39£0.12¢ 1.27" 3.49+0.19" 0.18+0.02' 0.903ehi
Cl 2.10+0.20m 0.72+0.07°" 0.860™" 2.09+0.22" 0.62+0.12%" 0.5004
c2 4.33+0.28% 0.58+0.07"%" 1.16* 3.54+0.10* 0.56+0.055" 0.843¢M
c3 5.58+0.28" 0.88+0.04<" 1.26" 4.80+0.17¢ 0.58+0.07#" 0.893hi
D1 4.54+0.297k 0.40+0.03¢" 1.34#h 3.75+0.179 0.23+0.06' 0.951%
D2 7.67+0.38< 0.66+0.07"" 1.75% 3.95+0.22¢0 0.24+0.01" 1.12%
D3 9.76+0.10* 0.62+0.02"" 2.36" 6.67+0.13" 0.24+0.01' 1.64"
E1 2.00+0.15™ 1.02+0.08° 0.690" 2.40+0.12™ 0.80+0.06°% 0.323™
E2 5.93+0.06%" 0.40+0.03¢" 1.94¢ 4.24+0.15" 0.95+0.05* 1.30¢
E3 8.13+0.32° 0.42+0.02¢ 2.36" 5.63+0.16 0.82+0.03"4 1.80°
F1 0.77+0.21° 1.95+0.63" 0.486° 0.81+0.05° 0.74+0.10°% 0.320™
F2 1.38+0.01™ 1.47+0.29¢ 0.560° 1.91+0.06" 1.00+0.15* 0.193"
F3 4.78+0.319 1.54+0.34% 1.15% 4.10£0.10"% 0.75+0.01 %! 0.784Mi

TE: B RAPFE AR IR R | 3 SONE TR FR A A A BT 5 42 R A% R 4000) 25 5 8% (P<0.05) , MoK
Fa=0.05.
Note: The data were expressed by mean+ standard deviation, and different lower-case letters on the column showed significant differences

under different treatments’ BCF or TF (P<0.05) , significance level a=0.05.
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T TCAR /N AE IR 4 I S e REREAR R P22 ) M 3R 54 AS , BT LUIAR TP Cd | Cu 1R 96 5 353k
Bl b EE Ay, TF fE/NF 13 2 050, KEHERIALEE /b4 % Cd 19 TF (5285 F S1 Y, i
XF Cu B9 TF K ZAET S1 R, X — 25 R 3B, 38 2 2 45 5390 A A 40 2 T 1 2 7] %) 00 i 3 ] i £ Ach 2R
A LA R 3 TCAR /NIRRT Cd 52 RE 1 BT 1 mmol - kg™ EDTA (K1), Cd ) TF {H ik ) K
(4.12+0.52) , H KT CA Buphjitiin (K2) R4 %F Cd #9 TF {(1.39+0.12) , il EDTA XF Cd A4 EU%
b 5512208 T CATE F2 23R JCA/ N5 Cu B9 TF {H R KGA (1.00+0.15) .

FEYME SR R A YNE B R BRI E AR X 4 R A R S 0 E o ok R8Nk 2 iR Bk F1
1BE R 0.486% /N T S1 H9 0.543% 4b, e s fb A BEX$2 8 T A /N #E X Cd A9 1B B =, Ho
300 mg-kg_lAcinetobacter F%‘%E!ﬁﬁ%ﬂﬁ@ﬁiﬁﬁ( B3) T, TeRR/INHE R Cd BB R E A 2.56% , BN
HEZH ST A4 4.70 £5. EDTA F1 300 mg-kg ™' Acinetobacter = F G PEF (E3) FLFI AT, Cu MIIEE R K
ik 1.80%, 4 S1 1Y 3.30 £i5. P FPES & 51 5 2 w16 M7 s AL 58 T, JoAm /N AR RO 46 ) 3% R8
Cd FfiE S RS 3 Cd & eI ih 4% Cd & FRFEE I &, %) Cd BERCR B AE, imi2
BUBE Cu FITEREAFR.

TCH/INHAARENH 32 50 mg-kg™ Cd 400 mg-kg ™' Cu 759458 W IE H Az KA, — & U BE A= 1y 26 i v e
FUA F IR I = T /NEAEXT Cd | Ca I, I Bl R i J32 1 1 R T 34 R, 8 SR T 4 o i 7
P T [ figp B3R A FE AR T - S0k X B 4 A W L T R 5 T 4 R B
A WA 1) R P AR ) 2% 10 M TR A R A R e A O R A RS SR T, (R U Y
B R, AT [0 22 A 488 T 1 4 3 b 58 S O B 58 il A 905 e, i 1 T R 4 I N A W sk
AT YA ST B AR ) 2 T PSS IR BE R 200 mg skg ™' B /NFHARXT Cu (Wi 38 Bl Bk, AN
T 0. — 1A 3 B AR ) T R AE R ORI A e B TR B i A 6 4 R Y R PR AICR IS F
T KT 5B W) p T A 4 9 R A R e B ST i, EL R R MOk ok, SR 4R
BTEAERUE, SEE SRS 5 - 0k Eas G A X 4w A PRk Bk e e Y

EDTA Fl CA 3833 5 138 v 5 43 J T2 mi 4 J 5 W0k 1 4 1 S R o6 ) o 4 Jos i i e A 1 380
VO, A S B i 1 b i S A R VR L B AR/ N AR X L I AR B SE HR EDTA AN CA B SRR TR
i, 35 AR T /NHAR X Cd | Cu IR, HeCA AbFE R ICHR/NHFEXT Cd | Cu B 2558 T EDTA
ARFR AR S AL N 5 mmol - kg™ EDTA, A& B M A 35 RPN Ca Cd 1 H& B 43 591 L X BB 5 27,4
89.5 {55 B AW FRW , & ES G ) EDTA X5 4@ i L VE B8 T/ N> A MLIRZEES A7) CA i A
S EDTA AR R A/ NAR R Cd Cu &/ T CA A B 53X = 2R A Y 0 8 4 R G R R R S
B TR BT A T EAH DE TS T B0 LE W) 2 T PRV IR 5 A 22 5 B 6 e — @ MR BE TR LU T B R 3 i
[FVEH , Yarrowia lipolytica F=ER) 3 RGPS CA 7620645 A0 PRk R 2 5 25 1 $2 = /N AR X Cd
Cu W, Adinetobacter P2LE M) THTHPEFIBE & EDTA 1652564 e T AL HE Cu B9 W2, BB 4 57 Y 2%
AV R A= 90 3 VG T P00 A e o8 v P A T D I R0, e TR 0 o - 4 v 4 T 1 A R . Y
A= ) FE TP R R B T CMC (I, SR ZE LR I8 SAE A, LI 5 e 5 B4 AN 7 388 i e o 4 ok ik
K, 5ELEETEG 7 EVIE, BUHE S8 5T FHRE BT 5 S IBORARZS A, R B AA Y 1 2 bRk
FAUST R e i i R AT CMC B LA TR A, 48 Cd | Cu S vE 32
BB EE AN Y X S AT Yarrowia lipolytica 723 & TEH] 5 EDTA BeA T /MR N Cd . Cu
e P I AR T R TS MR B AE T 1200 mg - kg™ Acinetobacter 7RG MERIIE S EDTA HEAN 17/ t#4
HRER Cd Y7 i, HE e A Ab BB W Cd 55 f AR 2 T 3 1 790 B b A o Ak B 4 1 5 SR — 3.

) I\ 35 il BT 4R R AE AT LU BCF (AR & 5 280 (o VEAE TR (58 280 18
S FE Ay P AR 1 Ml LR B T 4 R RE ) T M UE SRR AR , BCF EE H ZER AT 1, B
BCF s , A %) 5 4 Ja O R R AE 7 st il ™) AT 5% 45 5l Ak 16 2 A0 BV B R A B2 3 1 oA/
FAXT Cd ,Cu 1 BCF {1, (BB R AGEASREAR, Hod ToAl /AR X Cu M8 B R0R B3 /N T 1.00% , X
LG R KNI R EA G, e h B R S A ASCEES RN & & B E R
L) 04 A 0 B B A P B 0 ) AR/ NI A A B A i AL 6 v b R SR B I e
FEAE, 300 mg-kg™" Acinetobacter 77 W iGEF 5 CA LR AL P (F3) F, #1 E# 4 ¢d BRE X



7 AR S AR W) TS VR AL - 25 RS AL IO /N AR IE B Cd |\ Cu B2 3w 5 Y b i 1505

144 mg-kg™' KT 100 mg-kg™' ,BCF {H 4 (4.78+0.31) KT 1,TF {H K (1.54+0.34) KT 1,474 Baker 55
PR R SRR AR E Y IR B3 SR AL AR TR R A O /N R s B R AR AR e 3R cd s
BRCRN 1.15%.

3 4512 ( Conclusion)

(1) AR 3R TS P00 B S 0 RE 5 AL TC AR /N it A % 26 il b T 4 J& Cd L Cu I, B AASK R Yarrowia
lipolytica 7 ZR I LAY SR AL SOR AL AYIA Cd | Cu 5 1 B ThI 5 1 0] S5 mvie B2 g 386 i 1, HL &
R 0 A1 S L AR > 1 AR

(2) AW AR PR 700 55 A 2 26 30 8 B BSEEBR 45 TS x4 48 5 £ i B 42 8 Cd | Cu A 3R AL AE
1,24 CA 5 Yarrowia lipolytica 7 3% 1 3 14 ¥ e A1 4/ A (D3) MR Cu & & it = 2155 mg - keg™';
300 mg-kg™" Acinetobacter ;=G T B (B3) KI R, ToAR/INHAE AR Cd 7t d5 =535 313 mg kg™

(3) A=W THIG P70 5 Ak 2725 30 09 PRB BSCHR 5 TR TN S 35 42 55 Cd L Cu 7E/INIEAR IR 1y SR AR AL
M CA 55 Yarrowia lipolytica 7= % 181 1 P£ 7 2 [F A A o 2582 & 78 Cd B &, X Cu i 2 B &
Yarrowia lipolytica FEA R TATE VER] (A 4 B AL SR AR X B -

(4) 30 PR TCAR /N R Cd™ Cu™ St BA BT N B, A= W 2T G ) 5 25 0 ik Al b 2
P T TCAR/NHAR XL Cd  Cu MBS, Hith Cd™ | Cu™ B RIE R4 2 X B S1 11 4.70 £i%
1 3.30 f8 A SRACAE TR BCF BEAE )2 15 M50 S5in ik B2 A SO TTHE A, HLIEAR/ N RA XS Cd 7Y 5 4R
AE ) S 5R AT LU RO SR TCAR/ N XS Cd BYFE I RE T, AN &, ToRR/ N5 1) b B 38 3 76 7 Cu BURE
T8 % Cu MR S RE A BR.

(5) ToHR/INTHARAE W) R TR ER B X Cd—Cu 52815 YA 53 A TR PR AR ST P | Sd Ao 5 I P A=
7 A W R PR AT R A B RESH B s A TC N ZN AR X R R Cd | Cu BN, B2 i /N Y
BEWERE. 73 AN BB B Dy ek 8, JC s e AR TR A W st I T &, B B R R I R 5%
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