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Phytoremediation and Physiological Response of Cu** ,Cd**
Contaminated Water by Gracilaria lemaneiformis

WU Xiao-song, HUANG He-zhong, Ding Fei-fei, CHEN Jin-feng

(Institute of Life Science, Suzhou University, Fisheries

Research Institute of Suzhou University, Suzhou 215123, China)

Abstract : Experiments of phytoremediation and physiologic index variability of Gracilaria lemaneiformis under the
persecution of different Cu”* and Cd** contaminated water were conducted. The results showed that, the respective
efficiencies of removal were 99.9% and 93.1% when treated G. lemaneiformis with 0.05 mg/L Cu®* and Cd**,
the respective efficiencies of removal were 55.24% and 86. 15% when treated with 0.5 mg/L Cu’* and Cd’** ; the
high concentration Cu®* (0.5 mg/L) led a significant decrease of PE and chlorophyll a and chl. b in G. lemaneifor-
mis , while the high concentration Cd** (2.5 mg/L) didn’t led an insignificant decrease; the concentration of phys-
iological response of Cu’* was lower than Cd** , the metal concerntrtion levels that of SOD activity had a peak and
the content of MDA had a significant increase was at 0. 05 mg/L(Cu®*) and 0.5 mg/L (Cd**) respectively. G.

lemaneiformis is more suitable as a bioremediation plant to Cd** contaminated water.
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