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Effect of three duckweed species on remediation of eutrophic water
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Abstract

ia punctata, were investigated for the feasibility of their treatment of eutrophic water under lab conditions.

Three Tai Lake local duckweed species, Spirodela polyrhiza, Lemna aequinoctialis ,

results showed that the duckweed species had obvious removal ability of the total nitrogen (TN) ,
(NH, -N), nitrate (NO, -N) ,
noctialis and L. punctate were 80.3% , 73.7% and 83. 8% , respectively, and the removal rates of TP were
98.8% , 96.4% and 99.3% , respectively.

demand (COD). Besides nutrient removal, duckweed affected the characteristics of the tested water in several as-

and total phosphorus (TP). The removal rates of TN by S. polyrhiza, L. aequi-

However, there was limited removal efficiency of chemical oxygen

pects, such as maintaining pH between 4.6 and 6.5 for better growth conditions, and enhancing the dissolved oxy-

gen (DO) level.

aerobic denitrification may play a crucial role due to a high DO level in the tested water.

Nitrification and denitrificaton processes were the major mechanisms for nitrogen removal, and
Compared with
S. polyrhiza and L. aequinoctialis, L. punctata grew better under the eutrophic conditions and achieved a higher

removal efficiency, which suggests that L. punctata is the better species for eutrophic water treatment in Tai Lake.

Key words duckweed; Tai Lake;
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it A B A P RE RN I B RN (E . 25 T,
XHE SRR R OF ST, R P AE LU T LI (1)
P ARE o O B S NS S U 7 L N By i B (R )
FE 5 (2) IR AE K TS YL IR B AR I R B AR R O o
AR I B T 5 (3) TR R RS T 4 Jm 10 W M N B
S () IR AL R R L KRB UK IS B A
BRI FERE T P T AL B A & K I AR s T Ok b
T B SRR & S SR R, i A SCEE X A 24
IR B E SRR R pH SO R ¥ Ak 585 2R 5
DRl 114 73 A AR AT HIL 1) 25 BRACR S5 45 3 K 4y
i, o & B IR AR A i W e e o

X I, AR SO R I SR A KR R SRR A 7R S 5
AT G B SIS 3 oI B N K A
R OTN) VE R (NH-N) il &5 % (NOy -N) | B 9%
(TP) 1 COD ) 2 BRAGCR , I WL 7K AR 35 i A A0 pH
(92840, U T fifk A [ ol 332 3 v A 7K 5 1) BE 0 B
A DT 9 326 HES 3 7 DR 0 O S K A8 52 1) 1 B ol I
HA0 25 Wk 7S FLBR RBL R, O I H T 58 B e SRR K
REERItS%

1 HBSH®

1.1 FHEF
SEHVE I 3 Fh A, I R, B AR AR
A (31°27'05.65" N, 120°19'26.47" E) . (31°25'49.78"
N, 120°17'15. 65" E) F1 (31°27'50. 16” N, 120°05’
43.62" E) , KR iy % 58 N 4839 ( Spirodela polyrhi-
za) , 5 P (Lemna aequinoctialis) F1I/V AR 48 % ( Landoltia
punctate) ', STHHKE TR E T Hoagland 58 4 15 9%
WP IR R 2 J5, 1 FLAE Wy o i 0 S R B e R A
PR, 28 B ORK IR 2 BR TS5 Ja 2R Bs o
1.2 32560 A7k B9 Sk iR B K B

XoF SR AR B B9 KW K AR AT 23 B, I E L NP
COD &3 )5, XF 94k 77 34 JH 1) Hoagland 15 57 9 itk
B IE L NP AFUA PLY) & & 5 KW 7K BOR B
A LASEAT JE 2505, HARVEFR LR IKE AL . B IE
JE 1 ES 32 WK i NH, =N 2,96 mg/L,NO, -N 4.60
mg/L TN 8.86 mg/L, TP 0.98 mg/L, COD 22 mg/L,
pH 6.5, 4b T30 v B2 F1 R i B TR ALK 22 ]
1.3 Z®/WHE

#4300 mL B AL, A 200 mL 525575
Ko DT DI B R 778 , Db (B A AL AR , 4% 70%
FEAG AT B R O B S 6 A A (R O 0.4
g) o BERPTENERE IR 30 AR, I LA N IE 1 9 2K A A X
W&, BT A AL B35 T S A DR B — b B R MK

SCEG A5 3 500 ~4 000 Ix (4 H G 16 h) i 25
~30 °C o FEFRAE M B B A W AR R AR BT B o
S AR A R I ZE K kb FE A A rh 28 AR K O3 o
1.4 WEFHE
1.4.1 RARZE
pH SR HL A V5 5 VA i S0 D i R T T e 480G DU
A SR L (NO, -N ) I 7 >R T 22 B it 1R 4% 404001
DGR A (NH, =N 5 SR T 98 Qs3] 23 06 ot 2
¥ TN 5 R B0 o A TR B 4R Ak - 56 A1 0 Dl ot
1255 TP 0 % SR FH 3k i 1R 8 91 8 - 86 470 20 D6 Ol BE 15
COD Il 52 R B M
1.4.2 F i sagn 2
B T N SE - OB K I SR PR K R
U8 Bl K CTEK T BB R 1 A T
TEW K A 4RE E K S min J5, JKEBE N 0.01 ¢
AL 7 R FREE . I E 6 TS IR BT 65 C ot
FEPIHE 24 b FRTH
TEPE S AR E - 77 PEARL AR i 22 vk H, S0, -
H,0, 16 , AL R E R i o
1.4.3 HKEREFRIT 545 %k
HHEAXALUTILA:
RE=(C,-C,)/C, (1)
EIEIUE W 2 B % (removal efficiency, RE) , C,
HRIUG I )8 FR LR W (meg/L) , €,y ¢ I %5 57
JTLRWE (mg/L) o
RGR = (InW, -InW,) /t (2)
TEFEAR XS 4 K 2 (relative growth rate, RGR) , W,
HRIUG I 2P PR AR Y (mg) W, o 202 2R
i (mg) ¢ AFEEIH RIS (d) .
t, =1n2/RGR (3)
VRS G D 1, S5 78 9 A R
1A R B[]
N = Noge + Nygwmzn + Naw (4)
SEEG R ZR N SF-f (blance of nitrogen) , Ny Ay #ii
AR N 5 (mg) Ny A FE IR N R (mg) ,
Ny HHAM PR R LR N K& (mg) , Ny
BREEAE KPR E N & (mg) o
SCES KRR Excel 2007 F1 SPSS 20 #4347 4
3 #r (p <0.05) , ] Origin 9.0 B AR .
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KEFEREENEN
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B, BIIAE98% LA B (K1) o FiI4 K, 2 A Mk B R
R I%,S. polyrhiza L. aequinoctialis 1 L. punctata
HOE2 22 43R 4% 3k 24. 7% .20. 3% 1 24.3% , )\
97 RIFR AR E LA, BRI, S
AN H ALy 0.02 ~0.03 mg/L,
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Fig.1 Removal efficiency of ammonium by

different duckweed species

3R P S AR I T A [R] A s R A
(K2). KRG 2 K, L punctata $5 ff 25 5055 B
4.60 mg/L [&ALZE] 2.68 mg/L, LKA F 41.8% ,
{H[EIHA,S. polyrhiza F1 L. aequinoctialis X 7K A& fil§ 75
RO BN A5G- 1 FE 2 ATLLE Y, SER R 4
K, BRWEBAMKET,S. polyrhiza FI L. aequinoctialis
SCH AR A RO AT IR R B X R W,
S. polyrhizafl L. aequinoctialis 7F 55 56 %) 27 4] F Al 245
FHIRE AR5, 2 NO, -N NH,"-N [ i} 77 76 i, 118
JEREFEAH NH, -N, B 2| K 4 NH,-N % 2 B K
| — KI5 A UL NOS =N, X 5 Oron'" B F 55
L5R—E, M L. punctata BERE [R] IF) NO, -N Al
NH, -N, S8 25 3R B, S. polyrhiza | L. aequinoctialis
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Fig.2 Removal efficiency of nitrate by different

Kl 2

duckweed species

L. punctata X} NO, -N 1 R 435 K 98.5% |
95.6% #199.5% SR B T HBUF 1Y K BRAICR

AN TR 3 s b X K AR TN #1882 ) A 8T 3 7
3BT FE XS TN B 2 BR A N R B KR 2 L
punctata > S. polyrhiza > L. aequinoctialis , 2 [5% %)
k5 83.8% .80.3% 1 73.7% , H. ¥ L. punctata
XF TN £BRRE#FH ST S. polyrhiza f1 L. aequinoc-
tialis , 3 X FEZ e T L. punctata I\ 5255 — 1 45 558 %
NH, -N #l NO; -N A 1R & iy e sk 56, KR & L
punctata ZEFR 12 d J5, TN ¥ E R 1.4 mg/L, ik 3| #h
P K PR3 o AT S bR E (GB 3838-2002)

9 e e s e remenenns,
) -
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L —h— l,.aequmoctialix
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I 1E)(d)
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Removal efficiency of total nitrogen by different

[ 3
Fig. 3

duckweed species

BEAh, 23 O BRALAE SE g 45 s, NH,-N #y %
BRAIAE] 13.9% i & T NO, -N iy 1. 2% , H 5 [N
AT RE 2 PR S KA v A A T R A S A A
A, VA NH, R BE w7 & A LR i H
SEMBRAIFEES, BRE, AL EERE
B, T EUR R AR ]

2.2 KEHBHERRR

KA PR A 25 B — D T S DA R R UL R O [ 25
TERF W) b, 53— J7 T2 Al i P i A ) A 2
PRI ARSI R TP Uk B R 3 R AR (
4), 58 T L3 A Ak HORL AR R A T
S. polyrhiza , L. aequinoctialis #1 L. punctata 43 5| 18
SEHGH 12 K ER 10 KRGS 10 Rk F| TP fi ok LBk
A S35 98.8% (96. 2% 1 99. 3% , i K
TP ¥ £k 0.01.0. 04 F10.006 mg/L, 3455 5| i 3 /K
¥ 85 IR REBRE (GB 3838-2002) JF 1 26K F-, X4
H TP EBRAEN 6.8% , BEMT & LKA TP 1
ZEBR A T LI P A W R R B AR T TP 25 BR Y
TERE, 4G K 3 FE 4 Al 10 K, KK
HEg TP L IHFEFR L, P2 PR TN #1925 B At JF
U 35 AR, 3K T BB H TR M TP R A, A
PO AS 36 BRI B A AR T AR S I, DT R )
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Fig.4 Removal efficiency of total phosphorus by

different duckweed species
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TX—xio
2.3 KEREHNIHERIR

KPR COD &t B I 1) 19 HE 7S 72 7 R, A5
5 KIT B TRE , SR 4 A, e f 1 3 3 1 Kk 4K
COD SR BT B IR (A S), LW 3 Ff i i
REB MoK IR COD ¥ I, fEAH X T 2 55 L L4
TEPEXT A ALY A ROR U A BR. AT 4K,
S. polyrhiza L. aequinoctialis 1 L. punctata %f COD
A A RCR B, BRI B 21.5% \21. 1% Al
24.3% B )5 2 BR AR FEAK, 24 COD Mk AR T 16
mg/ LI, 7 3 XA ALY Y 25 BR R ] e, H P
WEBRRNT 1% . SHEHN, COD LR AR5 5
N S. polyrhiza24.7% , L. aequinoctialis 23. 5% L) J

L. punctata 27.6% ,¥J/NTF 30% ,
2

COD(mg/L)

14+ o Spolyrhiza
—a— L.aequinoctialis
12} —— L.punctata

et 25

2 4

6§ 10 12
B lE)(d)
B S IRTR)E 8 i ROk K A AL 1 25 B OR
Fig.5 Removal efficiency of COD by different duckweed species

IR HE B XA LR K Y A 3 O T o IR R
M AT A PN % AR S0 AR A AR 4 I AR Ok 8
W R A RO W . A R R
B3 A7 By 1 o ik i B RS Bl 2 0 AR O 2
[yt AL AR S B K AR A i HL O TR K
A G BT AE D i A SRR E Y R XA
HLIS e W W RE A B . B S R R,

AR SR AR S 1 A S5 1 R X COD Ay 25 B R 3k |
83.9% , H. COD ®] &k F 2l 530.4 mg/L, 24 COD ¥
FEMRT 50 mg/L J5 , 15 FREEE LB R ME .l b 45 &
ARSLEE B, i KA A B COD ¥ B 51K, 1 FLIR
AWCEM A S I COD YRR AR .
2.4 Xfk{k pH,DO By

A0 Y IR T W B RO Ak, K R
40 114 7K 5 V5 Ak T B 22 IR 7E X6 /K v £ Fh 3R B R T
MIZ545 #m,  DO pH i AbI&Y i 45

#5286 40K PR pH BERT ]2 BLE T MG BT
(R D) I HARFE 4.6 ~6.5 JHEN, ELK
TEUR B BE, H 77 1 6 2 0 W A B Ak A Y
RYARVE K 1k pH 3 3 AR L. aequinoctialis )
pH [ 72 B fe R 50, AN 6. 43 FRAKF] 4. 69, Tfi )5,
KA pH HZ T, X 0] fE 5 /0 i A KXk
PR R BRAR AR T A 56 (HL T I B A K R
B, HEATE 5K, P2 A K IR B = o IR A2 B I
PR btk ol A 10 D 9 o o — o B R BE D, R IR AE
pH {H I FF 3 R/, 8 TR e . LI 45 Rk, 3
PR B KR pH Y978 5.8 A4, J8 Tl BT
FEA KR pH (A

x1 AEFEFMMAEDH pH TR
Table 1 Changes of pH in wastewater cultivated with
different duckweed species

I} fi] pH

(d) S. polyrhiza L. aequinoctialis L. punctata
0 6.43 6.43 6.43
2 4.94 4.82 5.00
4 4.85 4.69 5.84
6 5.69 5.03 6.41
8 6.08 5.94 6.36
10 5.94 5.71 5.97

508 MR ZH AR AR I fifp SRR L, S G K A IR i 4
BT —E WP E. RS, polyrhiza L. ae-
quinoctialis I L. punctata [ 7KK 53 FITESE 6 K, 56 8
KNG 6 KK BV fif A fe e (L, 70 0 h 6. 87.6. 73
7.1 mg/L, G Ir MR B, 83 T 0 IR, 2 X
HRZHF 1.05 . 1.04 F1 1.09 i, )b i 35 1Y 78 55 %% 2
3k 181.1.,177.6 F1203.6 g/m*, gy ] WL, 3 3%
HA — @ EER (£ 2) o HEH 10 KIF4G, 4%
S0 A TR ORAR U i S B R AR, L E R g T
T P A A TR T 5 B BE R, BLAG T A AU AR
AR YR T H SRS R TREARK, T
JEIFFETCIE ST 1 A, DA 9 20 36 7K A 7 fift 4R
AL 2 o oK AP i AU e A T B EOR TR A A Y
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AR YL Bk, 3 FMIEMET L punctata 1Y
WA BOR BT, S polyrhiza IRZ
R2 AREFFRMAGEFABRENTU
Table 2 Changes of DO in wastewater cultivated

with different duckweed species

i il DO (mg/1.)

(d) S. polyrhiza L. aequinoctialis L. punctata %54
0 6.52 6.5 6.51 6.54
2 6.77 6.6 6.9 6.53
4 6.83 6.63 7.07 6.53
6 6.87 6.67 7.1 6.5
8 6.87 6.73 7.1 6.5
10 6.87 6.7 7.07 6.53
12 6.83 6.67 7.07 6.51

2.5 FHRMEKER

FERIHE M B e AN 30.8 em® WAEHL TR, 4
i 14 d B AL 3 Fh R FEARIE BT — i MU Y
FRE, DAL S 1R U I A KA 1Y [
WA RREE T —E MR, L punctata
A 104 g/m® B AN F] 431 g¢/m® KN T 4 4,
S. polyrhiza¥g)in 17 3.6 1%, L. aequinoctialis ¥ Ji1 T
3.1 f5(E 6). S. polyrhiza L. aequinoctialis 1 L.
punctata 1) 5 5 AH XA K #E RGR 43 5 2 0. 09,
0.08F1 0. 1, @ &80} [a] ¢, 2050 7.58.8. 54 F
6.83, 3 FhyETE TEG KBS 5K AREEYKE
IR —F(, L. punctata BT 5.1 1%,S. polyrhiza
WINT 4.1 %, L. aequinoctialis 3N T 3.7 1%, TG
WS L T H, L punctata B T
S. polyrhiza F1 L. aequinoctialis ,
18
v S, polyrhiza .
1.6 —a— L.aequinoctialis [

—— L.punctata k3
LR ‘

12F

FIRE (2

1.0F
08F

0.6} o

0.4

2> 4 6 8 10 12 14
s 1a)(d)
B 6 AS[E AR e A e K sl A

Fig. 6  Growth curves of different duckweed species

3 i i
3.1 BagmAE

3 S. polyrhiza L. aequinoctialis 1 L. puncta-

ta XSG KR SR B R 2 BR #4000 O 80. 3%
73.7% 1 83. 8% , Xf &l W HY i K 2 R 2 0 5
98.8% ,96.4% F199.3% , 5 k1 (19 2% BR AL R AR L
AN TR P70 R 25 BRBE T 22 0 Bk . R R E ST SR
B, A ) K A R0 R I 25 R BE T T2 A 22 5 1Y o
IR A= R SRR AT R G Sy UK A W) KA ) A HE K
TS5 S B AN [R) 28 BY ) K AR A W) AT 6 A ) /Y 1 Ak
IR MRS WS T — S UK ) R HE K R
Prxt B ALRICR , R T A B SE 5, LKA P
S B R TS AR IR 988 % S UG 25 Bk 34003l
H83.7% .65.51% F179.69% , #E /K AH Py A1 & ik Fl
0l SR 25 BR R 43 O 86.22% 1 91.13%
T AR R KA ), A8 5 1 I () P R 4% 3K 31 3 R
22 BRACR, AT RE S th T 79 AH LT B R 4 S iy 4
KA Wy AT KRG ), 5 7K THT ) fk T ARUBE R, A 4 B
B RE R, ELA S R A W WA ) A R ) T E

AR SEEG Ve T 3 i P 2 3l R T VIR
Ja VL S /AR 5 P TR L 3 B o S B R ARE T i 2
ST RE IR T AN (W] A A 3R A 2SR R RN R [ 22
L. punctatafR R &35, BB JESE, L. aequinoctia-
lis RASABZ & 50, i 7 B A X b, X R] g
SELT AR S IR R CRE ) B 2E
3.2 BREIE

AW LB N2 B TRk E AL, oA
TR W AR B0 20 i A, DL R BB R S . AR SRR
A 23 AT 2% R A Y AU B LAER S0 TR B A B v
RAERIE R o SER A5 AUy, 3 FhE AR MR N 105
N G 58 45 9, S, polyrhiza 23.5 g/kg, L. aequi-
noctialis 22. 1 g/kg, L. punctata 26.7 g/kg, M3 3
AP, 3P A R 2 B R A F
20% o At Ae n] REALHE . NH, #5% AL F R fif 1k
TE FH LA B B2 467 AR 52 36 78 ¥ pHL (2%
kA, pH (H4EFFTE 4.8 ~6.5, M H N FHK il id =
R BBRI A REME N R, 2 BRI AR W 1t B R
Yyt Ae S s ACFE T DL S/ S W R T . T
DAY K AR HE W 0y % 0 19 35 7K Ak 322 58 1, Reddy
SN BB & B, M EGAR B R R AR s T R
TEAAE I SR 2 B A ZBRALHI, 20 5 40% ~
92% . Vermaat %' (W AE ¥ 1 K Tk (1 BF 5 A
KRR, KA 50% 1 A e i Al S A FE T X
BRo 5 RIS, A S 6 W 00 30 B 55 e T i AE Tk
B (2 >6 mg/L) , SEG IS ™A% K4 /Y I i
i FE PR 5E A5 ASFF . SR 20 {42 80 AE AR LA
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K ORI BE TSR, h T A R AL R DL R
S SCRH PO R AT AE e o T e A S A A AR Y 2k
770 BN 2058 K B, 55 b AR R A A AT
SR R ARG, I HA 2 P i S8 SO AL TR K

BRI ™ . TR o A B — R AT RS Ak A
B ( Bacillus ) , FAEUF A 26 AF T L BR R Wik 85% LU
U p R i S AR A AR S v R
7 —E AR R, KR TN A5 214 380 B A

£3 FETESH N FE

Table 3 Nitrogen balances summarized for treatment with different duckweed species

{Ar‘rﬁﬁ Nfﬁﬁ/\ N‘?qu” N‘?qu” % N“L’Ul‘l NIH&JLR@ZW N]‘Uﬁ{ﬁiitl‘fi
(mg) (mg) hH (%) (mg) dH (%) (mg) dE A (%)
S. polyrhiza 1.77 0.35 20 0.32 18 1.10 62
L. aequinoctialis 1.77 0.47 26 0.20 12 1.10 62
L. punctata 1.77 0.29 16 0.26 15 1.22 69

KRR B B TN W] REJE H T 52 8 G
LT AR AR R R AR S A A BE T R R ) A
FECA 5 N RS Y) B AR, B T K4 N vk
JE o R EUE R ITIE SR OR R 2 B EROK A N R
9 fie 2 BT AR S O A R I T AR AR A
T AR, S 7K R AL ReR . X
5 Korner %[32] M FE 25 R,

4 H

3 T 28 BE AR f W WOK R B SR R, 4
G KB, L. punctata XF ¥R 35 ) 3E B GE ST
S, AR ) 25 0T 0 2605 i 4 S8 SR B, T L A1 oK
T fif 40 e g pHLL A N AR W £ R I R 3
T A SNPIRNPETE  E 3 i i B P R0l S I R T K
o WN5AAE 0.1 kg/m® WHBH BE A4 L. punctata
R Bl e A 2 R W K R T e B SR B 52, A AT
DL 25 B AOK e e B R AR 8, T HL 2 S B
BURT LA 2270 0. 36 ¢ PR PR T i . T T K IR s
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