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Spatial Pattern and Interrelation of Total Cd in Soils and Crops Across the Agricultural Regions of Zhejiang
Province, China

ZHU You-wei', DUAN Li-li', ZHOU Yin% HUANG Xuan®

(1.Zhejiang Management Bureau of Planting, Hangzhou 310020, China; 2.College of Environmental and Resource Science, Zhejiang Uni—
versity, Hangzhou 310058, China; 3.Environmental Science Research and Design Institute of Zhejiang Province, Hangzhou 310007, China)
Abstract: In the study, a total of 898 soil samples and the corresponding crops were collected from paddy field, vegetable land, tea garden
and fruit land in Zhejiang province. The total Cd content of soils and crops were chemically analyzed in the laboratory. The difference of the
concentration index among the five groups of crop was compared. The result showed that 10.63% of the whole soils were assessed as the pol -
luted level according to the second grade of Standards for Soil Environmental Quality of China(GB 15618—1995), and 4.57% of the crops
were polluted. The concentration index among the five groups of crops was obviously different, changing from 0.002 to 0.257, while no signifi—
cant correlation of total Cd content existed between soils and the relative crops.
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Table 1 Distribution of the samples
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Table 4 The result of Cd pollution in soil
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Table 3 The statistic results of soil Cd content in different counties(mg-kg™)
HIX R/ME PE RRE ¥fH e JUMHE ERREU% H-afinl SBEALE B WA RE
Sy 0.08 0.23 1.26 0.21 0.11 0.20 48.68 0.15 0.24 2.64 12.60
4x1E 0.07 0.19 0.63 0.18 0.06 0.17 33.00 0.14 0.20 0.42 2.67
272% 0.06 0.18 2.06 0.22 0.16 0.19 65.00 0.16 0.24 2.96 19.60
TN 0.08 0.21 2.80 0.28 0.26 0.23 60.26 0.16 0.31 2.74 13.30
=l 0.08 0.15 0.59 0.19 0.09 0.18 4291 0.15 0.21 1.58 5.60
Al 0.07 0.15 0.57 0.16 0.06 0.15 3591 0.12 0.19 0.95 4.89
W 0.06 0.12 0.403 0.14 0.07 0.13 52.14 0.09 0.16 2.08 7.79
T 0.05 0.14 0.23 0.14 0.03 0.13 22.14 0.12 0.15 -0.19 391
W 0.07 0.099 0.16 0.10 0.02 0.10 22.12 0.09 0.12 0.68 2.96
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Figure 1 Spatial distribution map of soil Cd content in the research area
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Figure 2 Spatial distribution map of Cd pollution in research area
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Figure 3 The relationship between the Cd content in soils and
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Table 5 The statistic results of Cd content in polluted agricultural plants

agricultural plants

WX KR B3 WE B S et Gt
B~ W% B W% B WIERR%  BoRA WRR% B BERR%  HERR %
Wit 27 0.00 190 11.05 77 0 103 7.77 31 0.00 6.78
Wirh 147 4.76 18 5.56 97 3.09 0 — 81 0.00 3.20
Wirg 109 0.00 0 — 0 — 0 — 18 0.00 0.00
it 283 2.47 208 10.57 174 1.72 103 7.77 130 0.00 457
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