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Abstract

Background and Objective: Due to the low cost in a long-term a p atlon ironmental friendliness, the use of
biological remediation has gained significant attention in recent . Thi dy aimed to investigate the use of

ornamental plants and arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (Alw phy emedlatlon of lead contaminated soil under

greenhouse conditions.

Methods: The research was conducted as a factoriahi ompletely randomized demgn with three factors of plant type
(Gladiolus (Gladiolus grandiflorus), Ornamental cabbage
(0, 25, 50, 100 and 200 mg/kg) and fungus (with/wi
carried out after the plants reached the flowerin . The concentrations of lead in plant tissues and soil, uptake,
bioaccumulation factor (BCF), transft tor (TF) of\lead and plant growth parameters were measured.

Results: The Pb concentration in the rdgts and shoots®of ornamental plants increased significantly due to the increase in

soil Pb concentration. The root Pb co tiqns were about 2 to 4 times its concentration in the shoots (at different Pb
levels). Translocation factog for Pb infallplants were less than one. AMF inoculation significantly increased shoots and
root dry weight of G. grandi . oleracea under lead stress. Also, AMF inoculation significantly increased Pb
concentration, Pb uptake F; of all three ornamental plants compared to non-inoculated treatments. The root
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Table 1. Some Physical and chemical properties of the initial soil.
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6- Bioconcentration factor
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Table 2. Results of variance analysis of the effect of plant species, mycorrhizal, lead and their interactions on some of soil and plant

properties.
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Table 3. Mean comparisons of simple effect of plant, mycorrhizal, and lead on some studied propeq_ies.
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