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Table 1 Characteristics of soil and crop in test sites
LD KA Fe/MAE e FHME + 3R e PR B e s
Index Maximum  Minimum Median Average  Soil standard limit Excess rate/ %
+ 3% Soil BILE &R/ (mgekg!) 0.3214 0.0987 0. 1502 0.2121 0.3 10
BITE T/ (mg kgD 37.89 22. 36 28. 23 28. 41 60 0
pH 8.26 7. 8! 8.05 8. 04 - -
A B 38 it/ (emol kg™ 16.57 11. ¢ 15.02 14. 82 - -
B A/ (mgekg) 99. 54 72.65 84. 83 84. 41 U3 -
3w (P,O5) /(mgekg ™) 74.56 54. 87 62.47 63. 50 —2 -
KM (K. 0)/(mgekg ) 241.3 175. 6 196. 1 201.5 — % -
¥ Crop I HE F/ (mgekg-D 0. 0245 0.0014 0. 0081 0.0108 0.3 -
BICEF i/ (mg-kgh) 0. 0789 0.0296 0. 0543 0. 0530 - -
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Table 2 Characteristics of soil and crop in experimental communities
Ei=Rn KA R/ME i iiﬁe - e v PR b
Index Maximum Minimum Median val;eg Soil standard limit Excess rate/ %
+3 Soil ICHE i/ (mg-kg") 0.2714 0.1426 0.2350 0.2377 0.3 0
BTHE R/ (mgekgh) 30. 21 22. 34 26. 45 26. 26 60 0
pH 8. 06 7.84 8.00 7.97 - -
A/ (mg-kg™!) 90.12 74.61 81.41 81.45 NES -
AR (P,0s) /(mg-kg ™) 73.24 55.61 64. 41 63.51 — % -
KIEVEA (K2 0) / (mgekg!) 241.6 174.5 198. 8 204.9 — % -
FH S F 28 # & / (cmol < kg™) 15. 63 13.26 15.02 14. 97 - -
fE¥) Crop  FRICE GFHIR)/(mgkg!) 0.0112 0. 0039 0. 0064 0. 0070 0.3
BOCR G /(mgekg ") 0.0874 0. 0336 0. 0543 0. 056 - -
AW IR /kg 0.72 0. 61 0. 68 0. 68 -
HITHE (4h ) /(mg-kg ') 0.0026 0. 0005 0. 0008 0.0011 -
BT R (4 HD /(mg-kg!) 0. 0025 0. 0005 0.0013 0.0014 - -
LY (A FD kg 0.72 0.61 0.68 0.68 -
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Fig. Total heavy metal cadmium content in soil in pre- and post-planting control areas
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Fig. 3 Total heavy metal cadmium content in soil in pre- and post-planting of restoration areas
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Fig. 6 Exchange cadmium content in soil in pre- and post-planting of control areas
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Fig. 8 Exchange nickel content in soil in pre- and post-planting of control areas



L re - FF - LR

3

16

14

12

10

08

SR

Exchangeable nickel content/(mg * kg™)

06

iﬁﬁﬂ: Soil sa.u/1ple
9 PR AT S 18 5 X 3 i S e 5 R i
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2.4 MmEEMENEYREESENZN
X 15 A% HR /N X 5 15 A kb BN X AR
WhESRR VEICEIEIT . SRR MY
FEEBESEZOMLERTESRETERLRY
s Ab BRI AN X P R ) A R I AKX
MUNX Y E 4R & m(E 10~F 1D, 454
U 5 B4R ST 56 R 2 R S 400 56 L 3K 56 Pr HH 1Y)
4 JE WA R X 4 A R B AR L R

BB A A T
2.5 ZFEELENLEFENERER

X 15 X BN X S 15 S b BN XA
Wy rb G R R BT R BEAT 0 . eI
DA AR W S5 R 15 AN IX S 15 A4
Ak BN DX A ) A ) 22 RN R B R A
Jee e B 58 37 Ml - 8 G R R BRI Y R R AR
/N B P A A 9 IE R A K (B 12)

0012 [ -
—— AHR 0.0112
—a— 5
ooo |- 20097 0.0096
ThD
-
S 0008
E
ol 0.0068
= .
f.;é S 0006
Pic] E
5 0.0054
< 0.0045
< 0004 [
3 0.0039
= QY 00021 0.0023
0.0016
0002 [ ;
0.0007 :
00007 0,0006™" 00005 o006 |
0 i 3 5 7 9 ii i3 i5
3RS, Soil sample

P10t B 52 A ek Yo Ay TR M G R A £ 5 T

Fig. 10 Effects of applying repair materials on the uptake of heavy metal cadmium in plants
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Fig. 11  Effects of applying repair materials on the absorption of heavy metal nickel in plants
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Study on the Effects of Heavy Metal Adsorption Materials
on Soil Heavy Metal Pollution Restoration in Field Tests

HUANG Dong-ya, LI Ting,ZHANG Shui-ou, REN Xiao-jiao, YANG Yong
(Xi'an Agricultural Product Quality and Safety Inspection and Monitoring Center,Xi'an 710077, China)

Abstract: In order to study the passivation effect of new heavy metal adsorbents on cadmium and nickel, field

experiments were carried out on the basis of soil culture experiment and pot culture experiment, the contents of

heavy metals in soil,cation exchange capacity,heavy metals in aboveground crops and biomass of crops before

and after remediation were compared and analyzed. The results showed that the heavy metal adsorbents used in

the experiment have excellent adsorption and passivation effects on cadmium and nickel. The soil in the demon-

stration area of Gaoling was slightly alkaline, the concentration of water-soluble cadmium was reduced by

35.0%-63. 4%, the concentration of water-soluble nickel was reduced by 34. 8%-59. 0%, and the cation ex-

change capacity increased slightly.

Keywords: adsorption material;

heavy metal content; cationic exchange quantity; adsorption effect
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