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Abstract: In order to remove the excess zinc in the soil and ensure the security of soil quality, batch soil washing experiments were conducted to
investigate the Zn removal efficiencies by four types of biologic materials ( Rumex patientia, Herba Loophatheri, Blasstka kapestris and Pterocarya
stenoptera) under the conditions of different concentrations, pH values and contact time. The results showed that Zn removal efficiencies significantly

! rotational speed of constant temperature oscillator. The removal

increased with increasing concentrations of biologic materials at 25 “C and 200 r+min~
efficiencies gradually reduced with increasing pH, and showed small change with contact time increment. The maximum removal efficiencies for zinc were

48.33%, 33.69% , 49.82% and 49.32% , respectively, with 4% eluent at pH 5.0 and a reaction time of 2 h.

Keywords: biologic material ; water extract; zinc; soil washing; impact factor
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(Acar and Alshawabkeh, 1993 ) F1 £ 3 i ¥ ( Peng
et al.,2009) 55 L L GO E AR FEAG FLR R A
R TR EPE SR RS B AR S A LR, U T R
M EIEE SR REE AR Z —  fEE N IMA
Dy TAEN H (Mann, 1999) .

TR 0 SC AR TR R A PR AT
FUBLAAIR BRIk 0. H AT, 182 S e - 00k
7 FE AR ( Makino et al.,2006; Elliott and Shastri,
1999) ALV (Kou et al.,2006) N TEEAF(Fh/N
W25 20065 Zou et al.,2009) Fll A= 1) 3 T 6 PR 7 ( 22
JGTESE,2009) 55 TOHLIR 555 I R ) B A T A
AR, & bR 55 A0 R P A AR L X 7 AR
(2010) #5528 ,2 mol - L™ HCI 7] LA 2[4 75 e 1 4%
1 98.00% M FE (A FH ) A, 2 3 1l - 498 25 #) il
W MBSy SRR i T 4 eV R (EDTA) 45
N TEEA TN REE R A 1 22 B e o, FEM e )5 19
SRR o v A RIS e IR Ok RS
TR (T AL 4, 2009) 5 BZE M | surfactin (7548
) AR T AR A ) R T T R LA L B
K WT A ) 5 A S R 05 (R T T 55,2010 ) . Hong 5§
(2002) W5 T R AR 1 0TS g L3 rh e L BRAEH,
EBR%IRF] T 85%. Mulligan and Wang (2006) FH B,
ZEWERR AR R Tk LR R, e R EBR R AR T

37. 1% AEL i T BRI B oo A2 49 36 1015 4 50 267 A
AR e HLIC % A M b gk i S R A B Y
FBRBCR, PR 7 552 B iy ] o 32 38— BR A1 (7 [
HEAF 2013).

g5 LRI N AP O T TS G B bk kR 4 BF
TR BT BRI Ut Je A AR RN L
1M, G 26 1 v 80 A5 A 2 A A AT 7 9 15 5
Jo S E ARSI 10 A A= Wb e v 45 0
1 P R R A ( Rumex patientia ) IR 77 ' ( Herba
Loophatheri) . M =& 1€ ( Blassika kapestris ) . ¥ 1%
( Pterocarya stenoptera )4 FAE ) oA (AR Wi 43
BIATA 1.93.1.7,1.81 3.4 t-hm ™) R A HIK R
YRR BRI B 5 Gt - AT R PR IE s e IR R
WRPEHR BE  pH. b 5 R[] X 825 4 0k 25 B 1 52 e, LA
B BTG G Y S PR AB S WY TAE SRR
FEAHCARE.

2 ## 57 L (Materials and methods)

2.1 K toE

AR AR AR TETE KRG ok BRI IX
kA SRR 0~20 em REMZ AT IS,
ST A S 2 BERE 2 mm 1Y JE IR TR
5], 85 . SRR A FRAL I B L 1.

F1 Ml HIEEAREAER

Table 1  Physical-chemical characteristics of the contaminated soil
FHHUR B T 3e et HURLE AL 3 Zn 4
pH oM/ CEC/ Particle size distribution Contents of total Zn/
(g-kg™") (emol-kg™") T Sand WYL Silt KL Clay (mg-kg™)
5.1 25.2 19.72 41.57% 15.83% 42.60% 58.63

5 Y LA 13 2 mm 5 9 3 A —
FEMRBERY ZnSO, TH,0 W, T2 TR 48 h 5,
B BRI B AR xR A K o H R) A
KEFK B 60% A2 47, A SRR - i 4l 4k J2 1
180 d, I BERE 7 d ZE A B e 1 UK, PRIk 4= 3805 Y 3
S A A5 e LR Zn IR TE N 975.37
mg-kg".

22 LRk

22,1 B A W H A BRI IR T TSR
16 A 4 FAE G BE T3 8 T I EE 50 °C R4t
T BB UK 5 25 PRERPE BRI B IR AT I Il 546 N
¥ 4 FEPIIIAR 75 ¢ BT ARV, InA 1500
ml B FK, 78 25 °C 200 r-min”' FIHEIEZ 12
h FE 1 h, Sb BT BRI 5% 1) 4 Fhka iR 52

YERIRBER, 25 H.

222 MERKEMNEEIHRENTHEZH R
5.00 g 154 HHERE S T — R 5 RN T 4350
INAHERE ] 1% 2% 3% 4% 5%I1) 4 FlvAE 4 Rtk sk
# 50.00 mL, pH f 1% () HNO, 5{ NaOH 5 K
5.0,7£ 25 °C 200 r-min”' £ FEHIEIE 2 h.Bl)5
PEMRDEIRH 0.45 wm SFLIE ML U8 , U8 I A
S FH A TR IRA 43 6 BE 0 |, I F 5 Y bk
TR A HFESE 3 IR

223 MR pH EMEEREN T H LR FREL
5.00 g 155 HAEAE S T — RSN AR, 5351
TR BE R 2% (1) 4 Rk BEW 50 mL, pH H 1% 19
HNO, 5 NaOH #5155 3.5.7.9,11, 7£ 25 °C ,200
remin”! A FE N E IR IR 2 h. B S ORE R UE R
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35 %

0.45 pnflFLIE BRI I8 , UEW b B B O R T
WS o3 G FE I | TR A B R A b R AT
3R
224 MEEHBEMFEREFNE W EE  FRE
5.00 g V54 HHERE T — R 5 A @A RDIE L, 251
IOAMREE ] 2% 1) 4 Btk PE#& 50 mL, pH H 1% 1Y
HNO, 5, NaOH #7954 5.0, 7£ 25 °C ,200 r+min~' 5%
P FIEIRYE 0.5 h 1 h 2 h 4 h .8 h.BfiE Btk e
FH0.45 wm SALUE B U8, 8 A A B F KA
JEF IR e G BE I RE | B G R L 6. 45 Ak
HHE 3K
23 #EEMNE

K IA R F ST ECE T (AAS, WFX-110
A At db s B Al AT AR A Al ) FEBK 213.9 nm,
WHF 0.2 nm 54 TR HHERE S TR U8
RS L

3 R 51Fi8 (Results and discussion)

3.1 MERKEEERFEN Y

TE L FEPIMAAFER B 4 Bk T iR%
WRPE S 56, A SCEE X 4 PR E T 1% . 2% |
3% 4% 5% 5 DHREERTHEE 25 RANEL 1 Frs. A
P& 1 RTAT Bt IR R VRV B (R 4 T, 4 R bk R R0 X
PR BE R I 5 E IR SRR ROk FEE /N T 4%
B, A R FRBE T SE AL 3 i ibk e 0T B B bk gk
0% o
—&— RL

—0—PS
—1+— BL d d

0 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6%
VIR

1 WBEROIREXTSEMBE R A RN (1 HLOR AT (RLOHE
BREgEE) PS(HRG) BLOHMZEAE) ; a.b.c.d e {RFEHA
Bl w22 S R IR])

Fig.1 Effect of leacheate concentration on removal rate of Zn

R T 1 B S B R VR KT 4% i), vk
RMEAT N 0 THE. NI, 4% R iod W, 31k
F AR E R AR N 49.32% .48.33% ,49.82%. 1%
Ay PP R VX B 1 b O SR B A vk R R R T R A
GG T R B, R BN 4% B ke R
33.69% , M 5% I KRR N 35% 1T IFA i
F(p>0.05) . H Uk, 4% J Fe il W . G it s Hr &,
WREE/NT 4% B, 45 W 32 10 90 9 790 0T o bk o %6 11 22
SR B KF (p<0.05) H 4% F1 5% 4 Rtk
VRO BE IR TER 22 R A B3 (p>0.05) , F 1k, 4%
RIAr 4 B bk b0 X bk i Bl v

AWFFE I B L) 4 Bl P AR AR, A
FH 4 FEP KR BEWAE R bk B RIE 5 s e 123388
BBy 0, LD PR T BB A 35 WA T, — 2
TR PR 73 25 0 rh & R AR R AT IR T
W FE i A rp i s 1, NI A2 2R 4 A £ 3 v
Y1 W% ( Pacwa-Plociniczak et al.,2011) 5] 41138 i< K
VR , & A 45 (2013) BFOE R 3K, MAr TR T A
BRIV E R 0.6 mol - L™ INF, X B2 1y 265 6 % 43 1l Hy
44.16% M 36.4% ; 75— =M T Fh &A%
BE PRILAE R SR P L A S A RO ) B
T AL AT, DA R AR - 1% 1 R B . S
AE(2011) WF5E R B, R HH IR | 12 38 55 1 16 1
FIihF &AL EA A —COOH . —O0H . —C =
0 DL R4 4B RE 45 % 433 b BB A — 5 O T A
YEH.

3.2 kK pH AL R RN Y

pH FLAE 52 M IR 8 TROX 4 2 R A5 SR 1 — A T 2
SN N & (LSS 2011) AR SEEIFSE RY pH TG FE
1 3.0~ 11.0, 4n& 2 fis 4 Rk ve o 41 ik vk R
Y5 ERA pH A 2%

WFoEah R0 B pH A3 K, 4 Fhibk v 70t
PERIRDE R B FEAR. XY pH /T 7.0 B, VEERR
B IR SRR IR R BE S pH 19 LT
B L RRARG s 24 pH KT 7.0 B, 3X 3 bk vk W00 A 1Y
IR AR AL 1 380 T 22 2 B I 5 1 D A
FIRERE R T, B & pH AT, W 0y B 3 8
> BRI I MR B R A, AT A T A v
BN, HAE pH KT 7.0 B, R 23w OH & &
(R FE I FRIE 7 45 (2011) WF5E R W], A6 pH VIR A
EAAFN - Y BEBR AR pH R 5 R 7 Bk
VR pH o 9 YR BE R, UiWIBE S pH 425, A
RS TE 4@ 7 s R A 6 B (R IR R B pHL 1Y
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75% 1~

—C—HL
—/—RL

60% —

45% |~

RISy

30% —

15% —

2 MR pH X EEMBE R AR (1E: HLORATIE) (RL(FE
BRIREE) (PS(HA%) BLCIMSRAE) 5 a b c.d e fLFREAD
K a) 28 v 10 R # )

Fig.2 Effect of leacheate pH on removal rate of Zn

TSR, H pH £ 7.0~ 11.0 Ji [ N T 32 5%
M) B A, bR 53T o s 5 A B 3k ] B A
BRCPEEREE T, Wbk e 00 o A 305 P ) B 1A e P o, 1 3
WART A B AL SR 45 & DI T
5 .Brown Al Elliott (1992) FUBF 5T 45 W H W | 76 R
PESRAET , Ph 19 25 BRI BE 0, #e rbode sloms ok 4%
T, BBERA AL, EEZH T P IERT
Pb( OH) , UT3E. FEARIF L B ik R AT T, % 18
PR I R0 2 X = R S5 4 2 OB 3R, BRI, pH oK S
Le At e fl.
3.3 kA AR R PR R B B
2RI IR TR I )RR kv
4 1Y) S I RADIES , R R S R AR R A R T
ANTRIR e 5 8 T 4 0 I - £ Fsf ) 45 22
SRR, 2012) , A SCE T Eib 4 Rk itk
SRPE T 0.5h 1 h 2 h.4h 8 h%s5 kykm
TE1] | F 5 AR AN [] PR RS T60] PR 4 B IR TR R
LSRN 3 fm, B UG i 1] i 38 in , 4
T 06 V0 XT A 110 I8 e A5 2R H A ,  BR BB D MR
N HSRAE S A > TR R ASE S IR AT ik b IR Pt
PRERTRAR A% 3 Ik Uk VB0GT A8 1) Tk 1 R Bt 2 s ]
PIRE 18 TS MR PERT ] R 2 h B iR
WK H 32% 42.41% 42.90% ; Wk BEBT 6] F7 8 h B,
WRBEZ 91 34.82% 43.53% 46.25%. 1 T4 T15k
BRI, PG AE] S 2 h Bk B AT 35 3 452 0 BEAR

(14 PP TSR . T 252 A T 5 VB Xt A %) 9k Ok 4% i 5 s [
(RE BT G T R a3, JF7E 2 h ik )
B RIRGER 49.84% 51t AT R W, 2 h (kRS
0.5h.4 h .8 h BFAYMkE R BA B EMZER (p<
0.05). Kk, 2 h BRI 4 F jbk v 550 % %) f5 AR I8k Uk
i [

0/ —
60% A&—HL O— pS
—#A—RL

——BL

50%

B
3R40%
=

30% b ¢

20% | | | | |
0 2 4 6 8 10

WA [E)/h
3 WhERTE T SEMGE A B 0E (U HLORAT M)  RL(PEEE
FRMEL) PS(HA%) BLOIMZRAL) 5 a b.c.d e fRELHLDE
P 1A 22 1 BE )

Fig.3  Effect of contact time on removal rate of Zn

W B 38 v A B G R AR IRk ok AR e el
IR i SRR, e B T IR I b DR Ot B
WIS ARG N, B B0 Y AT 38 8 T
5 (Li et al.,2012) . ¥E i 72 P 3 4 A9 25 Bk nl U
3 R ST B ARSI R T 3o R R A I U 1) S VA R
TEB A B, KW Uk R AS G W b HE v S B
( Kirpichtchikova et al., 2006 ). Bermond FlI Ghestem
(2001) F5E 2 B, Fifi 2 1) 8] 19 228 4 bkt 3t 72 40
PAASTR , 200 40 RSH T A 488, I 91328 ¥ 2 1 B A1
Liu 45 (2012 ) fd FHT P TR A A 0 B 500 25 B 8K v Y
B WTSE S B S A 45 B IO I 3 1) 25 BRASR
T PG IX R I 4 1) D DR R RE 2 A N TS s AR
L TAGUR Wy s e, 255 A o 2 S A I ) ;
AIREIE H1 T IRBETR 0 70 7 FE AR O, R A T R
J AR R ME ( Gheju et al.,2011).

4 #5i8( Conclusions)

1) FEBRIRAE IRATM GMRAE A 4 B 1Y
KR BRI A PE TR I, X5 75 Gt 1 A B Y ik
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35 %

VERSCR b IS AE 5 WU M RCR AR I Htk e %
15, VEERIRBE IRAT I ORI IR 2 B 25 B 23R B 4 Ak
PRI R A I b T, H A2 R pH E Y R .
TE pH 5.0 MR R 4% 25 0FF , 4 Fhibkoe R 645 i
RV 0k 48.33% 33.69% 49.82% 49.32% , ik
EIRSZE RISV RVE N

2) TR S B MR IR S AR N A BRSO 1 — A
PR 22T R A, IR AR A A S B R A
R R X A — R ), I, pH A 5.0
i, BIA] 3K S A ) 2 BRASCR.

3) 7£ 25 C 200 r-min” ' WPEIEIRZ M, 24
WeEE S pH [ 8 AN AZ B 3% 9 B[R] 44 0 %0 B A 2%
BRR TGRS, AN EZ AR .

HEEEEET KR, BB B EF R KN ERLR
FA L HE A, 3S AR K IEIRF TN PN & A
THE.
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