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Fig.1 The effect of Eluting agent on Pb removal from

the contaminated soil
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Fig.2 The effect of Eluting agent on Zn removal from

the contaminated soil
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Fig.3 The effect of Eluting agent on Cd removal from

the contaminated soil
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the contaminated soil
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Table 2 Correlation coefficients between the solution pH
value and removal efficiency of heavy metals
VLB
Zn Cd As

HC1 -0.921%** -0.994** -0.978** -0.854*
HNO; -0.910** -0.995%** -0.964** -0.818*
EDTA -0.940** -0.956%* -0.944** -0.802*
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The selection of eluting agents in remediation of the heavy metal polluted soil
left by a steel plant
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1. Center for Environmental Remediation, Institute of Geographical Sciences and Natural Resources, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China;

2. Graduate University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China

Abstract: Soil heavy metal contamination limited reutilization of brownfield site, and a series concentration of HCI, HNO;, and
EDTA were prepared in our laboratory batch test to examine the removal effect of Pb, Zn, Cd, and As, all of which have exceeded
seriously the brownfield site reuse standards in china. The results indicated that: Higher concentration of Eluting agents produced
greater metal removal efficiency; soil Pb and Cd concentration could reach the site reuse standard (140, 1 mg-kg™) (HJ 350-2007)
when the concentration of HCI, HNOs, and EDTA increased to 0.5 mol-L™!, 0.5 mol-L!, and 0.1 mol-L™! respectively; Pb, Cd, Zn,
and As concentration continue to decrease when the corresponding concentration increased further to 2 mol-L™!, 2mol-L™', and 0.2
mol-L"! respectively and Zn concentration could approach the standard while As failed (200 rng-kg'l, 20 mg-kg'l); HCI has poor
effect on metal removal efficiency in low concentration when compared with EDTA, but its removal ability could greatly improved
as the concentration increase; Eluting solution pH value (7.88-0.15) was significantly negatively correlated to heavy metal removal
efficiency, and the negative correlation coefficient for As was the smallest among the four heavy metals, which explained less effect
of solution pH value on As removal; the negative correlation coefficient between EDTA solution pH value and Pb removal efficiency
was comparatively greater among three types of Eluting solutions when compared with HCI and HNO;, which explained greater
effect of EDTA solution pH value on Pb removal.

Key words: clution; heavy metals; brownfield; soil remediation



