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Abstract
The status investigation and remediation evaluation at cultivated land surrounding smelting fac-
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tory are performed through employing the mathematical statistics and geoaccumulation index
method based on the coupling the GIS technology. The results show that: 1) The different degrees
on Cu/Cd pollution emerge in the investigated region, in which the range of I-geo for Cu pollution
was located in 1.66~4.80 and belonged to the middle-extremely serious pollution degree, display-
ing the main characteristics of the serious pollution in the investigated region; in which Cd pollu-
tion belonged to the none-serious pollution degree with 0.61~2.91 I-geo, displaying the main cha-
racteristics of the middle-serious pollution. 2) After the repair was significantly increased soil pH;
soil Cu, Cd form can be used by plants potentially available to the state transition; soil Cu, Cd
effective decline of state in more than 50%, a decline of the range in which the Cu is 54.5%~85.0%,
Cd decline in the range of 50.0%~64.1%, and the decline in the effective state of higher Cu Cd; soil
Cu, Cd bioavailability factor decreased, Cu reduces the range of 5.3%~19.6%, Cd reduce the range
of 19.2%~41.4%. 3) Soil Cu/Cd total concentration and availability spatial distribution, signifi-
cantly positively related, both show radiation distribution pattern. Soil pH is significantly posi-
tively related with Cu/Cd availability before remediation whereas significant positive correlation
after remediation.
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SHBRIAR) LTI PR SIS T T A ARG T I (i SR B ik 1 SR = A B, BT A0 £ 4 km,
LG 58 = R —— VL AR M PG S8 X XA ARIRIERIE, DUZRori, J& T #0221,
IR Y 18.2°C, PR /KEN 1836.2 mm, HHETFRAZ RN RIEK, ZHEFHRXE 1.19 m/s.
IKFE AL X R L, BT RIKE b R, TR E R, pH —BCARR .

BHRIAHRS T 1985 SE@ I — AR R, EE DA IR, B, 4, A, R A
WE&BAE, &1 20 ZEMKRE, STRIOHT ABIR B K, 2007 47 E DK ERNFE7H 75 71
W, BRER 165 JiMh, 4 13 W, 4R 350 M, =44k fl 1400 M. e FE AR S5 KB A 5 S 3k 1) IRl I i
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2.2. BB sCHetE L

ZBEXE T M AR AR X, T3 Cu. Cd &4 [F 54 F b 135835 G XU i
%6{H(GB 15618-2018), #i7r X1 Cu & BB IFIEER) 18 £, Cd Bl FiikE 4 ff5; P H™HE, Cu.
Cd BEREETES, WoaNECEE “SFEAE” WD, BB - EMBEAEBERR: Huit1 1%
BALTR, BIAE A, R TIEE SRS YY(Cu A CARIAEYIA R 30 X5 F AF S F M EAEY &
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Figure 1. The farmland soil sample point diagram around smelter
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TIERES T Cuy Cd BT EE[ 101K F =B HF-HCLO,-HNO, 14 i, T4 &A1 G FI R SR A
SEZY, ICP-AES MiE; +3Erdh Cu. Cd BB HTE, HEEL 0.01 mol-L™' CaCL, YA 1:5 f)HIK LR %R
H 2 h, 3000 r-min' B0 10 2050, HUEJEME[10]; 1% Cu. Cd &R0 E A HEHE HE 98 AR Ikl 1118 2501
Tessier [ 12| ZEAEFRPUE AT HRIGEH ICP-AES W€ 3% pH SR H 2.5:1 /K457 & EE B el e .

2.5, THARRAERN TS X

2.5.1. N A

Hh R AR HOE A B E 2 Muller [13]T 1969 -4 H ) — Fl e S FL /K S0 TAR ) h B 42 s o 205 G
RGPV 73 FERE BI85 T LR E S RIS R [ 14], BB R —ITR M5 3K,
BT RIS YR, e R DR E S BT R R A, AN — 2B o R S M g
48 175 JOR L UL SOk B AR S SRR T A ARYE o A SCEFRTEA LI TR T SEGE 1)
YE R ERF7S 5E .

Table 1. The background level of the heavy metals in Jiangxi Province (mg-kg ")
# 1. IAEA LT RS R Emeke )

JLHR As Hg cd Cr Zn Cu Pb
HRE 14.9 0.084 0.108 459 69.4 20.3 323

Ho R HOE, T AA: Igeo=log,[C, /(K *B,)]
A €, ——RILE n LTI P RIKE

B, —— NUIBWIT Z e R B ER (L 2775 A

K—— 75 85 o A 22 57 W] B2 51 RS 1S LB AR 3 i R F) R 380 (— AOBUE  1.5)
2.5.2. TR

H ZBRECT 0 LA, AR RAARE AR E GRS HAEE, U Forstneretal [15173 79 7 2%,
0~5 HFTRIGHARE HITC BN, S — 26 )Mt R S B R ERMER LA, BAESrgIE 2.

Table 2. Contamination degree corresponding to Index of geoaccumulation

2. WRTUEHESFRIEEIR

Igeo <0 [0, 1) [1,2) [2,3) [3,4) [4,5) >5
FH 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
V5 Y FE & T~ i F~5i Ci SR~ 5 Wi
2.6. BIBAbIE

BAR A FEAS FH Excel, $F4E S EEH ArcGIS 9.3 @ik, MM B8 F SPSS 19.0 #4F.
3. BRE S
3.1. B Bl REATRESRSREETN

3.1.1. TIRESRESEST
Wi 3, SRR A Cu SRR 898.35 mg/kg, EAKMIEFIZK 93.19 mg/kg; Cd

DOI: 10.12677/aep.2022.124111 882 IS RI R


https://doi.org/10.12677/aep.2022.124111

M %

R R TR 1.233 mg/kg, BAKAIEESK 0.238 mg/kg. & AR H 3% Cu. Cd & & E
FAR H 385 P RS IR (A K Cd & & RlAr), Hdr Cu Cd & 58 m 19 7 7l i i e (5 1 18.0 540
4.1 5. K EATEA H % Co. Cd REFFEMEIE iG] AL H 3 Cu. Cd K& E(GCHN AVE),
Cu. Cd & E515310.77 mgkg. 0.807 mg/kg, Cu. Cd AR RE 05N 85.4%F1 54.0%, it
FrA RFE R Cus Cd & EZERBR, BEIEECONIE.

Table 3. The heavy metal content of farmland soil around smelter

=3 A BiaRADRESR ST

4% Cu 45 Cd
R/ME YN SPHME + bRk R/MA PN FEME + bR
(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

LJ 112.16 203.40 143.66 + 38.08 0.415 0.963 0.691 +0.238
hiJ 95.48 156.01 130.61 + 14.90 0.770 2358 0.500 +0.013
N 508.97 1120.53 898.35 +£311.90 0.681 1.539 0.951 +0.306
QQ 491.54 699.20 632.77 £ 72.07 0.748 1.220 1.006 = 0.187
SJ 233.51 291.51 259.34+23.52 0.252 0.426 0.342 +0.059
SM 317.44 460.12 401.84 +48.91 0.346 0.728 0.544 +0.117
SQ 220.57 26431 246.10 + 18.62 1.029 1.311 1.166 + 0.106
YS 352.59 375.44 366.50 +12.21 0.848 1.213 0.984 +0.199
VAl 7871 101.72 93.19 + 8.63 0.160 0.292 0.238 + 0.045
ZS 115.07 144.79 113.46 £21.56 0.486 0.509 1.222 £0.610
WIF 87.53 175.32 132.60 +36.61 1.027 1.556 1.233+£0.248
AVE 78.71 1120.53 310.77 +265.34 0.252 1.556 0.807 + 0.436

3.1.2. T|MESESEITM

R LA F S s SR BIE BRSO WL 4). S9REW], SN ERH L% Cu. CdBEA
FIFEE RIS S, Cu o BAS Pte LT RN 1.66~4.80, HAFZER, TR, AR, EXWE 4 M
FEONF~s8I5 9 TR 501 KGR BIAT 4 NRTHONSRTS S JuAE B 2 MR R s~ Amis g A
FAT YRR AN P G5 3. Cd i ZRG J e 8O RN 0.61~2.91, HAVLHK. WK, 7507 3 4
BN RGO R 5K, U B, AR BV ATl E5MR 7 ANK R h~siis s T 5K 4%
FEEEBACATE~TT5 G b A b AR P S E AR A AR L4305 Je38 2(id A AVE),
Horb Cu i 4400, Cd Z&H~5ai5 $ 40 .

-8 Ge oy B 4R LI IS Y HR A & S e iR B A E Ay . B DL RS T LA
FHRHE Cu (75 L) A 335 7E 50% LA b, BEBH &4 Cu V5 A2 KT Cd, 2 EZ5 QB (17
F KM Cd F5 R HZ T Cu, & EEG R T).

MEZE 7 JLA 2 — P RS 7925, PIAE — 58 AR 2 11 T 4 HE AR A0 s AT R IR 31— KB R R 28
(]340, SRR T A%, REEDULH S At 781X P9 52 B 43 v e (i AR PERR R . | 2 ol O, R
JAA 3R Cuy Cd W AT AR B AR i R, S5 6 SR E T AL B B rT LAE H, HE VS
PR FEAL T BE B v BOL b da AL A AR Ak, X5 RI% A7), RREESIH A TSR .
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Table 4. The farmland soil Cu/Cd contamination index and level around smelter

4. RIE BIBRELIE Cu. Cd SRERFRITRFR

Cu cd
Igeo 225 Igeo Z5)
LJ 2.20 i~ 2.01 i~
A 2.09 i~ 1.62 aE
N 4.80 PR~ 2.50 i~
QQ 4.37 S~ 2.65 i~
SJ 3.09 i 1.05 oy
SM 3.71 i 1.68 aE
SQ 3.01 Gz 2.84 H~Bi
YS 3.59 R 2.58 Hh~3iR
VAl 1.61 H~5i 0.61 T~
VA 1.88 H 2.79 H~5i
WIJF 2.08 Hh~5ik 2.91 Hh~5i
AVE 3.03 b 2.13 Hh~5ik
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Figure 2. The geographical distribution of soil Cu/Cd content
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3.2. B BidRERESERBRITN S o4

3.2.1. £ERIELE pH BT

1B ST JE A H 1558 pH 178l 3. B SR &A F 3% pH TSN 4.42~4.97, & TR, BRMEL
B, Bk S S AT E 3 pH ¥R T, 1. IN. SJ. SM. SQ. YS. ZJ. ZS. WIF 2 5lJtE T 0.72.
0.71. 0.44. 0.84. 0.46. 0.49. 0.33. 0.55. 1.07 MHfr. BE 5 &AM pH HFEHE N 5.10~5.89, J& TR
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Figure 3. The change of soil pH before and after remediation
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3.2.2. BERIFELE Cu. CAd B HTHR

TR E P ESEAEYFEAMN S ESRSEAL, HREE BT HIEES S, ARBIES S
i EER B &8 MR MR H AR ST R AL RE[16] [17] [18] [19]. & JETE LI B &0 5
T e Ho A A2 e s FORT A58 I J L AR 2 B 4036 s Ml PR DR B DR 22 20] 21

B 4 7HL, BEATEAE Cu. Cd MBS M RBUEE, W EZEUANEEE . KA
. MRESANE, ZMHESA SR EHEEN 80%, BTFLHEHRD; WETUE FRRSHER
HAEBNE, WHIEEL L BISWAE 55%, AGaaRD, X5HTEHE022)0 74 R AH—.

PN
=
A

100% 100% =l | I | I I
= = ot
0% 80% H 4 M oangas
§ L B O ERS &

0% L L% 60% B M OBERHEES

DHNGAS O BTRHs
0% O R & 40% = = |

OREHELS N
0% 0% - — - -

JJJN S] SMosQ ¥YS Z] IS WJF JIOIN ST SM SQ YS ZJ 7S WIF

R AR H +ECut B A A B8 i T AL E TR AN

Figure 4. The soil Cu/Cd fractionation before remediation

E 4. EEaTREALTIE Cu. Cd BEEST

s 5 w51, BEESNE Cu. Cd KBS B KAENFRREER S, S ESRD 187
S CuEaEE, HinTmRESEE. REENMMEEE. AIEES CuE &R, EXREES
Cu A& EHMAK, X EELAFRFE2IFEER B MR E, AR ZRED 737 s
FEE, BORTEEDN 16.8%~40.1%, N7 BMREAEE. SRMAMMEEES. Adgasar s
i, RS WA ARFERERED, X 5S4 R RARR . TR S SR g TR
PE SR (0 2 7 Ac s, N TR R P BRIR R A A A . BREEE B ANG A, Cu. Cd
HRE AT R P 25 1 9 £ R A S A2 250
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Figure 5. The soil Cu/Cd fractionation after remediation

5. BERRELTIE Cu. CAdRESHH

3.2.3. #EHELE Cu. Cd BRSSENTL

T3 - HEJE - EVIRAAEER RSV SHEAER, WAy LI E S8 G AR [26], 1 B
A EIRE LSSV T EER A RSB AR L, FRRIHIARS R ESKG. HIEESRN
ARG BAR BB A B sh R AT 2k, it LR R SR A RS e B R R &R 15 4
SHEY ) e HFERE[27]

BER R LR H L Cu. Cd AAEERBHILE 6. BRI LK. 1], BVA. £
FWr 6 M LIFA R Cu S EBISVLIEA L8R =l HdudE, 75 Co BREEES N T
AT 2.5, 2.8 fiF: 11 MR 2 Cd R E LT R SE, KR uks J500. KR,
BV, Pl TXRR Cd ARGEGEE RS 7TimEE, LARKBE T 42 5. BEESMERH 5
Cu. Cd HAUE SRR ER, 11 M E L% Co TS BN/ TIfEM; E4. AR 2 MR+
B Cd A RS S B TR
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5 OBEE N cl
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Figure 6. The vary of soil avaiable Cu/Cd content before and after remediation

E 6. EERIERELE Cu. Cd BYESSENTL

BEE &R FE LI Cu. CdERESERBIE 7. &M Cu. Cd A XSS ERRISAE 50%LL F,
Cu [ BEIETE FEA 54.5%~84.1%, “T-151N 68.4%; Cd HIBEIETEEN 50.0%~67.2%, T8 58.0%. &HHE
Cu. Cd HHUSHFEBEAKSHIE, Cu KIREIRE KT Cd IR,
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Figure 7. The soil avaible Cu/Cd decreasing amplitude after remediation
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F igure 8. The geographical distribution of soil available Cu/Cd content before and after remediation
5] 8. EERIRERALE Cu. CdBYSEEZEIH
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JAY B AR S o A A% R, CAPU R T [ b v, A DX R B B R KT RRAG, 5E3% Cuy Cd &
B EMLL, S HRE R S AN Z AR ER R, BEE T Cu. Cd AREESERE )
W SBEERHEL, (HE R B,

3.3. EERIRELIE pH. B, £EWEEXMST

B G 3% pH, ARGES . AR REBILE 5 71 6. BRI LI 2R 2 2% IEMH
I, U BH AR B8 18] ] B A AR (RS G, X T I AR A S (A AT L S R A — B ARSI S AR
] 2R3 IEARSC, XS0 L% Cu. Cd A&7 R0 A0 B 54 RS & 523 8] A0 AR LA RAE — 2, Wt
BIZIX e R A A S B EER R, R ZESH1 1T LR B B R KR IR TS
gext g HRREE5EMESZRFERRBEAKR, XWEHARGEEEEZHAFE REEW. 1 pH
HIWANGE . SRR EAEE EAX, wREF iz A mext, B TRERNSMX, Bk
JHEBUA A TR S A R SR A AR 0 T BN SRR AL, SR A R R AL IR A A g rp B S
B HAAS e, SEBRERANY & =GN, Bk AR A YR R T 1 4 8 A B I R I 28],
XMEZMARENRELE SSHESR S EIIIGEABESESBN R BEFIE pH 5HIBGHE
MR ERNRE KK R, TREFONELE S E L3 pH SARREENTHE T, ik 7 R E s
5 ) S RRE TR AR, BRIKT Cuy Cd ARG S B, X5 BEARE29]RF F 45 R — 3, %A
3% pH 5E X Asy Cd. Cr. Pb Al Zn RS, X 2 3 pH 1 5/ 2GS As. Cd. Pb Al Zn &
EAK. ATER LR ES RS EEAMUE 1E pH. E&EAEH L, S LEEKRR.
A8 JeR M A5 LA DR 3 K

Table 5. The correlation analysis among soil pH, Cu/Cd availability and total concentrations before remediation

5. EERLE pH, BHES. £EBHREXAY

pH B Cu frecd 4 Cu 4 Cd
pH 1
B Cu 0.231 1
Hacd 0.276 0.502 1
4 Cu 0.418 0.679° 0.730° 1
4 Cd 0.296 0.662° 0.870" 0.704° 1

E: RN p<0.05 BEHI, TER p<0.01 PR EH,

Table 6. The correlation analysis among soil pH, Cu/Cd availability and total concentrations after remediation

Fo. BERLTIE pH. BIES. 2EEBEXRY

pH B Cu frecd 4 Cu 4 Cd
pH 1
B Cu —0.094 1
ik cd -0.345 0.160 1
4 Cu 0.269 0.489 0.623" 1
4 Cd 0.534 0.365 0.800" 0.734° 1

E: RN p<0.05 BEHI, TER p<0.01 PR EH,
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M %

4. ¥Wig

YEIET FEA 1 3 d CuaCd 14 550508 310.77 mg/kg~0.807 mg/kg, 48 7 REUH 85.4%F1 54.0%.
PR B AR e R BRI 9 X 1) L3 B <0 8 2 SR IR R s i ELBOR, B NN IS . i3
B [30155 0 FU R B AR AE P~ R Bt IR & 8 & 2 AR 7 RECGE A BN, 856 4 sLhrib i E 4R
Cu. Cd 54T BRZMIE) A =GB .

EHRT A e e S A R AR B R A BOE AL I AN ARG . 45 G &R FE AT A Y e AT
BTG QR A, B Va3 B TR HERU R KA FE R F TR, R SR T AR
F AR RFARIEIA, HEJE 70 FM R BURLAE R TR [3 142 LI & 8 AR I R [N, SEiva b
J AT R RV G B KR BRIR s VRS, Tl EXRWRIG QA2 ARG 3 22 TR
HERIHER, AHXFKFT, EEETRSNEE G, MR AOE RS KRR 8], BRI R
MG QR s JR] TRRIRZ s R BEXRIGRER.

B T 3% Cu BT A2 RELE Cd oK, R FEEMIS R T, Em0EDA MR R & T
W AR A RO R A BRI S X S g R R AR S R B, B TR AR, X R AR RN
B )5 EEUAEY TR B T A A MBRIR Bh 45 & A T XAEAE, 4 ik N\ 338 = ZE DAY (R FH A
BUEEEA . B E G G BARBASTERAEE32]. WEMA XM R ECE, BFF X A s AR AR
{1 AR 2K

BEJEWRE] H0& H 58 pH Fh&, Cu. Cd BRI B 7 & 8 KA R AR . X2 AL
FWER— PR B0 N g b 2o iy 13% pH, R Cu. Cd B 1T M A 8RR 31 45 & A UTTE s
OH-T L 5 L8 ) Mn. Fe BRI AN Cu. Cd B THRALR AL FIFHME AWK T
TR REN R, RIS AR B RESEMEER, TS Cu. Cd BFEHREAEEY. L
¥ Cu. Cd BRSKHFIRIIME 50%LL E, —J7HEA Cuy Cd FEAS HAEY) AT R FH 245 7] 78 78 ] F) A A 56 A8
F— IR 3% pH Fhimr, HIESURLR AT N, X Cu. Cd B fgsR. REBEEANES
Cu. Cd FEKIE T, EHOMNEAESET & TILAE L oREE, E2mTER LARSH
bR, NBRE RSN IR R T AL

BB S KRR m LI A RN R, AT R e T E —F R R EER,
b = B[R] () HEFS AN IR IR 1) R A g AL O B & B T RR ERTIE AL, U H R AW X R TR W o A
X, 2R EE TR, Fik, J5HFFZEKIE MK RPN e E R R e . [ il
A T PR BRI WS M R R VIR VE 2 RV S AR AR T LR S A A B AT A T VR

5. &t

AR AR 3 Cu. Cd A A FEREEERTS s, Cu DGRBS RN T, Cd I~ 5 3n
Cu 2 EEWIGHMA T BR)5, 13 pH BETHE: Cu. Cd ANk A2, YA A A
FERT A HAR ;. Cuy Cd ARGEE B RIBEEFEAR, H Cu BIBEIE KT Cd. BERT/A Cu. Cd ARAES
B SRR AT, B RN AR .
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