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Abstract

The investigation focused on the remaining site of a hardware factory in Guangxi. Following the
guidelines for soil environment assessment and risk assessment issued by the Ministry of Ecology
and Environment, an assessment was conducted on the site where illegal lead ingot production had
taken place through illegal smelting processes. By collecting data and conducting current status
monitoring, the results indicated that the levels of lead and arsenic in the soil exceeded the regula-
tory values for Class Il land use. However, the groundwater monitoring parameters met the Class III
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standards specified in GB14848-2020, indicating that the groundwater in the area is not contami-
nated.
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1. 5I8

ULAESR, MR ATl A PR R AR k. R IH A 25 et A A 7= T, AT AE
B, BRIV YRR P, — /N R R s LSO ol B AL GRS . SRR e R
SIET S, BRI IR S E— TR, ARG I TS, HEH MR &Y
LR LT, AR AR, KRR I A, SRS E RS 1], B
Tk R Sl B0, BF TR SRS AL R AT e, S RS Y R K
Yo HERERIE 475 YL LUK PR RS Yo — FA A S R, BCA Tb  RA T 4 I A S 2], [ P
ST R IHAET IR 25 ot R v - 9 5 4 IR 5 R O S L e B 2 . AR DA P 4 30 0 1095 e by
FRFCA S, 65 el M 1 1 SR R K EAT IS, R M AT b5 e 4 A 5 L B PR )
A

2. AEHE
2.1, IAMEES

Zh4) T 2015 4F 12 AAERN BRI KR T I B AR AL B R IHEYIR & b A 4, BAKIRIN TS
AAEA A EE, A E RS L) 1.2 . %) RIPEARSCAVA T4, 2016 4F 9 H #BUR HH SR
UIMEI AR AT o | IX A PR EIE Ve X . FIIRAR DX ISR A EIIEFR AKX . W X 26 e 5
T AR 278 23 B (HT 6 15335 m?).

AT TRHEE, AR RUTR, U S YR, YW B TS e 1 R
R[3].

Table 1. Identification of potential pollutant factors on site

= 1 iR A SRR TR

e T ey ER A USRS ERAT
o P il
N Fh * * * . A
%Mﬁgfﬁ% e T U * * * EHEL ROk
- SRR * * * L MR KK

2.2. RiERMRMEERRE
MR IR AR M) (HI25.1-2014) 55 A0 HE , BEAT 1 BRI R /K B B MRAE AR [4]
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Figure 1. Site survey sampling layout
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2.3. BB M thaE

- SERE S ARG I H O IR R A 35S Y KUK 45 AR v ) (GB 36600-2018) 1 : pH-
B, HE. ARIL 4 NEAR.

H R ZKRE S ARSI O (b R KRS M ARG (HIT164-2004)F ). pH. BT, FEA R, K.
B BRONHY)S B B B BR. HT. SO 3k 12 MEFE.

i SR A AR AR (IR BRSO BARIIE R TRk 5 2 . i
S E ) (GBIT 22105.2-2008) (ISR E 4. R00ME A S50 & 7RI s Y66 BEvL ) (GBIT 17141-
1997)%, L3 pH BT 7o R 25 2 305y 3 pH I ) (NY/T 1121.2-2006), Tfith
KA E G IR A OKBT . B 8 RIIE  EF TRl Jet) (GB7475-1987).  (AEIETKH
IKFRUER G 792 &R FEFR) (GBIT 5750.6-2006) (/KB #RAIME K IE TR U5 66 %) (GBIT
11912-1989). (/KJF k. W, fifi. BRAIELAIIME JRTUO61E) (HI 694-2014)%[6].
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2.4. VM AE

A E T O BUIR B B e, U % I H b E g ATy s B AR S, R4k Sk L DL Tk
AR BB 7 AT (i Tk . i e g HhEE), Rk, 2 E k] (HIER SR &
T P #3375 e XU B d AR vE (IR AT) ) (GB36600-2018)H “ 55 2 FiIHh ” 1) “ 7 15 FH b - 358 5 e XU 85 41
87 VEATEARAE[ 7] H0 R /K EAIRFER DI £ (M R KU FR1E) (GB/T14848-2017) IR bRiEAE AT
PR HE[8]
3. &R5118
3.1 HEHESKENERTFNSTH

KH R FHREUET I, A K

KiZEJEO

o K ——L 3 i J5 Wit s e de 5

E, —— L3Erh i y5 i sl & & s

EO, ——i V5 1P VAN AR AE[9] -

THEG LA K, > 1, RUZTG RS T RUE AR AEIRAE, ARHESREGER, 1B AR ™ E[10]

Table 2. Summary of soil detailed sampling and testing results
2. HEEFARERNERC2ER

N WA A Y5 w =il ™ w vy w
Y I BER S I BRI SRR
(mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Tief 4.3~587.8 220 140 2 0.03~4.20
=] 1.62~43.1 161 172 0 0.01~0.25
24 15~7342 220 2500 6 0.01~2.94

M3 220 S HIERE S, 6 DMREAEE IE, FESHEAR AR 2.73%. LA BB I ERE R 2 4, B
i (B AR < 0.919%, & HIMELYS YedR %L 0.03~4.20; BYEEHI(EFE M 6 1, HYRE S HIEB IR R 2.73%,
B EYS HeAE 4 0.01~2.94. RIS T RBEHIE. TR IS R W% 2.

IRFEI M SR, By 5 ANEERIE A, SRS T XA 1A A s BIE, o5 E 20%;
A= XA 5 A AL IE, (5L 80%., A s AL X 38 L LK 2.

W RAR AR TR X
WX

Figure 2. Proportion of each area at the point where pollutants exceed the control value
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B A R E A X, SRR BRI e X AR R DL O ™, ORI = B IH%:
() DX I, M 4 1) DX SRR ) 42 v SR AR A A AR I s R A 7 XA R 2 (R A LR A T2
SE WA XIS, Horp EE ARG . B AR DX PR X At i AT 4
() DX ZR A T 3 /S XA ke pAy DG ) 3 5 B 45 A 7 ) o M 155 10

3.2. MTFKEREMERITNS S

A GREEFZIT PPN FAR S R /K38 ) (HI610-2016), FRATIKA T ARAETE BUE M s R KR I 5
B WRFRERREGET 1, WERRKESEGEN, B RiE S %% 3 [11].

Table 3. Summary of detailed sampling and detection results of groundwater

= 3. M RIKIFARAR L LS

b i H Hu R K B A WA Y bR
1 pH & 6.5~8.5 6.92~6.94 0
2 A 450 319~348 0
3 FEE A 3 0.5~0.8 0
4 3 0.001 0.0003L 0
5 W 0.01 0.00004L 0
6 {vay i) 0.05 0.005~0.006 0
7 i 0.01 0.010L 0
8 H 0.05 0.001L 0
9 i 0.02 0.05L 0
10 22 1 0.05L 0
11 i 1 0.05L 0
12 S0 250 60.8 0

ARG I8 5, B (0 T R KBRS 0 pHL BBERE . RERE. K. . BROSH). B .
BOEEL HL SOL 3k 12 AR, 7E M MIAIR]AA #] GB14848-2017 HHITIZSAR#E, MBI F/KAZ
F5 5.

4. BTG
4.1. HIMTHRNAK

(1) L3Enpys Y

TR FH DX PP A5 28 f = S A0 1 T 7K R B — 35 e B0 KBS AN e 3 s EAT T, SR BV s —Ts
L S B0 AR AN G FHRE, BEATVRAE T . U ZRAE (1 45 A P A i e b i e L G B 2%
2 —ANRFE U TR RAS B0 1 S — T G 1 B0 AR (B T 1076 Bl fE T I 1 B, BRI N b )
D915 G R AN AT 2 52 1) X 48[ 12]

338 o B — s e B KUK T A SR HI 25.3-2014 Hh Sk C S B0 KUK R 1 2 7 IR A A
[13].

ARG 20 sCUHE S, 2R a5 1 8805 e B0 XU L2088 T2 Ve, LA 8idis L3k 4 [13].
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Table 4. Calculation results of arsenic (As) carcinogenic risk in soil of the plot
2 4. MR TIER(AS)BUEX T ELESR

L G XU

FP 5 RAE AL RFFRE ()

EZINECIN B kit N R LiefE
1 0.3 8.70E-05 1.58E-05 9.97E-06 1.13E-04
RHK21
2 0.8 3.84E-05 6.97E-06 4.41E-06 4.98E-05
3 RHK41 0.3 4.99E-05 9.05E-06 5.72E-06 6.46E-05
4 RHK51 0.3 3.21E-04 5.83E-05 3.68E-05 4.17E-04

MRHEAER A, M B L3S PV fE R L 5, AR AT B RAE s A5 S S0 IR AN v 452

%o

Table 5. Calculation results of soil arsenic hazard quotient
F= 5. MRTIEMA)BEFITELER

I B35 YL B
e pfeak AR .
(m) ZISE PN 2 ke W N - 3R 4 LAE
1 0.3 1.17E+00 2.13E-01 9.40E-01 2.33E+00
RHK21

2 0.8 5.19E-01 9.42E-02 4.15E-01 1.03E+00
3 RHK41 0.3 6.74E-01 1.22E-01 5.39E-01 1.33E+00
4 RHK51 0.3 4.34E+00 7.88E-01 3.47E+00 8.60E+00

MG 6 FIH, Hub A3 (AS) K B0 KU EER B A N, ARE0 XK 32 2R B 28 DR AR
AL IRRI[14].

Table 6. Risk contribution rate of soil exposure pathway
6. TIRRBREMXE IR

TiH filt
ZIEA 77.16%
Bows K B R S 13.99%
W L 3 kL) 8.85%
ZIEA 50.48%
JEBUE AR B J A fih 9.15%
W L 3 R ) 40.37%

(2) TIgEyE g

R FH AN A AR TR (ALM) TS T2 A AR IR LAY ) 3 A R B S M B I, bS5 SR B i e K
i) 3 NZHCN PbBaguiros EFs H1 GSDiadurs FARSEIUEFEAE A [15]. AL, EFRHE HJ 25.3-
2019 H (A 250 d/a; MRHETK LIRS N SCiRARoE, FREE oS E{aHE7E 2.25~6.69 pg/dL Z [A], AHf
. PbBaduio B JUATHIE 4.79 ug/dL, GSDiagu HURAEZE 1.48 1E N L BEPR G A FEAEHE 3 I BRN S 3 [15].
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Table 7. Parameter value of adult blood lead model (ALM)
F 7. BAMBER(ALM)SHEVE

RIS ZHGE L
RBC/PbS T N A R RIS 1) - S A PR S e
PbBagutt central,goal T FE TS et B 220 L E P38 & B HARE

PbBaduit,o TCHT R R B B W A L i LA T FoKF

AT K U 5 22 -5 B (1]

BKSF IRARSESIREH PN NS AR RS 4

IRs (SRR PN

AF i 1 o SN A A A R I A 2k

EFs PR THN5 B39 5 R E

PbBetat0.95,goal fiy ) LIRS /A 959% MR H FriE
GSD"adult ey ahe iRzt gIREY i
Rfetal/maternal ) L5 BESE A & B G R4
n R B e ELAR MR 2 I (AP AR (R 3 7K P LA

AR A

4.79
365
0.4
0.05
0.12
250

10

1.48

0.9
1.645

KA RO MATR RS (ALM) 7 Pl bl - 38475 (Plo) B 075 306 (1 5 (57 SO (Ph) 8 e AURS: TP At T 345 SR AL

xT.

Table 8. List of risk characterization results of lead (Pb) in soil of the plot

% 8. WRHMACH R RELR— %

5 KAE AL AR (m) WM (mgrkg) BN LA FEE (ng/dL)
1 RHKO3 0.3 1255 6.85
0.3 1467 7.20
2 RHKO05 0.8 1644 7.49
1.3 1433 7.15
0.3 954 6.36
0.8 834 6.16
3 RHKO06
1.3 1281 6.90
1.8 1194 6.75
0.3 1106 6.61
4 RHK12 0.8 829 6.15
1.3 908 6.28
5 RHK16 2.3 833 6.16
6 RHK20 0.3 933 6.32
0.3 3728 10.92
7 RHK21
0.8 923 6.31
0.3 1154 6.69
0.8 850 6.19
8 RHK22
1.8 908 6.28
2.3 1064 6.54
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gk
9 RHK23 0.8 960 6.37
10 RHK26 0.3 1532 7.31
11 RHK27 0.3 882 6.24
1.8 1125 6.64
12 RHK36
2.3 840 6.17
13 RHK39 05 4841 12.75
0.3 7342 16.86
14 RHK40 1.3 3252 10.14
1.8 1181 6.73
15 RHK41 0.3 1450 7.17
16 RHK48 0.3 1311 6.95
17 RHK51 0.3 3578 10.67
18 RHK52 0.3 6024 14.69

M7 8 WA, AR g rh, bR b ST (Pb) 578 (AU N TR Y i R AB N 16.86 pg/dL,
w1 10 pg/dL, X H AR R fE T A AT A2

4.2. RBEHEE

MG HY 25.3-2014 ISR B, BRI T 7K XU 8 1 T3 2 sUR AR AR
P xR 7, T3 (K075 el AU B 42 (L A A S0 A T AR S0 A E Y, BAKUE /] 2% % 9 [16].

Table 9. Calculation of risk control value of soil pollutants in the plot

0. RIS RS IEFIET EER

- T 08 RS O R 2 1 £ T A SO AL KR4 8
B “10 Fe LA U 210 Fe J br 4 LR
Mo A Bl S AR BN el E R

firf 1.83E+00 1.01E+01 1.60E+01 1.41E+00 1.35E+02 7.46E+02 1.69E+02 6.83E+01

S EAF A 9 Py I RS A, 12 BRI ME R E MR ) KRS A e, DR R 3 A (As) Y
F T B0 ROV B RS IME A 1.41 mglkg, 1T 2T S S0 2R RS 2 i 68.3 mg/kg [17]. AL, M
Pt B s (As) i) RS HIME A4 1.41 mg/kg.

EFXTRR )L AT H AR EE R 10 pg/dL, RN & #E o A & & L2 1.48. M H L%
R TR, HMEYE 5K 208 4.79 ng/dL . AR BN AT (ALM) SHETS H,  E3ge g i) R s 2
H{E 214 633 mg/kg.

4.3. TREE BIFENTRE

SISOV B, BRI AR DLV SR AU A e i 5 ORI, i T AT A i
Hho Bk, v T HREE HAME RS EREE, BER B R, EUCK s i (As) K KU I B S
e+ 3 p i (AS) O SR BE (S5 TR F G DS 22 20 A (&I vh izt XA s SRk FE Y Ly 25~157
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mg/kg) & GB36600-2018 H & 2k F tth 148y Yy XU i 1 (A (60 mg/kg). il (140 mg/kg)EAT HLER . 48
PEPPAG R0, FET I ML 25 PR AN 22 R VEHE S 0 L i XU P IME N 1.41 molkg, W RAR T35 S AH .
NHRIEE HbMER A A H, Bt B E, @il L GB36600-2018 HILAE 155 — 35 It - 35875 4 XU 7 %t
{E(140 mg/kg){E A+ IEBE HARME .

AR R AR AT AR B N, TR ORI AR A 78 (ALMY) T 5 F XU 32 142 (633 mg/kg) T
N IEE PO B HbnME . Atk -+ 385 Je i B R B FRE I 10,

Table 10. List of recommended remediation target values of soil pollutants in this block
7 10. AR FTEEREE BiME—RE

GB36600 3£ —3%  GB36600 2 —JH

+4% AR X35 ‘ P (E3-RERN:
=y 0 b= FH b 7 18 1 HhE A

59 A Pyl (mg/kag) (ma/ka) (mg/kg)
fifi(As) 1.41 25~157 60 140 60
H4(Pb) 633 — 800 2500 633

5. iR S5EIW
5.1. &g

ARAE T A 2 SR s, U b ZRORE o P s 00 R 7 M 0 SR (] 350 755 & GB14848-2017 TR AnifE, 1iF
SHh A 1R KR 52 BT5 Yo [17] . Hhb A LA I SR T GB36600-2018 Hh A 2k A Hh A IE -
HbHR PRI E AR P X R, RS e X I bR I DL P B, HLUCORIRAR AR . B, IHE X
S, R TR) DX AR R R 42 B K B PR M A A PR I 5 s B AR = X3 AR K 40 R e A I R AT R 5 1)
AFEXIEAN, Hh EESMEFRMEEN . . IHZEM XU . BB I X 8 b AT 42 1) X
BORAGT 3 AN X35 B Py DO J a0 5 R 35 A SR B 17 100 o

A HI 25.3-2019 FIAHCHLE, G SR FEASRAE siTH 5 H I B — 75 G B0 KU (A ki 1070 B/ 35 7
I 1, A8 iR X IR A T S R AN P 45252 (1035 e X3, AT Bt NI R 5, TR U 5 R G —
BHVE BRI ME[18]. HRRAFF AR TAT M, e T HIEAS)S R e 5 HFrME M 60 mg/kgs 4i(Pb)
HHIRIMEE B R E N 633 mg/kg.

5.2. i

PR TG gk, Al BYERTG Qe N R R KU, MBS 2 R st B A
KPR E o R DU 5 AR B P27 5, SRDURH I XRS5 4 35 B, [ R ) g RS B 4 A S M 0 ol
FEMHIR . B P AEPOAN I R R BN DAL E A B A E R, B TE SR S NIt G SO A
T R DAL BN Gty BRI R 75 Sl SR A B B S Uit e AT B 4, SRS Yl . B &4 it
By gy B H60E — AT NNAIBIARATIN, A RN NG RHERI, 2B R 55T N G
E BT R A A A ) IR XU 15 00, 38E St N NS St S Y B R A

F BT MR OR A R o B BN, AR I DR REURR ] SR AR AT R 07 8 A0 XU 1Al »
LA PP 45 AR 0GE FH T 24 A AR 26 R AR RS e o st R ST P e P A A X, O
FBTREAT RS I AR PP o PRSI R E BT e XY, R A SRR A TR B BRBE
Ja RAEEFES K.
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