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Table 2 Heavy metal contents in open vegetable field soils
X 4R ¥iE P2 RRAR EX YR RIS R bR HOTESME BPUERH
(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (%) (mg/kg)
HUH Hg 0.06 0.10 1.75 1.0 0.02 ~0.39 0 0.07 0.9
cd 0.19 0.07 0.38 0.6 0.12~0.76 0 0.12 1.6
Pb 7.86 7.70 0.98 350 0.01 ~0.21 0 24.60 0.3
As 7.61 133 0.17 25 0.19~0.51 0 7.09 1.1
Cu 24.76 7.19 0.29 100 0.13 ~0.62 0 18.70 13
KRR Hg 0.14 0.22 1.54 0.3 0.10 ~3.02 2.2 0.289 0.5
cd 0.21 0.25 1.22 0.3 0.17~5.96 6.7 0.126 1.7
Pb 36.4 31.55 0.87 250 0.05~0.71 0 26.2 1.4
As 8.01 2.59 0.32 40 0.16 ~ 0.47 0 10 0.8
Cu 31.14 11.6 0.37 50 0.14 ~0.82 0 223 1.4
(IS 7Si Hg 0.37 0.16 0.44 0.3 0.31~2.62 68.6 0.116 32
cd 0.36 0.22 0.62 0.3 0.42 ~3.37 48.6 0.126 2.9
Pb 35.88 5.9 0.16 250 0.09 ~0.19 0 29.7 12
As 11.53 5.03 0.44 40 0.16 ~0.94 0 15.7 0.7
Cu 48.56 14.11 0.29 50 0.49 ~ 1.51 31.4 27.3 1.8
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Table 3 Heavy metal contents in facility vegetable field soils
Hux E B brEfiZE  ARFRARK ER TR BIUSRIRE BARR HWOTTSME RPURK
(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (%) (mg/kg)
O Hg 0.05 0.03 0.49 0.50 0.02~0.11 0 0.07 0.7
Cd 0.14 0.09 0.64 0.30 0.12~0.77 0 0.12 1.2
Pb 16.66 10.20 0.61 300 0.01 ~0.11 0 24.60 0.7
Cr 54.5 17.43 0.32 200 0.12~0.38 0 29.80 1.8
As 8.84 3.39 0.38 30 0.08 ~ 0.68 0 7.09 1.2
Cu 29.2 10.50 0.36 100 0.16 ~0.50 0 18.70 1.6
KK Hg 0.12 0.07 0.57 0.3 0.12 ~ 0.69 0 0.289 0.4
Cd 0.21 0.06 0.3 0.3 0.32~1.08 0 0.126 1.7
Pb 18.41 5.96 0.32 250 0.04~0.11 0 26.2 0.7
Cr 89.87 15.19 0.17 150 0.36~0.61 0 71.8 1.2
As 9.90 2.2 0.22 40 0.22 ~0.45 0 10 1.0
Cu 47 12.69 0.27 50 0.29 ~0.68 6.7 223 2.1
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Fig.3 Variation coefficients of soil heavy metals

in facility vegetable fields
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Fig. 4 Cumulative indexes of soil heavy metals

in facility vegetable fields
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Table 4 Heavy metal contents in dry field soils

X ) B)fH bRz ARRRE EXR CgRME RIS REH bR 7 FE A
(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (%) (mg/kg)
HUHESH Hg 0.09 0.13 1.47 1.0 0.02 ~1.39 0.41 0.069 13
cd 0.14 0.13 0.97 0.6 0.05~2.98 1.24 0.119 12
Pb 17.73 22.17 1.25 350 0.05 ~ 0.82 0 24.6 0.7
Cr 51.43 20.54 0.40 250 0.06 ~ 0.61 0 29.8 1.7
As 7.98 2.69 0.34 25 0.05 ~ 0.82 0 7.09 1.1
Cu 27.67 15.32 0.55 100 0.07 ~ 1.18 0.83 18.7 1.5
TR Hg 0.14 0.09 0.68 0.3 0.01~0.32 0 0.289 0.5
cd 0.20 0.11 0.55 0.3 0.11 ~0.84 0 0.126 1.6
Pb 27.53 421 0.15 250 0.06 ~0.10 0 26.2 1.1
Cr 60.66 12.99 0.21 150 0.16 ~ 0.36 0 77.8 0.8
As 9.06 2.04 0.22 40 0.17 ~ 0.49 0 10 0.9
Cu 31.24 6.63 0.21 50 0.21 ~0.44 0 223 1.4
16
14
12 + ]
w10 0 i =
=08 | WK = 1
= B ),
06 f
04 F
02 f
00 e a o o N @ He ad Pb ) Cr As Cu
P ALETE

5 RitHESETSAMMILER

Fig. 5 Variation coefficients of soil heavy metals in dry fields
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Fig. 6 Cumulative indexes of soil heavy metals in dry fields
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Table 5 Heavy metal contents in paddy field soils

Hulx HEJE BN Rz ARRAN ERGbrME I RAREL bR TS FHH E AR

(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (%) (mg/kg)
TR cd 0.10 0.04 0.45 0.3 0.07 ~0.78 0 0.126 0.8
Pb 27.64 4.26 0.15 250 0.04~0.14 0 26.2 1.1
Cu 27.02 7.03 0.26 50 0.15~1.36 12 223 12
KrRE cd 2.08 1.44 0.69 0.3 1.87 ~32.80 100 0.126 16.5
Pb 112.86 32.88 0.29 250 0.12~0.92 0 29.7 3.8
Cu 44.02 31.61 0.72 50 0.53 ~4.25 16.9 27.3 1.6
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Fig. 7 Variation coefficients of soil heavy meatals in paddy fields Fig. 8 Cumulate indexes of soil heavy meatals in paddy fields
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Table 6 Cumulative indexes of soil heavy meatals under different land-use-types
X FHHh 257 Hg cd Pb Cr As Cu Zn
AUHER e R 0.8 1.6 0.3 L5 L1 13 1.6
B 0.8 1.2 0.7 1.8 12 L6 13
i 1.2 1.2 0.7 1.7 1.1 1.5 1.2
kR BRI 0.5 1.7 1.4 0.7 0.8 14 -
Bt 0.4 1.7 0.7 1.2 1.0 2.1 -
Fib 0.5 1.6 L1 0.8 0.9 14 -
7K H 0.6 0.8 1.1 0.7 0.8 1.2 -
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Comparison of Soil Heavy Metal Pollution in Suburb Fields of Different Regions
XI Jin-feng'?, YU Xing-zhen?, ZHOU Li-xiang', LI De-cheng’, ZHANG Gan-lin®
(1 College of Resources and Environmental Science, Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing 210095,China;
2 Xinchang Branch of Shaoxing Tobacco Company, Shaoxing, Zhejiang 312500, China;
3 State Key Laboratory of Soil and Sustainable Agriculture (Institute of Soil Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences), Nanjing 210008, China)
Abstract: In this paper, on the base of the investigation of open vegetable fields, facility vegetable fields, dry fields and paddy fields in

Zhangjiagang region, Chang-Zhu-Tan region and Jing-Jin-Tang region, it found that heavy metal contents in most suburb fields were lower than the

national 2™ standard of soil quality, but some heavy metal contents were higher than the local background values, which indicated that heavy metals

accumulated in suburb fields. Heavy metal contents in vegetable fields were usually higher than paddy and dry fields due to the higher intensive input

and use. The study in a special region of Chang-Zhu-Tan showed that it is difficult to reuse the fields after the soil was seriously contaminated. The

variation coefficients of soil heavy metals in Jing-Jin-Tang region was higher than Zhangjiagang region.
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Suburb area, Heavy metals, Variation coefficient, Cumulative index



