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Effects of rice husk biochar on heavy metals solubility under

dynamic redox-conditions in a contaminated soil
Yu-Ching Cheng
Abstract

Soil contamination with potentially toxic elements (PTEs) in Taiwan is still a noteworthy
environmental issue, such as chromium, nickel, copper, and zinc. These PTEs may be absorbed
by plants or infiltrated into groundwater through weathering, leaching or redox conditions, and
affecting the safety of food crops, microbial community abundance and human health risks, in
particular PTEs contaminated paddy soil. Biochar (BC) as a carbon-rich material, is a cost-
effective soil amendment that has been recommended for remediation of PTEs contaminated soils.
However, the efficiency of BC to immobilize PTEs in contaminated paddy soils under dynamic
redox conditions has not been clearly up to date. Thus, in this study, we have (i) quantified the
impact of pre-defined redox conditions on the release dynamic of dissolved Cr, Ni, Cu, and Zn in
the studied soil as affected by biochar addition, (ii) determined the impact of biochar addition,
redox potential (Eh), pH, dissolved organic carbon (DOC), metals, anions and specific UV
absorbance (SUVAss4nm) on dynamics of heavy metals. In this study, the soil was collected from
the alluvial plain of Changhua county in western Taiwan, and the soil was analyzed for basic soil
characteristics and total metal content corresponding to the sequential extraction. An automated
biogeochemical microcosm system was added with 300 g soil mixed with 30 g straw powder and
ultrapure water in 1:8 ratio. The range of the pre-defined redox conditions was 250 mV to - 200
mV, and oxidized to 250 mV. The total incubation period was approximately 35 to 48 days. The
pre-set EH windows were achieved at least 24 h before sampling and automatically maintained
with the flushing of N, and O,. Incubated soil samples were collected at different oxidation-
reduction potentials, after centrifugation, filtering in a nitrogen glove box, and measuring heavy
metal, dissolve organic carbon, anion concentration and specific ultraviolet absorbance (SUVA2s4
»m) 1n the filtrate. According to the experimental results, the range of the pre-defined redox
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conditions was +250 mV to - 200 mV, and oxidized to +250 mV. The temporal course of Eh and
pH in the MCs revealed converse relationship in S and S+BC was detected, which was presumed
to the reduction and dissolution of Mn hydroxides and microbial activity. The concentration of
DOC in S and S+BC under reducing conditions increased might be due to release of the bounded
organic matter onto the reductively dissolved-Fe/Mn and the release of DOC from soluble organic
metabolites produced by reducing bacteria under reductive conditions. Moreover, the
concentration of DOC has consistent trends with metals. The increase in SUVAjs4nm with time
related to the community of microbial population. Anions had a significant positive relationship
with DOC. Biochars have the potential to immobilize heavy metals in contaminated soils;
however, in this study, the solubility of metals in S+BC were much higher than in S. It might be
due to DOC, more DOC could provide more sites for metals to complex. When Eh declined, DOC
released by reduction and dissolution; thus, the solubility of metals increased. To sum up, adding

5% rice husk biochar might increase the concentration of PTEs.

Keywords: Potentially toxic element, paddy soil, microcosm apparatus, redox potential, biochar.
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i 2 42k R F 010 mg L7 o 4945 5 @R -5 TR DEF SRR T4
HEER G 250 (mgkg) # TR FHIEEER S 0.05(mgL) e 43 fepm
P E BN B & FlF (Zacharaetal., 1989)° fodg |+ 3 Hepai g8 ™
= 4% ¢ 4= Cr(OH)3 2 [FexCrix(OH)s]imt ik 7 £ 3% ¢ (Wittbrodt and Palmer, 1995)-
Bt gEina & VB F RECKEF B Rfoatk o & 451 ¢ (HCrOs")
R s 2k P (HCrOs ~ CrO4% ~ Cr207%)(Imai and Gloyna, 1990) - = = g
ferk A~ G 4 p o B3 [Cr(H0)e’ ] > Bk jza, 2 E g ds &4 - 045 1
BReOFF 5 FCRRT - pH B BT PR AP EL RS
BREEFAIC(IN )% 455 L5 F L0 FieB B ka4 >0 248
53 18 Jn & (Weaver and Hochella, 2003) - # 3 # Cr(Il)F g% 2 3 * Mn(IV)¥

\

L 4 4 £ 5 4@ H 4c (Kimand Dixon, 2002) ¢ 2 3 5378 % %7 1125 B 18 R ik
% F R iR 3 (Bartlett, 1991) % 1 ¢ Cr(VI)srz £ - pH f- Eh £ 3

,g_@

% I ehpe B3] i (Palmer and Wittbrodt, 1991) -

<

*"3

BF A do o g (% 0 1982) 7 pHE Eh Bixi*™ » £ £ R

FOLRGF O E £ B SR TR (F AR R T)

Table 1 Regulation of metals level of soil and groundwater in Taiwan.

Cr Ni Cu Zn Mn
Soil pollution monitoring standards ( mg kg™') 175 130 220 1000 -
Soil pollution control standards ( mg kg™!) 250 200 400 2000 -
Groundwater pollution monitoring standards (mg L")  0.025 0.05 0.5 25 0.025
Groundwater pollution control standards ( mg L) 0.05 0.1 10 5.0 -
6
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2.4 &
ﬁm@#wﬁ“%?’*aﬁ#mpém% FEEY T RRREEE A
2 E e B KA W A2 IE P 40k & - Ma and Hooda (2010) :}F, P ALY
ﬂﬁﬁ%EQEZMWMQQ‘ﬁ%%ﬁ%%*ﬂﬁkﬁﬁéOngﬂ’%S?%
Bt 4 E AR E R (200 mg kg') R ¥ TR F FIHEREEAR X (0.05 mg L)ja ot 2
R G ae 23 Gk p 2ER Fier 273 - 87 i+l ~+4 i =
xR pH 2§ L ERTEHRRT 0 Y T NI(IDF 4 LF & (Ma and
Hooda,2010) > 3% $ 77 % @ # I Ni L B Ap ik 5 A 4RL &7 o £.7] 5 NiP' 2 5
SR AR S RFR N 0 FIRF S A2 FH ¢ 3 R (Rinklebe and
Shaheen, 2017a) - Rinklebe etal. (2016a) #x3F Ni&2 2 35 iR R T el 12> T 3%
drdage Nimﬁégﬁ AR ~Eh/pH %1 702 48 ~ 48~ 45 - TR LT B
PR BELEFEA NI LG R FREY o Ak CERY N EHE L
£ ¥7 Fe § 1“4~ £ uJik (Kabata-Pendias, 2011) - Rinklebe et al. (2016a) i# * p # i
A Bk B g < B Eh (-196 mV ~ 604 mV) $# 5 7t R a2
SNBSSk M EhE R Ni AE-kiERT > d N4 - 5
Ay FAE A @ NISrGE f2p 2 qaRe ot Ni iRy g2 a8
fod At & A ERIEHS AL & (Uren, 1992) -

2.5 4
LT A - o4 g S B eB T MR AR ik
RTEHER G A A 6 AR BB AR AR E R b Thend 3013

i)

4 = % (Alloway,2013); 54 > & 1 &

\\\Xr

S EpF CRRE o AT
IR A S Ry TR E TR L AT RS F IR A
#i%ﬁ%%ﬁiﬁﬁiaéﬁ»ﬁﬁgéﬂ%&oﬁ&*iﬁﬁﬁkﬁﬁﬁé
0.2 ~ 5000 mg kg'!' (Alloway, 2013) > AR AR ARWERFP LR

i%%ﬁuiﬁﬂkéﬁ%oﬁ?%iﬁmi$?ﬁﬂ?@>?4?&ﬁi?ﬁl
FERCRPIRR Y o N A SR TG AR F R G ik IR #
FEAE TR %&#%°ﬁﬁ%®ﬁi$%%%i%pH@’1$UCM%
CuOH*w. H“ﬂﬂﬂ$. CE A AR PlAR BTt Wi A LG e Cu
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B s BLBERE I do P B R R § - Ak e » e
AAIEY DEREBARRA NG FATE R E N Cu B o %ﬁz’ Fe 2t

I

oS 7 5 #A # Cu(l):E &R % Cu(l) - 4F fo Fe-~Mn-fr Al-(4 )§ * ¥ ~ & T2 Fe
FWE RS BRI o T UG AT AR SRR o 4 et P b B R
LB LB FRErIBASf#E 2 F3RGEIHEPH - pHT-8 pF > i+ {o
R A58 ch Cu shi i3 f2 B % > pH < 7 P » 12 Cu vk 3 & 4 (CUOH" 4r Cu?)

22 m pH>8pF 5 enCu e 5 2k 45 & $ (Kabata-Pendias, 2011) -
2.6 &
Af‘,;_g\&,gt‘rz % —% ’ +‘\A,§é‘v néﬁqf&éﬁ.j—\i%\i;g\;;—;;i} b B

SRR L LT R ) “ﬁ%% ER B b L R A F 0 & i
FrESMe st 2 S35 pa s A3 2 g anid A 2 Bk
WA o it K gcklvre i O(IAA) GhE E Y EN S IRMER S [ EoAE
I G A FE S GPERL T I RBER DD AT R
R MA RS LR - A T 0 2N 0OLMHCI # 2 kR )Y 15
mokg? FEEd Vi € F LAk 0 23t 80mgkg?t R iS4 T £
0 &4 4aie 0 AR EARER 9 5 70~80mg kg Eﬁf%‘u*ﬁfﬁg A4 i T o %é_é}

CEAR S AR S BA AP Y AR A RBERT N BB 0 B

ATEXRAS IN FAE AR ERFELE AR 47 F 5 600 mg kgt
(F > 2001) -

Bhh R BEEE 0 H BB S B RS R SRR T
fed 0 S o 2R B0 B PSR £ 4 0SB H 0 2 % 33 pH -
SBANGE 2 BT 2 A2 B B (Kabata-Pendias, 2011) » 22 4F e $ 14 % 1%
WP o Zn B2 Y T AL AT AR L - BARERE Y HHE S L
EEARRE T - BRI R IETR B ¢ AL B o £ Pl AR e e 1 v s Fe s
Al 4o Mn (& )§ 4 e 3P 4 gfrZn s & > T &7 (aFeOOH) # Zn =
A G ARt R A P AR F Ve 2 Y A2 2 pH ki

MR Zn g o % pH & 5 3 pH<T)E > 8% & FIB T L a4 5 a m

B < 2R

N
/e*ﬂ
F=8)
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“f?} , l“ﬁ%pH ,’_‘Eii\‘a'é‘;r’ﬁjﬁ‘jﬁ; s .3@‘,‘:;5,&#? y BT é_r‘s pH BT s i'g fuﬁ;,;g
7 i3 Zn(OH)4> o

27 ¥R
271 3 F Rimiak 2 i
WP R %E 2 45 15 3% 25 (International Biochar Initiative, IBI) 7 € & » ¥ 5 &

FEHZAP RS - At 25 IR o (LY - RREAT A B 2
& R (charcoal) #g 02 » ¥ 2 d A4 ~BHEZF P F > LU F FOBFIZEI
;@ﬁa¢%ﬂwcﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁ»ﬂ%éiiﬁ@%?’%ggﬁg@?ﬂ
FIRENUERBRREL TV HL AP R (FEL2016) 2 P DT € kA fE
EEFHRERCASRBEOT A G %0 Bk £ 52 (slow pyrolysis) & g
B g At e MGR (<700 °C) ~ M4 £ ek A F PF R (residual time) )4 & 4 B 3 B
Lk R ol e ME R e g Mt ok AR F 0 fdeid # 2 (fast pyrolysis)
PoERSRE ARRERfrREDFTREINALFFESE S R oD NFTE
e, g ffiEar 2 F i 8 0  RE£f2°F % (Yuanetal,2017)- 2§
RArEtEF v & (7-COOH fr-OH) A F ¢ P FHAANfFE RN F A F K> @
AAE Ao~ 7 £ 0A FRH 4 (Zhangand Liu, 2015) » @ 5L > 4 $ i d 30
e B a ¥R MG R R L EEIFEAA SR
FTURCPEERAPF DAL c AP RCBRBETY NP R F I EE S F
EAfpp A E o RiTE KA S REBARITE I EUH BRFF L Efor Tk X
T F* 44 (Ahmadetal,2014) - 2 $ R E 5 . F 0t L6 ff - B FERIIH A
VIR Fm GRS A A R IEY DEF LS o

2RV R T R R g 2 R (1) e R
P T o Fl T de AP T o FI 2 P < 30 SR tEan(pH > 7) 0 T st A R
L Q) B A ST RAET E R ARG A >} A S SR § kA
SR QAP REFRASD VR o (EEER22 2o ff 2GR 2L FT
ERBME L g M E; (4) AP RAG G S LIV T L E S
AP R IR R HEHERLE R BFIRLI LT S (5) A5 R
R i?t%ifﬁ'ﬁﬂ’?%‘fﬁ‘?%-ﬁ ot RAEHY BLE AP EFFRH
(52:2014) t?® B> 2 5 A A (Ei3 4 & 5 A480 e RA AR B AR -
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ﬁt'!

B LT v LS R AR B RA AR 4 b R A W ML R
453 sy FiRfet ¢ £ he97 £ (Panand Li, 2013; Huang et al., 2013 ) »

PR ARER S R F RS R R R FEpH Y A G T
FRE AR FE ARG 20 AT R B 2 AHIRY 2R
R %“ Hp 3w S B o 4 5 RT U BT S T U BT
FAei F PR AR r R S eods & kR Efot £ (Ahmadetal., 2014) o gt ek > 3

=N

LT H’i‘fl‘r}m$ B+ K2 P bk g B8 3P 3% (Yin et al., 2014) » A pk
MiEET BB A ARERE TS AP R T RERCF
it #8401 -COO™~-COOH ~-Ofr-OH > ¥ ™ #% % pH & ke & 2 7 & B a4t
P g p ks L FREAFRETH (Yuanetal ,2011) o 3 4e 2 $ R F H
1DOC z EfrH 6 B35 Fv NEGEMA 8 F o i P ipdamd iV F 7T A ¢
gy P RRES S FRESLF AL P E - Zhouetal. (2013) LE- £ 4 K%
s A B FRALE S Fek (B F SRR LR Ao ) B R
Gefrde F1 5 4 4 Renit g R A arRIAIEY 25 F A ABAE @ Zn(ID
S 4 F ST F pH B 4 @ 5 4 o Tongetal. (2011) % % i & -( Zeta potential)
Feid = %4 o b & %k ¥ (Fourier Transform Infrared Photoacoustic Spectroscopy,
FTIR-PAS)~ 17> ZFIEF pH i 4 2 S L & G f T 4e 0 £ 5 F it B (H4r
-COOH {r-OH) ¢ i&- # 23 » WLEAF & end S feii e B £ g & ihit 4 o &
SEL LB R TR g A3t A 2 > Chen et al. (2011) s iFT 7 @
BRE CufeZn £ 5x- B A5y Fomgid §2hr PP it BkA
#%5(0.1 mmol L)% » Cu & Zn e i 5% ¥ — 46 4 BRIl B 7 b 4ok Bk
B pF o Cu ik B> 1mmol L p > Zn ehwirigar 4 € T % 6 75-85% > &7 &
BT AR B e A PSR R SRR A AT PR A B
EREE N Sl gl b Tk X

p

o

272 2P RBFL IR MEFEE R
CERFLER TP AL e BRR eI A ML P HE T DL TS

et fmd (Xieetal,2016) o 3F 5 A L A m 2 Reans ® §ec Rt 2 T E

HE Ao S REE Xuetal,2018) « 2 4 R en4e § 50 23 pH -~ 7 344 1

10
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BE R EE W(CIN)iA B Y aied X %1 (Choppala et al, 2016) -

AP RenG ST R R R4 (Awad et al, 2018) 0 2R A 0 3 e R~ A
fRER CABEFEAS P2 PRI PEFT S A2 fa BPE bl
Khodadad etal. (2011) 45 i Mg & £ F B ABRA > 2 2 5 % > AR R ¥
PIREEECARFT R AL RT A S RS H - oA g ’ﬁ
Wi oab L JEm P22 & e
4 e ¥ £ (Elzobair et al., 2016) » H4e » 2 F AL 3E :‘i__/'firLO.S%i‘éi e 5.0
%egrER R mEARB PR ETCEAARERR S AR £ 2 05%
PE o R T B e 2 A e bR R A 4o B-D-Ba - B pF (B-D-
cellobiosidase) ~ 5 -4 % # i f* (B-glucosidase)f= N-2 fg-f-% 2 § & # 3 f+( N-
acetyl-B-glucosaminidase) (Wang et al., 2015) -

iy
*

2.8 kfen 2 LRRT =

KL IEFED A (TR )+ 9 F R 20-30 % AR SERAT]CE] >+

ZRI20X P FEHEFRALY ARELED > G50 x)~ 474 LH(2F
AR FIE T 30 X )fr B ER TR 0 940 X))o B et £
BRI e fe 2 KA 4 B SRR iR o EAFIE (FIROK  $TR ek e
Ko A R A/ SN RLE NI F foR Ao NRERRS T AL (I
2013) > 77 X BlAe@ 1 (¢ FA R L g 0 2005) o SR E AR K - TRk {rkgg e oK
FRASRIE G S R HIICF A A2 Y A kA FEIAF ALY o
B2 F g o - L5 ¥ A EL L 200~750 mV > E 43750 mV o B2 E R B
Jet R g %%‘fﬁ%/ﬁ%»w':&%%éﬁ poft s g g -k E 1 H Ehe
F01200mV e Aon 23RS E S 0 F C ke 2 kR H Ehe ok
33 Eh ®d i+ > A kPFELEF MI-150mV; 2k ~Fu HF > Eh 7
3 500mV 2} o f&n if # chBh {5 200-400mV 2. fF > 3% Eh 5% & 180mV 14
A3 100 mV o PLRFSA A 4 EF T LI o 2L B AST-100 mV 2T o k4

b

X2 HI= (L% > 2007) -

&

11
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A 7N AN kYA 5§ = E=3 i1 7 AVA 7 = B
Bl B 1 = £ 2 K = 3 5 B 4 W 2 S5 @ m 6 =
4 H H 14 34 45 53 64 78 120|
e IS B x % % * x % %
iﬁ 7.0 10.5 11.5 12'0140 13.0
B BERERN AR R
PREE
7K
& BE
4
E s | —
i
%
_____/

4 B B s O®m P e = | g T
5 M moowm & 2 % Y M 2 @ HE %%o% % oM
= B th S Wol® B o B (B om0
#] s 1 & xR

% woo

Bl 1~ SR 715% - B v p s
Fig. 1. The cultivation and pest control manner of the paddy rice (Oryza sativa L. TNG71)

-

3,

Bt § 0 2003) -
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29 IBPFTHE ERBZFFARE
IHBPFREIR Lo TR E RS TR S BTG T LA
PIRLEFF o ¥ A2 HrkitgFI e 75 CERT = (Eh) - 23 pH & -
BAEGE)F (F BT SR AT LA AL Rl
2.9.1 § i“iB & % - (Redox potential, Eh)
FRRRFBE-FFRIFL4NERN L F > AT =Fp L ERR
iR RBkiweh- Atk * Eh& 7 HE =5 VA mV-EhA%g 7§ %A
AL FARMA T G R RN IEF LB RT B MO BB RY § 1
B R b TR ER RERTIRNFEKTRFALHFET LE 2 ET VERR
TR BRI R RS E AR A G BB A A Ao
gy PRRFBEIEBZRPHMER 7 i HFIIRFEFTCRAFR

PR 33y VB RT 2V 0T S L E 5N 2 Nernst equation % o1

m
0X + ne” + mH* & Red +?H20

Eh = E, — 2% ] (Red) _g - Red (at 25°C)
— R T T M o ) T T T % oy
0.059

Eh:EO_

X log (@) ~ 0059 pH  (at 25°C)
Ox n
#¢ Eh: T3 =
Eo ! HETHT =
R: 4 # % # (8314 Jmol'K™h)
T: 5#ERE (298°K)
niFtpaRRE R gL s
F iz % #i (96500 & 4)
OX: § i # kR
Red : B hf kR
FEEESELANT O R5 RFRZF o 0 L RBI PRI AT F A

4o N EHB AEng Lk kiBiTE nbx?ﬁﬁ)@’lfbififﬁfﬁf’ iv

FRRFRLR DTSR FRESOM) § § Ldi b+ % % o
¥ 2 6$$'1@#%’4ﬁﬁ4#§?*ﬁwmm+h»ﬂ ER O
13
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FFE o 2P AL CRASFTORET 2ok 20 - B2 32 Ehi
Tokimang K ot Blde P ET R okAee £F o A B RECLPER

AR QA A RS ARG A P R R ®
FrERREFEPH B~ ~F(F ~ 48~ &~ 5~ B - Ea FEI ~
BB O EAAE AR R F PSRN I R R R TR EF T
ESTRER AR ,%@;37 ég_+f$—%{ 43{4/‘:/&“‘ spLvk > Hopw 2y 1L1?}—E;‘7,r.r’}m'%‘¥r'ﬂ
Edrchd i s it B iv% 7 0 fF e &7 X 225 84 B (Natural organic matter, NOM)
Ty tpng P RRE IS E BN ABEE)F P FEA B o0
SR AT A G AR T B RELT A AT - B 0 S feh F hf
&% R (Borchetal., 2010) -

2 2 1 EFVRAT 4
Table 2 Redox potential in soils.

pH7 pEen e oplng o
F R
Eh (mV) R 7T 2(mV)
1 _
502+ 2e” + 2H* = H,0 820 600 - 400
NO; +2e~ + 2H" =NO,” + H,0 540 500 — 200
MnO, + 2e~ + 4H* = Mn?** + 2H,0 400 400 — 200
FeOOH + e~ + 3H* = Fe?*+2H,0 170 300 — 100
S0,2~ + 6e~ + 9H* = HS™ + 4H,0 -160 0—-150
1 _ 2150 — -
H +em =i, 410 150 — -220
(CH,0)n = 2.C0, +5CH, - -150 - -220
(Bohn et al., 2001)
2.9.2 pH
et d AR R TR Y404 425 R pH oo dedE 2 R RE G AR

AR F VR RRA R AL F @ E N pH B sk S 384 2 B ARk R Y 0 pH
B 3657005 4+ £ F i BRF R 5 kP (Rinklebe and Shaheen, 2017a)

BEROHZ AR I RLR EBHEF|AN > AEEEIH L A FL RSP
AEL LA oo g FIP I EpHEE R L2 hos PRArfc2 B &8
14
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.

EIERE: 6}? P ]"leE'gFIfi@$ LS koo H_,/fF’}'j"I'}'f‘?q Hg,—gfgié
A+l Y et iRk 2 Y J T BRI pH B P F S
FERT T A LA A XM AN 0 SR REEY §if 45 NOy -

Mn*"fr Fe**i& R #7 3 e0F + (Yuetal,2007) o pH E4HiEk 2 37 hi § 2% 8t
P - FRC 4 BREAR B TR G o pH BT PF 0 g5 4] T (DOM)

SRR R LR B A R e e £ BB AR B RT N ERIENA |
ThHsS ¢BL 3 4B FEEMARREF X s BIEYRF srgivt ¢
%L pH 3 4v @ 3 4v (Kabata-Pendias, 1993) o 3% * B pF > 2 3 pH 1< > ¢ F] 5
Fetb B feivh B o BFS 2RI FF L DERRD M g HPBER
(Rinklebe and Shaheen, 2017a) -

2.9.3 i4E(F)F - &

s AR fed P BRT 22 pH F RSB R o § F L EFRT N
Mn-~Fe~S i & F g fFt>? FerMn g it G 3330 ka2 KRRk
BT BRBFEIEY B4 Fe-Mn e33R > Fe 1 & .4 Fe''# 4 1 Fe? > Mn i
2 Fd Mn*#4 1 Mn? > 25 > % Ehig— 9% ® & F it pF > Fe?"# 1212 FeCOs
(¥ 47h) ~ Fes(POu) - 8H20 (4 o) 2 4 i 4 1 & 4 4 FeS (4148 %) fr FeSa (3 46
TR T A O BER(E)F MRV IR ERIMAE £ s gl AR
FERE TR BRBMAEEY B X0 AR F AR E B AR HEA SR

(4 )§ 4 @ sk (Du Laing et al., 2009) » F]pb > 4i4E § R 2R
HREF E & ef8 1 (Brownetal, 1989) o Adsfi§ C B ReniE T 5 4h4E(F)F 1
PARARLERABNERILA BBA(E)E PR LA BTN AT P RET
¥] 5 feii3 f2 5 8 *x(Rinklebe et al., 2017b). - Kabata-Pendias (1993)# I #c & & e
AR § R & B d RO #u L Fe fo Mn g ok §
4o ARSI Y CurCo~Zn NifePb ek BREF 302 |G B2 e gt obs
BABAE(E)F P A RDE BB BRI b A 3 2 v 2ig sl ahd 0 b
do0 As (I As (V¥R 2 5 F 4 i fod (FuLF L Hfci § it d)
Y Rl A S SR i E o B S E P As R RRFET A
¥y BRI FERY Bk (Guoetal, 2014) » ARSIk uB(E)F 1

-
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Pocd Y R B ol PRACTPRA A Fe s tH 4 g A5 N B4
£ 4 o R E A 0 ALK AR > 4 - Rinklebe and Shaheen (2017a) 45 !

FUOFEET ORGSR ORAEBEE ) P RE T 5 3 PR RBE
Prost et G Ni» §EIFRIE A AF CIEET o MBEE(E)F L4 UK 0 NI
A drdl o Tack etal (2006)+ Z IR » % Nitfp 2 Y pFo Ni A B2 § V5 4
FABYAAM > 2 5d BRIAER® NI 2 3R o i« pH 4 t‘%‘l:fr)%iﬁ;’i:
FEEH A B RFPHEY 35 & F LBt BTN 6P NI s d o
FIt o A ISR TRRD T A GRS T N E ke L AR(E)E

F_‘-

2.9.4 ¥ A3 BRMDOC)2 & — 1% * ke fz B (SUVA2540m)

FHEIPTID BEFANLS R X HE G R DA G BT T
FCEQO)® “ 4L+ 3 2235 FpnenFad ozl -pAE L7
iﬁ%%%%%?’?uﬁﬂﬁ P RER R TR SN & Y (SN LA |

FAs®ias #s(DOC) - e (humicacid)% & f& (fluvic acid) - DOC &
IR R DGR A R pH R T FORB > 2 S DOC (hi & 44 5
P e it B & A G A S pjamgw‘s VT M S ET ) s
FTCRAREY BRI BES » 2015) - Sherene (2010)4p 1 &% pH & >
FtEph e 2R § B 4e > FBPT N AFRRL RIS T IT £ B4 &P D
P BRI AT RS BE S T L & AR D IR TR D
be & J et B2 1+ (Du Laing et al., 2009) » ¢t ¢ » & 22 DOC 4% & $ a0 S te dr
BT AR S £ AR 2 G T S B H PR G (2 02011) 0 =& 22 DOC b 5 Y
it 5 & 2 DOC 4 & 3 & ¢hdp 45 (Frohne etal,, 2014) > & § 8§ 212 & 2 9

s

o

DOC £ & g+ «h#fc4 ¢ %% Eh {o pH e § #7858

BAEY G RTT USRS PR AR AR KRBT { ik
§ 1t :B i e9T % o Shaheen et al. (2014) fi3i &K° W2 F k=B A Y 2 HE
Fodg aBRiFE2T Y HDOCH 2 tiE2 T L F 2 DOC z £frEh &
BMEFLAM > 7 Ad 3 () rid(3) P P& h B TR RB T §
2 DOC & A (i) B RiEET™ » BRBBRALL TR T B S o H4B
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Rix T DOC ez € - DOC cff I ¥ & hH 2 F <+ 0§25 » Du Laing et al.
(2009) 45 1is: @ B0 B engpe & AR A ¥ G e Ak fo Ni 22 40 $HE
Tegs & 0 FlUt B Ao P F A 2 0 € 48 Ni <73 f2 & - Rinklebe et al. (2016b)
ahE Py CBRTEToRAET P As~Ba~CdCu~PbfrSreff il B kA
T AsfrSr 2 DOC 2 FE R Bg ¥ 4p b » AR BRI 7 EApRM o g it ixi2 ™ &
¥ DOC & & » & R pF DOC #fic s # & j2'4 % & DOC + eng Bak > &7 4
W aRBIRY ERP L HERYE
LoHEA R ET NIFL I VAN R TR (DAC)E'{AJ#%*%_ o 1%,
SUVA % 7 F b ch DAC » &84 * B R T A 3 4 it A2
(Weishaaretal.,2003): 3 SUVA % 7t 7 #& % % % 4~ 27 DAC-El-Naggaretal. (2018)
B A2 Py PRRRT S 2P REFBRIEY 2RIV BRI R B
o, oeF ke IEET 3 B SUVA &7 &8 Eh fr8 pH ™ > 4 42 DOC & %3
% DOC et ] % >+ i Ehfe i pH > 7 40 £d *0§F B R (5% Y T pH g d R
BAF £ 4 ¢ st o i Eh-pH 2T 5 .OH T 5 i (5% fghdr
tpindg P A2 LR B FEF BT AHLAFEG AL TR FE T
ot bd o 3 EhpF > 2B DAC A 32327 3 & B> 4 5més &
$oo B BB 2R > & SUVA B8~

.

295 £BHBHgT kg

pH E 83 %A ~ 2% F it AP E A28 5 &8 6 13 Sog Bk endg 7)
TR AT B ML G E A NI S SOE TR AT LT T
£z 2 pH BB 4 pMIF VR AL RIS E mKE LI F 4
Birg e 7R RELERT €T ApFE R Chen et al. (2011)F7 3 45
Cu ek B * ** 1 mmol/L p¥ > Zn e it £ € 8> 75-85% RoA¥ £ B 7 ki ke
ﬁaa;s.zﬁrg GEm o PR E W 2R A4 49T $r4] - Rinklebe et al. (2016a)
BB Y Mg o Ni 2 B st B 5> ¢ 715 Eh cse®a 3 5L wry
gk gt eh s Mg e NI 7 it B Fe (I~ o M3 @ eni= B o

JHY GAF SRR ARLAKA AR KA FRE BT
s BT T e E B g B £ BB ER A LA A URE K
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Fbodt o EREES HIERT 4L R B TE R Gl4e CI g Cd™
5% CACI'e" CdCLex R H F T4 2 YW g o e LRATRERE
FRenBl o e CIRET AL R AR AR T e B AT R

@ty o Rk BRIERT > MBI RR RSP T B Cds
NifeZn 2845 &4 A58 2 ¥ 3 cgs & 4 0 0> 2 33 % ¢ 4o CdS » BRI &
F3E? R pH B ARERET 0 F 5 A R R o BREAS - B4R
HAE I IRB T 0 SR 0 8 A pH 57T H pooniia s oy PERRT
chigd ¢ FIRPFpH B> i&d sa R 2 3 T ERIZHHF S04 e o

210 23|k ,a s

AP A S A PR FEAENE F CRRRC T UEEREENL &
TR TR LB T B B e R o Patrick (1966) 33— BT a4l F
BT e pH (il - B3 By @ fedol p ATRE Y 2 iR Tl S
“3 3 % 57 (Soil microcosm, MC) v # 3 & Seen iy * 5 BAAT AP T iR

RiE g kot § 2 B et Bl Tp i B AR B £ ARK 4 4 AY (Yuand

Rinklebe, 2011) e frid § 4+ 33 Fend > Bk B L 2§79 5 5§ B ol Hik
F PSR FCREIRE FEE 0 R RRY L PRk g

% 1t > Rinklebe ~ Shaheen ¥ A &-447 I #77] ~ i end 3 Ul 4 S0 F % > 4734 2
e A2 P RRET AR AR E PR > bldo b= &4 (Shaheenetal.,
2017) ~ dt ® £ 4 3 (Rinklebeetal., 2016a) ~ -k f=2 2 3 (Rinklebeetal., 2016a) % o
R CRRTCEAS P RCEF IR BRI TS E O EEE
¢h2 -k v ) > Yuand Rinklebe (2011) #% a4 B2 3Eif & 2 kvt 5 14> 3 074
AT UAES 110 2 F okt G- phw 33 ST E L oK
PG A BRAS BRI G kS BB G RS € 1K
R E S LA S 18 FEME MBRT U ERE D RS

{

‘3>

PR AR SR RERUR S e B 1Y SRE§ B R

7 o
ﬁ&%’ﬁﬁi%ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ%iﬁiﬁéﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁi%ﬁ*F%iﬁﬁ’

¥ ;ﬁd 45 AT £ HE B4R 4 2 3 > Beiyuanetal. (2017)% *

18

d0i:10.6342/NTU201903049



AR AP R As e Pb FLIEP O BRRELEHLEIFFCRRT fepH T2
ROGEA T RIS R RFEPOB AL i G ookl SR AL R
e ERAsfrPo BB G FL AP REAGF 25 F A BF B As
{oPb - i El-Naggaretal. (2018) 45 &} e oh % 2 3E ¥ Jh4c 2 F ik € 34 e 4 ~ 4F ~ 43
o, TPt AR T T UERENET 2 A gAY YT S g

EEE S TS ¥
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=F HPe

ERIEFRERFEUG
A 2o 3P 5B 1B T rf363-366 5L 4 2 0~202 A (2
3) 4 kA EY ko EREL AETFSEL TR B RAREREAFEL 2
&L ko P i e R T3000E2 S RE LB -
ﬁ%“,fiﬂ‘ PR O FEZ 02004 0 ISP AR 5o #%E#’ﬂ%%ﬁ& AR
6> BT i l0meshér & (<2mm) - RAeZ3 G E M RERY > Bp 83 ik
MRS A AT BT AR o ¥ B £10 meshd IR L3595 15 % 5 5o H b
BreiE100meshét e > BlTHF WHFFE - BAEBAELF 2R
32 @ HREE
A 2 feE A R R p WA ZF T ¢ (Korea Biochar Research Center) »
foR A F R A 500 CCEA RS o AR ot 2w 0 BASE A B AT
dn i 2mm & g > @ * 8 2 Y (MF21GS > JEIO TECH » Korea) i {737 i 4 47 =
% (Proximate analysis)!/ fz 3+ % & ~ H T ~ R A friF 45 F iz £ (Aham et
al.,2013))- & * % &~ 17 % (Eurovector’ Redavalle > Italy):& {7 ~ % &£ 47 - & 15keV
TR R FrX Bk (EDX) &% #4535 M cst (SEM> Hitachi S-4800>
ISIS310-Japan) #7 7 2 4 ek m #Fito @ * XPS k¥ & (K-Alpha> ThermoFisher>
USA):E 7 X 548§ F i 3#(XPS)& 47 - @ % 4.284.5e¢V enCls ! &g C ehi &
o B AL G WL Sl 3 XPS R f2# (El-Naggaretal., 2018) - ¢ Kim (2016)
B M RFEIEWTR -
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=

N1252

3 moiss
+ E =
. EHES
. RS
CasaEn )
wERE

B 2~ e ® e ER (55 B0 T ok 363-366 2 5L) o
Fig. 2. The cadastral map of the sampling area.

N &l
0-20 cm A EEn
o ZE{REL{r
it Sl s s
R
mg/kg
[ 121 - 200
] 201 - 400
B 401 - 600
I GO1 - 784

0 10 20 40
T W EGEES

Bl 3~ HEwREFF (2122 -

Fig. 3. The range of sampling area.
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33 RRBIBAIBT A
3.3.1 -k & 7 £ (water content) : £ £/ (Gardner et al., 1986)
1. F#225mLEWE > Tz e (W)-
2. 4> ¥20giEIEY o mEETERICIE (W)

3. BT 105°C i 24 F R E 0 A AT D RIR 1 0 B g

< 100% = = x 100%

332 237k (pH &) : 223 T #&2 (Thomas, 1996)
1. ##P~20 g 2 > 100 mL #3445 @ > 4c » 20 mL 2 &3 -k » i@ 4k
A L1 NP BRRIESS > DT EE] o & 30 AR 1 = RIE W
- =% o
2. AwrLpH4 & TR b5 R R R R pH R R o

3. B RIZBBWTEE A RY R TH pHE -

3.3.3 #UZ A 47 (particle size analysis) : % € i (Gee and Bauder, 1986)
L4 fT e
FEB~ 15g b §2 2 3T 600mL “E4r P 0 100§ FARRIBIRLS 0 4r 2 S
mL35%H00 0 # 5% - BpFRF & F BfE e 2304 F 1 90 CHE R 4
BT BRI L LAF L EHF DT A B RA R (F 4 H202
o FEMBRAIBFFEC IR AT IWTAAALAER D F A
HOxf6 A2 2 e | P RG> 2735 AfER ) 2 (84 »
EF3 3ok 20090 CHFHFAITiE TR AWML G BF A fE
2. 2 “fiﬁi%? it 3
B bt 4 R4 » ¥ 200 mL & HEpL-RLPE & 4 ¥ @R (Citrate-

bicarbonate buffer : #- 125 mL 1 M #f& & 40 (bicarbonate, NaHCO3) £ 1

22
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L 0.3 M # #f&4r (sodium citrate, NaC¢HsO7 - 2HXO R &£ 325 ) » L2
318 80C ki 4c# > 4o r 3 gl TErpedr (dithionite, NasS>04)
(—=CAvr 1go Az =04 2 ) BEIEAEYN 30 A 4818 3 IR~ A9 4
FAFAD G REAF LIS fiﬁc&?% L fe o Bk Ok R I T8
Fro Tder 10mL Aoz V4> R EHI 2> B A T 100 mL &
FLP 2 4000 rpm 2 #EE e 10 4 48 u"!r‘—i N I ¥ 4 w2 50mL
10% # i* 402 & =t 50mL 2 35 Kijed ,%g,.u;}%kkf,ﬁ ERIRIIVIES Y
Beflap ik~ o g 2 250 mL Mg ¢ o T o~ 402 105 CEg e
3. HfEEicdt £ (Wo) e r #4759 > 4 > 10 ml 5% HAEFE4 (sodium
hexametaphousphate, (NaPOs)s) 4% » & 2 33353 2> ¥ 04 @3
Kde 3 X% MR B BRI 10 A 4R 1S 0 Bk 5B 6 E 325
mesh & % (0.05mm)> & 7 # 1000 mL 7t "% o Bk fedbdike ~ 1000
mL T FY > Fhadetmkd g ok r 250 mL g Y 0 g
4 EER TfE (W) Fv 2R Bipnd g+ R g
T E enpE (R 2

l“

3 1L {34 Stokes’ Law £ 2 33 R enE & > 3 B 5
E P L 26°C THD 61 F5ST Ak Fa G 0 1125 mL 2 E =
BB G T 10em g 2 B R RG24 EIEER ) 2E (Wo)e
4 AP ERE B RS RE L B E BT A S o R A KR R E BRI

2N L LR P = £25F (Soil Survey Staff, 1993) F1 o
W
Pk % = Wﬁ X100 %

WwW,-W 1000
2~ 7Bk « X100 %
Wo 25

FEF % =

k% = 1-7) 3 %-3:8%

3.3.4 7 88 (organic carbon) : Walkley-Black /®&§ it/ (Nelson and Sommers,

1982)
1. #HWH
1.1 1IN €484 (KoCrO7) i3k @ #B-E 4490 105°C T kica o pi il
Fris > JEP~49.04g 32 kY o F €3 1L
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1.2 0.5N Fifis I; 454% (Fe(NH4)2(SOs)2 + 6H20) 73 7% © 428~ 196.065 g i
T A4 > 4 g3 k9 5 T 0 20 mL JRAREE I b kA 4 0 R 4
Frig > 2 E£ 3 1L
1.3 =% Mr«'}g—’rﬁfﬂ FEB~05g = F il A3 20mL 2 3+ -k 2 100 mL
SEFREL Y o
2. #H$=05gh §z2 (100 mesh) ** 500mL = & 452555 ¢ » 112 & g fF &
fex I0mLIN 245457 LAk 3REIEREIEG > L 4o r
20mL EFife » AR EHFEFE 0L E - FARIRES P RES
R ER A
3. 4 200mL 2 3+ -k ~ 10mL85 % ka2 30 jF = F Medpon A 0 #E

«.,‘(_

2345 05 N a3 0 0F 22 H B3 %1 " B> FE%

KEG >R ) T Ad mAded B2 D5 wiEE gl

4
1
i
v
pa

4. T HEFEY G HRTEOC) % E
S BR R S Vx (- x 2 x13x—0
7 B L(kg ( Vb) 4x1000° "7 apgpa &

V:IIN#4peamMH =10 (mL)

Vs 3 3F 2 05N Ak 48452 884 (mL)

Vb o #32 05N Frfkfi4ds2 8 (mL)
2R E

4R G2 g THRELIFE

1.3: 322 ol tadie > £4cfedng 14

1000 :mg &7 g 2 3 FiE - 2 FF Ly 22 Y

335 B3+ 24 % £ (cation exchangeable capacity) : ﬁ#ﬁii&‘-iﬁi (pH 7) (Thomas,
1982)
1. @& uw

24
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1 IMA$f43 % (pHT) 3 800mL % 4+ -k ¢ 4 » 70mL & -k (NH;3-
H,0) £ 57TmL rkpsfc (CHsCOOH) » iR £325 15 > £ 1 & -kferkps pe
AERRIPHT £ ZE2 3 1L

12 10% Feit & f“4hi3 %3+ 800mL £ &5 -k ¢ e ~ 100g % it 4 (NaCl)
# 085mL37%HCl» R &35t » ¥ T8 1 1L

13 ey A B~ 20 g AR (H3BOs) 3% 700mL #4-K @ » 4 £r il 4e »
200 mL 2 pg £ 60 mL & & 3501 A (3 f# 0.3 g bromocresol green fr
0.165 g methyl red ** 500 mL 95% iFp# ¢ ) » & -] w4 » 0.1 N NaOH >
EX ImL P4 ImLAZH K2 B ERED Hiod 00 d &

HEd RS G FuAgH Rk TET IL

FPEF ) FRAT R F LY o LR REEIRRN  H 5

o2 e o

sor 100mL1M fpficds (pHT) * AR iF 2 ¥ o 47 B 441 R £ 4241k -

2 RdE D AR RLAER R o T 2 R R T R S R Tk G R (AAS) R

TR ¥ 2414 % A (Exchangeable bases) 7 £ > TR #4479 ~ 4~ 4T

4% 2

w0

£ > H =12 cmol(+)/kg % 7

se o 100mLOS % & FRo0 A R Bl ¢ M2 U0 A AR enE R ARR Tk O
ji'—i‘,%'k}*iﬁ’uh’? °

der 100 mL 10 % e & 403 7% >0 REL Y » 2 Na' 24k 2 sk +
srex vtz NHy' o ©fc ik 2 -

2P 10mL #H 2 S 2 el > 2o r SmLION & § 473720 &5
oo EFRLARRL F B4k ¥ 2 g F )R F Y (Kjeldahl’s) Z4572 0 1 K
10 mL F2 7% 45 7 A 7 125 mL 487 503 e 4k T B 31 % - F 4R
AzhpE S 2 4B iS %ﬂf’ﬂ” FRE AL R B A ESI o (Bl &
o REAY L AR R 2 M F B RRRRR vt F E 95-110%)

e *$L~01NHC1ﬁu}ffﬁ}&%wﬁﬁﬂﬁ&a‘ﬁ—rﬁi‘d BEd (% d )
LT LRI B EFLE o T T NP CEC E M

cmol(+)/kg & # 1 H > o
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14
v

P[5 A 23 B (cmol(+)/kg Soil)= NX 2= X — X 100
HCl 2. &2k &

D3 R TAEAE (mL)

D g0 AF A (mb)

DA PEATE-2 WA (mL)

> o v Z

100 © %P~z 4 4 (mL) 22 mol ¥ cmol 2. #& 3%

33.6 & T4 ~ 48~ 45 ¢ I RR4EE B2 (pH 3.0) (McKeague and Day, 1966)

1.

FAE2g b fo2 4t 100mL 3w #L¢ o 40 ~ 100mLO2M ¥ pi4sis i (pH
3.0)(0.2M ¥ FE4sis i de 02 M ¥ 3R L 1:0.75 a0t blpe k@ &) ©
BRaY ZF 4] PEGE L R AT Tk A R S AR TR ©

‘v~ 40F 0.4%ssuperfloc (F 2 * ) JHIZI R T HF)te  #E 30,24 &
124000 rpm 2 fEiE s 10 A48 e b PR R(BEFRF ISP ) T

* 0.45 pm Millipore &g > £ ™+ Bk 3 & (AAS, Perkin Elmer,

>

AA200) Rl Eip iR 2 07 £ 8 s R stk & (ICP-AES,
Perkin Elmer, Optima 2000DV) Bl 2 3% ¥ 2457 & > 4 % 5 Fe, ~ Mn,
l:;ii Alo °

3.3.7 2 B4 ~ 48 ~ 4 - DCB %32 (Mehra and Jackson, 1960)

1.

Hi-1gh 522 30 100mL <55 P >4 » 40mL0.3 M & Fgpesr (sodium
citrate, NasCHsO7-2H,0) %% % 5 mL 1M #ft & 4 (NaHCOs) 3% »

CLoRA SEE = E N

B 80°C ki@ 4e# 1520 A4s > ¥ U B BRI > 4o r 1 gl =

& 4 (Sodium dithionite, NaxS204) » ¥ B EcIgdER H R £353 » 2 3 13| |
fed oo ¥ b R R R H A28 80°C ¥ 4 dithionite 4 fF 0 7 it giqut FeS -

a4 Aris 4 » 10mL 4ok 14073 7% > ¥ 1 4000 rpm 2. & :# ggo 10
A g8 Bk iR 34 0.45 um Millipore g 0 3 4 R 3 Bojz k3 R (AAS)

RIRF R 248~ &7 £ 0 B B8 e T Ik F RICP-AES)R| 5 %
v

N,

2487 % > T u i Feqg~Mng 2 Alg »
26
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FPon i (mL)

9\ _ oy ME
Fe, Mn, Al (@) =il E( L ) X wicd £ (g)

X %S x1073
3.3.8 £/ > & 447 (total metal analysis) : 3 -k 4}’ it/ (NIEA S321.63B, 2015)
1. #4=3gh izt (100 mesh) %> 50mLE4r @ > 2 &4 g5 LFIRK

2. ¥M4c» 2ImLHCL el fse » TmLHNOs » e 2R £453 > F ik &4

i1

4. g FREBBRITRIT RBRAAET R F

5 #4r2 %R % Y 10mLOSN f HNO; > #4% &% » 100mL T E 57 >
2 0.45 pm Millipore i > & & o

6. 1R STk R(AAS)B] 2% % ¢ 4k(Fe) ~ 4£(Mn) ~ £4(Cr) ~ 44 (Ni) ~ 4%
(Cw)z &(Zn)z 7 £ > & 8 & T est L RACP-AES)R| 3 i ¥ 2
FADE T -
WA RenE Rac it 3 Y 97 05 e A B eAe
Lo BAZD 0.1 5o f AL F v » 1 mL JE HNO; hE - ¥ FEohag 4 ek
HNOs; & # #4248 10 mL -
FERET LR R

mg AXVXfx1000

Cg) = Wx100/(100+ W, 0)

EAE R

=k

A RS RE 2 E A (m/l) -
Vit B2 kB HMEDL) 011 -
W:ihkizd EERHRE(Y -
Wieo @ 23k A 7 £(%) -
f:lex
1000 : g 2 kg 2 4%
7. B4 CRMI4IR%#E £ B 2B 2 Wi > vk 2 5% 4 80-120% o
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LIBEERE AT L FBOR R F B 4T

1. B&¥ %37 L # iy (Acid-exchangeable fraction, F1) :
AHF-2gh sz4 (100 mesh) » ¥ ** 100 mL < ¥g? > 4c » 40mL0.11 M
HOAc > %8 ™ ™ 150-175 rpm 4= i 16 -] ¥ > 3 12 4000 rpm 2§ 3¢ 3
w20 4 48 0 bR 4 0.45 um Millipore i€ {7 g 3 of B3 BHEL Y o A
AR Y 4er 20mL 2 B Rk 2 150-175mpm 3R 1S A4 £
24000 rpm 2. ## :# :»2O/>§<€‘119’—if ik e

2. 484E3 % & i (Fe-Mn oxide bounded fraction, F2) :
et - B2 A4S P4 » 40 mL 0.5 M NH.OH - HCI (*2 HNOs 3 &
3 pH1.5)» %8 T 2 150-175pm #& iF 16 -] F¥ » ¥ 12 4000 rpm 2_ & i#
Hrow 20 & 48 0 ¢ i 2 0.45 pm Millipore i€ {7 i g 3z 3 AP o
BAARL R 4o r 20 mL 2 g ok gk 0 2 150-175 rpm 3R 1S A4
£ 12 4000 rpm 2 ¢ 4 20 A1 0 FF L R -

3. 3% i* i (Oxidation fraction, F3) :
- Fr2 A4k ff 4~ 10mL8.8 M H,0; (14 HNO3 3% # pH2-3) » & 1
85+5 Crkiptedt 1 ] P Kig s BB FPE £ > 3 & R WHEAE ] 3
mL > & 4c » 10 mL 8.8 M H,O» (12 HNOs 4 £ pH 2-3) » £ % 855 °C
Kipde# 1P PSRN ImL 8 0 4 AP 3R 0 4 APt 4~ S0mL
1M NH4OAc (2 HNO3 3 % pH 2.0) » % 8 T 12 150-175 rpm 3= i 16 -]
oo 312 4000 rpm 2 i Hres 20 A 48 0 b iR 2 0.45 pm Millipore i 7
ERT T BT RATY > AR Y 4o 20mL 3 BF KA 1 150-
175 tpm 4= 15 2 45 £ 4 4000 rpm 2 i i# 4 20 A 458 4 of )

i e
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4. 743 (Residual fraction, F4) :
P Em AR R B Y 0 X000 CT g i T
%%32&3%%§°dﬂé7'%ﬁﬁﬁﬁuﬁéﬁﬁ%%%MA$ﬂ
g ik @ 4h(Fe) ~ 4(Mn) ~ £5(Cr) ~ 4 (Ni) ~ 4 (Cu) 2 H#(Zn)2 2 £ > B &
i L T HE stk 2 R (ICP-AES)| 23 % ¥ 2 48(Al)Z & » M T 7] o502

>

ERFIFPE 2wk o (REF 2 2 CRM 141R)

F1+F2+F3+F4
Recovery (%) = TTERiE x 100

34 2 58 IRV B A % AR
341 2 ki i i 3wk E (biogeochemical microcosm system)
RS 2R RiEE 244 Eh > 3% Yu and Rinklebe (2011)#% 31 2 fit

o $L %5 ¥ (microcosm apparatus) > £ 2Egb 4 £ F G L P A5 T raphdk
B/§ Bk @2 E (PC-3110-RS,LABEL) > ¥ 1 Z R Eh~pH 2 E & - f5d ¥ § &
P4 pE Ay PR RT = # Bh et 10 mV P Fad 3T elicly & EE
(data logger) > =+ 10 » 454 = pH-Eh 2 F & (Bl4) 2375 £ @ * 3 = MC
TR E4f o F M iR FE B2 2 /S 12em B 26cm > BAF 9 5 280 T
L F BREPLEEGETEE 2om Btk A B ME G R E BN
FAT G LB i R 9“\?;@@ KE R IERRIDI LAV LR

-2 BpHTHE -9 £ Eh 2 &2 FRAZBEAKZI KT HWBIEE £ - & MC
fed @ ST RBER > Lt agiipd > w AW TR pHE Ehe
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Bl 4~ i AR AP F B EMT NEHE -
Fig. 4. Microcosm apparatus.
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3.4.2 B,k Sk T
1. Kig:
Aulrl pH4~7 2 10 %% pH % &8 (7 = 8- & ; Eh T &1
220 mV {28 5 e e o
2. FEkH I
2.1 ffchSeF P 4~ 300g B odc2 ~2400mL £ HF ok 0 2 E 30g 48
ER%E%’%ﬁ’k“lﬁ’ﬁ“ﬁ%cm%&ﬁ}%@ﬁiﬁﬂ+ﬁﬁ$ﬁw
BgitBR pprs LEiMd P2 LT 2R Ay aflr §
Fi 4 ﬁ’ui‘4£%ﬁ§ﬂ%&71m+kkiémﬁ%ﬁ’é
Mo kY g P RRTEETERE TR ES £4F 0 12 MCL &
MC2 4 77 o 4o 4 o R AVRIZ R Gl b S8 Jth P 4~ 300 g B dE
4 ~2400mL 2 33k ~30gfEE BB A 0 U E SUREBEAF R A4
feh REEA @few w0 e pRT Y Y S PR HE R
st S%A R e
22 B R 5 300rpm FFERIEARRLIEY 5 I HERTIHY
F o HFFWIET 2 > RIERR CRTFI R I ML P -
23 X THIp e BE 10 A4k 4 Eh~ pH Ao & -

z4a*ﬁaEhf@@ﬁng»ua$$w Foennig o @ 2R

25 1 p#sg E (autopipette) B~k 70ml > £ 2 12000 rpm % i &< 20

A’\ﬁ’i‘r’&ﬁg '{«?’Fé}ﬁ BT /ﬁé (045“,11’1) I/EEH "/'r?_/p?’ ]IQ’;‘J 55

2.6 Btk SA T2 A 4°CH F ks
() 734 & HHES G0mL) -
(2) 3G etk & (10mL) -
G) K3+ 5% (15mL) > B3R A = i (75 - & ks o B

(SUVA254 nm) /E'J 0’ f} ;‘;‘ /4\ J‘%‘hiﬁ‘ﬁ- °
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2.7 Mgk ik B3R T - B Eho K250 mV B 4B B 2 -200mV > f F - 3]
250mV > # A 50mV e & X B~k w Eh Jf 24F£10mV T 4% 24 -]
o FER R BR|F R F BT HTRER A T

343 B REEA
1. ¥ %1 £ Ji(soluble metals) @ 12 R 48 & T * g btk 3 R & 3% & (ICP-
AES) Blz 3% ® 2Cr~Ni~Cu~Zn~Co~Fe~Mnx Mg37 & -
2. V3

o5

43 #s (DOC) : 2 Walkley-Black;% % i* ;= (Nelson and Sommers,
1982)ip €in ik ® 225 W 7 £
3. K3 a7k (IC,1ICS-1100) Bl 2ia ik @ 2. Cle2S042 5 £ 5 1
mEER AR 2P0 £ -
4p §72 (Molybdenum blue) :
1 RfcA W& 1 15 mL c4p fedeid i ~ SOmL HaSO4 i3 i% ~ 5mL i
F f 4 4% % fo 30 mL ascorbic acid i3 ;% 0 B Ara & o
1.1 4 padein % P~ 4 g 4pFi4%x ((NHa)sMo7024 - 4H20) 3 304z 4 -k
P g Az e g 3 100 mL o
1.2 HSO4 i3 7% #- 70 mL & HaSO4 i3] » 400 mL 4z % -k # > £ 12
Az -k 2 & 3 500 mL -
1.3 FF Eadh 4703 % 428~ 0.2728 g iR BB 493 304K Y > &
¥ 3 100 mL o
1.4 ascorbic acid /% % : =B~ 1.76 gascorbic acid i3 ** 42 ¥ -k ¢ » T F
% 100 mL © (ascorbic acid % F]sk P @ 4 fiF » & * prAfe})
2. R IRpEL Z & 4930 105°C T BEE S o RS AT S #2B~ 0.4393
giA AR kY » ¥ E T IL *5L 100mgL'P 2 £ Rz £
LA ok ﬁf# 2 5mgL' P2 fR8R -
3. BERWUF : AREB0~1-2-3-4-5mL h5mg LR
25 mL 22 AP 0 de r AmLRoEH > AR R T R IAT
a3 H% > FPERE0-02204-06~081mgL!'zZ gk R
4, P25mL %% ~4mLRfe@ BT Sk g1 25ml 323 4
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RSk R RS 30 Ao

5. & kk g3 (UV-Vis spectrophotometer, MACY UV-1900PC) P Z_ >

£ 5 882nm e

6. HREER > E I EN IR F BBER o
B- Ak R (SUVA2sanm) @ 3 R B E R 24 ) PR 1A KRR
#= (UV-Vis spectrophotometer) | €% %> 254 nm © 2 #x % & (UVA) >
Hrp R TG ek (DOC) kA IR BT L TR AL
* % t2ip ¥ - (Weishaa et al., 2003)

SUVA2s4 nm (L Mt mg?t) = UVA (cm™) /DOC (mg L) x 100 cm m*
UVA Calculation: UVA=A/d
A: 254 nmT 2 vk kB

d: k& (1cm)

344 2 EHSFL

FER RS 3 “fi FoRisZ TSI IEE S PEF PR
% 250 mV ~ 200 mV % 250 "mV 2z} 3k 538 {7 2 3E 16S metagenomic
NGS (¥ ®&A) ¥ % k72§ CRRFRHEHMEI P FNE YGRS
Lo

2 4 ¥ DNA % P~ (Qiagen DNeasy PowerSoil kit Protocal) :

2.1 # PowerBead Tube 4t » 0.25g 2+ 3 s > 12 Vortex i {74 H R 3 > 4e

~ 60 pL solution C1 » F T fsd & %443 15 % 4 4F ek T Vortex
m *

Adaptor » Max Vortex 10 4 48 » /4 :i# 10000 xg &< 30 § - #-+ F
# 3 Kit #7%t2 #7¢0 2 mL Tube (5 400~500 pL » i3 5 284 4 3%
FF ) o

2.2 4¢ > 250 pLsolution C2 » Vortex 5 #j#g iR {r353 18 > 2 » 4 C 7k
#0544 R 10000 xg Few 1 4480 % 600l b i 3 Kit

#1 it 2_ #7412 mL Tube ©
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2.3 4 » 200 pL solution C3 » Vortex 5 fj/z iR friz 3 {4 > 2 r 4°C 7k
5 4480 MHEiE 10000xg B 1 A4 B T750 Ll bR (BoBpE
g irs > 2 EISMAETY ) BT Kit 7 2 #7492 mL Tube °

2.4 “4v > 1200 pL solution C4 » P& ¢ F € %% > - S FE S > Bg + F
?ﬁf‘.éi{#}ﬁﬁ—,—ﬁb 323 > &% Vortex R & > &R &3 %P 675 uL 4 »
column & » ™ #&:& 10000 xg o 1 & 45 0 2 “%)%‘ix’? °

25 £4F 3% 243> B3 RER column > 4r » 500 puL solution C5 » 14
W2 10000 xg 4 30 f) 0 4 % A 0 £ R 10000 xg A 1A
48 > TR A % solution C5 » #-column #% ¥| #7572 mL Tube °

2.6 v » 500 pLsolutionC6> 2z ¥ 10 4 45> 2 #:# 10000 xg &< 30 F)-
Tz & DNA F B o

3.16S PCR #§ 4
3.1 & * Nano 300 #% P~ DNA ## 2 5Sng/ul -
3.2 PCR fic & Master Mix '* &4 % > H iTpFJf 242 @ * Filter Tip & &

EHEALTS -

PCR /3’]‘ bvz EE L 1 12
2x KAPA HiFi HotStart ReadyMix 12.5 150
(uL)

Primer(F) 1 uM (uL) 5 60

Primer(R) 1 uM (uL) 5 60

DNA (5 ng/ul) 2.5

Total Volum (uL) 2.5

34

d0i:10.6342/NTU201903049



3.3 PCR Program 4= % :

95 °C 3 448

95 °C 30 )

95 °C 30 %5 25 cycles
72 °C 30 45

72 °C 5 A4

15°C o)

3.4 F& X B #rE 2 Library % #
Library % # i% & Illumina =+ # 23k 3%k (¥ > $ * 2-step PCR &
duel-indexing 16S rRNA targeting Library Preparation > 1st PCR 4%} 3
%28 % (V3/V4) 3 > 2nd PCR £ itk Fehindex th W # =
= {s @ * Qubit =& dsDNA {345k & Pool thx Z RS ER G :
20~60 ng/ pL > 12 Tllumina MiSeq T 5 i& {7 16S rRNA 5,48 7L 7]

2 Z_F (16S metagenomics sequencing) e

35 B RES ST EH (QAQC)
FRITLI0 B RS- TRERG P T FRAET RSN LR ¥

g A3 80 - 120% 1 AR R S cdy S

. BEAPDRIEFEANE0995 % 5 AZEEARK TEMAE o

2. 2gma v el 2RSS (CRMI41R) k3-8 A~ F & v je 4ot
4#(76%) » 45(85%) > 4(99%) » 45(59%) » 44(100%) > 4% ( 89%) » £-(90%) °

3. BARPw i BHSAULER LI 2ELTERZVE -

4, 1B L REIERFRJRFHF R (AAS, Perkin Elmer, AA200) ~ & &8 & 7
# st L 3§ %k (ICP-AES, Perkin Elmer, Optima 2000DV)~ 4+ 4 17 % (IC,ICS-
1100)% » k& & 3+ (UV-Vis spectrophotometer, Macy, UV-1900PC) -

36Eh-pH M& * 5 L0 # #5385
RppERRPEDEBIERTIER EHIHPFIFR LR
Geochemist's Workbench g @ 7 ¢ ¥ i* R R ig it 2. pH-Eh B > ¥ i s & s+ h
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F 482558 o £ 2 Visual MINTEQ 3.2 5R3E iR 2 ik sud ehE & B F e+ » K T
ER S 25T 131;] *§ EER (250mV) ~ B RGER (-2200mV) 224 pH
MEEBVRMEHEEF LS SDOCER »DOC & & By & end Vg + paE
¢17 NICA-Donnan model °

3.7 Bedt L 47

%ﬁd b gk SAS 94 BT AT 0 LA AP M lick 2] ¥ S AT 4
B2 e ERBANEEA LRI EF I 2ZMG BEF KBS p=005- 7 % it
34048 R Studio 5§ ®W A = 4~ 4~ 478 (principal factor analysis, PCA) % f2f# & £
AN EEA R BTS2 88 @ 4 AiEL 7 (PCoA, Principal Co-ordinates
Analysis) kfFREAF %R o
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Fri BEAHG

41 RFIE2 2 RAFFPE

AT T R BB Aed 390a opH 5 5.9 BHEEE B et E
PR EFIETE S5 > 3 RRTE 23% BRI EHFTEL 156
cmol(+)/kg » 44k 7 £ 5 15209/kg > & 24148 7 £ 5 8300/kg > ¥ ph4ei P2 &
T4 7 £ M3 DCB 3 B~2 25348 > £ 1 S WA B e R AT o B Sh
IS A A A BaPERBE > e p RBEBY LA L PR R Ao EIEL R
RRBEE A0 L EP R BERRTR AR IEY Cr2BRA
2299 mgkgl~NikR 5 358mgkgl~Cuiki 2 1080 mg kgt~ Zn k& 5 1010
mgkg™t > 5B 3 SR B 2 T A F R4 @ (Cr: 250mg kg™ 5 Ni @ 200 mg kg™
Cu : 200 mg kg™ ; Zn : 600 mg kg?) -

Hig4 b R F Ao 4 977 0 El-Naggaretal. (2018)% 4 #‘réiﬁé%’ii F A& e pH
5 102 Féktr:a 2 A EC 5 0.8dSm™ > ptoh > fodid R F 0 blenh > 7
EoARALEd ARABANE FRBAY - BRBAE - ARBEZ I ST E
$ T F L S e s o d SEM-EDX B ) »ﬁbﬁés%’:i#v"ﬁwﬂ%ﬁd £F 5t
BHACA Rp A i/ | T B4 0 2 SR A PR (e > BT W AR
Fo TR R G T RE BATE L B R A G LI A i)
(El-Naggaretal.,2018) e XPS cha {76 % &7 » 2 R4 G enF at A e 7 sp>C~C-

%

CIC-H (74 7%/ % % C) ~ C-OH / C-O (44 C)fe C=0 (4 C) + ¥ 11 ffd 41
THES R I EBEL AR ETF a4 0 N A ERIFRY B
e~ % hi% g (El-Naggar et al., 2018) -
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Table 3 The soil properties at study soil.

Item value
pH 5.9
texture Loam
Sand (%) 38.6+£1.3
Silt (%) 39.1+1.0
Clay (%) 22.3+2.3
Organic carbon (%) 2.25+0.08
CEC (cmol/kg) 15.6+1.52
Feqd (9/kg) 15.2+0.44
Feo (g/kg) 8.30+0.25
Fet (9/kg) 28.1+0.49
Alq (9/kg) 0.95+0.04
Alo (9/kg) 0.46+0.05
Al (9/kg) 15.5+0.69
Mnq (9/kg) 0.30+0.01
Mno (g/kg) 0.10+£0.003
Mn¢ (9/kg) 0.23+0.002
Cry (mg/kg) 299+25
Nit (mg/kg) 358+4
Cut (mg/kg) 1,080+9
Zn (mg/kg) 1,010+18

* Dry weight based; n=3; mean = std; CEC: cation exchange capacity; Feq, Al4, and Mng:

citrate-bicarbonate-dithionate sodium extractable; Feo, Alo, and Mno: ammonium oxalate-

oxalic acid extractable; Metal: total concentration by aqua regia digestion; recovery of

Metal: were calculated by soil standard (CRM 141R).
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Table 4 Properties of the studied rice hull biochar.

Item

value

Pyrolysis temperature (°C)
Moisture (%)

Mobile matter (%)

Fixed Matter (%)

Ash (%)
pH*

EC* (dS/m)
C (%)

N (%)

Surface area (m?/g)
Pore volume (cm®/g)
Pore size (nm)

500
22.22
40.58

1.29
35.90

10.2 +£0.02
0.82 +£0.01
20.50

2.60

24.64
0.0189
4.8338

*1:5 v:v biochar to deionized water.

* Data are obtained from Kim et al. (2016).

39

doi:10.6342/NTU201903049



42 £~ - B2LAEFFFES
da? Cr2# kRS 299mgkg™~Ni k& % 358mgkg™-Cu k& % 1080 mg
kgt~ZnikR 2 1010 mg kgt B¢ > v A7 2 EFDE AR 7] 5 B0 BA
A AL R BRI AR B B E RS L
Fooo2. £ BHES Bk > 2 4 st it (Tessier et al., 1979) » Cu ~ Zn
FLT AT L HEIRA F 2R 129 % B = £ Ni (11 %) » B i B Cr (0.13 %) (%
S)o et B NA T AL S F1 P F3 chgifrs d 4 57 svi it 3¢ Cr(240mg
kg!) ~ Ni (246 mgkg') ~ Cu (1000 mgkg™!) ~ Zn (802 mg kg ") e & #% #+ 30 A » A&
B EH 2B H180%69%92%80% > B ¢ IAKART b B A AL (F2) GlHE o
A E(FA e s e Hy hte? > p Rixi2T 2 5§ ) (Tessieretal., 1979)
BB P BARSE T HIr B AR T ZERMd T
G AARR LA S H A ENKAE L s FLF3 i fed 0 A7
z

%
ER RSl e i3 AY e e LR VAt BRI L S A E T Ak ol
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# 5 BCR BF|E BB 8 3L 4 - BB RV EA LA #

Table 5 Fractional concentrations of Cr, Ni, Cu, and Zn in the soils by the BCR
sequential extraction (F1: Acid-exchangeable fraction, F2: Fe-Mn oxide bounded
fraction, F3: Oxidation fraction, and F4: Residual fraction).

Fraction
Element F1 F2 F3 F4 Total®  Recovery?
(mg kg™) (%)
Cr 0.38+0.1°  118+1.5 119+4.0 59+£2.3 299125 99
Ni 38+0.1 144+1.3  76+3.3 112+6.1 358+4 103
Cu 319+7.0  537+29  113£2.8 84+3.8 1,080+9 97

Zn 294+10.8 370+13.0 88+6.9  207+£8.6 1,010+18 95

? Recovery (%)= (F1+F2+F3+F4)/Total x 100
® Dry weight based; n=3; mean = std.

“Total metal content: Aqua regia method
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4.3 $iR 3 AEIE 8 (S)B R 2 F A AIE B (SHBO)2 3 HAK 4

kAge 4 APk iShEh & 43 200-400mV 0 @ G ok #F Eh BF M1
150 mV € 2 £-200mV > 299 i > Eh ¥ %% 3 500 mV 2+ o % sk fen &
CRREYHEBBERARLDREE AP F R4 ERIFR Eh B S 250
mV i § F % Bh &% K 1-200mV > HdRAs PRz RELVWRED

EHF o ATR Eh @D 250mV e G e 10 %feE AR R 4o il
4R o deid § CBRF BEF R F CBRT CE IR FERE250mV ~-
200mV) > A EHE A F F AR ol & F FARETE MA T RS Bk
BAFAIr BB AEEm T B AT 2RRAMFT CRRT I I HR

o

=

e

e PRI IESHBO)? 1 F P RRT R rsFE S Eed2 2 (S ko
EIR e SOfeim i b o EF fER AN A b R0E 0§ pH BT Y frpidl 4
BIEGRERRABRATREP ZEF TR ESF AL BT R E R
g 4 od T EHEEY FHAFTR RS OpEF ’ﬂiﬁ%ﬁ?iﬁ‘&,ﬁ% AR EE
2 g P RRTETAFISRRT S KR 2 R qry it R

B i FP R AL MRHR U L ABREF o RERE X 2O kEn ¢ § B
EY i

—=

RR o LV URRLEBIFERALTEEFF P RRIEY ik iFa § A7

it o

Ak

4.3.1 Eh ¥ pH

FiR 2 R e (S)frd o ke 2 (S+BC) 2 3 5k ¢ Eh e pH g8 pF
R AR 5B 6 T o B AT e (S)? FRETIERNE 355 104
48:e4— = EhfrpH > £ Jc f 3981 = #icdf > § VB R T =4 5-200mV I +290
mV > 3B apH &5 5683 696 ¥ ¢h > & 19 % I Eh PFB A 4975 7%
Ao A e B AT W (SHBC) T PERY L 48 X 5 & 10 A sB7edk— = Eh fepH £
fo B 6033 S dicdy 0 § B R T H 5-203mV T4+348mV 0 4 RSk ehpH &
55653 704> 5% 419 B3 EhpBtia 7o o F%iEMRY MC2 eh
Eh E# 3L  FI5F F WEF RN Flr s 252 ENEL = 93
KB is o Eh Ex (R AEETE o
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BT 4 e pH E Ay nlpEG g AR Ao e TR R ;R I
KB (310 1992) > T ¢ ) pH B g AR E_A ¥ 6.5-7.0 0 T 15 BIEF Eh ey
o pH 5 &% K o B RixiE ™ pH By 5 Lt 2 > (58 &3 g2~ pH &

A FFERTHEOES  ATAFEMGIAE o d AR G s 47 7
Eh {= pH % % % § 4p 8 (S: MC1: r=-0.406, MC2: r = -0.338, p < 0.001; S+BC: MCI:
r =-0.299, MC2: r = -0.450, p < 0.001) (Rinklebe et al., 2016bd) - 2 Rinklebe et al.
(2016d) *74& d12 %A > A M F P pH ¥ K > £ 20 F iR Hben
Ao wif R FRERF opHE 2 £F5J £ NOsy~MnfrFei2 78R F B3
R e

PR AT B (S)Ap 0 b RS E(SHBO)Y BB REEZ T I LT
PEPEFA TR CRRATEIEIFERE BRI AT AP REZG LT

%5 7% Faosk i C(CO)frsz C(C=0)» ¥ivp 2420 2 Ry Ba
FIeARDET o RGN > TP EFRIFR A LR B R
A RE o BT S pH BT MR 0 FIG R FEM A 2 H'2 ¢ Cheng and
Lehman. (2009)-~ Fa At rii tiEEY 2P RAREAZ L VR

B H enph i F i 2 0 b]4o2 fi(carboxylic) ~ P fig (lactonic)fefis £ (phenolic) % #7¢h
ToAv Ao
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300 &3

200
- 7.0
100
,E - 6.5
@
_100 B 60

— Eh

= —— pH 55
¢ sampling
'300 1 T T T T T T T 00
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Time [day]
300 7:5
200
- 7.0
100
= - 6.5
=
= 0 &
[z
_100 B 60
-200 e Eh 55
MC2 < sampling
'300 T T T T T T T T 00
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Time [day]

Bl 5 322 3 (S)Mc kL2, BEher pH 1 484 > 2 1 RIS REHE -
Fig. 5. Temporal course of soil Eh and pH in the non-treated soil, and sampling points
in the two microcosms (MC1 and MC2). (n=3981)
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75

Eh [mV]

300
200 . B 70
100 1
- 6.5
z
O -
- 6.0
-100
'200 1 — Eh 55
MC1 i
-300 -I T T T T T T T |0 Sal|npllIlg |- 00
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Time [day]
7.5
300 A
200 A - 7.0
100 A
- 6.5
e
O -
- 6.0
-100 -
2200 e Eh 55
pH 5.5
MC2 < sampling/
'300 T T T T T T T T T 00

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Time [day]

Bl 62 4 B &2 e (S+BC) 3 i s 5tz Eh & pH % L 485 8] 2 2 3%
Fig. 6. Temporal course of soil Eh and pH in the biochar-treated soil, and sampling
points in the two microcosms (MC1 and MC2). (n=6033)
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432 2 v & F3

BAERIL Y EEARBBRAEI SRR EF T Y EEF T R L §
BRT R pH eea j TS G A P HAP M Gl 7 N B E T
FAMMEAER DB K> & 6~ & 7 A5 5 BFEIES)E AP R a2 e(S+BC)H &
LR RAPK ek o TS € byt £ F]S B Ede™ X Eh{rpH B 4R R

4y

e s & eid AR -

(1) 4 ~ 4
B 7 4 WA 1 * Geochemist's Workbench #7.5§ B eifir s 5u¥ kg 4 3 o (S)&
4 p K EIE e (S+BC) 44E2 pH-Eh B > d 472 k § B R T =T Eh-pH B+
RIAFESEIAFD L Eh G 250mV Kk ER o d B 77 BRI A il
THEFEh T % 0 2k BRES S Fe(ll) 4 %7 H F 3 ¥ Ehfr pH 4cfw
B8P E R PENUE > B BaRS L RRFE -
B 8 & W 5 #id 2 H(S)frd 4 kT e 2 (SHBC) 2 ¥ 7% 14 Fe " v o /7 >
Eh fo pH 2z % it B 1% o 424~ £33 2 3(S)eh7 3 1 Fe )k B $7€.0.2 mg L' B 4538 77
FA @A AT e (SHBO)R FE 2 mg L B 4sim bt 2 AR RIS S AT
T M Fesf ¥ F LB R T ehT A 2 Aok Fe(ll) € 715 & kB R, L Fe

&

(D H 4w 3Bz 2o fed s PR IR+ ek o > b
AT 2 A MRY AIoRY AL FHEE - BTz Eohnc¥s
§ W ET Fe 7 £ 0 2 &332 O){rd # RadZmd #(S+BC)2 Fe fr DOC «4p
B fidics W3 06240084 T FLAPM > A BRRIFEPEFDOCIHfE ¢ EF
W(E)F L adl o 4 5 R AT B (SHBO) iR B 2 -200mV 147 4 4k 7 £ o
B BT e AR K MR A TR {ﬂ%iﬁ‘]&%i%ﬁ! PR & 5 Sl - R
AR R KPFER A AP EFFRENE > EL ?
¢ % f% 005 Eh B Rk G E bR 1 Mﬁ@c‘ viltFez Ep &
Eh 5+ < 3 250mV P> ¥ i3 4045 7 B 3% > 3Rl £ 208 R 2 en Fe (1) § i b
TREF AN P Pl R R AT A R
(STBC)# tif 4 H(S)Ap > ¥R 4k 7 & AU e b £ 1 RO KR dp K b
RAGN AP REM PR ELATRE T LA SR pHE ZEA G

«m
'-11
o
el
=
a0
e
S
N
s
B2
,dﬂ
)
o
@

-

¥
=\
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FH At Feepds S ac 4 > gt b A I P BIRB Y > 2 37 Biang i &g o
B A mbLB enfR T 0 Tt A P REJE e (SHBO)frinsE L S w(S)dprt ¢ Fl 5 piEE
WA DOC 7 Benff4e U2 L3 4 F Rk FF AR 731 Fe 7 £H 4o
B9 A B 5 B (S)fra $» A AT o 3 3 (S+BC)2 7 i3 15 Mn ST P 7 ~
EhfopH 2. 81 B % - 82 2840(3)F PP RB(A)F L HF 22845 VBRF
E- R IEY B ERGEE S w3 M Mn g ERVIBMEFe 7 £ ikl
HEO)? ¥ A Mn kR K16 nug LT B4sm bt 2 5 @ 4 5 R EJE e (S+BC)™ i3
1 Mn kB 57830 pg kg B 4nikapr b 2 o SEF T PR R e > VA Mn 7 £
Eh % 34p & 48% > & f6AJ2 & Eh 5-200 mV P f s @ > #3382 3(S) 5 632 pg
L 4 4 Eg2 e (S+BO)R| E_679 ug L' » 325 AJ2(S)? DOC o7 i3 4 Mn 2
EEFEAM 8 22 P RSZY (STBO)T i3 1 Mn {- DOC 2 B p B ez 0.42 -
%75 F A Mn 7 B 0H 4o fo DOC 53 3833 M > SEH #3322 (S) Bh ¥ 3
-150 mV FF > i34 Mn 7 BSR4 d fEJ2 e (SHBC)K % Eh 3 100 mV
o T A Mn 7 2B 4ep 0 0 827X pH-Eh BI& 1 - B4E4F 5 g5y 0 wif
HEFIAT BT Bh e a0 BAE(L)F A EBBRT T 0 A
ST o BT WA > VA Mn - Eh A FfApM o 2 pH E2 Bl BF

o

FE> 275 PR RF REEFTfoMn v 25 2 308 % > Shaheen et al. (2014) &

!

FCREXEFEHRA &Y 4 &0 Mn 5 VB RF G SR 0 Negra et al. (2005) 4p
Mn-§ i B REH TR (1)SEL H(ERF)E 222 F F f(Fe? ~ Cr(Ill) ~ S ~
A~ 3T E)% Mn ()RR S Mn (II) > Q) &t § fokF EETEES 5 B

AEA AR EMnE Mo (ID—>Mn (1) ~ Mn(IV) > ® § $#fe = A fopips @ fe

T

F

A %8 Mn h§ B R EE -
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(2) - - (b)

5 g . 5 : : :
Ar AL J
3t ] 3l |
2t i 2} J
e L | —
2 1 Fe** Hematite 8 Fe'* Hematite
© o
S of | 2 o _
L
o -1 i TR J
-2t i —2r i
-3} i -3l J
=4} -4 i
25°C 25°C
-5 2 4 6 10 12 14 =5y 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
pH pH
() (d)
5 ; : 5 : :
4 4
3F 3F
2+ 2k
’(;‘)‘ Ar ++ ‘(;)H A M ++
= Mn % n
g 0F 3 0=
N -
TRy o -1
-2} -2
-3r -3r Min,(OH)}
-4+ -4+ Mn(
25°C 25°C
=55 2 4 6 ' ~39 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
pH pH

B 7~ Hek kP (a)(c) B 2 2 (S)2 (b)(d) 2 # & a2 2 (S+BC) Fe ~ Mn 2. pH-Eh H] -
Fig. 7. pH-Eh diagram of Fe and Mn in the (a)(c) non-treated soil (S) and (b)(d) biochar-treated
soil.
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Table 6. Pearson linear correlation coefficient (r) between biogeochemical factors and metals in the soil solution.

Eh pH DOC SUVA PO Cl SO4* Cu Zn Cr Ni Fe

pH ns

DOC ns ns

SUVA ns ns -0.69 ***

PO -0.62*** ns ns ns
Cr ns ns 0.54 *** ns 0.52 **

SO4* ns ns 0.53** ns  0.55*** (88 ***
Cu ns ns 0.74 *** ns 0.45** 0.82*** (.77 ***
Zn ns ns 0.64 *** ns 0.33* 0.73*** 0.72*** (.83 ***
Cr ns ns  0.52** ns ns 0.58 *** 0.65 *** 0.71*** 0.81 ***
Ni -0.81 *** ns ns ns 0.83 *** ns ns 0.43 ** ns ns
Fe ns ns 0.63*** ns ns 0.59 *** 0.63 *** 0.76 *** 0.95*** (.78 *** ns
Mn  -0.71*** ns ns ns 0.42* 0.34* ns 0.40~* ns ns 0.65*** ns

n=38

Eh: redox potential; DOC: dissolved organic carbon;

ns: not significant; *, **, and ***: significance level at p < 0.05, p <0.01, and p < 0.001.
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Table 7. Pearson linear correlation coefficient (r) between biogeochemical factors and metals in the biochar-treated soil solution.

Eh pH DOC SUVA PO Cl SO4* Cu Zn Cr Ni  Fe

pH ns

DOC ns ns
SUVA ns 0.36 * ns

POs* ns 0.37 % 0.72%*% (.73%**

CI ns ns 0.79***  (.51%* (. 77***

SO4* ns ns 0.83%** (.49 ** (.78%*** (.97%***

Cu ns 0.36 %  0.84%** (.55%** (.83%** (.74%** (.8]***

Zn ns 0.38 % 0.85%** (.56%** (.81*%** (.76%** (.84%*** (.95%**

Cr 0.81%** (.51 ** (.75%** ns 0.53 ** ns 0.65%** (.87*** (.99%***

Ni ns ns 0.89%** (.50 ** (.85%** (. 77*** (.83*** (.96%** (96*** (.95%**

Fe ns 0.39 *  0.84%** (.55%** (. 79%** (. 73%** (. Q*** (.93%*k* ] kxk () Q9FFEk () 95HHE
Mn  -0.57%** ns 0.42 * ns 0.50 ** Q.57*** (.51 ** (.52 ** ns -0.53**  0.48** ns

n=36

Eh: redox potential; DOC: dissolved organic carbon;

ns: not significant; *, **, and ***: significance level at p < 0.05, p <0.01, and p < 0.001.
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Fig. 8. Relationship between soluble Fe and Eh/pH in the MC1 and MC2 of the non-treated
soil and biochar-treated soil.
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Fig. 17. pH-Eh diagram of Cu, Zn in the (a)(c) non-treated soil (S) and (b)(d) biochar-
treated soil.
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Fig. 18. Relationship between Cu and Eh/pH in the MC1 and MC2 of the non-treated

soil and the biochar-treated soil.
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Table 8. Loading of principal component analysis between biogeochemical factors and

metals in the non-treated soil solution.

PC1 PC2 PC3
Eh 011  -0.57 0.08
pH 0.01 0.01 -0.21
DOC 0.31 -0.05  -0.46
SUVA -014  -0.04 0.75
PO 0.26 0.33 0.24
o} 0.35 -0.06 0.21
S04 0.34 -0.14 0.15
Cu 0.38 -0.05 0.00
Zn 0.36 -0.20 0.07
Cr 0.31 -0.26 0.11
Ni 0.23 0.46 0.16
Fe 0.33 -0.25  -0.03
Mn 0.19 0.40 -0.07
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Fig. 20. Principal component analysis of metals and biogeochemical factors in two

MCs of the non-treated soil. (n=38)
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Table 9. Loading of principal component analysis between biogeochemical factors and

metals in the biochar-treated soil solution.

7
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EIE N

PC1 PC2 PC3
Eh 0.31 -0.26 0.19
pH 0.21 0.46 0.07
DOC 0.27 -0.14 -0.37
SUVA 0.10 0.27 0.62
PO 0.23 0.35 0.36
CI 0.15 -0.48 0.30
SO4* 0.26 -0.43 0.14
Cu 0.30 0.21 -0.24
Zn 0.36 0.03 -0.07
Cr 0.36 0.01 -0.10
Ni 0.33 0.12 -0.24
Fe 0.36 0.02 -0.08
Mn -0.22 0.15 -0.22
0.6
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Fig. 21. Principal component analysis of metals and biogeochemical factors in two MCs

of the biochar-treated soil. (n=36)

72

d0i:10.6342/NTU201903049



435 ML P 5 HEE2 HEHE e

RS2 £ RASE 2 E(S+BC)2 Shannon 5 {4y Bic(F] 22) « 1 *
Shannon % #ii4dp#ic2 a st B RV 4% Fr Bh 2 548 5 /42 23S SR B4R
IR LRFE ARG B BB IS AET AR W22 B A
ALY o F Jsd P (Eh:250mV)F BB 2 a st B &£ K F &7 # (Eh:-200mV)>
B P EF 518 8 (Bh: 250" mV ) > F feie ¥ AR R ARk & i de e AR A
U A FET R 2 A BORRRE S §F P RRT e Y Y
Tl e > iea BB B B R o B HAVER BIFE 0 31 E(S)2 a sk
ﬂ&é%%i%ﬁ&ﬁ@%Q’%ﬁ&%@ﬁi%ﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁgﬁﬁ@$’

W4 f8 A F AR5 3 > Khodadad etal. (2011) 47 1 & 3 MR BAPBRH 24 5
LSS REY Y ER S T EE- N LG ) Sl v SR TR tE

H-to g xdqd g Wifedrddd Ko PPy 2L o
B HES)E 2 4 gL E(SHBO) 2 et FHFEH AL L RFRA TS
(B 23) » L B Afs 175 % R SIEARE T > & 7 e = B Hdkip v Flptjicd P
HEISHP A ORSERE - A F LR AE ol BTk if 2 § 1P
Vi Qe L pf# (Neubauer et al., 2005) » F]¢* &% F Eh EpF - # % Fé"év’ﬂ?()—‘%f}w
AP R e @ B 2 P RIST IR BT R IE e A H O R T R A PR g

%;ﬁﬁ'i#%km‘ﬁq\ A ~f§§ g VB RangiT o

73

d0i:10.6342/NTU201903049



Bl 23~ 2 H(S)2 4 P R gL 3 (SHBC)~

>

byt

v Shannon

2

T 50- .

© -

<

[=%

o 0=
= = =
ra . M2
n E.‘J tn
= = FJ-
]

] o

S ¢ =&
= 3 3
a o o
= = =
ha ra P

= = = = = = = =

(] (o] (o] g g g (o] (]

m m m m m
] ! ] ] ] ra ] !

w = w 5] = 5] n =

= = r_': :_J:I = FJ_ = =

g o o & o o 2 o
= =] =] 5 =] =] =] =]
3 -] =] 3 = ] 3 =
=+ = = = 3 3 = =]

= = = =) g g a =

= =2 =2 ¥ = 2 e =
i ] ] + + ¥

] ] g m@ m m o

0 = =} g =]

=3 xR 9 =3 o

= = = & =

= = m = o

s T T ! T

[ %] F2 M

Shannon

= 200
* 2RO
o 2507
= Soiltreat
(]
e * non-treated (S)
(%3]
- biochar-treated (S+BC)
[=]
g
?
o
a
B
o

5 R f 4 e -
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Z 010~ BB IMS)A 2L 4 EHEFBAT
Table 10. Distribution of Cr, Ni, Cu, and Zn in the non-treated soil solution of

microcosms.
Non-treated soil (S)
Eh 250 mV 200 mV 250" mV
pH 7.02 6.97 6.66
%
Cr(OH),"'  FA2-Cr(IIl) (aq) 25.76 27.49 27.20
FA1-Cr(11I) (aq) 74.23 72.51 72.80
Ni*? Ni*?D (aq) 97.67 98.13 97.41
FA1-Ni (aq) 2.33 1.86 2.59
Cu® FA2-Cu (aq) 0.21 0.22 0.22
Cu™D (aq) 60.11 58.70 57.92
FA1-Cu (aq) 39.67 41.09 41.86
Zn"? Zn"D (aq) 99.87 99.87 99.87
FA1-Zn (aq) 0.13 0.13 0.13
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Table 11. Distribution of Cr, Ni, Cu, and Zn in the biochar-treated soil solution of
microcosmes.

Biochar-treated soil (S+BC)

Eh 250 mV -200 mV 250" mV
pH 7.02 6.97 6.66
%
Cr(OH),"' FA2-Cr(III) (aq) - 28.47 17.87
FA1-Cr(11l) (aq) - 71.53 81.94
Cr*D(aq) - - 0.19
Ni*? Ni”?D (aq) 96.84 97.66 97.62
FA1-Ni (aq) 3.15 2.34 2.37
Cu® FA2-Cu (aq) 0.29 0.22 0.19
Cu™D (aq) 52.45 57.65 60.42
FA1-Cu (aq) 47.23 42.13 39.39
Zn*? Zn*?D (aq) 98.94 99.33 99.9
FA1-Zn (aq) 0.14 0.17 0.1
ZnCl* 0.03 0.02 -
ZnCls* 0.89 0.48 -

*D: a diffuse-layer species in fulvic acid
*FA1: the acidic fraction, fulvic acids containing carboxylate, and
FAZ2: the basic fraction, fulvic acids containing phenolate
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Table Al. Biogiochemical factors and metals concentration in microcosm A of the non-treated soil solution.

Days Eh pH DOC SUVA PO CIF SOs# Cu Zn Cr Ni Fe Mn
mV (mgL™) (Lm™*mg?) (mg LY
9 251 6.9 29.8 5.17 0.65 59.0 102.8 0.532 0.058 0.029 0.074 0.244 0.015
10 199 6.72 51.8 3.31 0.70 593 1034 0.576 0.070 0.020 0.079 0.835 0.018
11 151.33 6.79 74.8 2.29 062 624 105.8 0.592 0.062 0.007 0.093 0.404  0.079
12 100 6.77 113.2 1.65 0.74 634 1062 0.614 0.053 0.005 0.090 0.243 0.546
13 50 6.75 59.5 3.37 1.01 659 1075 0.635 0.058 0.035 0.094 0.327 0.542
17 -1 6.8 128.6 1.83 1.64 69.6 109.2 0.701 0.053 0.013 0.095 0.416 0.027
18 -50 6.82 128.6 1.93 208 70.7 1094 0.762 0.064 0.031 0.097 0.423 0.197
20 -92.67 6.82 68.5 3.57 212 736 1109 0.819 0.070 0.023 0.112 0.774 0.492
24 -140 6.83 98.9 3.11 290 769 112.5 0.845 0.098 0.037 0.151 1.126 0.613
27 -192.33  6.93 79.9 3.99 432 823 1160 0.759 0.105 0.053 0.185 1.789 0.717
28 -148.33 6.81 144.5 2.33 227 848 1174 0921 0.085 0.080 0.154  0.603 0.634
29 -102 6.78 129.3 2.60 1.87 86.0 1183 1.036 0.117 0.053 0.135 1.702 0.609
30 -3567 6.75 1445 2.43 196 874 1200 1073 0109 0055 0108 2018 0.597
31 26.33 6.91 162.3 2.16 1.94 897 1219 0.992 0.111 0.048 0.098 1.733 0.579
32 63.67 6.89 166.2 2.11 215 922 1224 0.999 0.120 0.065 0.100 2.553 0.561
33 97 6.99 166.2 2.18 237 939 1245 0.979 0.114 0.063 0.098 2.414 0.546
34 151 6.88 65.7 4.87 195 939 1269 0.878 0.083 0.026 0.096 0.732 0.207
35 201 6.79 150.7 2.46 226 874 1292 1.092 0.166 0.124 0.117 4.149 0.034
36 249.67 6.65 127.6 2.74 208 993 1283 0.918 0.151 0.084 0.097 2.452 0.025
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Table A2 Biogiochemical factors and metals concentration in microcosm B of the non-treated soil solution.

Days Eh pH DOC SUVA PO CIF SOs# Cu Zn Cr Ni Fe Mn
mV (mgL™) (Lm™mg?) (mg L™)
9 299 7.13 82.5 2.20 090 61.7 1103 0.587 0.070 0.079 0.052 1.204 0.018
10 203 6.96 40.3 4.36 1.03 622 1113 0.576 0.055 0.054 0.060 0.224 0.009
11 14733 7.01 124.7 1.33 1.12 656 116.0 0.635 0.083 0.027 0.072 1.440 0.013
12 99 7.06 82.5 2.30 132 646 1144 0.632 0.054 0.007 0.077 0.282 0.065
13 57 7.13 105.5 1.75 1.17 66.6 1163 0.686 0.072 0.021 0.096 1.229 0.356
17 12 6.94 136.2 1.88 219 675 1129 0.744 0.057 0.024 0.098 0.813 0.030
18 -49 6.96 124.7 2.10 240 69.0 1153 0.766 0.060 0.020 0.108 0.463 0.081
20 -96 6.9 68.5 4.19 291 71.8 1151 0.839 0.066 0.032 0.117 0.900 0.160
24 -149 6.91 79.9 3.88 372 884 129.8 0.836 0.085 0.033 0.150 0.602 0.448
27 -199 7.01 79.9 4.18 588 795 1212 0.705 0.073 0.041 0.192 0.737 0.547
28 -150 6.87 163.5 2.09 342 754 1185 0.901 0.083 0.038 0.196 0.571 0.487
29 -102 6.9 129.3 2.88 3.00 81.4 123.8 0.984 0.080 0.039 0.144 0.729 0.462
30 -47 6.87 140.7 2.68 2770 833 1243 1.120 0.124 0.079 0.136 2.710 0.459
31 4 6.94 181.7 2.11 2.69 883 128.8 1.187 0.173 0.115 0.141 4.126 0.474
32 52.67  7.05 166.2 2.50 3.05 87.1 1283 1.177 0.151 0.103 0.128 3.830 0.464
33 99 7.02 146.9 2.89 3.12  88.1 131.1 1.119 0.152 0.098 0.122 3.523 0.309
34 152 6.97 127.6 2.76 2.68 80.1 122.8 0.956 0.080 0.105 0.103 0.430 0.092
35 203 6.89 139.1 3.22 304 909 1355 0.882 0.110 0.074 0.095 2.094 0.022
36 261.67 6.67 88.9 4.08 229 987 133.0 0.942 0.086 0.053 0.092 0.975 0.015
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Table A3. Biogiochemical factors and metals concentration in microcosm A of the biochar-treated soil solution.

Days Eh pH DOC SUVA PO CIF SOs# Cu Zn Cr Ni Fe Mn
mV (mgL™") (Lm™mg?) (mg L™)
9 245 6.75 139.3 1.39 1.10 475 925 0.727 0.130 . 0.087 3.71 0.042
10 204 6.68 89.0 2.55 1.29 498 955 0.754 0.131 . 0.093 3.78 0.035
12 156 6.68 127.7 1.87 1.60 515 96.7 0.775 0.133 . 0.084 3.59 0.034
14 99 6.74 1354 2.06 1.74 525 970 0.904 0.195 . 0.099 5.26 0.034
16 57 6.75 92.9 3.14 217 546 985 0.927 0.199 . 0.111 5.51 0.039
17 2 6.76 155.8 1.92 228 559 997 0.953 0.199 . 0.106 5.73 0.039
19 -48 6.77 174.8 1.91 272 575 999 1.055 0.227 . 0.123 6.82 0.045
21 -104 6.72 178.6 1.96 326 599 102.8 1.156 0.258 . 0.147 7.49 0.049
25 -150 6.75 163.4 2.34 482 63.8 105.1 1.145 0.231 . 0.192 6.60 0.044
37 -192 6.68 196.9 2.21 536 789 1129 1.294 0.257 . 0.234 6.88 0.706
38 -136 6.64 208.2 2.25 331 799 114.6 1.596 0.322 0.066 0.209 9.51 0.651
39 -100 6.63 223.2 2.63 431 823 1162 1.704 0.376 0.146 0.198 11.81 0.657
40 -53 6.63 187.1 4.21 532 833 116.7 1.697 0.458 0.228 0.204 14.10 0.656
41 1 6.72 190.9 3.46 443 847 117.0 1.798 0.500 0.299 0.228 17.22  0.681
44 49 6.84 210.0 4.33 6.51 89.1 118.7 1.780 0.532 0.369 0.217 18.04 0.201
45 95.67 6.8 179.4 4.80 6.03 905 1207 2.278 0.764 0.586 0.302 28.26 0.729
47 197 6.73 316.1 2.63 538 953 1295 2.638 0.937 0.899 0.361 36.31 0.200
48 241 6.58 2395 2.64 3.57 972 129.7 2111  0.652 0.586  0.239 23.12 0.154
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Table A4. Biogiochemical factors and metals concentration in microcosm B of the biochar-treated soil solution.

Days Eh pH DOC SUVA  PO/# CI° SO#&  Cu Zn Cr Ni Fe Mn
mV (mgL™") (Lm*mg?) (mg L™
9 245 6.67 108.3 1.63 455 455 923 0.652 0.091 . 0.023 1.78 0.029
10 201.33  6.77 81.3 2.49 46.8 46.8 95.1 0.697 0.097 . 0.020 2.19 0.033
12 150.33 6.82 123.8 1.68 472 472 95.0 0.737 0.099 . 0.030 2.20 0.038
14 101.33 6.8 100.6 2.45 489 489 96.7 0.825 0.128 . 0.052 3.15 0.040
16 50 6.76 77.4 3.53 496 49.6 96.2 0.920 0.162 . 0.078 4.04 0.097
17 1 6.76 155.8 1.63 51.1 S51.1 97.7 0.937 0.171 . 0.083 4.10 0.208
19 -50.33  6.75 83.6 3.65 51.0 S51.0 985 1.099 0.220 . 0.110 5.70 0.282
21 -99.33 6.7 152.0 2.31 540 54.0 1004 1.277 0.248 . 0.135 6.15 0.440
25 -139 6.73 167.2 2.45 569 569 101.8 1.501 0.264 0.032 0.165 7.10 0.484
37 -178 6.74 200.7 2.48 69.5 69.5 110.7 2.094 0.373 0.183 0.253 11.28 0.649
38 -123 6.76 200.7 2.78 70.5 70.5 111.5 2.554 0.584 0.439 0.301 20.23 0.652
39 -93 6.75 204 .4 3.42 723 723  112.1  2.920 0.547 0.397 0.267 18.40 0.649
40 -4933  6.79 175.6 1.97 73.8 73.8 1194 1467 0.254 . 0.139 5.87 0.432
41 0 6.84 271.1 3.41 744 744 113.6 3.316 0.881 0.809 0.385 32.72 0.729
44 48 6.9 259.6 3.93 76.7 767 1169  2.611 0.789 0.664 0.331 28.40 0.162
45 96.67 6.96 194.7 5.97 78.0 78.0 117.7 2.770 0.841 0.727 0.340 31.31 0.223
47 198 6.92 362.1 2.42 80.7 80.7 1254 3.627 1.285 1.402 0.556 51.08 0.287
48 245 6.69 212.7 4.21 799 799 122.8 2.883 0.954 1.027 0.389 37.48 0.222
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