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Simulated Experiment on Transport of Humic Acid in Soil
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Abstract: Humic acid in groundwater is closely related to human health. The concentration of humic acid in soil and groundwater is affected
by the transport of humic acid in soil. The transport of humic acid at different conditions was studied by soil column experiments. The results
showed that the outlet concentration of humic acid increased over time,and finally reached stable; In the same time, when the initial concen—
tration of humic acid solution was 15 mg+ L™, the outlet concentration was higher and reached steady concentration 24 h earlier than the one
whose initial concentration was 10 mg *L™'; When the pH value of leacheate was 9.the outlet concentration was higher and reached steady
concentration 16 h earlier than the one whose pH value was 4. The high clay content enhanced the adsorption and retard of humic acid in
soils, the outlet concentration of silty clay column was lower and reaches steady concentration 16 h later than the sandy loam colum; When the
thickness of soil was 5 c¢m, the outlet concentration was higher and reached steady concentration 32 h earlier than the one whose thickness
was 15 cm. It was concluded that the adsorption was the main reason of outlet concentration changing. The physicochemical property of humic
acid and soil was the primary factor of humic acid transport in soil.
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Table 2 Experiment condition

THY mE/em HHE/gemL? pH O WIERIHKE /mg- L7 I3
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Figure 1 Effects of time on humic acid transport in soil
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Table 1 Basic properties of test soils

EA S pH i i FE/C CEC {ti/cmol kg (B2 Yy 1 AU g kg
A+ 6.05 28.3 33.52 K O 1.12
Pl A (Eb=1:D 6.52 28.6 23.03 WiE+ 0.46

VE: CEC N BH & FAc i,
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Figure 2 Effects of initial concentrations on humic acid transport
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Figure 3 Effects of pH on humic acid transport
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Figure 4 Effects of soil types on humic acid transport
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Figure 5 Effects of soil thickness on humic acid transport
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