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Table 1 Response of Photobacteria to acute toxicity of industrial wastes
by land treatment

e b EHE(%) SXRR(%) H X E X E (%
Sample » Content of Water
wastes( %) content(%) Relative luminosity(%)
0K 20 X 40 X 60 X
Day Days Days Days
10 40 0 31.4 79.9 100.9
A 5 40 ] 72.8 80.3 100.0
5 80 0 38.1 93.8 83.1
10 40 88.6 91.9 83.7 100.0
B 5 40 100.0 90.7 85.7 100.0
5 80 100.0 93.3 94.1 83.1
10 40 4.7 0.23 | 19.5 40.2
C 5 40 6.9 6.7 31.5 56.2
5 80 6.9 20.5 32.4 43.2
l., U
CK 0 40 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
0 80 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.90
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Fig. 1 Response of photobacteria to acute toxicity of industrial wastes by land treatment.
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Table 2 Response of photobacteria dark variants to gemetic toxicity of
wastes by land trcatment
2 H # Extractant
B & CH,0H-CH,Cl, CH,CI, cH,oH
Sample OB x |4 7 B A 574 OB % 72
Content Content Response Content Response
(mg/dish) Response (mg/dish) (mg/dish)
A, 0.1 + 0.05 + 5.0 -
Ay, 0.1 W+ 0.1 W+ 1.0 W+
B, 2.5 + 1.1 + 5.0 W+
B,, 0.5 W+ 0.5 W+ 1.0 W4
C, 0.5 + 1.5 W+
., 1.0 W+ 10.0 - 5.0 W

B RPF &N mg/ MR HNT: ERNFTARLEEMEZERGEEHBE(H), BENEBRE(W),

TE N (Do

() TERFNHERE HERE

#2 Donelly 0 Brown"" 2§, M EME KB HERBRERS, CH,CL, BRE
I, CH,OH AR HETRIRAIIES, KL A CH,Cl, #1 CH,OH ZFEAER Aok
MABEEIMERE k. ZHEREREES ARG, KAIXRFIWSETIRS
CH,Cl, AR CH,OH XEH,HHTRDGE 3)o —MBENXRE, FEHIMYEMERE
FE 40—71% ZIE, REAETBR (A) WEBRETIERRN 4%, SRPILTIEE
(B) M4 40%, FATUER) KHE (C) MEMEN 71%, HEHRIFXHCET1%)>

%3 SEEEIBLENSTERSIHER (me/sd) RABEEE

Table 3 Content (mg/g soil) of extractable organic chemicals from tested wastes
before and after land treatment and its degradation rate

#ft XK =B 2B Extractant a i+
Tested waste CH,Cl, CH,0H Total
A, 1.4 6.7 8.1
Ay 1.1 3.4 4.5
% 21.0 49.0 44.0
B, 1.0 5.4 6.5
B,, 1.0 2.8 3.9
R R% 0 48.0 40.0
c, 36.2 13.0 49.2
C, 8.9 5.6 14.5
M K% 75.0 57.0 71.0

B Fi50 F1 40 S RIFOR L MG B Y KA 40 RESHERE(TRD.
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P PR A P Y B DAL 2 e R R A
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Table 4 Changes in the content of primary organic chemicals in tested wastes
before and after land treatment

138 1 B s EBLEY LK Conient ’f‘zg“/gkg“ﬁg ﬁj’:i‘ﬁfﬁon
Sample Primary chemical &%E;E!y”é %Fd?y? ratio( %)
A BkBG = T R 16.0 2.67 83.3
2,6-W(1,1-"HBZE)-4-HB % 8.0 0.8 90.0
B 2,6-32(1,1-ZRZL)-4- A g 12.0 1.20 90.0
EREBLE 2.0 0.29 85.5
C Eid 150.0 75.0 50.0
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STUDY ON LAND TREATMENT OF WASTES IN ORGANIC
CHEMICAL INDUSTRY

Xie Siqin, Gu Zonglian, Wu Liusong and Zhou Dezhi

(Instituse of Soil Sciemce, Academia Simica, 210008)

Summary

The acute toxicity from three types of industrial wastes in photobacteria test
significantly decreased, even disappeared, after land treatment. The genetic toxicity
of samples both in the Ames test and in the spontaneous dark variant of photobac-
teria test was weakened from positive to negative, or the degree of positive was
obviously weakened. The basic reason why both the acute toxicity and the genetic
toxicity were lowered could be attributed to the degradation of the toxic organic
chemicals in land treatment substances. The contents of extractable organic chemi-
cals from three types of industrial wastes fell clearly after land treatment. The total
degradation rate of organic substances was 40—70%. The degradation rate of
primary organic chemicals was 50—90%. It was indicated that land treatment of
industrial wastes could get a satisfactory effect, and land treatment would be a
prospective good way to the industrial wastes treatment.

Key words Industrial wastes, Land treatment, Acute and genetic toxicity



