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i Y S TR/ N LT (0% 1 BN E R SN LTS I 1/ O ST PN -5 NS v 1 o 2 N [ T =B D =
A5G KRB FRE R PFOS B R IRECR. 45 5 R M, 3 MR L& A5 Yok iR i 753 # PFOS ¥ H A
B RS, HANFENRH AN &5 e i RRACR A T 22 5. = E (100 pg'L™) PFOS 11 il X
A K, SFCW fH# PFOS % i ik B M LI e =i B, 0 (181.93+8.28) pgrg™’; MRV (1 pgL™t)
PFOS fE#f T ZEFR B4 K, VFCW2 MY B4 Wik B0 sL S e B, o (1130.33+36.98) g5 VFCW2 %
B I ELFI PFOS MY 2R F MR, 7EEME (100 pg'L™') PFOS T, PFOS 2B R AR 1] 55 95.87%—
99.86%; fKHEEE (1 pg-L™") PFOS 384k T VFCWI1 Fl VECW2 Xf NH;-N AR, ZBHFEDH1H 60%—65%
H1 68%—72%. PFOS 11%)2% % 25 ZEE DT N T30 4 174 - S W R RAE 4 W UL, SFCW . VFCW1 il VECW2 +
B PFOSW [ff 5 H 43 ¥ & (50.86£1.23)% —(56.32+2.35)%. (62.13+2.23)% —(75.28+3.01)% Fl
(64.71£3.56)%—(76.96+1.98)%, i THiY) PFOS W &5 H (7.51£0.66)%—(35.84+2.36)%.
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Abstract The study selected the surface flow constructed wetland and vertical subsurface flow
constructed wetland as research object. Removal effects of different wetland types on nutrients and
PFOS in compound polluted water were studied through open-air experiments. The results show that
the three wetlands have good removal capacity of nutrients and PFOS in compound polluted water,
and the removal effects of different wetland types were different. High concentration (100 ug-L™)
PFOS inhibited the growth of windmill grass, and the PFOS content of SFCW plants reached the
highest in the experiment, which was (181.93+8.28) pg-g™'. Low concentration (1 ug-L™") PFOS
promoted the growth of windmill grass, and the total biomass of VFCW?2 reached the highest in the
experiment, which was (1130.33436.98) g. VFCW2 was the best in the removal of nutrients and
PFOS. Under high concentration (100 ug-L™") PFOS, the removal rate of PFOS could still reach
95.87%—99.86%. Low concentration (1 pg-L™) PFOS enhanced the removal of NH;-N by VFCW 1
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and VFCW2, with removal rates of 60%—65% and 68%—72% respectively. The removal of PFOS
mainly depended on the soil adsorption and plant absorption of constructed wetland. The proportion
of soil PFOS adsorption of SFCW, VFCW1 and VFCW2 was (50.86+1.23)% —(56.32+2.35)%,
(62.13+2.23)%—(75.2843.01)% and (64.714+3.56)%—(76.96+1.98)%, which were higher than that
of plant PFOS absorption (7.5140.66)%—(35.844+2.36)%.

Keywords constructed wetland, compound contaminated water, nutrients salts, PFOS.

Vg —Fh U 1) 2 AL A, 2 R E L R (PFOS) € 8% 1 26— Rl T 8 3 A PE A BLYS eyt 2,
PFOS HA 1R = WAk 24 A o, AS BEBL S 2E 0 RVRE A 8 e, DAL Xof B 3 s il 7™ 95 L 31 H i by ok,
E ALK R I E] PROS. {51 4, MIB T T FIALIZ Tl Ak 31 HE il 3 35 [ 1H 4 LU A9 13 7K 20 0 1
A 420 ng'L™"' fil 560 ng-L™' PFOS™. & H1 [ — K T.J B9 R 7K o & B0 T 5 ¥k B ) PFOSY, S ¥4 {f ik 3
1021 mg-L™". [F, 2Bk PFOS FH: R 7K Az I8 853 A% RH OC IRURS: J& — 1~ T B8 4 3 2405 L.

T 388 1 PR L 28 5 RN RE VR AR IR i )32 F TR K AR B A TR R G P s e i PR R BT
FERRO O AR A B R YR . N TR AT L AR AR T, T LR
AT Yyt 10 R, N TR M b4 k& 4 (PECs) B 2 BRBF 9T 2141 /0. CHEN 250 B 57 % R, 4%
FUASE A A T30 M % 7K A T 42 9805 % (PFOA) 1 PROS B 25 B 850R43 31 77%—82% Hl 90%—95%, H:
FPRE ) A RO - S R e T B AR R BRPILR . YIN 260 JRAEFR, 767 IR 21, 4 e LR (PFAAS)
R 2 B R i 1 1T 3K 42%—49%, 31X 1] fig 2 i SR TTURR ) A IR R LA B A 40 A I i L S 3

CA BRI, A T M B — (0 32 £ 5% PFOS V5 L K AR B — 5 I IE A R0 - H e T
H T8 X e i5 e ) 1A 15 YK IR I BFSE 8. 3T 1, AHIFSE LA T A T 383 ok % 1, My it 2 4%
T E A TR, PEAS A T I X 5 353 A PFOS & 475 Y /K AR By AL BRI i, I E— R R Wi AR 1
MoK R GERIAR Y P 3 A RS, (R EEEE SUBFSE T PFOS MK AR A (TN) | 2 AU (NH,-N) | B
(TP) Ak 255 4 & (COD) BYFE IR, LA g A T 1B M /e /K A4 B S 52 TR v il oy JHAR L2 %

1 #MRLE5 7 (Materials and methods)

1.1 W5

MR & 8 IR B H AR F R 2R AL, S5 5y 25 A Y E £EHE A T, kit
K5 ( Cyperus alternifolius) V£ N TR P AEAE Y FEA T 5T . HEYIWA A VTR e S A6 1 37, SE56
XTETA FEPIHEAT 5 d ITEE %, DA S A AR 2R 0 .

PN AZ 75 G 1) MR M R 4 3ERE AR, XUT T U R AR BT ), AE 4°C T A7 L3RRy pH (H
7.26; BA, 1.68 g-'kg™'; TP 4 0.182 mg-kg ™.

SIS FH K R AR 5 5 K, RN 1 TR, A 1 pgeL ', 100 pg L' Y PFOS & BN, LARLLL &
FRER N PFOS Y5 415 Yk k.

F 1 BEA TGRS

Table 1 Characteristics of simulated domestic sewage

pH COD/(mg-L™) TN/(mg-L™) TP/(mg-L™") NH;3-N/(mg-L™)

W

. 6.88+0.31 175.22+10.68 36.42+1.68 9.31£0.56 20.41+1.79
Concentration

1.2 gk

Fm A T IR AL BRAH (SFCW) | T B 3 A T3 kb B 2H (VECW ) A — 4 3 B i\ T3 M 4b 3t
20 (VFCW2) 2% B 76 88 KX 88 3, 3 Fp st o7 b il BEUAH ], 350 v 440 8 20 1) 1 BT 7R . SFCW 24 120 em
(K ) x40 em (55 ) x35 em () R A 2 RS, VFCWI A 100 em (1) x48 em (5 ) x45 em (&) IR &
LW YBELRE, VFCW2 SH7E VECW 1 H ] A7 ¥ 5 321 7 [ 152 B FL - AR B . SFCW IS i [t iy - 48
(JEBE: 20 cm) #1578, VFCWI1, VFCW2 M 2 I SN (Rife: 8—32 mm; JEAE: 5 em) | A 5/ (hifz:
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2.8 mm; JEEHE: 10 em) Fl 43 (JREJE: 20 cm) S FE; F51>4b BREH S50 T 465 I 4 RP AR 16 R4S 35— B XU 4:
BRI E RN (43045) g FERGEHTHBILE T 1 A5, DURE S i, SRHEEA RGN IR R,
3L 10 A 2 11 A #2247 T 40 d, i 47 W8] RS FEAHE 1, ~F-H7KIR7E 9 C £ 20°C Z [H]
(HRMIE]). VFCWI I H FArH/K i, VECW2 AT H P+ B EAT K i 72, dEk
KON LK, (IR 2 d, @ihiafT 42d BANERA 3AEL, WIS AR, 2 AX ST
PFOS 1 J5i7K. ZE S5 ], B 3 K k7K AR 7K rRolf 8K RE , DA e N T b X6 208 )2 PFOS 19 2 bR
RO S EE TS, SR IO 40 A0 - SR S, 92 BE BRI T 350 R R AN B v TS e B i

(a) SFCW
N N5
K Cyperus alternifolius ok
3 0 Output
B o
OVECW? (o LSRR
yperus alternifolius  pograed deflector
i AR ik
thput Y Output
et
Soil
[

Quartz sand

Cobbleston

B3 A A i v
Fig.1 Internal structure profile of Wetland

1.3 srbriik

1) 7K AR A B 7R 25 aat Y T AL 38 J R A7 45 Y e B0 . 7 A v ZRUtE 1) 2 R ORI 2 7K A 0
B (55 4 B0 YU, TN J5 o V4 B 040000 58 FH ek 2o R 6 02, TP Jof i ¥k 2 1) 00 2 FH AR B b e e
¥, COD Ji 1 ¥ B o 0 52 P o 65 1 b 122, NTH;-N JB v 38 10 0 s ) AR 4 I TG i

JK A& 1 i) PFOS il 52 5% F| HPLC( Dionex Ultimate 3000, USA) 1 API 3200 = i U #% #T 5 1t I 1%
(AB Company, Canada) Wl % 4387 . I %2 Z 1, FTA7 #F 5 5 5 0.22 pum J& g B it J 2% B 25 1 g,
10 min LAV BR KR A 9 006 MS/MSS 7E H B 25 171 L 25 R 22 S W AR X R 38 A7 RS2 R, TEA
10 uL #E AR FR, {fi i HPLC BEH C18 #£(3.0 mmx150 mm, 3.5 pm, Waters, USA) X 0.3 mL-min "' i %4>
2 HBR T W (A) FT 10 mmol- L i R B K W (B VE A i 2l A, i 0.3 mL-min'; HPLC A i
YW IR 250 40% A F 60% B, £ 175 1L 8min & 90% A 1 10%B({#:4%F 4 min) , 48 5 37 BlK &2 &
40% A F1 60% B(£4F 3 min).

2) FEP RN - A 3 SEG R R b, SR P 0 A G DL, S0 A5 AR I AR AR P D R AR
N PFOS 5 5. M%) F1 1 3% b PFOS 19 & 2 i FELIZETER™ ()7 %5, Fl MTBE ¥ i $5 BCH R4 i+
HERE S b 4 JRRE SR S R W Mk 4, 63t Florisil SPE A #E 4T K i, I H B -MTBE % W (IR B 1L K
30:70) PEML, 1R 2l AR 2 Ji5 2838 ENVI-Carb {6 PR AR, i 28 3k 8 R 8, WCAE RV 1 AL 8 o i
Y.

K excel 2003 X £idfa AT AR BE | 43 B A R 23 ).
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2 %55 59718 (Results and discussion)

2.1 PRGN

WE 2 FiR, FA Y0 A K RS0 TF AR AT Y (430+5) g Y945 T, 2 Bz KR iy i5 YL fe i 7E
JIT i K A A P A T 7 g IS LN B %5 PFOS ¥ B2 /93 in, SFCW., VFCW1 Fll VFCW2 iy XU 4= B A 4 i
IS in 5 BEAR, 22 BH =Wk B 19 PFOS XA 9 () A= 4 7= A — s i A I/ A, T 1 pg L' PFOS ()4 B 42
HET IR A K, X AT BB PFOS E b —Fh 3R 10 16 590, R A e 72 e 0 A0 o R 1 3 5 2, DT 42 15 7
SIWCR 6, 5B ARG IE AL 3£ 2 45 T OR[R] PFOS W~ 3 MBS, 5
X & SFCW #H b, VFCW1 Fil VECW2 KA H g S AW & 4E 0, 1. 100 pg-L™' PFOS ¥ B R 43538 m 1
5.15% H1 21.30%. 18.31% Fi1 30.75%. 5.59% FI 28.26%, Jt: H /& VFCW2 7E PFOS ¥ & 4 1 ng-L™' i, JX
TR A YRR B TSI B i, A (1130.33436.98) g, FE W T AN [R] (199 b H 1 S i 2 AR 09 AR
K, W52 % PFOS XA Y A HEPE RN, X 5 CHEN 45 56 T-75 YL 4 %F A 4 AE ) 14 5% i BRIV e 25
R R S I AL 1 % Pl A6 5 e B ) 1 S A 4538 — B0 VECW2 58 i3 1 R AT +3E AT
B 7 3, AT PFOS 75 7K 1 4e 2 ik 3 BT A7 B, 38 i - 1 T o FAE B WIS /R, PFOS 8K
ML BR, T LAT B, VoK AR e 2 it g, P — U B AL S HRGS AT B RAE AR R AL
iF PFOS ¥k B € K3 2 AR, X5 4B 4 A 452 e KR 1 559, PR 3t f g T VEC W2 A1 47 A 4 ik 340 328 8 15
F VECW1 Fil SECW ) JF A

1400 i FR#B Underground root

1200 - O#1 B4} Above ground part

1000 - l
SN =
N @ N

Biomass/g
(=) oo
g 8
T T
b
M

Treatment group
2 A[F] PFOS #e B T i Huts 4 A i A Al
1:: SFCW-0 F/RTE PFOS ¥l 0 ng- L™ i} SFCW 1B HbAYALFEAE ML, R Ta].
Fig.2 Changes of biomass in wetland plant under different PFOS concentrations

% 2 AN[F PFOS ¥ JE T2 HuAE Y ) B A Y

Table 2 Total biomass of wetland plants under different PFOS concentrations

PFOS /(ug'L™) SFCW/g VFCWl/g VFCW2/g
0 734.90+23.64 772.81+15.47 891.41£32.43
1 864.51+£30.98 1022.76+31.84 1130.33+36.98
100 597.25+18.56 630.63+£25.43 766.04+25.11

22 ZYNTIRHXTE A5 Yok PFOS 19255k

PFOS 114 2 BRACR AN /A i i i R g itk . ok, R38R b PRFOS A9k B2 SR AR A5 . 52
g Ak i rh, 500 M A FHAT H 7K PFOS Jit ik BE AR AL An &1 3 . i (&1 3(a) W] 1, i F PFOS R B 341X
(1 ug'L™"), SFCW, VFCW1 I VFCW2 43 HITESLHR 55 6 K. 55 6 KFNHE 9 KA H /K Hh A6l 5] PFOS, #
2SI AE A, 3 b K BT b BEACR AR R RS, R BRACR : VFCW2>VFCWI1>SFCW. H ¥l 3(b) Al A1,
SFCW F1 VECW1 7ESZE 45 3 d 19 /K TSI 3 PFOS, 1] VECW2 TESZE S 6 d AR 2], H.Fti# 433
BF ] 1Y ZE 4, SFCW F VECW1 117K PFOS ik B 2 B4 1ot #a TReoE f5 B LAl 3, s S0
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S50, VFCW2 3R Rfe e 7K. 24 PFOS ¥k B 4 = B (100 pg L) B, SFCW | VFCW1 F1 VFCW2 Xf
PFOS 1 22 4 R 43 51155 3] ( 83.47+4.68) %—(91.44+6.39) %. (93.42+7.51) %—(98.14+5.88) %. (95.87+
6.72) %—(99.86+4.57) %, & W T 7] LA 8L BR K Y PFOS, i 45 8 5 CHEN 452 i A 58 4
fel. LAk, 24 VECW 1 PFOS 1) - 1 W5 1A 0 AR 4 R A ek 68 Ao - M98 AR 4 1) e s 67 fr 2R ), 1R 7K 7K
th PFOS ¥ B A 3G N, PFOS 19 FH 214 B B A8 1k

—O0— SFCW —b— VFCW1 —&— VFCW2

0141 (a) Cipigar=! gL 221 (b) Ciyy=100 pgrL!

012

v W

PFOS mass concentration/(ug-L™1)
PFOS mass concentration/(ug: L")
=3
T

0.06 |-
8 (-
0.04 6 -
i M °l
Nl
0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 X J 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 J
0 3 6 9 1215 18 21 24 27 30 33 36 39 42 45 0 3 6 9 121518 21 24 2730 33 36 39 42 45
t/d t/d

B3 @b B K PFOS WE A2 1L
Fig.3 Changes of PFOS concentration in effluent of wetland treatment group
23 ZHNTIRHXTIZ G5 RO B IR 1 Bk
i1 4 AL, FESEBTFAR AR 21 d, AP RIR R AL TR B, RAM AR LT, AR
A A B O RE JT, [ PFOS RYREPERLN 7, A K G248, N R iz 17 AR E , K AL FRACR:
FAL TR, 21 d Z YA B, KK 5T 3l g s ).

60.00 - (a) SFECW 70.00 = (b) VFCW1
55.00 [ A 65.00 F

50.00

45.00 |
40.00 | o8
35.00 |

Removal rate/%

wn W D

o & o

f= f= [

f=] f=] f=]
T

Removal rate/%

30.00 |
45.00

25.00 |

P R T T T T TR SR SR N R | 4000 b0 v 00wy
12 15 18 2124 2730 33 3639 4245 0 3 6 9 121518 2124 2730 33 36 39 4245

t/d i/d

20.00

w
o
o F
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60.00
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Removal rate/%

50.00

45.00

40.00

<

w F
o |
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Bl 4 PFOS WA H 100 pg L BHE b xT 75 3550 1 K BRFUR
Fig.4 Effect of wetland on nutrient removal under 100 pg-L™' PFOS
H1¢ 3 Al LA, 7EA PFOS Ji, 33 /KoK i 52 31— B BE A 2 0, SR AR i 17 Jm B FRdh 2%
B 2 : VFCW2>VFCWI>SFCW. 4 PFOS ¥k £ o4 100 pg L™ B, 3 Ff i M 4b 3 20 % COD. NH;3-N,
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TN FI TP B 2 BR ¥ 52 206, JEHOR TN A9 K BRI T B, S R B &R EE (100 pg L) PFOS XA
W0 P FURE VR 245 A 0 L A Ak A PR B T B0 B L I 5T 2R 5 Bao AR UM B ST 45 R — 3K,
PFOS &5 2 44 e 23 % 20 B 119 = 8 0 22 Bk 7= A B RIS ). SR T, 24 PFOS VR EE A 1 ng L' I, 3 Rt o 4k
P ZH %} COD. TN i £ B ¥ 32 24 Hl, i VECW1 Fl VECW2 1) NH3-N 25 B 5 A [ 2 48, 43 591 1k 2]
60% —65% F1 68% —72%, 1L ¥t # ik A& Il A PFOS B (9 NH;-N 22 B& %, X Rk FF (1 pgL™)
PFOS X & FL I M i BE I B A 7= A 403, SO IRk B2 1) PFOS %o - 198 40 TA7 v I JH: 2 i £ 400 781 7™ A=
TR AR, 58 R T IEA R FEPEAE U2 BEA, SFCW ) NH3-N 2258 HAg 37%—42%, & T
ARMMA PFOS B 1) 41%—45%, iX A] G -5 M A4 15 A7 3¢, 2R 1A I 0 M AT ) AR PRy ) 542 5 PFOS
fii, 32 %) A AR A EE PR I O N M 2 e A SRR SR W [ K PROS R W RIS PR iR 52 B 0 A
R NN EE R
R 3 AFENRHAL A HOKFE J5 B SRR LB R

Table 3 Removal rate of nutrients concentration in different wetland treatment groups

PFOS /(pg'L™) COD/% NH;-N/% TN/% TP/%

0 37—41 41—45 51—56 34—38

SFCW 1 36—40 37—42 48—53 3235
100 33—37 33—36 43—47 30—34
0 58—64 50—54 68—72 58—62

VFCW1 1 56—60 60—65 51—55 57—61
100 48—53 53—58 4953 56—60

0 62—68 58—64 70—76 61—65

VFCW2 1 59—64 68—72 55—59 58—62
100 55—60 55—60 54—57 57—63

ARHF5E 1, SECW i i 22 R R &%, H 2% PFOS 24K, T VECW1 Fl VECW2 Hgl i 2
§%:52 PFOS HYSEMHH /N, 1 PFOS e M 100 pg L' i, VECW2 £ TP £ [ 5RA1 Al ik 2] 57%—63%, 1
F VFCW1 Y 56%—60% 1 SFCW 1) 30%—34%. A T34 b X B3 (1) 25 B A0 35 A2 40 W A . 366 S5 2 B T
R 0 ) Ak R Wl T 1 B O A T A5 1 22, L v B o A BRI 0 1 TR S BR il 3R le EEE M RAR, o1
Bk =38 70%—87%. AH LT SFCW HLafiffi i - e A BB A4 1, VECW1 Fl VECW2 AT 5] | H
B | A BERD A I S A B, REACA LA S X B LA AT B TR AR . R B, VFCW2 S IR B R AT
TATE L EAT B KT 2K, 15 K G AR R AR -G AR A 2o T OB, U A R TR AR R, W SRR AR
1533 — LAk,

2.4 PFOS 129 N T 1 B FAE Y Hh ) 53 A AR 2

AT g3+ ALY ) PFOS SNk 4 iR, AN T B b a4~ 4714 2 vk pH Y I,
PFOS £ 7K ¥ rat B FeL, 330 ol 45 052 6 380045 670 v A 79 - 38 A8 75 PRI 240, 300 b o (g e 5 o L SR TR IR 3%
1] AR AR BE A 45 20 52 e 25 PROS (19 2% ], (R 1G 18 b (%) 44 3 O =X J2 DG 4 . 7% [W] 5% PFOS IR JE T,
VFCW2 + 3£ PFOS % it £ /5 , VFCW1 K 2, SFCW 1% 22, X4 PFOS ¥ & & 100 ug-L™' B, VFCW2,
VFCW1 13 PFOS & & 73 il 4y (2.53+0.11) pg-g™ F1(2.47+0.10) pgg’, [t SFCW =i 0.68 pg L™ Fll
0.62 ug-L™". #R1fif, LLAT ) SFCW 4 PFOS % ik £ T (181.93+8.28) pg-g™', /& VFCWI [ 3.03 £,
VFCW2 ) 2.39 15, 26 W HAE HIE 552 31 1 = v PROS et 520, 200 it A6 25 44 A ol GE G 3K, A
JoT RO )5 132 B, PR AR ) S AR ) R AR A A PR B AR (L3R 2), 3% 5 QIAOP A5t 45 1
—F AEAMSE Y, PFOS Se7E T3 AR, U4 Bl o AR AR 3 v i il PFOS, 7EiX 1% i i e iF 2
2350 PFOS TEAEY) AR 2, B AnAE YA 5 2% B2 B LR T AR R, AR P AR 5 6 K 5% PFOS AR Y
W BfFBE 77, n AR AR XA B BH 77, PROS i =% SARTEAE YR F b, 1l SFECW FE ZAREEAR ) L B K
& iy PFOS, 332 33 SFCW A4 PFOS & AR w5 (19 J5L A
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R4 LRIEATETAUG SR Y PROS 45 35 B

Table 4 Average content and of PFOS in soil and plants after the experiment

LbJHZE PFOSIk & /(ug-L™") g/ (ugg™) Y ER/ (ugg")
Processing group PFOS concentration Content in soil Content in plant
1 0.017+0.003 2.09+0.06
SFCW
100 1.85+0.07 181.93+8.28
1 0.021+0.002 1.49+0.04
VFCW1
100 2.4740.10 60.02+1.25
1 0.022+0.001 1.40+0.05
VFCW2
100 2.53+0.11 76.06+2.36

N T - SRR H % PFOS B W BB 7 LN [&] 5 BT, 3847 42 d ), B %5 PFOS ¥ A 384 1,
11 PFOS W[t (5 L34, A8 4 PFOS W B o LUR#AG, {0289 7K PFOS LU 13 in, X o] fig 55 3 xf
PFOS 14 W {ff & — P Bt 72, LA 4 R it AT P SFCW., VFCW 1 Al VFCW2 -5 PFOS Wi} 7 Lt
3 9 Sk (150.86+1.23) % — (1 56.32+2.35) %, ( 62.13£2.23) % — ( 75.28+3.01) % F1 ( 64.71£3.56) % —
(76.96+1.98) %, 2 &5 TAH Y PFOS W (5 H (7.51£0.66) %—(35.8442.36) %, 1B + 4%t PFOS f4 i 1%
W L v AR B WS, - SRR X PROS IR ISR B 1 LE (77.88+4.01) %—(96.09+6.33) %, ik
AT - HE W% BRE RN AR 90 W SO N T M 25 B PFOS Y £ 2R 12, iX 5 QIAO %P9 (st 45— 3. i T
PFOS ARl &L 7 % . A . /KA . Az W0 5 A R I A A AR A R L R, N T b b PFOS 1 Bk
B~ - 498 Mg R RIRR P 2 A, L - S R R R R A WA 2 D 1 A 25 SR S A TR R R L A R,
X5 Chen S5 [0 i — 2K

120 - +3%Soil
O AE4Plant

100

80 -

60

40 |

Adsorption capacity/%

20

0

Treatment group

5 AALHRZH T IEANRIYIN PFOS FYMERR 5 HE
Fig.5 Proportion of PFOS adsorption by soil and plants in each treatment group

3 4518 (Conclusion)

(1) 168 F2 L PFOS & A 15 e KM v, v B2 (100 pg-L™") PFOS # il KU 4= %A= £, SFECW HE )
PFOS 5 # 15 1) 52 56 fic 5 {HL, 4 (181.93+8.28) pg-g s MR HE (1 pg L) PFOS fie #E T WA R Y AR I,
VFCW2 HE ¥ A= 1 1 38 3 S o de i B, A (1130.33+36.98) g.

(2) = AP T IR HXT 7 570 A1 PFOS M9 R BRACR A Fr 22 55, Horh VFCW2 X35 372 52 Fl PFOS 19 A& R
TR, 76 W E (100 pg- L) PFOS F, PFOS K BRZA59R 1T ik 95.87%—99.86%; (K & (1 pg'L™)
PFOS ##fk. T VFCW1 Hl VFCW2 X} NH;-N [ R, 28R40 518 60%—65% Fl 68%—72%.

(3)PFOS 1% 22 B 32 2 I T N T30 b 1) - S8 0 B A 4 W Wi, SECW ., VECW 1 I VFCW2 +
PEOS W [t 5 L 43 51 h (50.86+1.23) % — ( 56.32+2.35) %, (62.13+2.23) %—(75.28+3.01) % H1 ( 64.71+
3.56) %—(76.96+1.98) %, ¥ THE4 PFOS Mz 5 [ (7.5140.66) %—(35.84+2.36) %.
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