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Abstract: Bioaccessibility is one of the key factors in human health risk assessment. A study about the oral bioac-
cessibility of heavy metals (Cu, As, Sb and Ni) in soil is carried out in Suzhou Industrial Park by using the in vitro
gastrointestinal method (IVG). The results show that the ranges of bioaccessibility of Cu, As, Sb and Ni in the
stomach phase (Cu 32.145% ~50.231%, As 27.571% ~44.400%, Sb 11.241% ~ 20.261%, Ni 27.414% ~
46.555%) are significantly higher than that in small intestine phase (Cu 16.986% ~ 46.658%, As 20.726% ~
34.437% , Sb 3.984% ~7.433%, Ni 20.968% ~39.502% ). The result of hazard quotient index (HQ,,) of these
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heavy metals are all under the standard value, which means there is low risk of these heavy metal in the soil to hu-

man health. This study could provide an important case study and scientific basis for human health risk assessment

in industrial heavy metal polluted sites.

Keywords: heavy metals; industrial sites; human health risk assessment; bioaccessibility; in vitro gastrointestinal

method

F TR R Tk A 7 o AR e B IR AN
ST XS w2 B EaEs Y, H
A, T E AR IS Y O O IR S Y R S
e KPR )z —N 0 (E R 7 2 4T i FH b
R AR 2 W5 Y 1 - b BE R R B AR s,
M A A R, 6 T 4 R T e AT A A A
R XU PP+ 43 S A 2 A5 SR 1T A TR 0L 4 XL
(=R E RSN

4R HAA R0 B M AR W RN, 25 5
XF N R G, 5| & 0 A 22 g i KU P
THEPESRITR AN ERETEEYEE T
gy E YNNG G L N L v - EZ- Y B
AN NRE S B EAN F25RY  7F 3 fa
FRE XU PPl A 2R B B s v, 22 TR A 3 TR 4
TCER B PN AR TE A NI, a2
T A H LAE AR B 4R ot 2R S AR i
KA e ER L, Lhr b, HIEPELSE RS
FHEA G ANBE ST 28 AR B S o7, Xt
A R 1 67 T S e AR AT R s R Al PR, DLt
b 4@ S AT AR KU PEAG 1Y 45 SRt T
TRSF, B G e i B E , EEEAY
A] 25 (bioaccessibility ) /& 5 ZERL LN T B &40
o AR TR AR AL R G0 K
B WA L™ A JE A T g
RE ST A DA V5 Y 3 b - S50 A ARl 2 XU

AR R E RO LT R T EE B Y4
PERARSME AL SE S, -4 52 40 45 3R 0 H 115 4L 3 Hh
WU PEAL . S BRBE O 47 Ja) (US EPA)TE 2007 4E4i
AR T 1 RS EAG o e s e P 1 A ] i bk
FIF AR T 8 E A0S YA 58 2 A 1EF I
HULTE 2009 SEMAT 16 TG e A W] 25 1k B 4
AR FIHAEY T APV + 8 4 Jm X A fA&
P14t 5 XU 328 25 A A it ok XU DAty 1) i 7 vk
Z g e A TR AR T AR R
AN (in vivo) FMASMA R (in vitro), W T
PRSI T 2 B B g0 3 B b | 2% FHAIG T4
PESRFN M4 B HER A5 D0 AL, 1B A BN oY

ST R RN

WG & TR £ Tl X, H 4 19835 0 17
TEES RIS YY), I 2R E 4 8 15 Y 3L (0 4
Ik T N A 5 RS - v ik = A 80 i, AR
FZE AR N I Tl el XM 3], BE LA ST B 175 (IVG)
Gt TG 9+ 5 4 J8 JCER Cu,As . Sb Al Ni
(AW ml 250 R 98 T R Bk X 4 B T R
AT AR SE A IE A AR DGR , [RIE R
TAYAT P AR g B XU PN B AL IF Al 15
Yedg b 28 B ) £ HE TR 4 TR R AT
AR RS, LA Ry A Je 4 o 4 Ja AR ) nl 4R PR TS
L b i Ae 52 v i FH B HE 22 ) S 35

1 ##157% (Materials and methods)
1.1 40

ABIFFERAEN 1R 7 3 Tl fel X R 5 b B
R P SE AR 4311 3 S RAE X (A X B XA C
X)), iz AR A o500 FE R SR XA i 10 4R
FER, IR 30 N SRAE AL, ST TN 1 R, 7E4%
RFERCRE 0 ~20 ecm R Z BN, 55K
A1~10\B1~10 %l] C1~10’ ;j%: 30 /I\:tig# Ell__l'lo A1~10\
B,y I C,_y, 735 LR G IV 0k BEHLI 2 kg
T ARG, 2R 5, R A
X B XAl C X4, KBrAk AP R ST 2 S
AR Al ARSI TR, o 250 um(60 H)JE
T 5 ARAERE

OAa1 Qaroi OBl OB1oi Ot OcCio
Oa2 Qaoi OB2 OBy {Oc2 Oy
Oa3 Oasi OB Oss | Ocs Ocs
Oas Qa7 OB4 OB7 {Ocs Oc7

g

(=3

Oas OQas i [OB5 OBs :Ocs Ocs IS
AlX BIX. CIX.
A area B area C area

E1 RXERSHTREE
Fig. 1 The sketch map of soil sampling sites
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1.2 H3Esfbm

TR AR BA M T S IR R RO 2 o
BE3e) AT A e e ™ A~ IR 4R 1) - HE A
3ASEATRE, 05N A [X(A, (A, FTA,) B IX(B,.B,
B C X(C, \C, 1 Cy), 13 pH fFR KR
(/KB 1:2.5)" ) A HLE & &R A m
HCH R R A RN SR R AR 43 B AL (MALVERN
Mastersizer 2000 , ¢ &) £ 17 + ek R 43700 115
EAhZE 100 B 0 07 20 4 P S | R ICP-MS JC & 4
HrX(7500cx , Agilent, 26 &) K6 ) -+ 498 7 4 Jg v Ji5
D7 e 4 Jm S e B AT T s o, B R
3 AFATIRYE , BHIRESE 2 AR 2 A, i 56 40
P2 AEHATROE
1.3 In vitro SE%

ARG in vitro SE6 5 BRSNS By
B(VG), HEERHUNR B F/NA B
1.3.1 B HE

B A48 S W, MERRARER 8.770 g NaCl F1 10 g
BN, A LB FAKRmBESRZ 1000 mL, 7
3RS SE VAR, HERRFRE(1.000£0.001) g 1
BERENL T 250 mL HEJEHE T, IIA 150 mL B B0
50 g AT, #E 2 S TEIREE R 37 °C H% #0100 ¢
-min” [UFEIR P RE 7, HFFELE A 1 Lemin™ &R,
10 min J5 4 pH {EJE 754 1.800+0.100 , 75 5 , 1]
FRFL %00 10% A9 HCL 554 F1 NaHCO, 5,
B J5 B 15 min & A — K, fif pH F2 € 7E 1.800 +
0.100, 1 hJ5 KRG 2 E.LE T, LA 10 000
remin” 0> 10 min, i 0.450 wm i ER £F 2k B i
U B 50 mL U8 RN, A1 ~2 7 1 mol -
L™ RIS, 1 ~4 CAREFREI, VO 4
WL c 3R,
1.3.2 BHUNGR B

BB LSS o5, R AN NaHCO, ¥ 5 1 i
pH EIHZE 55, A 0.360 g BHITFEEF1 0.036 g HiE
P, #2550 G 7E 37 °C %R 100 r-min™ A9FE IR
By, IS A 1 Leomin”' &, 10 min J5 K2
pH {H2 75 4 5.500 £0.100 , 1 25, FHARFR 20 %k
10% i HCI B4 FIl NaHCO, %5, FfiJ5 B 15 min
Kty — Kl Z FaELE 5.500+0.100, 1 h Ji&, $F5bi
WEERS R B0, 10 000 r-min™ B0 10 min,
JH 0450 wm BERREF4EREE U8 B 50 mL 3 U85 i
NV, AT ~2 % 1 mol- L™ iHRVE WL ,4 CIRAFEFF
W, RN E SR EBRLL ¢ FR .,

1.4 AEYT ST
1.4.1 HMSE

TEARSN B Wi 52 50 v i 1 B BRI B B, DA
A P N ES R S, R RS
J& A, R O

D,=(cx V)M,
K. D, WHIEELIRTEAEE NH BT R
At amg-kg™); e NE NGB BN K 4R
JCE T Emg L) VRE /NG BRI AR R
(L); M, RN HIR AR (g),
1.4.2  EPnT g

BA(%)=D,/T.x100%
A .BA WEEEICRIEE /NHH B R E Y AT
(%) ; D, W HIEE L JEICEAEE NGB
AT REmg-kg™); T, M HIEFEM P EESEITEM
Fi(mg kg™,
1.5 fERERERUES PEH

R e 5 e 8 T R AL PR Tl el
IX 48 1 43 JB 7T K 48 AU X A A B A
T RAEX SO AEHUR A e, F 0, R % 8 11
T 4 Jm X N B i A RS AR (75 Y I b KL
B PFAG B A S ) (HT 25.3—2014) 354016 2 R 45
HHQ,, , FHES B B K AEY ] 50 S8, %)
W25 AT, Hf 5 e ny n] #3216
ERHN 1, KA LHGRR G E R85 HQ,,
R R

OISER, xc,,
%~ RfD,xSAF

A HQ,, NANFMA LB G ER(LE
4);SAF M REFE T HIEN SR B oI R LE
4); QISER,, A £ M4k A 4 1 2 55 & (IR BUR R
(kg(+3) kg ' (K F)-d"); ¢, WRIE IS YY)
WeJE (mg - kg™'); W ZIUAR B 37 A 3R 15 LA S8
{E;RID, I HHEASHF & (mg(15449) - kg™ (1&
H)-d),
1.6  Fdiabr ik

% Microsoft Office Excel 2010 J SPSS21
(IBM)XF 885 2547528 1153 # ; R ] GraphPad Prizm i
T EDESIE

2  Z55 (Results)
2.1 TEPALPERT
SRR X I A A TR AR B 3R 1 R TS
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Yzt pH 2y 9.812+0.724  J& Tt H 3, A ML
I AR 5], h(84.324 +82.745) g - kg, Kk N
17.314% £4.831% ,J& Tk (D)3 T Botth DX 4o 4- 3
RIS YA & ERE A X Cu SEE R, N
(5 682.845+598.338) mg-kg ™', As F ALK, H(5943+
0.194) mg-kg™' . BIX As 45, (10284+0.752)
mg-kg™', CIX Cu K, H(264.087+21.793) mg-
kg™, Sb S, H(22.327+4.409) mg- kg Ni 4
XA 5], M (32.958+5.537) mg-kg ™',
2.2 BB ESENERSES S

HKXIBE B LR ESE TR AMAS SR
SEYEING 2 i, A XA Cu As Sb Al
Ni MRS S EARKESS ., B LY Cu,
As Sb HI Ni f9 5 i 245 3 130 5359124 100.669 ~
2657269 2.419 ~4.331 0.788 ~3.525 Hl 10.575 ~
14.100 mg kg™, /MAK B L5 Cu As,Sb Fl Ni

AV A 25 2 Y BBl 391 R 41.047 ~2 333.453 .1.766
~3.359.0.250 ~ 1.156 #18.375 ~ 10.969 mg-kg™' .
E B EBEI N B, S H TR TR B RS &
BIA PrREAL .
2.3 BB E SR WA Y g
B b B g i 4 Jm TR AR AT PR AN E]
2 i, TEB BB, 38 Cu,As.Sb 1 Ni (4
Yl AR ES . BB T Cu As Sb il
Ni [ 4= 9 vl 25 P B 43 391 R 2.145% ~ 50.231%
27.571% ~ 44.400% . 11.241% ~ 20.261% #
27.414% ~46.555% ., /N B 13 Cu, As, Sb
N B AR W Rl 25 R S R 0 R 16.986%  ~
46.658% 20.726% ~34.437% .3.984% ~7.433% Fll
20.968% ~39.502% , M B BTEEI/NGRY B, -5
Cu W AT B PERRAR T 0.403% ~24.672% , As F)

*1 TEEFABUAMREESETESE
Table 1 Basic characteristics of the soils and contents of heavy metals

FEIX AL Ag-kg™) KL% HilAmg-kg™) Mi/(mg-kg™)  HbAmg-kg™') H/(mg-kg)

Area ot Organic matter/(g-kg™") Clay/% Cu/(mg-kg™") As/(mg-kg™')  Sb/mg-kg™') Ni/(mg-kg™)

A 9.118+0.302 192.012+8.618 18.303+1.642 5 682.845+598.338 5943+0.194 8.627+0908  37.643+4.180

B 942620227 442583312 22.116+3333 3 245345£222378  10284£0.752 5493+0730  34.159+3.732

C 10.8410.442 16.716%1.502 1146620918 264.087+21.793 9293+0389  22327+4409 27.073%2.049
£

Whole area 9.812+0.724 84324282745 17314£4.831 3 06409222 371922 8507+2017 121498081 329585537

T HE D I (AR HE2E (n=3)

Note: Data are mean+SD (n=3).

xR2

BMBRESRN THARESE

Table 2 The average dissolved content of heavy metals in the gastric and small intestinal phase

B BBt Gastric phase

/AR B Small intestinal phase

B i i B (7 il i B R
Arca Amg-kg™')  /mg-kg™')  Amg-kg')  Amg-kg')  Amg-kg')  Amg-kg™)  /mg-kg™)  Amg-kg)
Cu As Sb Ni Cu As Sb Ni
Amg-kg™')  Amg-kg™')  /Amg-kg™')  /Amg-kg™')  Amg-kg”')  Amg-kg™)  Amg-kg™)  Amg-kg™)
N 2513519 2431 1.400 11438 2 265432 1818 0.542 8719
+143.067 +0.022 +0.022 +0.529 +65.618 +0.065 +0.048 +0516
s 1131394 4119 0825 13238 1 121.057 3203 0292 10333
+191.959 +0276 +0.065 +0.812 +90.137 +0.143 +0.036 +0.598
c 117.144 3.044 3.150 11.900 58.120 2380 1073 9.805
+14289 +0.340 +0.442 +1278 +15451 +0316 +0.072 +0299
4K 1254019 3.198 1.792 12.192 1 148203 2467 0635 9619
Whole area +1 048.608 +0.772 +1.072 +1.140 +957.666 +0.629 +0.349 +0.829

T R B AR 22 (n=3)

Note: Data are mean+SD (n=3).
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60r Cu [ ¥ Stomach
50k E=E /M Intestine

40+
30+

201

Bioaccessibility/%

HEWIRT 4P %

C D

60r Sb [ ¥ Stomach
5ok E= /M Intestine

40
301

201

Bioaccessibility/%

AT 251 %

101

60 As 1 ¥ Stomach
5ok EA /DM Intestine
X
£ 5 a0t
& 7 30r
=1
] 3 20f
H 2
m 10+
0 D
60r Ni 1 ¥ Stomach
. sof E=A /M Intestine
N
=5 .l
S5 L
wg 0
;3
T 201
2
10

0=

F2 TEHRELSEAES /MNIMBENEYTIAE
H:A B.CFIDA3IEER AKX BX.CXAEKX,

Fig. 2 Bioaccessibility of soil heavy metals in the gastric and small intestine phase

Note: A, B, C and D represent area A, B, C, and the whole region, respectively.

H YT AR T 5.748% ~11.661% ,Sb Y4 m]
YAVERRAR T 6.887% ~14.333% ,Ni B4 0] 251k 5
KT 3299% ~12.747% , +3Erh Cu 7£ B BB A/
b B 0 SF- 340 A ] 4h PR3 e s, 0 R 41.550%
F131.856% ,Sb £ B W BOFI/ING B B (9 ~F- 35 A=y il
ISR, 2 A 15.444% F11 5.564%

Xof MR S I S AR B M T, R 3R 4 R o
Fow BEEETEAES M BENERS T E L
AT HE AT T Pearson A JE 1 40T, 4 K 2 4H
KERBUNE 3 Fis, 25RRY], AP S S Cu
AR R D RN, 5 Ni AT
BYERREAASEE, T8 pH (H5 B Cu & & Al
RS fr i W M Se . HIERTRL S AL Sb
HAFHS SRR AT, TR Cu As I
Sb i HHIA A SRR W A, BN fE
SHE AT R WA AR, & Cu SR
ARSI S N AR AT 2 PE 5 10 3 TR DG
2.4 NAARAEREE RS T

AHIGE A 1 T 4 R S A W el g
S SBHON N AR B XU AT PEAT , I X 25 R kAT T
P, EA X AAARARIFE Y faF — B A R & A
WOIFIR I, AR AR T E 4R B BT 4
B AR AR AW RE T 455 |, i A R AR

W EZ G, TR, 456 PRI RIS, >R
FH/IN 9 B8 26 0 AT 25 PR A Sy A A R AU DA 1)
FESH AR WNE 3 Pin, HESENED T4
PEAEIERT, 2 X 138 Cu, As Sb Fl Ni Y& E H 18
BRI 51 0.036 ~0.923 0,116 ~0.224 0.073 ~
0390 F10.007 ~0.012, F-¥IE 43 31K 0.462 £0.358 .
0.171+0.041 ,0.183+0.122 #10.010+0.002; & IF )i,
HEEBICR WA F IR EFL, 2 X -5
Cu As . Sb Fl Ni i 1& 3 7 48 B0E [ 43 31 R 0.006 ~
0352 .0.035 ~0.068 .0.004 ~0.017 #10.003 ~0.040,
SEAAME 43 518 0.173 £0.144 .0.050 £0.013 ,0.010 +
0.005 F10.003 +0.001, H i, Cu %18 % 7 5 £
1, Ni e F R EORIR, BIERTE 2 X E 48T
E G FE R <1, KU KT 3252

3 itif (Discussion)
3.1 HabrBcE s R Y 4

g, LI E S E TR TE B B B A
Yl R R, K s R85 g mib i
(pH KPR AL 5T 55 F1 S 56 v pHL 31 9 LL AT 78
ISR S0 ¢, M ER B TR Y ] 451k
Ale R MR R FAE R 45 R, L -3 4
J& B e — R N R, AR Cu TR
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H G BRI B B Y AR T A B, Sb . R pH E S Cu & RS A S R 2 W T
EF"&%ﬂ/]\%ﬁ"&%ﬂﬁﬂﬂi%ﬂ%ﬁﬁﬂiﬁ,%7 Kb, HHERRLS B Sb AV A A i R
TR PR Cu SRR, B S AR RAK, B Cu UMD, BN AR S HE A Y T AR
B B G 5 F B Sb, HHEA ML pH FIRIARES  AHOCHE, Palmer 5P R B HIEH B NI S5 HE
SR AR AT A ARV RI, R YT AR B O e SRS A5 R A
PUBTS L Cu & M R A S i g A ek, BIE,

T-Cu  G-Cu  I-Cu G-B-Cul-B-Cu T-As G-As I-As G-B-AsI-B-As T-Sb G-Sb I-Sb  G-B-Sb I-B-Sb  T-Ni  G-Ni  I-Ni G-B-Ni I-B-Ni

Clay
T-Cu
G-Cu
I-Cu
G-B-Cu
I-B-Cu
T-As
G-As
I-As
G-B-As
I-B-As
T-Sb
G-Sb
I-Sb
G-B-Sb
I-B-Sb
T-Ni
G-Ni
I-Ni
G-B-Ni
I-B-Ni

AR -1 0 1
Correlaion | - .

3 BERZERBEXME(0=9)
TE %% FRIRMIEHE(P<0.01) AHGHE(P<0.05); T Fm ik, G R BIRMS |1 2/ MNais s,
G-B /R BAEW AT 451E ,1-B Fon /NG AE Y AT 451 ; OM SRR A DL & =, Clay Z/n Kkl & i,
Fig. 3 Correlations matrix for the factors (n=9)

Note: * * | * indicate correlation (P <0.01) and correlation (P <0.05); T, G, I, G-B and I-B represent the total amount,
dissolved state in the stomach, dissolved state in the small intestine, bioavailability of the stomach, and bioavailability of

the small intestine, respectively; OM stands for organic matter content and Clay stands for clay content.

®3 REYWAMEERENELEPESRENEERE(HQ,,)

Table 3 The hazard quotient index (HQ_,) of heavy metals in soil before and after correction by bioaccessibility

ois

FEX & IETT Before correction BIEJG After correction
Area i Cu il As  Sb BN il Cu il As 5 Sb BN
A 0857 0.119 0.130 0011 0341 0.037 0.008 0.003
+0.090 +0.004 +0.014 +0.001 +0.010 +0.001 +0.001 +0.001
B 0489 0207 0.083 0010 0.169 0.064 0.004 0.003
+0.034 +0.015 +0.011 +0.001 +0.014 +0.003 +0.001 +0.001
c 0.040 0.187 0337 0.008 0.009 0.048 0.016 0.003
+0.003 +0.008 +0.066 +0.001 +0.002 +0.006 +0.001 +0.001
0462 0.171 0.183 0010 0.173 0.050 0010 0.003

4:[X. Whole area
+0.358 +0.041 +0.122 +0.002 +0.144 +0.013 +0.005 +0.001

TE Bl I A5 2 (n=3)

Note: Data are mean+SD (n=3).
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AT, 13 Cu As . Sb Fl Ni 78 5 FrBe i 4=
YT R TN B B AR P T Sh 4 3K T RE
B B BRI B B B A R AR R
)8 R HEUTE SOV, R [, TR A T A= 4T
¥k, Vasiluk SECUIFST L B HE R NI RS AT 4
PETE B [/ Na B BeE AL f5 8 3 AR, Juhasz 552
FERIIVG ik B BB As BT 45 vk T/ M
BB, AHR AR 5 R AN R S 8 7 8 T e
e BE & 2 HUORFE AL, Poggio % FH 441
RS I 8 A lh K R R X 4 M 7 4 Ja A W mT 45k
RIL, Cu WA AT 4506 DB BN B Be b 20% Ft
F|T 35% , Pouschat fll Zagury®™ FH IVG J7 #:WF5¢
T AL R VS e 1 e b As WA mT 450k R B
H/Nm B T H B
3.2 FETAYIRT 4 B A AE R RS P

AR, SETE SR SRS EE R AL, 5
TEEEAEY AT AR 6 D ERIL, BR, 50
—EEENEERY<,HZMELRESNGE
FATRE>1, PRk, T 4 8 19 5 A 05 Y B RS 75 2L
Y AABRR RS IEAG h , ASETAES T AR E B4
A SRR T OIS L3 P E 4 X A A
RS B2 k2 —, Liu S5 TR A+
b As XL S B0 AR KRS fE R TH A S
S FI 454 2 PRI OLT TR 25 5 0 51 5.98 %
107 F13.04x107°, 24k T 2EPF 5T & B, B b X
-3 G X A LA A L B0 N B0 AU
I T e 4 Ja A W mT A P as I, IRk,
X KU DA 5 SR A 3 e, 4 i T 2 R N 1 fEE
fEFEIARE, KHE - EE S8 S ST m A A
A1) 2 R XU | T 2% R 2B ) AT 25 Pk ) oA AN A
fa R AU B B X, FF RS Gy g b gt e XU 1
fBE NS ELE EH AR T L AT M IPAl B TS
Jiti K 7 o0& 52 B AR LS R AR . JE T RSN S Y
4 R AR W AT 2 PR 5 R o 3 T [ o 4 T A R XU
WM EZIRRZ —, AET Tk X i Z
LB TT Y TS, AT Y S 1l i) (e 5 XU 174 74 A 37
Al B A H B G Rl A A
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