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Comparison of Biotoxicity Evaluation Methods of Antimony in
Soil Environment
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Abstract: Biotoxicity test of antimony can reflect the influence of antimony on biology and ecosystem. On
the basis of a brief introduction of the characteristics of antimony in the soil environment, the toxicity response of
different types of organisms to antimony in the soil and its leachate were reviewed, and the feasibility of different
biological toxicity test methods in the identification of antimony pollution in the soil environment were compared.

Suggestions were made on the effects of soil properties and aging time on antimony biotoxicity evaluation, and u-

sing different nutritional grade indicator organisms ( microorganisms, animals and plants) for evaluation.
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Fig. 1  Antimony speciation at different pH'"
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Fig.2 The sources, conversion and biotoxicity testing methods of Sb in soil



B33% M2

TS AR B0 A T EER B b B Y A W R VP T T AR

2021 4£ 4 H

Rl IBERERRBPHELEDXNREBED N WEFELR
Table 1  Toxicity of antimony compounds in soil and extract liquid to different microorganisms and animals
B R EXvES] R EY) sk oy HIER AR ECs
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Table 2 The comparison of plants responses of antimony

potassium tartrate in potted soil
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Table 3 Biomarkers of plant toxicity mechanism of antimony
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