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Abstract ; Static and dynamic leaching experiment were conducted for the heap leaching
tailings from Some Uranium Mine, Guangdong,to study the leaching characteristics of the
main contaminants from uranium tailings contacted with rain. The results show that quanti-
ties of H* ,uranium(U) and sulfate ion (SO, ) were released in the process of tailings-
water interaction. In the case of static leaching experiment,the pH of leachate ranges from
3.3 to0 3.71,the maximum concentration of U and SO,”” are 124 mg/L and 5.28 g/L re-
spectively. In dynamic leaching test,the pH of leachate ranges from 3. 34 to 4. 08 , the max-
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imum concentration of U and SO, are 438.95 mg/L and 7.9 g/L respectively. The re-

lease of U and SO,”~ were fast in the initial stage and then became slow. It indicates that

the fast release of U is mainly due to the dissolution of uranyl complex absorbed on the tail-

ings surface.
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Fig.1 Curves of pH and concentration of U and

SO, of leachate from the static and

dynamic leaching experiment
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Fig.2 Cumulative leaching amount of U over time

in the dynamic and static leaching test
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