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NAAE EFdA £2¢ F(TJHA)F AmdID, Ew(IDe] HEF Ao NG AATN+E
%% 81 di-2-ethylhexyl phosphoric acid9} Al toluened AH8-3l9 ErmF&Yor T3
o o} %7} 0.1IM NaClOsolAl TJHAS] % carboxylate capacity® A3 A AYPoz B
Alg Ay 3757 meq/golil, apparent pKaxe 515 oItk TJHASE Am(III) ¥ Eu(iDY =A%
(AAEZS loghBl & logh2 #}L FUY o3z I$¢=2 7 A, Eu-TJHAS 0.1M
NaClOs 9w log B1= 59482 +(6.83 £ 0.3) ¥ log B2=5687a + (1044 + 0.4)o]¥, Am-TJHAZ
log B1=4004a + (696 £02) & log B2=3719a + (11.71 + 0.2)o]A}.
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HALGAZIE 5 S 44 2 AHFS 4452 AFH 540] AL #nk oh gy
W71 g A7) wiie) FUI IS BESe AW AA@ A fAF LERA Q)
FEFo 2R G433 Ao o Bk WAYHAIIEY HAAdA Lo HolE Al o3
AE TAMIEAo] A AAEALE {24 7HeA4S HE 4 Qe Aotk

a3 AAEARTA SANE FARVIE & HEYD FEZL UBd fAT FALEF
Hel AEFAY R olF(migration) HAQoAM F8Y FEE 3= A= WAL Jom A4
Tl EAZe FEAY T2 £ BihEsitte HolAM P Fo] AdBHo R £5E
AbaLZE R G Aol AR AEH FEL olF e FEZY FaAd T A4o] @2 FuiH
3 geh agn 48 QAL @Ele] dAARE FAqME olE Al Fwe BAZAY
A WAL F olF L A AFo BT AHAY YEe 7IRARE FI7] dAAE A3t
FaAF FAGEFl fE2E 7Hedol Ae AQe] FEAF ol PAIAFT IS AE G
g Bo FFHY @77 478 AF7AX Eu B AmF F43e] AE9EL §aFEy
(1-5] ol2m@, FFE3, 2 554 Z2ntEadRay, do3, MY T 714 4y
o2 A7HI o

B =EdAe ddAge SAA EXdA FE2F 4% dEF 2 GEHFS €29

Eu(lID3} Am(I) °]2e] g FHTJHA)FH S £35% AR FrE SuaE oz T3
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NaOH$ HCI2 AH8-3le] whHE-3le] olu] WEF y6]9 2ol FASAT F4te] EHBA WY
oz EITAYYor Fite] {194 ZEEA, FUETE FIFEY, EXIIEE B,
F Lol 2nPLF ¢ FI2EAY] FFEAE 93, EFFAPY6ILE YT M AFHE
g, Hd 2MEY 'H-NMR 297, ®C-NMR 29 E3-g Z33ch

Al¢F. 4-pyridineethane sulfonic acid$} 2-morpholneethane sulfonic acide Aldrich#l, Acetate,
toluene, di-2-ethylhexyl phosphoric acid(HDEHP)= MerckA E3AleFS ALttt 18T o
AHENEL Eu-1529F Am-2412 u]=9] IPLAIR R 7319 Alg3qt

AdWY. F4te] proton exchange capacity$t apparent pKar NaClO42 ol7ZT g ZAG
Z39M pH Aoz EAAATG F24¥L FEA= 0001M HDEHP/tolueneg, 4§-39]
ol2ZEE 0IM (Na+H)CIOQ! =AM ®Eu Ex *Am FAHAE A8t Agrz 4L
oA 12413 F&3} A

4. T894 B4 AA4F Ao (Packardrite] 2d: 2500 TR/AB)Z, Al8¢] pHE Orion
960 pH712 &A33q9ct

3. A% % =9
1. F4%x. Eull) ¥ Am{IDH Fihe] HAEFS Aded dag F49 FEx F4do] 71
A e 2AE71T FHoIHe AR A JHF FaF 4FE = Jt2EAY Y FES

A B3] 98 F48 01M NaOH ¥FEg Ao HAF HZ T A
4E yeidzloltt. ol il EYEFNS] F sl2B47] FFe 3575 meq/gol
H, 84%0l23 Fi4te] A=A FHAEANAN 2 B4t (free humate) T+ o3 o)
Adste] AHE-3tATh AH FAEE (eg/l) = FEE(E/L) x ¥ 712847 3F (eq/r) x ©I
2T (2)°]H, J71A o& AEF pHAAM ] F4t o] 23 E Yeldith tid EFFA o)
3x(e) AZte] T pKapE EAISY B FAL o] 237t 7190 wWat pKeay kol 3715
 A¥3Q Az AP (polyelectrolyte)e] SA4E JeElR glon, AAAHPYe g 1§
WA EGEANS] pKape 5152 Uelgth Fig. 2& TJHAS HAPZAAE log(e/(1-a)) W pHe
el =AE "ol 7AAQA izt A Ao ¥ Henderson-Hasselbach 4] ¥ ¥ 3}
HAZHE YA, pH = pKagp + n logle/(1-2)) (ng 45)9k 2oy olu pKayyp o logla
/1-a)E =AEE d7) Fdelth B H¥L Fig. 2014 Jeld nlspzdo] Fibel o] 23w s}
pHe] fANA log(a/(1-a)ol g pH W37 AHBAE olF&= 94 pH 4-6 oA Am,
Euste] BP0l ds Agsiad.

2. F4£FE9 AT BullD £ Am(IDol &3 FAHTJHA) ZE9] ZAR AFENSE
g3y oz 7§ WEHQ 2 ATE Table 1 L Fig. 35 2t} Table 1614 D, g 4t
ol it 4¥=ANA T AYPteltt. A¥AFE AN TP L o143 4 (HRRH A
FAEEE UD: - VDol didte] £A)8le] Haxgge s aba] A4l 13 3Hlinear term)3
22} 3(square term) & T Holth 233 D = Mlo/Midw #& TorresT [1]o] AP 3}
o] 2§ 54 logD™ = 2.93 pH + 2.90 log[(HDEHP)2] + (0.05+0.02)%} logD™™ = 2.72 pH +

294 log{(HDEHP)] + (-0.86+0.03)2 ©]83t £ A¥=2< 0001 M [(HDEHP)2] #& thdst
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o] pH Wglol tisle] A ke AMESAT FE&Fo) 2T FANe) Fr7HA AEo] FA4dG
B Al FE AAEYFE By, A2 FEY AYEFTE L2 FAFRAT £ R B3k
133 2 2248 A9 Do @9 td e 344, F, 1AF =1/De x B, 22% =1/De x
B2& ol &3] AASATE olsto] T AP FA o|Fx (a) W log 815 o] 23E
(a) W logBz2 ZZtell Wzt TAStY MPF3AY ZT2IPo R Asie FaBAHE 78
log 85 &9 ol&&=(e)d 3ty =A8HH Fig. 4 % Fig. 59 #th

3. 43 Eu(ll) 2 Am(IDel29 FEFH. AFA dL& FHTJHA)F Eulllh) =
Am(IIDol 29 3% HAFPZAAE 1/De-1/D1 B AR FAEEE ZASE Fig. 33 2o =€ 4
A= FAHo] ofd FHRFEE Jehdnh o|RL Fie] ARFE HHdie Holx 3kt o]
o] A2 FE (second complex)e] FAQHT Atte g onjdch & AFPA & FuiAF
Z23Au0) A F 71X £F9 FE F MA £ MAyl dAd8dn B 4 dd. AF7A
Eu(llD) ol23 Fitel ZEFHed 3¢ d7EAE 2 2/HA et AA=HD Jok 473
i 927l 10191 FE A4 (7-9], S5 WA L1E 1291 $71A 84 [, 10, 547
w927} 10190 FEHAolA F4te wigsle Art g FEe] F JHX AAEE Ae 117
21y H1 Yok 28 AAAdA F&F ELFFAF BuDY wgo HF EudD Fo —
Do Aol QF AA7] AHEH ATZRE MA R MA; FES JAFTE A4S gttt
[12]. o) Ze A7AHE Bul, Fib3 F£ol2Te] ARl tia] AXAQ Sl F4He
AAE 72 gAY 2§ oY 2FAY) 1FoE FEE F Ut ol&E: AP
o] Zte g4, djzlei AN A 2 dATRE 54 1 Bd JhEdith

4. ) olesiEs WATHE. FAe) SN pH Z7hEW ARSI F7H
£ Age pyl 27189 sz AgdE 99 Facleste ARl U= BEo]
%, 2ET 2% FAZ) T b 2o YHETT B Al HBY IPTHSE B, A2
Agel PAEAFE 23T Y, BulD-F4 2 AmUID-F4 FEI4 319IA phrt 37
ol watA Al FAEFF(B)7E A2 FHEAFF(BY) BT FAY oleBEe] wet o =7
dere WA ok olsie FRE qARY WAL Fnst ol esigel et Fadve A
37t ZrhEEE §A% F50l2e) AWM © B¢ HEYAo| dusm, olestFtd uld
da 2ge) IAEs Z7HEE AYE A9ET At

5. 43 Eu(l) @ Am(IlDe]& & AALAFS Hla., & APdA AT A ES
FHTIHAS Am(IDe] &2l A= Z44Y At o5 E2THF2] Bradford 3504
AHAF FF (LBHA)S 7FAL Torres (117} &332 73 A4S dsvlas] 29 Fig.
67 Zth ol2RYdA FYF Iz R FEolR A WA IARAFE F ol
Agle] ot vl BAIZE Sk FpSHdLst A FSFALY o]2WAL vjastd Eu(l) #®
Am(ID3} FAEETe] ARG P2 ol AM SFHdL9 FEFHdLsd FAHED
9] AAEZFA dF AolE AFF £ AL otk ol A2 Eull) E Am(ID3 &
AEE 7] At =4S pHel i3 =AY 23 131914 EullD) ¥ Am(ID3 F4FETe ¢

A7t A9 fARSEARE Eu(Del AS7F Am(IIDe AR 47 Avde A AT
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Am(IID3} Eu(liDe] o]¥t3o] 097543 0950A 22 Am(IDe] ¢t A2 Am(IID-F4F FE
o] =7 EuD-§4 28 8o PP B& Aotk o3k =(ae)7t 05U, log 8™ >
log 81", log 825 > log B ™eltt. WelA FAH oz o]2EHWE FAd HE&sted 7 o
g £l gejEEYoe s T Eu(liD-E4 2 Am(ID-F4 #FHE9 A= F-28Y 3+7)
2V L 3 FEES dag AR HRAATL d&sed 08T ¢ Adn 2ok
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pH

Table 1. Distribution coefficients of Am(III) with TaeJon-HA at pCH 4.0
pCH=4.0 (0.004 M total acetate), ( a =0.230),
[=0.IM NaCl, [HDEHP)];=1.0 X 10°M, Temp.=20T, Do=1.58 X 10

HAGD(ea/1x109 | 2| by | 1D |vpe-vor
{cpm)
pH| @ |HA()|initial| final | 0% | A%
phase | phase
4.0 0.229 0l 0.000 0| 14958 4777|3.131] 0.319 0
4.0f 0.229 10} 3.616( 0.832 349) 3624]0.096|10.384; 10.064
4.0; 0.229 20} 7.232! 1.663 214| 5792/0.037,27065[ 26.746
4.0 0.229 25| 9.040] 2.079 133] 6535 0.029/49.135] 48.815
40| 0.229 30(10.842 2.495 113] 9122{0.012(80.726] 80.406
4.0; 0.229 35{12.656| 2911 104] 10963| 0.009{10541| 105.094
Results Coefficient B log B
linear term 865 X 10° 1.37 x 10 7.14
square term | 944 X 10° 149 x 10% 12.17
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Fig. 1. Titration Curve and its Derivative for Taejon
Humic Acid

Figure 2. Henderson-Hasselbalch plot
for Taejon humic acid titration
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Figure 3. Eu-Taejon humic acid binding.
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Figure 5. Variation of Eu-Tagjon humic acid
stability constants with the degree
of humic acid ionization.
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Figure 4. Variation of Am-Taejon humic
acid stability constants with the
degree of humic acid ionization.

16

14}

2

10

leg B

0.0 2 4 6 R 1.0

Fig. 6. Comparison of stability constants between
Am-Taejon humic acid and Am-Bradford
humic acid with the degree of humic acid
ionization
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