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MR ED?, BE, XE TR TR FL e, A4 E
LBERFR TR, MUK FE R R S AR E K E L=, AR 610059; 2. i ERL 2= B A S A BB 5T h
L, FHEFREERLE SRR E, LT 1000855 3. T Al K AF AR BE, FRIH 450002

M E (KB (Galaxolide, HHCB) /& LI i —Fh 3 0 PRGNS 1Y, BAREN®EE, WEBE
VR FR . BN R (electrical resistance heating, ERH) B M4 5) s ildy, &digin AT A IS R H3EBE T
FE o SR E FOEH 0 B AR B BT T B A R i B L A K ROR - R AR S X
HHCB £ BRACR A2 m , IR R 07 1 ik xt T2 S 80T Tiifh. 253801, 3 HHCB 2 Bk 5 B H 37 5 B2 F
BRI JE DS B A HERLAR A B R K AE RS KR 40% . ORI 1~2 mm R L 7 5
12 Veem™ BT, 6 h, HHCB LERZCR AL, RBRFRHN T 81.35%. 8 i ma nif i e #5008 f6 75 31 1) A%
HETESREM N, &KE39.07%, 1R 292 mm, HIZTRIE 12.64 V-em™, 7815 0F T 13 HHCB (1 2 (&
TN 86.43%; TEARLIG M, 3N EM B HHCB £ BRI SKRSHHRAE>SHIMmE ., AR5
FIRT WA HIF Y HENBE RS

KRR LS RS BRI A R s ma R 1k T Ak

Z B3 & (Polycyclic musks, PCMs)fE A HEM AN T &M ER ST ZNHTFHHGY, #+4
ook DURY A YIRS RSN B Ba R U, Hirr, fEREFFF (Galaxolide, HHCB) J& 3
ot AR VR B R LR PCMs 2 —, FERIL =M, REEMAIL =4 LEPh O EE, &
Hh i B s O 7.22 pgkg ' Pl HHCB #H TR O WU ZE | TR &K B 245, & — Rk
PE. IRV R R AVER DG ), TR P ERE R, A TEAEMENE SR, BANS W
I | R P 200 0 ARG W R T A R AR S OB SR R0, i e B 5
VAN Bt

G, T TIEAE 5 45 R A DTS e R )y vk 2O BT . SOl . g R R
Il S i A 2 2 BT B B e A8 DB AN B BEL N #4445 R (electrical resistance heating, ERH) 7 - 38 vp 42 3
SR SAHHE A A, HORGE AR T RN ER R TR B S HOR B AR AR X 1
A MU SRS W PESR . X HIER SN L B R R RN G A SR TS G A LAY ERH RSN
%?*E&* Bl 5 1 FH 1) 5 B a5 | AR R R R K g 2 U0, ERH 2 B T BRI 2
B R AL N IEE, AR T RR R, AR R AN E R EA HLTS Qe S K W R A A
s BHEE: 2022-01-02; FAHHEA: 2022-03-28
HEWB: EZXEA LT RTE (2020YFC1808300 F1 2018YFC1802106); [E % H R Bl 3 4 ¥ Bh W H (42077126); b 5t i Bl 4L
LIRS (21911000020190);  HARFBE BHBFAL % s A I H  ( YIKYYQ20190029 )

E—EH: MINE (1997—), Z, BEAF5 4, 2374224461@qq.com; DRBIE(EE: #W/E 2 (1981—), H, Wi+, #H#z,
pushengyan13@cdut.edu.cn
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e 23 1 S0 HEKE 1S Y W AL IR AR U S 3 BRH B RIS ISR BRI
TR AR DL R B[] AU HAN 5P RT HAN S50 R 3, /K43 0% ERH DGR 22 1A R %I
KA, BRI 5R BEAE 8 Veem ' I, SR KE LA A B K W o . B EVT R, TERIR K &
FRMEMT, Sy F e e, 8 Veem ' BIHLIZ MR REKF 15 g +IET 5 min N I &=
KBS, T2 Veem ! B E Bl A, AE 8 Veem ! HL %58 E RN I 6 mLO0.1%NaCl, 4% 30 min #b
K 6mL, HIt (a) tEEBRFEN 51.56%, FUE (RS, 138 v s Yo 49 156 B 20 5 B Ao 28 384 o i
Bk, RLARRN/NT 75 pm, 75~125 pm. 125~250 pm. 250~425 pm - 3 R A8 22 7R T A R I R Rk R
53 9h 49.53% . 73.88%. 83.56% F 87.09%. 2= SE R H] Design-Expert M b7 [ 1f 725 6 Ak i £k
T IR AR B AR MR S, B AR AR E AR RS BEAEH, RBLf
HEAR, BAERS RN EI TG Y LR R A B ERm., Har, ©&FRNC
Hk AN ERH AL $ PAHSs 5 9% + 38317 TR0 BRE , WP BRI 144 & A HLT5 Y49 PCMs 1Y
WG4 i, 1 H, ERH 2Bt A% v % 52 i PR 22 5 M0t B R 46 v oA B

P, ASBIFZE (A A =0 0 s B AR &, WFSE s B | 5 KRN R AR X N T AR
HHCB 75 % + 3 2 BRAOCR Y52, 5% 1 Box-Behnken i i il 7 12 2 57 4% P £ 5 + 3 HHCB [ %
Z (BB L AR Y 3 A %o w7 T P A A v £ R A 4 B, ST ERH 852 HHCB 15 % 38 rh 45 52 1
R M R BAER, S8R N T 2S5, DU R A BRI & 4 R 0% T8 R FH £ 4k 200 0 5 2
85,
1 MRER*%
1.1 TIEHA

SEES - HER [ AT U X AR Z TG YRR HHE (0~25 em), FEAR AR T EHEFRES, W
0 A BT TR B A A . (R R A A AN 1 TR, RIS AR E N 1 mgkg ' 1Y
HHCB 5 4% -3, B 200 mL 5 mg-L™" % HHCB % W& 4 2J W A 1 kg & 0 09 - 388 v, 30005 30 78 43 4k
, RAREMEIRSPIRS) 240, 2k 14d &,

T LW EIREARIEUNME R

Table 1 Basic properties of experimental soil

Rt oA
pH TOC HAWE/% HBN% EP/% HK/%
Fiki(<0.002 mm)/% HBL(0.002~0.02 mm)/% PRL(0.02~2 mm)/%
9.01 1.75 1.38 0.11 068  20.1 2.99 14.52 82.49

1.2 SEWIRF 5

1) IR, RS R (CH, O, Zr#r4l). IEC ke (CH,,, ifal), — 4 H & (CH,CL, (4%
4y, JNBEI (CH,COCH,, {ai%al).,

2) SEEANER o F A 4 E BN A S R B R R R A 1 TR, BB N HE (AR 10 em,
8 em)y ACTRHLA . IR, A . WA . HOKEE . FEARE MU SOMAIAG . AR i B S B
FHAYL (B35 7890-7000B, 35 42 HE4) . finsk i 7 2 A (U5 350, FEER K HIR). IRAIHL (B5 SCI-
FS, RETEEHER).
1.3 WHE

D) R R, Ry SAKEM R R TR R R, ARSI Rk 2 o
Ro ¥ 800 g T AL B A5 e A B T O BRI A 258 FARIGBERE I A) AT R 28 I L VR i L
TR HEAT I 8, 43 96 A W] i (][] B& (30, 60, 120, 180, 240, 300, 360 min) HUKE, 75 +HE%
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E1 HREEmMASEREREE
Fig. 1 Schematic of the lab-scale ERH equipment

HGSM, 754 CHB TR H M, #H17 #2 BEESBRHE
3 HVEATLL Table 2~ Scheme of single factor experiment

2) Wiy g IS ELOE A . R B R B AE S Fe e (Viem ) FKF% R /mm
FRAC 5 A R 25 1 SR AR 4 P B 28 B T 1 8 30 12
erh HHCB K BRR B2 . A4 50 R 1 5256 Z 10 30 1~2
SE I E R KRR KA S e S 12 30 1~2
H, DA EREFNSHZHE, K Box-Behnken ] 1 30 =2
R 15 B 0 15 e+ R 3 IR 3R N . o
MY SE g, SR P ER SR LR 3, ., b 2 "
14 S 8 12 30 1~2

D ACER 53 BT o ASHIE 98 R i 5 77 25 L 9 12 40 12
% (ASE 350) $2 Ht + 1 v ) HHCB, & HI < AH 10 12 50 12
o 3% 5 % 1k FH ) (% $E {8 7890-7000B) & 2 47 1 12 30 <0.25
Br . BC 4 DB-5MS 4 i # (30 mx0.25 mmx 12 12 30 0.25~0.5
0.25 pm); (4% KL TR BF O, MR E P 2 20 031
120 °C 145 2 min, L 15°C-min” 7+ % 180 C , 1: Z 22 ;j

SRIGLA 2 °Comin™' FFZ 200 °C, )5 LA 30 °C -min!
T+ % 280 CHEFE Smin; A . WA I E

%3 WIRIEE KM E F R T
S AR 1 mLminT'; #ERE SR §

Table 3 Level and code of experimental variables based on

g3 Wk A 23 B ] 0.75 ming R iR response surface methodology
1ple BRiE0h, ELE IR, &R K
250 C, PEHE B T HHHIS, HHCB f {4 7 R A 0 m
B4 12,075 min, %% & T (m/z) 2431, WEEE X, 10vem!  12vem!  l4vem
2) B HiE 5y M o HHCB 2 BR 20 % 3153 n =X akE X, 20% 30% 40%
(1) P THERR X, <l mm 1~2 mm 2~3 mm
R=2"%%100% 1)
Co

s RATIEFISIYI LR, % o HISTYIWIG B8, meke's ¢ AR E
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t Hsf ) S5 75 e P 04 5% 7 T i 43 4L, mgrkg s
2 #ER5iTR
2.1 EBIHEEX TIEIRE X HHCB £ R E S0

AN [R] L 37 5% B X 4 HE IR T HHCB 25 BR W52 m an & 2 i .t B 2(a) T B B 0E ok
16 Veem ™' B, - IEFHEHE AEH 3.705 Comin™', AT 70 min, AR EE 10 Veem™! B, TR #
N 0.517 C-min™', FEEESEI Y 190 min, Hi75RE 8 Veem™ B, RIHEN#A 360 min, I Bt Xk DLk
SR S . IR, TR HOR R, B PR REK i A A ) (R )y, ik R
HL 375 I e I B A B R R T, g Rl 2 AL TR — RS R,
WL M 22 TDTE A O m0 , RLRE LAk e s TR BGE S, el S R A ) b TR, H R
LT[ B L 5 s o 5 M 39 e = 14 <9 S 77 O 1 M LTSS 9 NI Rl o -
HHZ, FHEERM, & RRR e R R RO S LR R, KR TR R
TSR, AR,

120 1 80
100
60
o 80 &
= i ¢ g 40 +
m 60 I/ d i
—8—8V-cm’'
40F B —O0—10V-cm™! 20 [ !
—A—12V-cm’! -
5 ——14V-cm™! ——14V-cm™!
20 —*— 16 V- cm! of —*—16 V- cm-
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
JE BEF B 1] /min JE RS ] /min
(a) it (b) B

B2 A FEHIFEE X HHCB MR E M LR RN M
Fig. 2 Effect of different electric field strength on HHCB desorption temperature and removal rate

1 [ 2(b) AT & Hy, VAT 60 min, 3 HHCB 2 Bk 28 B HL 377 50 B 3 Jnimg 384 m , oh 3508 5 oy
16 Veem ™' I 2 BRACR fedE . HBIZSRIE N 12, 14 Veem ' B, 60~120 min 725 HEL 3758 B R |1 T /K 43 19 Bk
MR, WE TR, L9 HHCB LR R EMR . BIZ®E RN 10 Viem™ I, 180~300 min, -3
HHCB 2 M R fig . SO0 360 min B, [ 8 Veem™ b, iR Rl 25 5 R 52 B 37 380 B A2 R 28 7 . H
YN 10012, 14 Veem™ [, 38 f HHCB 7£ 300 min #4 T BEFEP47, 55 KRR R 70.6%. +
e vh HHCB 19 25 5 5% Bl H, 37 5 B2 (9 384 A0 52 05 38 n J5 s/ a3 o LI PRI AT BB, 7R S Y
THOKS T, BIEOR, A HH RS S B AR, BRI AR AR R, UK O3 2R R R
Pr, L3 HHCB B0 25 BB . (H Bl SO HE AT, R L3 O B I K Ak, b AR
@I, YRR ER RS, 1 HHCB LR EURWBEZ FRET2, 380, Ao 350 B R AR I X LU #4 +
oKl A, T YY) ZBRBOR AN BT PR, SR Gl 00 H 37 2 R 0 AU B AR U I ) X K B
5 HHCB & KL H
22 BKEITIREE K HHCB EHRFEMNF Y

AN [R] A HE 5 K FR T A S U B2 N HHCB A BR R B2 4 18 3 o . Il 3(a) AT A, IR
M 12 Veem™ B, RIEWIR S KR KT 30%, FFR SRR T 90 min HALH ANFA 30 min, -3 AE A
Kl SRR 5 T ERT AR F KRR T 20% W, AR 110 min, 8 d s R L RBIAE) 74.6 C . X
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120 1 100
—a— 10% —v—40%
—0—20% —*—50%
100 | 80 F—a—30%
o 80F S 60 |
L= S 40t
60 b i
a0t 20
X —a— 10% —0—20% —A—30%
3 +40%+50% ol
20 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 0 50 100 150 200250 300 350 400
5[] /min [t ] /min
(a) WA (b) EBrzx

E 3 TEE/KZEX HHCB MR E M ER RN

Fig. 3 Effect of different water content on HHCB desorption temperature and removal rate

YLEH, IR IR S KR S SRR B R I 1 DG i%a*gﬁi%@&%%ﬁ%lﬁ 1+
Bm Lt 7R KRR T E , B TE T o LB ok e, R R
SREE T, B 4R ERHRE D, MUK AWER R P s, RS /KREAL, R
WK, PRGN . X B AR RS RE P A5 ot H BEL I AROK SIS 1 R e — 2

H & 3b) WA, R & ACRALT 20% B mmB%ﬁ%%KﬁXM%,i%mﬁﬁmz
BT 40% I, RO 120 min S5, B K A RGN 1 HE HHCB 22 BR R i A B o X vl B £
HHCB 2% 55 2 B + 38 5 7K J i B4 hn S 88 i vk /D o 76 S i 160 min, 3835 B Fi HHCB 25 B 2R il
0 ST T T ) WO i =5 73 M 5 A = 5= 7 N T o = 5 N N N S U e A A
ARSI M T, ERMNATE, SRR, AR ST 5 98 T W7 R Z 5
%%Hmmmwmﬁu {5 HHCB 57K 43 & A= 3L 0 i g W), E i o 7 R BRACR . A 0F
FRW], 1HYY R LIGE of 5K A i A BRPY, LR AE ERH £ B = & 6 555 G i it 5
mﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ@”%m%%%m%m,mHWEi%ﬁ TR IR B K Wk S, K ZE VR IR
B AE TS G BT R, 2R IRE N RO TS U s i AR X AR R A L (R,
REKFL R, Ko 7E £ R )E B AR K 6 AT 5 2 BHLAS 4 58 0K VR J2 40 28 1 HHCB 4143 [ A L
JBLBE, A AILTS Y DA A 8 1) SOMH A AR e R s Az B BRI P, L R B B ) 4 S, XS Y
B 50238 114 52 i) A /N

B & 4(a) AT B, REMK ST, UV 95 min J5 LRI IAREAL, FEG IR T,

1.0 T T T 1.0
100 [ MLITTT] 100 F .lll 9005
.[‘ 108 \/. 108
80 F 80
£ 1< o 106
i 60 2w 60 =
= " eanay 0.4 ? = {04 B
40 L 40 +
—— i \
—o— Hij 02 —— R 10.2
—0— 2
20 - %00000000&0000000 20 i
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 O
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
i} &) /min [} [A]/min
(a) REbK (b) #h/k30 mL

E 4 K43t BE A0 A EL R AR E B9 22 i

Fig. 4 Effect of moisture on resistance heating current and temperature
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Kl (o) AT A, B RS, 7E 100 A1 200 min AT 30 mL 2% 25 77K DABS e i ot , PR¥AFIREE, 7F
ZAM TR IR TR R S, AR 100 C 224 RFFRE . 20 50 min J5 RER A K Wb . K,
HL i BT 2 A AN T B /N R B T IR B R BRI KRS SR E, R .
AT, 7K a3 AR g BEL IR Y OGBS
23 TIEAAEITIREE X HHCB XM ERF T

+ ek 42 % A HE IR B A HHCB £ BR R A2 A& 5 BroR . # & S() T & R AR /)
JUTE RV 50 min 3 EDBEINAAE] 100 °C, A 307 A2 8 K I B ) A b S T B IR S B K R AR /N T
0.25 mm, 60 min B I FF GE IR 7K W ASOUR B2, FF IR A ] 40 min. 1 38K A2 0 23 mm, 110 min A
A BB K SRR, FFIREHELN 170 min, - 3ERARHN, THE R, FRRAUR M2 . XA
S, I ORI BN, B AR 2, PRI R A, IR TR R, e
ik (>100 C) fREF—BEf )5, BEE L HK sz &, SR BHAR3E n, 8 FE T 1R B M R AR,

H & sy nT A, HHERAR/NT 0.25 mm B, 43 HHCB A K L BR R N 49.3%., +HER 2R
2~3 mm, + 3 HHCB f KPR N 74.2%. + 3 HHCB A9 2 B 0+ HOR AR (38 K miss K, + 4
RN, R RUER K, 0k L 0 B o507 ik 2, HHCB &) # A £ 56 fLAR 2 9 JOB il i ok
LA NGB 25 Bk . GBADEBO 460 (I F 5% B s, RLAR /N 1) 4 198 EL A B 22 (1% W2 BRF i A7 11 B B 114 T
B 7, DT REAR T V5 G 90 0 0 BRE o RS e AR 4 B R S ARE b ORI Y
HHCB KB/ 28 THA TR, 7T ASE @R AR, 5K & 30db s, Wi i ook il 32 1 % 4% 5%
b

120 80
70
100 -
60
© 80 | § 50
= ¥ 40t
= 60} &
M 30 —=—<0.25 mm
# —a—<0.25 mm 20k —0—0.25~0.5 mm
40 2 —o— 0.25~0.5 mm —&—(0.5~1 mm
Sa T i
—v— 1~ ~
20 —*— 2~3 mm 0 2-3 mm
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
it fia]/min JIE B s ] Amin
(a) IS (b) ZBk

& 5 ARERZE3T HHCB BB R 02 i 2R 0 &2 0
Fig. 5 Effect of different particle size on HHCB desorption temperature and removal rate

2.4 F M B A X ER PR A0 A & BR HHCB 3R S H Ry 1L

1) M T 2504 o A AL HHCB H BEIAA Y T2 564, 03 MR ER (IR (X)), &KF
(X BHERIAE (X)) 47 3 INER 3 KPRy N il e AL se g, i+, 0. -1 o nfURAE S K, K
FBRACR (Y) ME R R, #52) Z mABER, fE 5 e 0 T 2240 i i T SE 56 T 00 Ik 4
Feas o

A5 B A% AT B R UAEAEL 53 31y 43.9% 1 86% . TR RLA 7 B =X (2) BT o

Y, = 68.42 + 144X, + 12.06X, + 7.98X; + 5.97X, X, = 0.95X, X5 + 6.55X, X5 — 2.87X; —4.57X5 - 4.25X;  (2)

WA= (2), R RN BREOTRRICE EX Y, EA R, B R SR BT RO 2 R R
MEAE, AR R B E AR R, S U ES BT sl @) rlAn, mgseiE . &K
FROM b R AR X X0 L BEIN A 22 BR A ARG e HEAE T, AL 30 BRI & K R | K SRR R R AR 2 TA] A
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TERCHR AP RV, PR 37 0 R N R AR A7
TE R 55 B BRI VR o B A AR B R SR 0.991
6, XK IZBAPARERL, MLRMHES
AL ITI A B M W) 45 o

2) M 17 1T 45 S 43 AT o i 7 T8 [l 05T AR AR 1) T
ZEM AT IR S iR o AR R g, [l A A A ()
F1{H M 9226, H. Prob>F/NT 0.000 1, i/NT
0.05, RPREBIRIAT & L, ARELBAMFT, 7K
BN A HERL AR X BT R 28 A BRI, 3 Fp
S M DR 2R PRI B 2803 1 S e R B AR,
KRS+ BRI AR >H 750

75 A2 HAE FH X HHCB 25 6 28 5 W 14 0 )7
[ R = A e IO N A T S S =
RN T A F R, R e A A
R HEER S, hE 6@ nEH, B
5 B 5 B KR X HHCB 25 bR 5 52 i 52 0 1
(3 T AR AL, FE i B 1 3 el 45 B T AR b A
NS o 3K U T FE L T A U5 R 258 23 g e 7 AL A7
TOKFMEW K THRE, 250 ELER
LEIAVBAEFEDR, S BAEHA L,
WG RN, ARSI FMAT, Higim
BEAE WA, RS KR AL 5
i 8 Bk % . X 5 ERH S2FR W H L KAy 2
Y+ ERH o)) A i 9 3 2L — 3. L8k
A8 R S K SR A e 7 TR AT 6(b) BT < Bl
B 7K R A R AR B B i 5 R A 3 if AR
A, B KSR H BEL N A 25 B 23 e 1 {1 A 5 e K
TR, 2 AR AT i A IR I
Bk, CHEAEMAHE . M2 T, BigmE
ek AR 0 52 B AR AT . A 6(c) I
7, Bl R L R AR RGN, 3 T AR
G%, S (e 2 AN [RR AT R R A e R A - kL
RARMAZEAAEN . Bz & EEE,
AR RS - AL B AR KR, T HL 3
98 38 R T BOK A3 PR 2 R B R A, TS
YLy i WRROR B 55, R R S D . AR R e R
iy T B R T SRR R, KR
39.07%. Fif%2.92 mm, HLIFGIRE 12.64 V-em™',
ELEN Y, TERRE . TSR 1
BERiAR 3R G E MM O, o Bee Rl

[ I 4 516 4%
R4 o HHESCIE TR
Table 4 Response surface experimental conditions
e X/ (V-em™) Xy/% X,y/mm Y /%
1 14 40 2 78.9
2 10 20 2 55.0
3 14 30 3 71.5
4 12 30 2 66.9
5 12 20 3 47.7
6 12 30 2 69.5
7 14 30 1 56.0
8 12 20 1 46.3
9 10 30 1 49.2
10 12 40 1 58.4
11 12 40 3 86.0
12 12 30 2 68.0
13 12 30 2 68.7
14 14 20 2 439
15 10 40 2 66.1
16 12 30 2 69.0
17 10 30 3 68.5

x5 MEHE KRB SESHR
Table 5 Response surface quadric model analysis of variance
VR SEOrAL AmEE BUTA FfH Prob>F
BEER 222836 9 247.60 9226  <0.000 1"
X, 16.53 1 16.53 6.16 0.042 1"
X, 1164.03 1 1164.03  433.75 <0.000 1™
X, 508.80 1 508.80  189.59  <0.000 1"
X, X, 142.80 1 142.80 5321 0.0002"
X; X, 3.61 1 3.61 1.35 0.284 1
X, X, 171.61 1 171.61 63.95  <0.000 1"
X, 34.74 1 34.74 1295  0.008 8"
X,? 88.03 1 88.03 32.80  0.000 7
X;? 75.96 1 75.96 2831  0.001 17
B 2% 18.79 7 2.68 - -
AT 14.72 3 491 4.82 0.081 3
Al 4.07 4 1.02 - -
MEE 2247.14 16 - - -

e R RORIZ I B FE (P<0.01); “*”FoR iz E#
(P<0.05); “~ZFn I TCEUE

FHiH ERH X HHCB 75 4 8 KBRS, O T 20 S Bt Bs LAl
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FRR%

FLZSREEAV - om™)
(@) L3908 B8 70 498 55 7K 3 X HHCB 25 R 352 M g i o 145 1 2 ]

ZBRE%
3.0
87
76.8
25
s 665 :
it £
% 56.3 &
M & & 2.0
46 ’ =
.H
30 - L5
2.0 _30 S
Ll 15 25 kB
R &
T 1020 e 192 25 30 35 40
FIEEKFR%
(b) -3 &K SEARAE X HHCB A [ S5 Mg 37 18 1452 ]
LBRFI%

11 12 13
HLR BE/(V - cm™)

() FLI73 3 A0 - R A2 X HHCIB 25 55 5 S M6 6 o 1255 7 2 11
[ 6 3% B XM Rz i A0 S £k [E

Fig. 6 Interaction effect response surface and contour plot

R~

1) FKA . BRI R L 758 B X ERH 2% B + 488 vh HHCB HAT HE 5,

2) -4 HHCB 14 25 Bk 32 B8 4 %2 0 ERH B4 71 il 28 3 140 6] (AR 1] $22 S B 6 Mt RS Aok ] )
B, R R R K R M R, RBRACRAEI IR e ORISR, D IR B AL A I A
T 45 50 RS 25 3%

3) 3 AR PR R 0 HHCB 25 BR A B AR U, &K R> ORI AR >R ; mH, "R
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%16 &

BERIS KR, S AR L3R A2 2 A 3 i W R VE . ERH it T2 S8, &KE
39.07%. Fiff2.92 mm. HLIZIEE 12.64 V-em™, 7EMEM T, +3E HHCB 195 B5% N 86.43%.
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Abstract  Galaxolide(HHCB) is an emerging semi-volatile organic pollutant in soil, it has high toxicity and
therefore needs remediation. Due to its high efficiency in achieving homogeneous soil heating, electrical
resistance heating (ERH) technology has been more and more applied in organic polluted soil remediation. In
this paper, the influence of electric field intensity, water content, and soil particle size on the ERH removal
efficiency of HHCB was investigated using a self-made device, the operation parameters were optimized
following the response surface methodology. The results showed that HHCB removal rate first increased and
then decreased with the increment of electric field intensity and water content, and increased with the increase of
soil particle size. Best removal rate 81.35% was achieved after ERH treatment for 6 h, under the conditions of
soil water content 40%, soil particle size of 1~2 mm, and electric field intensity of 12 V-cm™. The utilized
parameters obtained by response surface simulation were as following: water content 39.07%, soil particle size
2.92 mm, and electric field intensity 12.64 V-cm™, the estimated removal rate of HHCB was 86.43%. Under the
experimental conditions; the effects of the three factors on the ERH removal rate of HHCB were as following:
water content > soil particle size > electric field intensity. These results provide a new approach for polycyclic
musk contaminated soil remediation.

Keywords _soil pollution; galaxolide; electrical resistance heating technology; thermal desorption; response

surface methodology; process optimization
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