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Research and application progress in surfactant—enhanced remediation of hydrophobic organic contaminants
in soil
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Abstract : Hydrophobic organic contaminant (HOCs) are widely distributed in soil environments. Due to their limited desorption from soil
particles, low mobility and bioavailability, the effectiveness of chemical, biological, and physical remediation techniques on HOCs in soil is
often inhibited. Surfactants, known for their solubilization capacity for HOCs, have been employed to enhance the efficiency of other
remediation technologies. This review categorizes and summarizes research and applications of surfactant—enhanced techniques in
remediating soil HOCs pollution over the past two decades. A comparative analysis of various surfactant—enhanced techniques is presented,
highlighting their applicability and limitations. Furthermore, the potential of combined remediation approaches and surfactant foam
technology is explored as promising avenues for future research in enhancing soil HOCs remediation with surfactants.
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B K PEA L5 449 (Hydrophobic organic contami-
nants, HOCs) Q7 il ke 22 IR | 2 IR IR E A7 1L
B BELIA TR | 22 34 57 Je 55 AN W 0F A BRIk A= B,
(2014 47 4 [ - e A 204 o, FfE oo
TN TR S 2305 3 AT LTS Y W) AL bR
B8 0.5% . 1.9% 1.4% . X2 HOCs 15 4% ) L 3EXS
A RGN AR AL O™ R . T R A AR
AR 5/ 7K 53 TE 2550, HOCs 5 TR B 6 - e 0k 35 17
% B m AE K A W 4K (Non—aqueous phase liquid,
NAPL) , A~ 5 W 3V W 7%, PR PR3 A o
W H AR, X452 HOCs 15 5 + 3R 1E & 1 i K
PRI

FE VR X HOCs HA KRR ), PF I R T 1%
PEF 5 Ak 308 5B HORIF &R i Ak 1 B S F
FERIPR R AU . o, ]R8 IR S AT R
T AT SR A I R ARV B AR A - S B 1 RE A
BUNULREB SR, LA KR R pH 45 25 A i B
P ik IO, AR Iz R, 2 3 g gk
TN ERGE DR 2R S o P 18 52w, S feft P 6 1o v 24 1)
7 MR BE R 2P B B BCRAT I AERE , B T5 5
0y 118 ST T P R A K A BRI AR B PRI Ak
TE LB S HORWE R b, 2T PR 32 2 T i
fbAE 52 H AR B AL FRACRE , A AT 32 =8 R A, [+
INf SCRRAR T AN, R 1 7R 7E HOCs 8 52 9
18 G BN T i v, ELAR TR 35 P R s AL 1 HOCs 18 &2
BORRYBIETE 5 0 W 2

1 REFEEFERLCHUZELEERAR

1.1 kZEFUEEFR

b2 B A 18 2 H AR R R i S A 1) fh 2 AL )
W 3 AT HLIS P D A s R A S JE i B
BEIESYIET, A LG s S bR 0 A AR
AL R AR R R L B RN | 5L Fenton 1200 46, 7€
JEAE R, AR A TS Yt X8, IR fE = T
R 7K AR B B A S AN, s e
fil A LU, AR R P SE B B A

40 R AR KA A, % U B A 1 48
WORE 2 I HOCs , AL B AL AR W RCR 5 22 BB -
— TGS R FH I, 7E A0 B KR NAPL ¥5 YL 37 1
B, R RE B U020l 0 W B 2505 e vl RE S TR HTATE RS
ML TR K, S BB R R e s it . R, X HOCs
15 Y R T S AE B R AL B R T — 2
F Y,

12 REAFEEFELNUZENEEEARNERS
y-3:

FE 21 204y, Lt T DA TG PE R G 4R
A0 R AR 45 4 A 30 NAPL Y5 Je W AR, I3 2o 52
SO I UE TR p o T P R SR Ak 1 SR b
25 A3 AR (Surfactants enhanced in—situ chemical oxi-
dation, S-ISCO) AJ HI| 55 HOCs F W (474 , A 5038 &
HOCs [ K BRACR b2 A A B 2 1 F vh i 4 2
IS S B GR Th t e 790 AR A A 7 30 4 T A i A
15 1 AR HLTS Y 1 4 RS YK Ak
FEMTE LR, ASRAS BB/ NARFLI

KA FE B, 2 101150 (8 T i e AR ) 2 -
AN K 2 I 2 38 08 I8 R TN AR AF 2 Fl HOCs 75
g b2 E AL 2R BA B B ACRS, Lominchar
Vi FE A B R T PR Verusol -3 55 i Ak i B
ARl ST 25 B 1 b - 39 R A ik, 2 B 5 R T
b 22 S8 AL AR A HE , S—1SCO Ab B {8 47 i 1 25 B 2%
M\ 65% P T3 95% ., SR, A Ak R AT e -5 2 s
FS N, DT 365 o5 48 5 803 T o AR AU A AR A 21,
B, B4R 2 AR B 1 B T T MR AR 25 5 Bl S,08
SR, R, 7 R TR R s AL 2R A B R
(14 R R, 8 T 2 2 B AN [) 2 T i M 791 5 S Ak 7 =2 [ 1)
AP, 318028 T4 & R 100G M R 6 R 6] 1k
FIHAEI R BT . B AR BB 73 1l 5 2 0 b 4801k
FIA T AFERAR , (A BFFT IR, BH B 3 1 3 5
SDS #1835 k3 B R A 7 AR OH - F1 0, - 45 H
JE, DT R T SRR T X575 Yy e sk 207

H i, S—ISCO H A BB 5T F1 AT 7E AR T 2 )
TIN5 A K NAPLs f S5 ezt , B3R A S-1SCO
BARSHERENEMN, HIBEHREM. Ethi-
calChem 2 H] 7E 2016 4 FF & T SEPR/S-1SCO &5 4%
VNI % NI= I or IR bt DI WA T CI N NS
(Surfactant enhanced product recovery, SEPR) [t B [11]
2275 Yl -3 rp AR TG AR AR Bl Ak (an
H,0,) , PAREAIR NAPLs (%6 B i, LBR K A i AH
() NAPLs ; it Ak 1 43 it ™ A 4 SR8 13987 A 45 B
THEHUNAPLs A9 fL 5 75 S-1SCO B Bt , PRk 7 A L 1
T P AR SRR, DL B 5 A e U W B 5 % 1Y
NAPLs F1HOCs ., 7EIRAHN & e i — A A TS
I, i hHUN T SEPR/S-ISCO B HoAK , 76K
192 JE 0 SEPR B B, 5B% T 950 L NAPLs, KfJ5 , 76
i1 6.5 JH 1) S-1SCO BB, %t - 438 Fnsth T 7K o 5% B4 1)
TGP T T BB, S5 ER, BATMIELERE A
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Table 1 Summary of consumption and loss of different oxidants by surfactants

EAV R vk pE Y > /9 x| K e i . . . . ‘
FUCTIRREL R L7 L Mk e ST PR e L 5% ik
xidant and Activation mode/Activator . . .
. . Surfactant and concentration Oxidizer consumption Reference
concentration and concentration
(R R R B — e 77 MR 2% APG Tween  FfL— 11 1% M 71 7E 30 h B A7 BS-12.SDBS [8]
10g-L" 80 . Tween 20,A0S HISDS 5 fry i TR B 1 FH 2 PRI, S AL R 2R
B 7% . SDS .SDBS /NTF 30%, BS-12/SDBS BE /R H g 2 1 & i At
WiPERL . BS-12; B RE 1 it HAR 28V e s
5 mmol - L™
FUK Rl FeSO4 5 mmol - L™ 28 F B G AR 2RISR 0.01%~ G PR 99 2 7 3% 10 1 1k ) Alfoterra 145- [18]
5000 mg-L"' 3.5%(m/V) 4PO Fll Aerosol MA—8OI, {X 7£ 3 4 % Y 2 1 i
PRI T A2
1oL B A (20,40 CHI60 ) AEESF: Brij 35 . Triton X100 Tween 80 AL B 6 3 1 7 4 5] C-MADS X1 B2 [19]
50 gL 1% % : SDS SDBS . SLS . C.-MADS . #hIHHFERE , 40 CHI AT 14 KIHFEL 40% 5L
AOT;10 g- L™ BRRER 60 CHYEE 3 KIHAEL 60% ML i iR h
TR AR N WAk B85 15 . SDS 15 dJ5 SDSIH#EL 10% it sk midEs+ [20]
84 mmol - L™ 84 mmol L™ AE B T . E-Mulse®, Tween 80, Tween 5 32 18 7 P 5 2T #E T 29 70% LA L A9 2 6%
80/Span80; [ivEaN
3.6.12¢-L"
T BRAR N FPERZ 0.15 mmol - 175 Tween 80 Brij—35 f TX-100;1 g- L' 7 Brij-35 FI TX-100 W P, i BRI A 40/ [21]
2.25 mmol - L' Fe( 1) 0.30 mmol-L™* YRk 48.3% F1149.5% , i 7E Tween 80 14 T

AL BERERI SR U 3.6%

97% , S IR T 18 BB R R T3%,
1.3 REEMEFEFR ML ALE S-1SCO FHIR A
S-1SCO 7E A AL 23 B & i X F AR ¥ B A o v
NAPL 75 3y 5 A AEAE R PR o Ik Pk W 7 18 5 ok 72
HREE I BB PR AT ) - FLIE , S BOHS e X R
7 T A PR B S RURANE ; BEAI, IR UE TR 38 sh e LA
i, il EME AT & KZE, 51k ks
YL R T B R —[A) , Peters S5 T 2R THIE
PEFNEIRIBER A, B LA 1) 75 4 3 A iRIE =X
F NG PER BRI R B R ke, %
T TR IR BRI BRI R T 22 () B ad e 22 5 (il
R THI T 1 R AE - HE T Y DX o0 Ai B g4 53, FR,
W TR ELAT 5 2 AR B2 S5 L, DRI T 32 T 5 M 4
N AT AT RO A8 5 a B b R K S e, gt
A | FETE TG R T R AT LA, 35 A0 A Ak R A 4 A Je
HAZ R EFEP, FEF L BRI R, Bouzid S22
A L QY E W IR e 311 N, S K= i [ g
X T 1 B A A0 A A R AE A 38 5 2 AL Sl Y
EMERR, W FRIANE MR AR A M FE , il S-1SCO
P B AS BRI XU S 25 T o

2 REEMEFEREHBEDEERAR

2.1 MEMEERAR
1989 4F, “SR VL AR « PL/RIN 2L ™5 J5U il T 3k 5 |
K] RE S PP ORE 1 U v S R A W e

P 1%) WHARTY

IR bR 52 75 e BT IRULABE S IS,
A= B S B R A TS RS A HLTS e it ig 52
PRz,

Tl A= W8 52 04 203 A2 A D A v R DT
FAEPREE i) = RS E R R B A2 S <
e e M B AE 2 BRI DRI i) ZRE4E , 1 A B 2R
B CanEh B KAy pH AL HLBT & i) VEFRICR
VLB 75 e Wl 2 5 i A ) AT 20 AR K R B S %
AR RL A A R % D BE I A A T A W 1
SR, AN FEME SIS e IR iR 2 R
A VLTS R IR IR 2 e BE R BEME , USRI A1
SRA . HOCs 5 W7 - SERIORE |, Mk DL A
Wl R figE o AR AN A BRI Y RE 7 9 | B
o AT E TR, AT LA —E R B4R i HARTS QeI
A WA R SR B X R R 2 TR B HOGs , i
W7 A AT R B, HAE R B R X
35 GL ) Ty e e 5 ARV BE SR, DR AT A
P AT R A LAS i A 0 A RCR
2.2 REEEFBRUNBEDEERARNE RS N A

IS PR X HOCs RISV RE ) wl S s 4
HErf HOCs IR WP RCERT s A1, — BEZR T 457 14
S 7K B ] A5 B PR A 0 R R 0 T T 6 7K e
[ KR, X4 5t 1 TR R T A K D e A 0
HOCs B HEeH i, T AN EE HOCs FEAR, [ 1 7R
TR EFIN HOCs AV B E s AL HLdl .t
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IRk

T« RIS B K SR R FE HOCs 1T 5 I1 < SR IR V5 4 B s A HOCs 5 I : HOCs INAT HUAREL B SR , I SR At 5 IV < S F W BB o o
[ HOCs 3 V.« T A1 55 RS W BA A/ R APR SR 0 TR PR (K R T , HO Cs S5 TRAE 00 P e 0 T 4 e e
I : The hydrophobic side of the surfactant is adsorbed on the surface of the HOCs; Il : HOCs are dissolved by surfactant micelles; Il : HOCs transfer from
organic phase o liquid phase and degraded by microorganisms; IV : microbial uptake of HOCs in micelles; V :surfactants can be adsorbed on the surface of

degrading microorganisms,and HOCs will be degraded by direct contact with microorganisms.

1 £YREFEEF RN HOCs M EYEENFIRER

Figure 1 Schematic diagram of the mechanism of microbial repair of HOCs enhanced by biosurfactants

FEFR I, B -E & 18 & K 1S 2 5 (SDBS-Tween
80) A, X BRIE 15 #F 1 (Arthrobacter globiformis ) Fll
FH L8 57 AU 2R F KT 18 (Bacillus methylotrophicus ) % fift
A FH - 358 v B U o R 22 BR 05 e A SRR T R
T Y Wy ek ik 58 A B 2 T A X R A3 4 v T
14.9% F#111.9%.
AR Z2 R mE VR K A B 0 Tl A ) e ik T vk B AT
BEPEMI A S ACRY . AT, B A B A= 9
P AR ) A= W 2 TG 5], 20 SR A R A2
R, BT WA W I A A 2 3R T P R A A
A AR SRR, EL A A b B 3 Y 26
BEAUF o eSS SRS MR E HOCs Tl AE 18 5 vh
MR ALSCR W EHIESS o 140, Mnif SEPHFSE 1 Al
ZF f AT T 8 LA B A B & (Acinetobacter radiore-
sistens) R17 %F 3 v 283 (14 B A B 0, ke B EL 25 I
0.1% (m/V) B9 A=) R 1HTE PR RS, H AR 15 2By
IR AR T 38.42%
UG A ) 3R T P R A B ke BT A EE L L (B AR
PAS R R AT  REAT A D PR PR A T RS
FHRR S, PR A A 7 T2 LATT R A A= 2

T T35 P AT T i B A Bk e e A I s i ) O =0
RN TR AR 3215 e i L e b o n] LU i i3
G A W Iy A AR ) TG 0], 3 5 =Bl
hy BRI R R H AR 2 BT N R SR S
SR ARAET AN AE W) T80 15 P 500 7 AR TR AR L
77 A A W 3 1T PE R B9 poae (Bt B ( Pseudomonas
poae) BAL ., 7 & A 8 #F 1 (Acinetobacter bouwvetit)
BP18. 7r 2~ 4 H 18 M 1 (Bacillus thuringiensis)BG3 pi|
W& 3 %5 12 P} T8 (Stenotrophomonas rhizophila) BG32
(A7 T A A A 5 T 16%0~28% . Wu S5 5 n
7 A A ) SR T A TR 1 2 A R R 4 T R AR T 2 [
AR LA, & B 25 4 A BT (Halomonas ) HDMP1
1 ZEF0HF F (Pseudomonas ) HDMB2 BAJMAE FI I, &3
{1 28 A 23 31 50.52% 1 35.24% , TH7 24 9 4 201 45 1
FHHT AW T TSR] 7 A2 T HDMB2 7™ AR Y i ik e
S AT SR TT T S A B HDMP L Y [ fift
jj AT AR ] T 67.38%

T -UE WS A8 E AR — Mo BB 2 A

BLY5 G A 9 00 i R R TG M R s Ak o ol
AT IR A B IR G E B E 207 Ak
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Z RN A5 Y 158, R IS I A ) 2R 181 P 7
B2 0 B I 1 0 - S5 A S TR A B R A
XFE R A - I AR R PR N 50 mg - kg
FRAWEIR i 5~6 R Z A5 IR L BRFHE R T 23.99%,
SRR EBR RS T 16.70%, 2 AR LB
FIE T 19.92%,
2.3 REEMEFEFRMERARERWL HOCs IE W&
£ R A

AH BE et R 2% 1T R bR R AR e i
TR TH T P IR PR R A — @ i X b
HAR BB A FEAE Y R e b s ¥ 5 B i, AT
i A SRR MY A) R EmEE N 5T R
PR s A PR IR A IR R, 1+
b2 A RS SN TR i | RIRY e 3 B R TR I K S =
VAR VEUREE SR SR AL UE W18 B R
B, Rothmel S5F°°HiE B T FH 25 SR B B8 - 3% DG
£ Steol CS—=330 7 A5 A IR AT DL Ak 47 U 5 A= 4
R i =R S Ts e 358, 5 4 0 P 9 T 0 M R oAk
VRV L, 77 A 0 R E S MR R B RS T S
) 8 it T 1) 43 I 5 L Pl A U T 1) % T
T PR B A A, TR = S 2 e i TR LA R U
PIARZS M 5 A, Y vE 1 SRR A 1T UG58 T 4R
e, e m TIEYIE . BT R AR
T ¥ M R R 22 A i) 5 T G % T I M 7
W, WRETE AN 3 3 15 B0 SR Ak Ak 24 A A s
SRS o e M A 9 1A ) 2 TR M R LR T

FFEERUINGE , B R R, 2 a1 157052 ) LK A
BB A LI, 2528 T 2R FH 21 5 MR IR
5ii AL Sl A 1 52 RO T 22 1

3 REEEFREAMEEERAR

3.1 RETEMEFIX HIZEHOCs B HEEHIRILIER

+ 3 HOCs 1 HL 30 118 & 2 il il A 2215
Yo+ B E X, AR B S SRS R L
HUB T AT RS R VKA TS e 1 T B E AR &2
B | BH MR 85— 4 o B0, SRS PR L 5 bR . 1%
HORT 20 122 80 AR 4L , PR L AR Lk 2 A
TCRAG Y ANSZ - BETR P A B ] ) - 498 o 3
PEAR B G .

HL sl B 2 B AR F I RE 1 55 W bl 221
HOCs b BEACR A o i A 2% 18 36 4 77 o] LA i
HOCs M\ 4= 38 Uk Ji B A1E A% |, 3458 HOCs 1) %5 i
PE, 32 m HAE LI E T N IR A0R A R 5 HOCs
B L Bl B S RECRIT BeAh , 2 I A RE Rl 1
SR M B e A v b S RURL 22 TR] ) 4 fik T
L — 24 m TR B E R ARSI, HEF
2 T35 P 390 A 4 38 Uk W R e Y5 Y 2 BR A
RAIG, 17T B 2 1A I 8 1 i e F R 1
li1] B AR AE %, (H L SBT3 3 5 1) BA AR S , R et
FIF RS S E S, L, JE 8 7 2R 10 MR s
A ) 3 TG P R0 B DA R SR Ak R B 48 A I AR i
PP, R 3B 26 TR T 0 M R s Ak L Bl B

R2 REFUEFEFKEL HOCs A IS EF R R

Table 2 Summarizes the microbial remediation of HOCs enhanced by surfactant foam

TG PE R IR (LB SALRCR 275 3CHik

Surfactant foam composition Remediation mode Enhanced efficiency Reference
AE 7 2 1 R Steol CS— R M RHRALUF A B IR BE L BR 75% 19 =S LI A =S LA R T ENV 435 [50]°
330+ S LIRFEM A ENV 435 {85 TCE- DNAPLS 75 % 13 Jii 95%~99% 5k B 1) = 58 LM W e e
AP EE PR R KR AT UM A B IR I R ERE RGP, BRI 2 30% AR E R e 521
IR 18 (Burkholderia cepacia) VIR EFEW) A4 TSI X R A v 1 AT L R f
RPH 1+ 5%4) it
PR 2 T PR R R RS+ U A SR I G P R UK, P ARG M TR Y R e AR R A P i AR T 30% , ZFR05 IR 256k [53T
K BRI SR R AZFIHA A Rk 15% it
9 2 5~ F TG 1) AOS+ TOIRAE £ i B A R R R SR BT 3 000 05 M SR TR R (6 CH i 2 °C, S mipt e [54)
T Ve R B I T (Pseudomonas) FHEA, 55 12 W RS PERN G S0y ARG, 8P AR m B 46.3% £ 71 51 73.7%
G2-2+7E - IRBEIAE 3R
LA AOS+HRT BR8N s A Wi b 2 B S R IR WAL 3, i BB gh A Tl Ak S R AL, oA i Re Ak Rs & (55"

PIEE ]  AOS+E TR IR+ 5
T (Acinetobacter ) K—6

SRIG 3 d BT 1 VAR A 55
WU EAT 1T B A YR it

Mo ALE R Y RS S R MRS R R, AT de R BR R
80% , 11 B i FH A= 16 52 0] B o) B 20 e B 3y 52% . fb2F 4R
Ak AT AR 0 S i 1) 2 A b, s SR IBEG A 48 R K T 1
YRR P AR S

T SRANE PR AR TE A LA 5 PR 1A P IR I 7E 182 B 7.

Note : “surfactant foam is injected into the soil; "surfactant foam is sprayed above the surface of the soil.
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Table 3 Effects of surfactant enhanced electrokinetic remediation of HOCs polluted soil

FMTETE W ik
Surfactant Research technique

sALRCR 273k
Enhanced efficiency Reference

1 12 7 2 1T 1 50) SDBS Ay IR i, RS R B T M A s AR AE BTN Be AL T/ REL Y 5B 03114 56.50% 1 48.68% 5 [59]

B FRIEE VR Tween 8OVE R IHM IR & 475 Ju i) 145
A 7RG PER] Igepal CA-720

i
A 7m0 75 P TritonX-100

TS 205 (R Ak BZH JE R i 2 BRasic R

# Tgepal CA=720 RN E R ZH J B Z KRR Igepal CA=T20 W1 1y 5% (m/V) I, LR EGE [60]

TE7 d NI SE 4 2Bk

BFSE TritonX—100 X 1 31 J1 24— BRER MG TritonX—100 B9 I A A HLEA 25 19 2 Br E [61]

AR B RO AL AR RO 22.62%~55.78% 1l & 56.36%~88.05%

e T m G PE 1gepal CA-720
RSN

Igepal CA-720 58 AL L 8l Jy 22— B BREM & Tgepal CA-720 Flid B R Eh AL BRI , 22 S A1 [62]

FBRR b v LLIAF 38.0%

ST ENESS

M 1B SFEE NG Mk T4 g
FARTEAL S B E A b A B RO B 22 A Bl AR &
T 55 W B Y HOCs 1Y 2 BRACR o SR, 2 TG M 7] )
T A A T B X B B R Hh HOCs B B i 4778 AS i) 5%
M, Huang SF“U% B, T Tween 80 5 Ak B, 8 -3
i R A8 52 1 R BR3P ) Z2 3855 K2 BT, Tween
80 MIAFAENE Z 3 05 F2 1) L BRFE M 21.3% F 2 19.9%,
X ] g S K A Tween 80k /b T HLIB M 3L, 01 1 2
T R AN M BHAR I 1) -4 (RS . e, B shsifb A4
BEHARBBTEABIR LA AT T, B &5
TP AN B m B S A0OR BRARE B A,
T E AR KB R i 2B B G Y 2B 35 H 8 ) e B
W R A E, S5 5 R A IR K H B A R TS I E
ok it AT 1) PR Bl AR R ELAT S P FE S BRAICR, , HLak
A 2 R AE A 34 25 Bk 2 AUt T e st g A Ak B 4R 4y
THERT T 10% F15% . FE 2R THE P PR R JE R A 147 1)
HL B IR R, JE I R B HLAUE IR 31 g i b PR ZH 4
T 25%.
3.2 REFEMEFIXS 1 HOCs B P& S B3R L 16

- P RFHE SZ HARE I insz s e 1
PTG e N A BT BRI iR 2 R AL B R
£SO 17 0 5 N S IR P [ e w9 1 S SR < 3
Wi Qe e 2, A 2 BRACR & Gl 7E 90% L
) AB ST DL R AN S R kT Y S
S0 BN 20 B 3 B ik #1) 300 CLA BB, DDT
15 e - HEAY TS Y ) B R BRI AT iK 5 97% L) -, HoAb
PHALR 325 Y WU VR B 52 I /N

FRE B2 52 4 A () 30 2% 32 B 7 3] 3k B S B )
(] B4 S M) o 8] A0 A 3 K R Com Cos T FR 58 B 9L JEE
100~350 CH Bl P ELAT B 47 10 MO R RLCRE 5 T 2 ot B A
T Cos~Cao, T SE 45 AR B2 2 151 28 350~550 °C, B},

AR IR [A)1) Ry I R A R] % A R
ZLRE A AT R

SR TS o 2R T 136 700 1 vk ke 2 e T e W Y I
B A<, AT DL AR AT R BEAE o f91] A0 7E 355 1 — A RS
Lo RSP e TIUAL AT LUH 55 75 G iy
W BEAT Ay, 520 A SEERURL I K 0 4, el 20 A8 B T
B bR AR BERE . AR BAZF AR ]
IFJ 1~ U T 1 0] o 7S 0 ST R A %o 52 75 e 1
SEFEATURIN , FF XM o3 8 B RRL - PR A 7o PR
JBEREE , PR 1 I 11.75% YA TS e s 2 =
TMAE<2% . 5 EHBEPIR AL 2R E 12 N AERE
FEAIK T 40 kW -h, HABSZ IR S . it oh , SR THIS 1
FRI-t A e i SRR B RN T2 TR AR
AT A P R 95 R XS SRR A R, BT S Y AE
- SERURL b AR, S 0 sd A B SR R
AHH B BE, AR LRG0 B, kA
B 55 7K i fof 3 0l 2 — AT T 100 °C, PRI i
5125 T LARSEARFAIE R A IR o PR R R B U
AR 2 - 2 1 15 P 57 Triton X-100 J-4 R G £
95 °C,7E 1 h N HHEHY 1,2- 5 26 5 1T ) 8 700
mg kg™ F& % 1.07 mg- kg™, P Y AT ) W NN
2TV VAR 0T B2

TN B — A IR 18 O 3 AR o AT o AR
iR H AR DX HOCs 1§l 2 49 ] 1) T 32 /0 38 5 Bl 2B
T, R T A8 SR A ) 3R R ) S I
TN E RS AT A ROR X —ROR . Per-
fumo SFEPWIFSE 1 AR My 2 T P 5] B2 i AR R )
3 PR vt kA7 1) I PR b 2 F AT T ( Geobacil-
lus thermoleovorans ) T60 [ fif -3 Fh 7S e 52 I, K
PRI b T AU 75 5 P ) v e S i vy SR K 1
PR AR R A S T AE 60 CAAHET , BRZEHEAE I
AN SBER) LR R TH T 15%.
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3.3 REFEFIXLIEHOCs BAERESHWELTERE

7 IV T 3 HOGs, A {5 3 & A Wy B Aot 1%
S Ak 2= AR X TR BT Y 52 0 e L R
WA B Yo 1) FZHLHI AR . Shrestha 257
SR R P B ARAB S 3 AN [ 2R R Y 52 7S EOR AR
U B R BN TR SR B L s G el fE
B EAACTEA DL 2 i o S S, T E = 1
B, IR o A

T BB fefT R RE 7R U B R BT T G A 1 R A A
1%, ELAZ00K: 3 b e 2 A RE A T AE &, X 3G T
PRI 7K B Ab BREE SRS [ 6 e Y A 3 AT DA
- UL ALV VR b A S SIS, ARG RS e
55 T 1 751 A M e L AT ab S 3 T SR R
HOCs P8R A 2 VR ™, BiF58 &30, 18 F =
WA B, TR AR B 7 R S R Brij3s b PRAETE e+
SRR 2 R 68.2% $E T 2 76.3% i B —IE & IR
£ FETH IEPEF (SDBS—TX100) X -+ 48 v 8 3 3t 1y
JI A4 1396

4 HitERE

FG PR R L3P A HOCs AT IR RE ), HE
TR S e B SR EOR . AR,
A5 PR T 50 5 AL PR HA — 2 13 A AR R
Mo FRE R 5 AL 1 b 2 A IE S BOR R BRECR
SRR VG T, (E B2 SR T MR 3k A
A9 0T G LA R ST e 790 AR AL 1A R B AR 2 )
A R R 5 Al 1 AR B S H R 22 3R R B A
G R TR TG MR, 0T BRI A4 52 i A58/ (BT Uz 1B 52
T AR T B AN [R PR EAR DA AL X 15 Yy K A
IR, 25 G2 [v) T M0 0 TR AR M RIS O I AL
i, 2 — AR R AIE FAPE IR . (BB 4
ARUNeL B S S B R AE S R A B A A
PN VA B T AR REFE A T B i 18 AR, AR
A 52 AR R R PN R S i A8 S AT SR
e ELAFDR A BT RIS A R LR D5 A
LELREERIE
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PEFAUNRLFFE (Gemini ) 1A E 7] T 5 Y 2 115 1
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HoA S RVEA 2 A B7 RGP SRRtk . JF
SRR IS L) AT 1 pH L CO,  No T H IAE S5 S0 58
P A S PR R AT 5% , S B R i G ) 5 i
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TG PR 22 1] 0 e 46, ax i AR AT T 5 2 T 74 DI
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PR A TR RIE

(2) 38 LA A BRI F G R = fER
1 1 PE R 5 AL 19 HOCs 75 Y 3B 2 HooR b, R i
P ) 2o A R A B R K B s e, B
SECE AR R T PERIR 9h ), R,
T R0 8 il e A AR O o B R R A 4 D 7
A BEARAS A ) TG R A A P I R (5 FH DA 2
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SRR/ 2 TR TS 1 79 P e, 70 i it e 7 e A HL At s 7
B AR KRR UAEA T, A, 4515 0 IR
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