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Black shale as an effective sorbent of Trichloroethylene
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Black shale that has relatively high organic carbon content was tested -to
determine its sorption phenomena and capacity for TCE. Conventional batch sorption
tests were performed at room temperature. The parameters that were thought to affect
the TCE sorption were solution pH and dissolved organic matter. The effect of solution
pH on TCE sorption was minimal, but the dissolved organic matter increased the
amount of TCE sorbed on black shale. Thus, using black shale as sorbent for TCE in
groundwater could save material costs by replacing high cost conventional activated
organic carborn.
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Fig.1. Kinetic of TCE sorption on black Fig.2. Isotherm of TCE sorption at
shale pH=6.4
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