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Abstract:  This study presented a machine learning-based framework for optimizing the
electrocoagulation (EC) process parameters to efficiently remove fluoride in groundwater. By integrating
204 experimental data points collected from the literature, a multidimensional dataset encompassing
reaction conditions and treatment results was constructed. The performance of six typical machine
learning algorithms was systematically compared. The results showed that the XGBoost model performed
the best in the dual prediction task of residual fluoride concentration and energy consumption (R} ,=0.76—

test

0.89, MSE,.<0.004 7), outperforming KNN, SVR, RF, LightGBM, and MLP. Feature importance analysis
based on SHAP revealed that initial fluoride concentration, electrolysis time, and current density were the
key factors determining fluoride removal efficiency, while electrolysis time, current density, and anode

area dominated energy consumption levels. Furthermore, the well-trained XGBoost model was integrated
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into a non-dominated sorting genetic algorithm (NSGA- II') for multi-objective optimization of removal
rate maximization—energy consumption minimization, yielding multiple Pareto front solutions.
Experimental validation showed that the relative error between model predictions and actual
measurements ranged from 10% to 25%. This framework effectively demonstrates the potential of data-

driven reverse design, providing new insights for the intelligent design of electrochemical water treatment

processes, improving fluoride removal efficiency.

Keywords:

groundwater;

parameter optimization

HUBER (EC) T 2L KBRS W) mak o
SMESEZT B T S HL S T R GRS, O
ERZENT Iz . EAMERYLEC T ZRE
LES RO AYIRTNTA SNV E 2RI I
BLTS R TE N I35 BTG A, I8 58 Pk b B e
B RAFAOE PE o O TS EC T2 AR 2
ZePriaty , BT R RO AT s T 2 R
RIE, SR, EC HYBRBUBCR 5 REFEKT-52 HL TR
L3NG TR NI IO S I R BRI R s S S iU ey
SO Q] #2278 AR AR R R ARG B R AE S
B A SREAE T D — KBk e Geif g ik
3 AORSE EL IR R | I 5T B P A T BOR
SE B B AT 2R AN DURB I 2 7, 38 3 LA 4 T #6378
SRR ARG FR L IR T EC BARAEE 2K Ak
B R AR o R, a2 I Y T R Sl
B DALY R PR, SEBLBR T A9 i A5 e

AR WLt > (ML) PR — R B0 98 s 1
TR AR EIRL 5 TR SR B B )
5L SRR Ty e A9 BRI, ML RE 5 M Dy 52
Bl v [ 8 ) SRR R R TR TG e &
B B35 BB W DL T S REAE IS 5 5 R B T
H AR TRE S TR K ML S5 R AL R D5 3k
(A SHAP)AHZ: £, E 5 4 41 1o 5 52 B0 48 758 2K
BEPRAE S HO0 SN 25 2R 9 AR FHALAR] , DA T 2 A5
A WIVES Pl R . N S AML S 2 H
Pl ik 1AL et A D5 Ik i Ja IR A, O EC BR 3R
TR RS Al A SR AL 1R 8
1 Ay ik
1.1 HiEEmEE

NSV &SR e N E S ooy i b)Y S QR
A A | FL AR S R AR T B IR i
JEE | FRL U R A B i) P AR D] B L B A A B

electrocoagulation;

fluoride  removal; machine learning;

pH) , £204 43560 e 430, R RO 244 i
ABHR A, EC 7K vk B2 RN e #E by fi th B a 4
R D LR BE AL S ke AR SR SR S T A8 X
YRR AR AT U 25 5 Sk o B A TR AR Rl AL
I3RS AT BUGEBCL T 4> A IR
FHTBEARLYIN 2R, )2 1A AR IR T PP Ah
BRIz A BE . R BRI IA 5 Ok, i > 48
YE AR H— IR o 2, UL S 338 LI IE i 19
DR YEL AR A A B S0 () M e 48 A o

FERLER 22 > BAIHT, B AL B S e 2,
S Al Spearman AH & ME 2 B 5 AR S B RRE  hE
RITRAR B . 35 R4 A7 Bk (TQR) U IF:
LBRF AR, A T A PRERRAE A8 A AR e
FEBR AR , 2% 114 Ak 470 b S 07 i A BRI O B, HCAth
FRAEAE K AT 484 A (KNN) o X T4 2806 0F , >R
one—hot Hi i e ¥ K FIE A . &5, 15 z—score
XA AR AR B AR AT — e AR EAL LA
a2 Ve N
1.2 MLEERNHFEZSITME

R T S EC IR RN A5 5 K T A RO
FREFERY I R AAY SR F KNN 2 2 AHIHL(MLP) |
BEALARAR (RF) S 5t B1H (SVR) A4 B2 42 T ok
TR L (LightGBM) FIAR BR 4% 5 52 T+ (XGBoost)
i 1) Python 42 M scikit-learn A H RS o £icdl
LR 432K SPrac LI IE . FH optuna PEF AR Y 1Y
BSEH . TR SERE R AT T 5973
MR Uk it B G o oA T TP AG A
PERE I T8 REU(R?) ¥4 iR 2% (MSE) , LT
AR Y o000 ) R
1.3 $F{ESR

ML AR AL BEAR AR O T i B EC 1 B2 i
A FRE X B bR 052, ¥ SHapley Jin 1 ff

- 17 -



BA2E F11H

B oE 2 K HE K

www. cnww1985. com

(SHAP) J7¥5 5 MLARZS & AT RRE 3 AT . SHAP J7
AT D v il BRAE T B AR R RE T AN 2 L TR E g
TSR A Ry 1% 3 B TR 4 R U
it Ry R R AR AIE , DA A B B 30 i AR AIE 4n ]
S H bR i
1.4 SEMRLSREEIE

R T WFSE ML BT A S B by FH o 9 2801 -1
S HL R R 2o AR ) B RN AR, AR 5 R R L A
R IR MR vk o S, T R A A
S, RPN 3 2 H bR st A8 50k (NSGA-T1)
NSGA- 11 3 32 A 2 5 W B 1k AR 2% o A AR+
RFTA MR A 5 2T AE S BeHET

N K TR JEE RN REAE /M 1) ML B A
AFINSCGA- T H, 25 5 15 YL W 100 i Tk 32 R H AR 24
WG, T MLEAL R £ H bR A0 532 v] 18 2 3] 45
PR 80, IR 200 BACHTE . O T RE e ss
J B RICATHT A9 8 AN A T EC IR B

FEAME T, U0k 0438 B pRi K H A o
B H AT = (1) ~(3) PR

f(inputs) = [FM,‘,I,FMLQ} = F; (inputs) (1)
min[ FML,UFMLJ] = min[FML(iHPUtS)] (2)
LB, < input, < UB,, ie(1,2,---,n) (3)

A Fy o0 T DI S A 4 A ML SR
Fyy HIFy, 2 ML P H ARk i o X 26 A
FRAEH Y 7 A2 AT Y, G045 H I 2% B L H AR T AR
LA (BIEE | S 07 e PR B pH LA B[] F 2% . LB,
FLUB, 7351 56 i M4 A S E00 T BRAN L FR s n A%
ASEE G .
2 #R5it®
2.1 HURERHERES T

R T RIN T AR A B Z R A EOE R T
R TR IR A BRI Ry R T 22 J 0915 B R
Spearman FAH 5C R AL (p) W 4678 B HEAT 1 6 AH G
Y. %0 A S F R IER2E 5 X
Spearman & EUR/NYZ IR 53 K 1p1=0. 7 ¥ 5 AH
K, 0. 3<lpl<0. 7R — AR, |pl<0. 3 LA 5540 ¢
3 91 4% R 2 2 18] 1Y Spearman A ¢ PE #4 B an & 1
N AL UL, H A ] (min) SRR (em) 2 0] FE 7R 5
5 ) 1EAH &M (Spearman 250K 0. 74) , 2 B X A~
A A R SR L BR R rp AR [FAE T, B R Y
A . R, 7 Je SRR A T e v, X 3K B A AR AT

HEAT [ 2t 58 IF 1T i 25 2 v A R 1Y) 50 R P e
HA i AR R Z 0 AR SC PR 559, R 2 BB /i
Spearman ZHAF-0. 5~0. 6 Z ] , F B A1 Z A1 41
XN o XA FFE SRR AR AL TR, @A T R T
T Y 1S £ B 5k B AR AE ] s 3k A 0 A% R AE 1Y T
Yoo WLAh, L Ui 25 B 5 F gk I ) 2 ) 7 7R 52 ) £
A5 (Spearman 22 0 H -0. 43) , I 783X P A28 BEAE
H AR S5 0 3o A T AT REAEAE — 2 I LR U0 o

0.8
0.6
PRI A T AR
J2 0 A R ROEEM -0.09| -0.16 10 0.4 ﬁ
g
02 £
54
&
-0
. -0.2
.58 « 052 0.62 EkH 0.1 B0 1.00 -0.4
reES2R Trgda
By #E R EE R
g " = 2 ®
B
=
B 1 Spearman #8355 M E

Fig.1 Spearman correlation heatmap
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Fig.2 Feature data distribution map
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Tab.1 Comparison of performance of different optimization models

Tt H XGBoost RF LightGBM SVR MLP KNN
e plEES 0.949 0 0.976 0 0.978 0 0.934 0 0.909 0 0.721 0
U MR AR 0.762 0 0.763 0 0.846 0 0.785 0 0.708 0 0.579 0
\SE i)l 254 0.001 0 0.000 5 0.000 4 0.001 0 0.001 4 0.005 5
AR 0.004 7 0.004 7 0.002 6 0.003 1 0.004 4 0.008 4
R PIIEERSS 0.9890 0.993 0 0.969 0 0.851 0 0.954 0 0.657 0
. MR 0.8850 0.879 0 0.7710 0.769 0 0.754 0 0.494 0
VISE PSS 0.000 2 0.000 1 0.000 6 0.002 6 0.000 8 0.005 8
MR 0.001 9 0.002 0 0.004 5 0.004 0 0.004 3 0.008 6

PATS Gl B A S0 S5 AR R AR B TR BR AR S ReRE 10 i R B B s R 2

F 6 Tl AS [ 33032 (5 738 SUIGIE ) VI 25 A A 250 1 g D
K3, & 3(a) A%, SVR A MLP it R{H 70 Bl 4 H:
AR RE ) R W] R AR S LA LG, S
A A A e 5 /NS IRAROR DS FC BT 8. R T 03
BRI HULA TRl R, 5 1l O 22 (R B0 SR I R TR 2 2
RO, T REFETRIN , 2% 1 W78 XGBoost \RF F FLAL:
SR AE R K T 0. 8, 1M LightGBM . SVR Al
MLP (1 2 BLAE b , X4 RAME AT 0. 7~0. 8 Z [H] .
KNN A8 ()30 4 RS AR AR A K, itE— 20 iE
T HARZAT 55 T RS F A, IE 3(b) iR . 2765
2 ETIOMORG FE AR M AT 0K , XGBoost #
NN JRAHIE 5 o S5 AR TR 3 FH 700 4% SRk 3 R
fEFE 1Y [R] B 5 . XGBoost 1 Sk — Fh 6 B $2 T+ AE
0 BEE T IMBU S B o 4R W A 2 2R R IR T Ak 3
MU, AALFE VNGl R LRI, B By
ENMERE TT | e A R0kE S it 35 )8, 5 R 7R
JINHRASE v R B B T ARSI B L, R
RF 7EREFE TR | F LightGBM 7E F Y& & 50 | 30
BT, 254 W W) XGBoost B VERETIHE L , X 7] i 2
M T RF 76777 05 LA BEMLAR A 46, A & &
F (1) 43 B DU FA4RAE C R 2 A4 5 s 4k |
1M LightGBM 8RS — AN R R A6 B B THSE Y, (R
B A K SR I E /INECHE 4 B B = 0 Ak B ET R
FHGT A, B XGBoost B 5 AN EEE . KNN ARA A
AE A R0 X P IUAT: 55, R M A 22 , AN AR
TS T o PRI, 58T L T 28 B AR )
Welf R E L SR MAATE B3 AR &
K, ARBEIT ER 3 XGBoost B BEFT EC %
T . XGBoost 38 1 48 i 22 B [MHE B I 7% H b e %K
HOI A IE WA IT, ] A5 354 220 1) A2 4% ) AR 2 P e i 5
RRIESE B, I A A A7 FR A& T it A, A

R, A /INECE S B 0 e Lk 4%, O Jm 2

RS IRIESS ke 272 I ETIUE % N & 8

1.0 . R —
e g e T
0.8 g & H = 3
S . ‘ | e
jro s 2} 1
L 06 I
i
0.4 l
0.2 < Yk
- Pt
0
KNN LGBM MLP  RF  SVR XGBoost
a. BT
1.0 ' e sevas
- = L .
. I T Ll ::_I_
0.8 X H L
™ -
. 06 ¥+ : . |
x o
0.4 1
0.2 < YRR
o AR
0
KNN LGBM MLP  RF  SVR XGBoost

b. A
B3 ETF6MAREEGHEIIE) I SRAIEE R
Fig.3 Performance of models trained using six different
algorithms (5-fold cross-validation)
2.3 HAEEZEMSH
R SE i VPG A 45 A 2 8O0 BR TSR3 I REFE T
I F) BT RK , R SHAP J7 i fiff B XGBoost #5 1
SHAP 3 3o bb AR AR I A 550 500 55% i A5 0 4y 1 1) 722
1B, T ARG SHAP (R, I DAAS R ETE A AR A
R R4 %t SHAP (A O 42 Jsy AR FR AT, i
SR R L (AR F) FIRERE R S8 R
HE 1 B2 7 125 R A% AT S50l ) A 2R T 4 i
W] 853 A 1 5% B R i LG A T 2 — b 4 SRy 2 1T )
CORAET VAL B, SURB A B R AR A BT, Ok

<20 -



www. cnww 1985. com

FEMRM A AR T LR S 3] BEAEAL & R TR M T R AL

%A2 5 H 11

b 7 R HE UM 7% A 5 000 235 SR 22 Ta) ) DR S Be L
Te XA AEXT H AR AR & (PR3 7 ) o ) is i,
e B AT DA B R AR ) B AR, H T A
FRAE X 0 % S g LA AR AR A R SR I . AR
b2, SHAP J5 i e &1 % B AiF 1) HAR B,
P Ry 0 )2 Tl Y FE L A, AT S2 B ML A A
T R AL R . SHAP AVUAH B T4k
ARAE ) STHR KN, I BE i — 2 48 7= HO6F H bR AR i
S NAEEwAEEAle
E Tl 3% U F00I A0 G S B | R AR ]
L6 B R SR M BB R 4 i AR pHL L BH AR
BB AL S 2 ARFL  BHA Fe  FHAR Fe+Al B4R
Al BAM. Fe | iE Sz 1T | [0 8Kz 17 B35 48 X} SHAP
{8 4> % S 0.719. 0.522. 0.354. 0.333. 0.321.
0.242.0.217.0.204.0.125.0. 110, 0. 066 . 0. 036 .
0.032.0.024.0. 020.0. 018(R*[& 7 HES ) .
I ) SHAP (B AE A FRE F 2k a5, %
B X T 4% F o B O AT 55, W) 16 Tk B A B
B A ARRE . B AR IEE (20 6) X IE /Y
SHAPE, M BAR R AEAE (s £2) W)X 17 571 ) SHAP
HILE 4) X RHP IR TS YWk FE S5 R4y PRk 2
B A 5 ) B AH O o SRV, F fif B B T EL Y 2%
JE RS TSR = A A RRIE , BB i Ab B
s ] A v P P AL 5 B A B 1 R AP A T VAR 3, A
TARER T b 27 s 07 18 5 A% o e 2 A9 TE 500
WG F v Bl aee o B el
o ] R
W g g
e
i ‘
BFLBR A AR T A
pH v See
BB A8
A% Al
JZ R AR -
BHA% Fe
BHFZ Fe+Al
B Al
BA: Fe
HELLETT
) 8E 1T

R
oo ageee o
Bowel Y

e -

FRAE B (R R RE)
a. A4S F e B9 SHAP FRIEAR X1

FL i o [R]

P AR A 4 T AR
L
WG F

[idiE

FHRR A B
SN AR R
pH
HEBLIATT -
(B BB AT
B Fe
FH% AL
Bt Al
B Fe
PHA Fe+Al

=50 0 50 100
FRIEE M (R TR
b. REFEMY SHAP FFEAH S
B4 XGBoost#EEIH) SHAPHHEEE M S XML
Fig.4 SHAP-based feature importance and dependence

150

analysis for trained XGBoost model

AHEZ T, TEREFETIIAT: 55 i, W figf st 6] | F 3
R PR AR T A S W) AR wOR R L FE
BB AR AR pH LS T [ #RIE 1T FH)
Fe BHH AL BAM AL BHA Fe FHHL Fe+Al Y- 34 4
Xt SHAP {E 43 ) A 29. 955.20. 763 . 14. 164 .5. 834 ,
4.795.4.594 . 4.369.3.377.1.318.0.761.0.498,
0.277.0. 165.0. 159.0. 056.,0. 029 ( R*[& ¥ HE% ) , B
FEL S 11 FEL 3 25 R R IO A e A T R e R 2 5%
Wi PR 2, O 246 % SHAP (B 0t v T HAb A2z 4, X
W AT G REAE 5 AL 3 H) | A 3 1 A OE L 4 3
X Bl 4(bh)#t—PAa7R T X SLRFE 1 Jay &8 5Tk J7
] o 2 ey ) FEL e FsF R R FEL 9 %85 2 3 B0 VR Y T
FE 5 T 7 81 22 H 38 0 s By AR RS AT, BH AR 1T AR
) 348 TG 2 R AP B T RS 118 P %38 B8, DT 9 /N £k
HL R FTBE AR PR IR R G0 S REFE . X —la# S
R RA €I TR S R vk e ol el 0T Sy G Y A€ TR
M) AR R 228 B v () HE ) T P HE Y — AP A R
Xof A5 AR T BT R R Y i, A% O VAR < 3 i B
PLFTAELE AN FEAEAE , MR B R P R T R R B, ki
TR ZUIIZ R RS, LR g R 5 s
B A FEBE B ) HES B R HE Y B — B

SRy T T R R 6 UE A A Y ] SR
TE BT 4% F vk B2 R REAEAE 1155 SHAP {8 i) 52481,

« 21 -



BA2E F11H

OE 4 K HE oK

www. cnww1985. com

SEIEVLPE 5. AR A F R B0 b, ) U UM e A
ELEZ R I W RRAE XA g R HL A B 2 A £ 1) ok
(SHAP=-0.78) , 3 W] 4 /& 1) 7K 8LV B2 A 1 748
Th 25 B335 R, M AL M 7K I 38 ol g s ] R b
[i] 141 44 ¢ B 1E 1) 7 A (SHAP R 0. 23 F10. 16) , it
HH S K 52 7 () D3 > 1% fL A () B R 0% 0F — 25 34
55 R JRURICRE o LAk, BH AR ALFDH 4 10 A~ HRAE 7E
SHAP 23 Mt v 52 B /N0 Tk iRt , % PR 76 XY
BHE 5 AT RN EEAHE SRR, O A F v B TR 1 3
B 5 i AH XA IR o SR, 33X LB REAEATY 1T B il 4 JE 4%
PR R BRRIEAE B, XSS R = A (R 2R T R
PRI, DA A A AT ) 00 225 SR 2 b 7RV E

ﬂalc):0.76
ozt
0.46=H i
0= Al
U= AL
6=t L
1=1H% Fe+Al
470=H1 %
1=K A1 003
HA 10MHE -0.06 (]
0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6
Elfx)=1.379
a. B PR
ﬂalc)=0. 164
0.232=FLfif i ] -22.76
4=PIAA K
24=1 b T
6=HL
1.55=F
470=r %
1 153.44=J2 B AL . +1.61
0.46=H i -0.96 @
0=IHGEF -0474
HA 10 44H4E Poss
0 5 10 15 20
E[fx)]=18.31
b. HEFE

B 5 XGBoost#E#) SHAP B it & L)
Fig.5 Example of SHAP value calculation for XGBoost

model
TERERE TV , R A B [A) 7 i A AR AIE v SR IS
e KA SHAP 2 %HE (ISHAPI = 22. 76) , /&5 RE
AR E R H R AR A i
i 1) X6 107 A9 SHAP B R 17, 156 BH 7E 12 1.0 X i

DIBEFE ™A= T 1 DTwik. SR, IEEARFEAS 734 ok
B, HL A B ] B AR R ) 5 I 2 Y I A O
P RUE RGeS IR R . R A R
(1. 61) FITHL 3 2 B (3. 34) & B HS 1E ) Tk, 1hd A
TE 15 LU 9 B RN R R AR AR S5 A T, BEAE ) i 3
e AHEEZ T, AR (=0. 96) T HiL Al A3 4 1 AL
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(Fe—Al AL PVEFHIR EE B/ A HOE A 22 R T
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P Ak (e /M S 7K J80 4 800k B2 5 B (6 AR FRRE AR ) o
PE Ak ) A B 8 A 3% 2 U 3R A8 & L 5 % (100~
2 500 wS/em) BHFLAE(1~8 4> ) | FHAR 1 £ (5~200
em?) | W # AR (100~6 000 mL) B #H (0. 1~2. 5
em) \pH (0. 1~12) | HLf# I} 1] (0. 1~150 min) 1 HL i
(0. 1~20 mA/em?®) , LA K 24 H bR sR AL, 39 R
/MK, NSGA- I 533 2R FH S5 iy, i Frf A AR
WA 100, e RFAACECH 500, 28 U+ Bl —
PRI 3E L(SBX) , 58 XA P =0. 9, AR 51 A 2101
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FERL A R, B TS Y ) R 5 R F AR R R
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SRR AN R AT AN R A T RN VA £ 9 S Y S I
fif BoF B R 238 RS B 2 25 58 1L XGBoost
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Tab.2 EC optimization parameters of model-based reverse process design method

H A/ FHAR AN | PEARIEIRRY | B 4 B/ o HIfg s a)/ | A | RIRF/ HEFE/
(wS/em) S cm? F/mL min (mA/cm?) (mg/L) (kW +h/m?)
1 146 7 31 4703 0.75 5.90 71 0.12 0.617 0.01

659 6 31 5574 0.51 8.00 67 0.76 0.548 0.10
654 7 31 41770 0.75 7.45 70 6.46 0.280 0.14
654 7 30 5 669 0.79 7.89 74 6.46 0.217 0.23
764 7 30 5988 0.75 7.54 70 6.39 0.179 0.75
724 7 30 5686 0.68 7.86 65 6.39 0.117 1.36
912 8 33 5668 0.51 7.67 66 6.92 0.082 3.31
982 7 31 5194 0.56 7.97 70 6.82 0.059 5.40

1E ik 8 ik 5 b, BEC K F e BE 43 9 K
0.636.0.516.0.324.0.238.0.212.0. 147, 0.110.
0.077 mg/Lo A WL, A5 1503000 5 38 96 1 522 B0 S A
L AR {3, JE R AE T LA (FEA 1~3) 17,
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K, LR AE S5 S22 ), T A ) i 25 B 2 1 K
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55 D0 B 1) T 68 ) S AT T AS o DI S A X iR 22
A AR E RS K ZHO 5 A 1 T 45
5B AR R 40 B 7E 5 250 2 (0 HO2 vk
JEZ) v, BUNE S PR A Z R R 22 K . X R
B, )R8 XGBoost A5 78 75 FFR 431 O F HA7 B 5 1
ToUIHRG FE , {8 7 A A AR B A A B S0 v i A T
TR Rk — 25 AR TR AR TR A v B AR L T
DA SNV RUR Y R Ve = @i DIIK (3]
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