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ABSTRACT

The permeate flux was lower when PAC was added compared to without PAC
system. It can be concluded that PAC is cause of membrane fouling. The effect
of flow volume was found not significant for the three samples. But it was

shown high rejection rate due to adsorption of organic matter to PAC in the
case of adding PAC.
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1. PAC contactor 2. Prefilter 3. Pump 4. Heat exchanger
5. Pressure gauge 6. Reservoir 7. MF membrane

Fig. 1. Schematic diagram of cross flow membrane system.
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Fig. 2. Effect of flow volume on Fig. 3. Effect of flow volume on
permeate flux(WO/PAC). permeate flux(W/PAC).
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Fig. 4. Effect of flow volume on Fig. 5. Effect of flow volume on
rejection rate(WO/PAC). rejection rate(W/PAC).
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