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Abstract—For the effective treatment of dyeing-complex wastewater, the most effective chemical

coagulation method was studied. For the chemical coagulation of dyeing-complex wastewater,
polyferric sulfate, Al(SO4)3, PAC, ferrous sulfate, ferric sulfate, FeCl: and lime were used. It was
investigated that polyferric sulfate was the most efficient coagulant. The optimal conditions and
results for polyferric sulfate include the followings. When initial CODy, concentration was 600mg/L,
the optimal initial pH, dosage of coagulant, dosage of lime and PAA for CODwm, removal efficiency
were 5, 1,200mg/L, 500mg/L and 1mg/L, respectively. The optimal dosage of polyferric sulfate was
increased proportionally to the influent CODw, concentration.
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Table 1. A variety of Coagulants

Coagulants Grade
Al(SO4)3 First Grade
FeSOq4 First Grade
Fey(SO4)z First Grade
FeCl; First Grade
[Fea(SOu)sla Industrial chemicals
PAC Industrial chemicals
(Polyaluminum Chloride)
Ca(OH): First Grade
PAA(Polyacryl Amide) | Industrial chemicals
HSO4 First Grade
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Fig. 1. Effect of dosage of polysulfuric iron(il)
on CODw, removal efficiency.
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Fig. 3. Effect of dosage of PAC on CODm,
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coDMn | PoWvsuliuric || paa
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300 870 400 0.5
350 930 20 | 06
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500 1,095 470 09
550 1,155 480 095
600 1,200 500 1
650 1,245 520 1.05
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™0 1,350 540 12
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%0 1,500 580 | 15
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