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Abstract

The efticiency variation of UF(tubular)/RO(spiral wound) process using acrylic wastewater

treated by photo—catalyst prelreatment

and coagulant—filler—neutralization  pretreatment

processes were discussed with the variation of appled pressure and temperature.

Ultrafiltration tubular module using acrylic wastewater treated by photo~ catalyst pretreatment
and coagulant—filter—neutralization pretreatment processes was shown that COD and T—N were
not highly affected with the variation of appled pressure and temperature. It was shown that

removal efficiency of COD and T—N was low.

Removal efficiency of TDS and turbidity with ultrafiltration tubular module was hetter with the

acrylic  wastewater by  photo-catalyst

oretreatment

than  acrlic  wastewater by

coagulant —filter~neutralization pretreatment. T—N and TDS were shown high removal efficiency in

reverse 0smosis membrane pProcess.
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Fig. 1. Flow diagram of pretreatment and membrane separation system.
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Table 1. Experimental conditions for ultrafitration
membrane & reverse osmasis membrane module

Item Value Unit

UF | 1.6, 20, 24, 28

Pressure Kgi/ cm?
RO 4,5 6,7
UF
Temperature 15, 25, 35 T
RO
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Table 2. Specifications of ultrafiltration & reverse osmosis membrane

Membrane Area of
T MW
Model ype material membrane co
UF KCF-1205 Tubular PVDF 1,18m* 200,000
Spiral , p
RO RO W-60 Polyamide 0.6m
wound
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1. Pretreatment wastewater, 2. Feed Tank, 3.Pump, 4 Gate valve, 5. Pressure gauge,
6. UF module, 7. Bypass valve, 8. T-type unit, 9. Flower meter, 10. Reservoir,
11. Filter housing, 12. Controller, 13. RO module, 14. Sampling collection,

Fig. 2. Schemalic diagram of membrane separation system.

Table 3. Condition of acrlyic waslewater

Item COD [ppm]| T-N [ppm]

Turbidity

T
INTU] DS [ppm]

pH

> 980

'acﬂyic wastewater,

A

15 = 2070 = 88
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3.3 Turbidity
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