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Abstract
brane bioreactor with gravity flow were compared. The results indicated that the optimization aeration intensity is
40 m*/(m® - h). The average removal rates of NH, -N, COD and turbidity are 97. 8% .90. 8% and 99. 4% re-

spectively. By comparison the permeate flux and aeration intensity, the mould A ( material; PVDF, diameter:

By regulating the aeration intensity, the performances of different membrane moulds in mem-

0.54 mm, aperture; 0.4 yum, membrane area: 9.0 m”) was economical efficiency than the mould B( material ;
PE, diameter; 0. 80 mm, aperture; 0.22 yum, membrane area; 12.5 m’), and the mould A was fit for mem-
brane bioreactor with gravity flow. The cleaning effect of NaClO online backwashing on membrane mould A was
better than that of membrane mould B.
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A5 7 1) 5 MRSy ) AR TR v TR A Ak
0.06 m*, it 40 4 B Jt 22 1 J N B W W &
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Fig. 1 Sketch of membrane bioreactor with gravity flow
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Table 1 Characteristics of wastewaters

mH 1A A Ak R

pH 7.79 7.61 ~7.89

B (NTU) 25.43 13.33 ~35.81
COD(mg/L) 43 26 ~ 66
AA (mg/L) 20.025 7.25~25

# R4 (mg/L) 1.78 0.34 ~2.52

B P TS TR 25 20 d B AL S ik B R
MLSS 2 1 500 ~ 3 000 mg/L, 5 & 4 fa & i 17
100 dJF FF LA HEAT IR ER

1.2 7HF %

IG5 A [R) B Ak B, 40 9l A 20,30,
40,50 160 m*/(m* - h) . HAME Fizfr 9 d, iz
TR K TR & i R &, A5 A W T is
179 d ffi LR Y R R AR T AR o SR % ol S I
K2 K R BB LB WRCRE S B
G005 M U T K b B A5 AR R A R R, B DL UE
2 h) AR A, MUBE L B, COD J A 4 I I B8 N 1
MLSS, %2 7 ik S Bk 6],

%t A HACH Sension6 35 fiff %0 I 5 3 I 5
] HANNA LP2000 et J32 ) 2 43000 5 5 2 280 I 2
KA L 5 COD I A SR JH 4% 1R A0 A AL 1
MLSS I 5 SR i o 7

2 HR5WiR

BRER MLSS 25t
B 2,2 AN K ) DO HARRF A (kT
157K FEAE R 3k T 2 2K K b ) (GB/T18920-
2002) ;I H Y BESHRE K 40 m*/(m® - h) B, 2 4
20 4 H 7K 1) DO B 3K ) B KA 5. 45 mg/L 1 5. 87
mg/ L, [F] B0 & B ok g ol Ao I 0 B A< 5 B 3 R
HK DO FRER IS . X 0] BB Hh F : Y Ik
JEH/IN( <40 m*/(m® - h) ) BF, BT A B B
PO A 2 S B LR 2% PN IR ARG T S
JE, IER AR A T AR B S A B T T R o R K
DO {E {5 IR RIEH K ( >40 m*/(m® « h) ) Hf,
O AE A BN RS ES A BE A=
HERE 53 70 2, B ORI S8 E 1 o 3 R R
T S A W 6 S T AT R Rl T bR
B, 3 BRI A P9 AR R, W R T R
[ | IR S = 3 e R VAL O SR R A A E G
HiK DO EIRAK . [FIEE, BT 3K A WL & i,
DA B VT 25 P9 e S A A 0 T S W s I ik R
TCIE LA KN 7% 2 i 1 2R s T R R 43
AW FE T, T S B0 MLSS [ FEAIK . T LA XS Bt 5,
SREEZON 40 m®/(m® - h) ZE A7 I R B N T R
A 5 A 0 A i B T SRS B AR T 1 g — .
2.2 SH.CODHENEREER

JEZ A A K EAEBRER 92.5% ~
99.6% ;HEZH 4 B K & A LR N 91.6% ~
98.5% ; IS M T A A LR N 78.9% ~ 82.3%
(WL 3) o 2 AN B2 A 1 B AR X #5372 %8 ( MBR
AKX G Gl Py B Y 2 B 23R 5 R RS G ) Y
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Fig.2 Changes of DO and MLSS
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Fig.3 Changes of removal efficiency for NH, -N
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Fig.4 Changes of removal efficiency for COD
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Fig.5 Changes of removal efficiency for turbidity
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Fig. 6 Changes of permeation flux
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Fig.7 Effect of cleaning for different membrane moulds
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