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Effect of Fe’* and PMS synchronous coagulation and oxidation pretreatment on purification of sludge water by
ultrafiltration / FAN Jinhui', ZHOU Weidong®, YANG Xiedong®, LIN Tao' (1. College of Environment, Hohai
University, Nanjing 210098, China; 2. Nanjing Water Group Co. , Lid. , Nanjing 210002, China)

Abstract; Immersion ultrafiltration (UF) process was employed to treat the sedimentation tank sludge water. The effect of
Fe’* and peroxymonosulfate (PMS) synchronous coagulation and oxidation pretreatment on the purification of sludge water
by UF was experimentally analyzed. The results show that Fe’* and PMS synchronous coagulation and oxidation
pretreatment had good removal efficiency of particulate matters, microorganisms and organic matters in the sludge water.
With the dosages of Fe’* and PMS both being 0. 15 mmol/L, the contents of trichloromethane and odor substances in the
purified effluent were both lower than the limiting value of Sanitary Standard for Drinking Water( GB 5749—2006). Under

2+

the simultaneous coagulation and oxidation of Fe”" and PMS, the fouling of ultrafiltration membrane was effectively alleviated.

Key words: sludge water; ultrafiltration process; synchronous coagulation; oxidation pretreatment; ferrous;

peroxymonosulfate ; membrane fouling
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1 XBHMRETE

L1 HEEK
5 7Kk A VLRI A SRR DLvE R K,
HEVE K AR Y FZOK Bigbr ank 1 firos, il LU
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Table 1 Comparison of conventional water quality indexes

of sludge water and raw water

Mg/ p(DOC)/ UVasyfH/ p(TN)/  p(NH, -N)/

> ]| H

K NTU (mg-L™") em™' (mg+L™") (mg-L")
JRoK 7.51 12,5 4.24 0. 081 2.0 0.15
HEJEK 7.26 63.0 7.46 0. 159 2.4 0.19

1.2 X6 ABIEE

DAZR (i #1 £ 975 (PVDF ) rh2s 28 4 JEAE S i 56
()8 U8 5, HL AR S 5000 - 3 B8 A X 4 T R
50000, N4% 1. 0 mm, #F4% 2. 0 mm, fEFL4E 0. 02 um,
TAHEIE R Mo R, PVDF AR F T HoAth 3
OB, BA B GF BB TG G vk e ABLA SR B2, OF BB
TR A 2 J ik DR O 3 R Ak B KRR A T 25 0
K,
1.3 KA E

R R HIE B Ry SN A T, A T oAtk
T HAEREE AR . K HE R ULy Feo T I PMS RA
I A HE Ve K A o, i g 58 o0 R S U E
10 min B E 35 W FEA T R 8 e, Ui i 0 A 1E
WA 20 L/ (m’ « h) Fiz47, 247 84 60 min, 4
RS a7 B, B R 22 Hh o 40id SR AN S8 B
et AFEHRK T % T Fe®* Hil PMS Bk
2 iR o

#2 Fe* 1 PMS i me
Table 2 Dosages of Fe’* and PMS mmol/L

Py Fe?* PMS
ES 0 0
HE2 0.05 0. 05
T3 0. 10 0.10
EY 0.15 0.10
HES 0.10 0.15
FE6 0.15 0.15
kY 0.20 0.20

2 ZR5E

2.1 Fe** 1 PMS Ry & % 8 ik 5 U HE i 7k B9
A
2.1.1  sfHER K8 SRR

Fe’* 5 PMS 4 it X} Fe’* /PMS il kb HHf) IR
BEAEALRCRA TR R RIS . 323 B TR RSO
R, Fe’ " /PMS FiAh BEXHHER K (5 bR . 7L
A, Fe’* /PMS Hikh B BE G4 R0 L BRHFTR K Hh Y
WKLY UE MR HL . BEZ Fe® ™ H i (1 14
R A B 1 HE e 7K B2 2 AR, TOC. i 5 vk B2
AHIE R 13.55 mg/L [ % 3. 67 mg/L, JEH ] G & )5
A I Fe A TR I 1 FH Xt HE T8 7K e B0 4 114 2
Bro XTHTZE3 4.5 AL, 3K Fe’ " (4 hn it i %
P 17X DOC B 2K BRACR, Wiy K PMS £ i %5
DOC EFRACR AW, Ui DOC 42 B £ 2K 5
IREEVEI, X 5 Sadrnourmohamadi 251" (i B 5% 45 51
—?ﬁlo UV254 E‘Ji‘il@%@ ﬁEZ: IEJ F DOC , UV254 £%ﬁﬁ
REA AT 5 & O W A I, BATE
B BB AR BB, IR e B At FE Ry I
0 DR, B R PMS B R LR S UV s, 11
RBRAER . BRI, Fe’ " /PMS AL H J5 Bk UV,

£3 ARAEARTHRAKKREL

Table 3 Variation of sludge water quality under different test schemes

. . , LR/ p(TOC)/ p(DOC)/ UVs, {8/ LF.3=8% (Fe**)/
MR R WU ) (mge L) (mg e L) e (CFU-mL) (mge 1)
. g K 28.00 7148 13.55 7.46 0. 157 3590 <0.05

B UE K 0.36 1 9.01 7.35 0. 154 0 <0.05
S K 15.90 4790 7.34 5.91 0. 101 2100 0.08
R E H K 0.33 2 5.79 5.73 0. 097 0 0.07
%3 B g K 13. 50 1798 5.43 4.39 0. 059 340 0.15
A e K 0.27 1 4.23 4.31 0.058 0 0.13
s 4 B UEHEK 9.30 1231 4. 66 3.88 0. 052 270 0.19
R E H K 0.25 1 3.85 3.76 0.051 0 0.17
s A IE K 12. 10 1658 5.09 4.15 0. 047 120 0.14
B UE K 0.24 0 3.95 3.99 0. 045 0 0.13
S 6 B uEHE K 6.30 810 4.25 3.61 0.035 11 0.21
R E H K 0.22 0 3.49 3.43 0.033 0 0.18
i A IE K 5.10 631 3.67 3.21 0. 026 2 0.29
UE K 0.21 0 3.19 3.11 0.025 0 0.28




B DOC 4T, 3% W Fe’* /PMS kb3 L 22
AR (R AR IR BR L DOC J5i B vk i)
WEARG , 67K B =

F 4 ARG T = 50 H i Ak RN e g
PRI . & 4 T UL Fe’ ' /PMS HigbBEX}
A e AR, R 3 BNE T, AR
L A 23 GB 5749—2006 ¢ 4 1% Tk K T3 A4E
FifE) BRAEL (60 we/L) o Fe?"/PMS i kb B Xif BLBA 4
JE BRI, X FE IR F SO, - Mk B AL rE M
R AAFAERTR] . 5% 4 M % 3 BRI 8A
B AR TE R Ol Fe®* Fn i K AR5 5y i Ak
PMS 7=/ SO, - {HJZ AN Fe? ™ £ Fi Ak A
SO, + N, X AR T B ALBOR, NIk Fe’* 5 PMS
WEELAGBENEL Lo 121, 24 Fe? ™ FiI PMS $ i it 1
k0. 15 mmol/L i, WK ) J5 114 ot et ¥k J3 A IR

I {E (10 ng/L) .
x4 AERBHET Fe**/PMS FisbiExt = S H L
4 BB FNIRR Y R B R

Table 4 Removal efficiency of Fe>* /PMS pretreatment on
trichloromethane formation potential and odor substances

under different test schemes

R SaPk s RRE R R E/ (ng - L7

FE (pg L") Rz 2-H S SR
HE1 102. 4 20.5 25.3
EY 74.2 17.0 18.9
HE3 62.8 12.5 15.0
EX 57.4 11.9 11.1
E3 56.7 11.5 11.2
EX) 45.6 8.6 6.4
VEN 42.3 8.1 5.6

2.1.2 MERFT RGO

1A EIRE 5 %R Fe® ' /PMS TiAb #EXH#5
JE T 22BN, 0] AR H S HRJ K L OR 204k B
T YR B R 22 R AR, 40 Fe®* Al PMS
J5i , B TP 2 W S BT, 6] Fe®*/PMIS i B %o 5
TS YA AR A BOR B2 5 Fe® I PMS Bl ]
PETEXI B Y PRI ROR . 3 Fe® " B, i1
Fe’* 55 PMS SN ek A o 7 A B 22 (1) BRI, S 18 3
T XGRS BERI I B T R A
B DR N5 T e 1 B2 0 5 42 PMS e, — %
PR AR TR SO, - AYEr R MR T A AR

. 24 Fe* Fl PMS #4394 0. 2 mmol/L B}, i
15 g i, {H R OB L K R BR S T VR R R
GB 5749—2006 ( 4= i 1k HI 7k T4 br i) BRAE
(0.3mg/L), Ak Fe’* Al PMS S R0
0. 15 mmol/L,

SO r—Jrgl — rgy —HE3 — k4
45 L—TES JrE6 — JTET

W
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Fig.1 Effect of Fe’* /PMS pretreatment on
transmembrane pressure under different test schemes

2.2 Fe’*/PMS-UF TZxHFR KK 4L 1E A

PESE Fe " 1 PMS #h 44 0. 15 mmol/L( J5
%6) KM Fe**/PMS-UF T 24 HE U K 59 4+ 1k
R
2.2.1 Tk e AR

M5 ATLLE H Fe? I PMS 5 %t ke 7K
A RE ) S BRASOR R, X FE B T R AR R
¥y Fe' R F) [ A7 (IR BEAE T . 45 DX TH] A 1 UKL 4
AR AR HE IR, DY e 0 /b 1 UKL ) A BIL) 2
D SEERE R /=TS ) O € 8
2.2.2 A FER

26 J Fe’ /PMS-UF T. 25 %} 41 1 F1IF e 5 1)
I EBRRR . 2ot Fe’/PMS FiAb B, B 9% BOBOHI
SERIBHEIEE 24575 GB 5749—2006 ¢ A= 1 Tk
IKBAERRUED , i s S K it AAG I 1, 3 #B I
YIRS IR BEEAUR A SO, - K TEIEH]. Fe’ '/
PMS-UF T 20 F IR A WA br o2 0 r 2 0 &
B, DR T K R AR e A TR 1 B s 3
BATE AT B
2.2.3 AR EECR

%7 Fe*' /PMS-UF T2 HLY Y 25 BR Ak

%5 Fe’'/PMS-UF TEX BRI ERE

Table 5 Removal efficiency of Fe’*/PMS-UF process on particulate matters

RIRPRLAR X ] R J0REH)/ (A - mL 1)

e |
HH 2 ~3 pum 3~5pum 5 ~7 pm 7 ~10 pm 10 ~ 15 pm 15~20pm 20 ~25pum 25 ~50 pm >50 pm
HEJe K 1873 2056 3217 3391 7931 11121 2331 731 187
TiAb 3= K 370 170 230 200 300 300 112 23 0
G5 H K 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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%6 Fe’*/PMS-UF TEIHAEMHERYR
Table 6 Removal efficiency of Fe’* /PMS-UF process

on microorganisms

o Ry i SRR il &4
(CFU +mL™'") (MPN-mL™ ') (A4-L°")
Hee K 16 000 <0.01 11
Tk P K 21 0
HBUE G K 0 0

B, AL Fe " /PMS HALHRHHEIE K Hr il k43
FA VY LBRBAS X T A8 X 70+ BT & K T 10 000
A L £ 525K 5] 64 % , XA RH3T i 3000 ~
10000 FA LY EBRF N 56% . Fe/PMS Hi4h Hi
YR F AV B LBRIAY) T SO, - A5 EAAE
F (RO T HE A R /N 1) FEA A Y Fe® ™ X
BHWIHIREE . [, Fe* /PMS TALH /Ny
FHIYEA —E W EBRIER, X T 682 h T4 %
IR BEARXT Ny F AL E R . I T 24
SR WL B A PR, 4543712 X 8] N 19 A 1L
P EBRFENT 5% .

Fe? " /PMS 1A B -HE IR 7K w5 15 7K 1k 28 23 2%
BRAFLHN 64% , 55 5K ML 0 KBR R0 61% , 3%
IKPELH A R 2k 35. 7% o Al LIE W, HEJR K
A LR 7K P 243 R A 1 0 355 i K ) s T
SEIKTEL Sy, Zat Fe’ ' /PMS HiAb S , A5 ML S5 5k
IR 43 e A BB AR AR, SEAK A Ao 7 HEBH S T o

X R R S5 K PR A HILA T DAKE X 2 s b 3 o
R, T B AR AT AL 525 o e A B 2 9 T i AL
dr, I, 2t ke /PMS BUAb B , HEVE K T A5 HL
Yrgi /K PR 53 0 B AT R T D e A5 2

AR , Fe " /PMS HACH XTI K T YA AL
WA RAFH RBRECR , J0H &0 Ko+ g K Pk
ALY X AR KRR 28 1 HEVR AKX 0
s B HILTS e o
2.3 BRESHPAEBREMURE

P2 AT TG Fe? " /PMS T Ab B A 8 i Ji
B, mTRUA Y HEJR K 45 Fe? ' /PMS il
Qb B PR T A 108 1) 5 T AE T S 1 T
() BB SR TS Y T, SR R O RLRE . X R
T Fe? " /PMS FiiAb HHs /b T R 1 B4 ORI e A A
BLE5 YR , TRV 7 1 20 B 2 A 2 B A 075 G o

3 & it

a. Fe’"/PMS-UF T. 2. 0] LA 3£ B IR K
YRR A A L)

b. 4 Fe’ " 1 PMS # 0 4 0. 15 mmol/L B,
F 40 K B = S W bE R R R A BT = AR T
GB 5749—2006( A= {f Tk FH/K T A A5 e ) FRAE .

c. 2 Fe’* /PMS HiALBR )5 , HE I ME 5 Ye g 5] T
ARG

%7 Fe'/PMS-UF TEMEHMWHEBRYE

Table 7 Removal efficiency of Fe’* /PMS-UF process on organic matters mg/L
s AN RIAE T 3 S5 6 ) AT AL o o v 3 AR SE K AT AL 5 v
i
- <1000 1000 ~ 3000 3000 ~ 10000 >10000 SR KM FE K ek
HEVe K 1.79 1.47 2.39 1.87 3.13 1.12 3.27
WAL B H7k 1.21 0.78 1.05 0. 67 1.13 0. 43 2.10
IR G K 1.19 0.76 0.99 0. 65 1.05 0.41 2.08

00« SE{UL)

(a) UF T.Z2:AbFH

eguius

(b) Fe?*/PMS-UF T.24b3

) >
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(c) BRI
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Fig.2 Comparison of scanning electron micrograph of UF membranes
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