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Paper Wastewater Treatment Using Carbon Ceramic
Ultrafiltration System with Periodic Air-Backflushing

Hyun Jeong Hwang - Jin Yong Park
Division of Life Science, Hallym University
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2. 49¥

(1) 9o 54

2 Ay A& ©A222 Rhone-PoulencA A Tech-Sep3 Al A&
o2 BEIPEAFMWCO)°l 300,000 Daltonse! #3 Ezgoiny o]
A& Table 19 # A&t

Table 1. Specification of carbon tubular membrane (Mg) used in this study.

. Outer Inner Surface
Material MWCO diameter diameter Length area
(Daltons) (mm)
(mm) (mm) (crf)
Carbon 300,000 10 6 250 47.1
(2) 49494y

E Agode $H9E A8 SFAE Adse BAXNTZY wF
+& Algstgen, FFYAN 509 YFE AL F%HL 2 L/min, A
oA AZEE 4E, SAH A 40x2 HA D, HH 4y AL
271 g8l TMPE 101, 159, 202, 3022 &2 WH3ANA HId F 33
g7r dHAGe A ofe) IMFH Frle FYgE Fotrsi GAF F7)
o] 93g AuRy s Z+zt HAFH AZHBT, Backflushing) & 40% 2
gdAsA dAs, °oF A AL oA AHA EHAADEFT,
Filtration)¥ QoA 48, 8%, 168, 32802 WA F|HA A A7
o }E FxM&e) WE AFE BAIAG. o] A BAXNIHAY HHFSF
¥ExE Ao RSt HAH ¥ gl TMPE 159 keg/erf®, & A3 A
3719 4EH FFLS 2 kgdor, 2 L/mine. 2 BE ZHAM IdAHSA &
AXNHTH H& TMPZAI HA 43 F7) 248 2 5 4% g
o g FHAMEELE Yotr7] A FFE 15 L/min, 20 L/min, 25
L/min, 3.0 L/min2 WA AHZPAA Pt

3.d5% ¢ 23

(1) 29849 AAS

BAIA 3 AL HF+E AR @4 d9une AlR3te xged
M F7E F18 gAHE @*13}%1& g, TMP 2 SA& 7], 3 W
glo] }& 2 FER AAHEE Table 19 A&t &= H$ TMP,
A F7), FF ¥ BRF 97/0 0]’ 9 1’3& AAEE Y1, CODE
TMP=101 kg/cm’@ = 713 & AAES BYch 94F %‘—71 82
COD AALE BT/FT=00219 =@ 73 h‘—% # BEdx, f¥L 15
/mind W COD A|A&e] 713 w4 TDSS AAEL dAHo=z
5.4%0°)&te] @¥& e Holxm Aot

L o
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Table 1. Rejection rate of the carbon membrane in the air-backflushing system.

Items Turbidity (%) | __COD (%) TDS (%)

0.000 96.92 4585 3.03

0.167 98.86 40.59 1.69

BT/FT 0.083 96.15 41.08 2.69
0.042 98.42 43.49 2.42

0.021 96.92 47.62 3.03

101 99.78 57.14 1.28

TMP 159 99.41 45.66 3.17
(kee/cr) 2.02 99.87 53.17 3.01
3.03 99.52 57.11 476

15 98.44 46.18 1.01

Flow rate 2.0 97.50 44.39 1.03
(L/min) 25 98.42 41.49 1.47
3.0 98.32 36.28 0.51

2) A3 F719 9 ‘
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A AASY) HE A2 B RmT

. BB E TMP/F 37085 N3

2 Z7}atgen TMP=302 R
kg/em’d W Y BS @l e =

A=k, T

@ F% 9% T i
27 AAHA &% Asge o e T

Reynolds+ 2 &4tstol J/ool Wsh o

&g Fig 3ol AAsET &% T T Tl 0T

#Bta] Al Zbell mhet 2E J/Jo7t M Fig. 2. Change of dimensionless permeate
A3 Barstgon, 3A2 g3 A flux according to TMP.
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x109¢ @ 71 Be @& AAAY | menbiger e
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WAy gEe RoeE "ol Fig. 3. Change of dimensionless permeate flux

according to flow rate.
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