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{2 o] B o g BNz g8 FA &4 A diE 8
27} AANEA E3 294 e THM(trihalomethane) 3 2 A% #
g8 FA7 FadEn Yok 712 AFEAAFHLE &5 BAES A8
= 29 NOM(natural organic matter)s #AAdEd A7 o=
Nz 7]&L o83 NOME AAsIEE dF7F Bol &g sio
ROY NFE NOMdl i@ ¥& AA&E 7HANAT e ge] Hta A2
] go] AN AL&HNygze FHIsich wd, UFY MFE 1 A3 (pore
size)o] A NOME a#doz A7stA £ wfr HAZ &y
gy g dx8 FAFH UF 5& MFE 2338 NOME a#dH o
zZ AAsEE A7/t o) RN : ed EHu Lol FHez AP
APreHNNE Ad=AE AEE AFT Utk TESH A NOM
AAZ 7tseAu steege] A FHY FAHo] EAs LA
t} RS o) 83 AXBE UFFTAAM 43 NOM AANBES &3
zZzjk 7hAo] wlA L AAol ojadE wHel Utk AsH(Iron Oxide
Particles)& A ets g v Ed o] Fx|¢ FTUFHo|mE vHlwA HE
S A 7vo] B, 7hd] pHY 2oz o] 7H537] dEA BAH
o2 feEsith

wet B AFAME NOMAl tid F&5o]l d&stn Aol Fojdt 4
3 Fa3 gRAES 2§ THITAANM S Hzd 2 AAYY
o] & NOM AAEZE 2 253 EH4E 1@s1x st
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2. 49

Aol 4548 HFdeE dude M AFZFdA A5 A8
olgslod A4 2 XIS KH7E FEE UV EFEA 7 (Hewlett
Packard 8452A), #7192 EA 7] & o) &3t E43 4

28t H (I0P)8] NOM AlA & &S Yotr7] 97 jar-testd oM E 95
o AHstAE-E YW1 180 rpmeE 1087 wvkg ¥ 045 filter2 & 3314
UVass ¥ EH7I82E SAH3AS

oty Asbd 2HIAE AT HAEFAS AmiconAte] stirred cell
unit® AH8-8g 1, ¥8%2 Millipore Co.8 polyethersulfone A &2 UF
membrane (NMWL 100,000)& ©l &34 &A¥HE 160 rpm, A& 7t
22 049 bar9 ¢HE 7t n, HEAZ(flux)s PCY dFd AHE=R
ArF AFARE S5 ALdsA

3. 4% % EE

A3t & pH7F ®iEe me} 9Yd Y2 SAsted dSAnE o8
3 jar-test @ (Fig 1)ol4 B xo), pH7t R&+F NOMel dg A3h3
o FFsdel of 2 A& ¢ F UAMH oA NOMH#} 83 g9
-OH7|¢t9] Ezt= a@REFo] @& pHel o 2 dojyr] WEoz Atgw
€.
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Fig 1. Effect of pH and IOP dosage on removal
efficiency(Jar-test, UV 254nm)

Stirred cell& o] &3t Atg 33 UFE %3 438 (Fig 2)9A = UFg
o2 NOME AAE 3% F 10%0%e @& AAZES By, 43
A1 UFE 23l A2ld 3¢ AALl o 60%74A ZF718H e,

BEFTE Fig 3.4 BEXRo] U43E FUFe] BESFE flux #Fa7 &
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A2%e ¢ & Ao UFDY 3HIAE #7280 @ %ol Agol
SEREe] vt b AARGL, HAUE FAAL ASE AR
of agdol FAso) BEANAL K718 ¢ 290 Folgo] B¥
B 747 A9 o) AR fluxE FAGE Qo2 4zdE.
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Fig 2. UV 254nm removal efficiency by IOP-UF
(stirred cell unit, pH 7.69)
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Fig 3. Effect of IOP dosage on permeate flux
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