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Fig. 1. Effects of flow rate
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Fig. 2. Effects of temperature
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Fig. 4. Effects of initial feed pH
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Fig. 5. Flux and rejection of each component in the simulated fermentation broth
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Fig. 6. Flux and rejection of each component in the real fermentation broth

Table 1. Flux, rejection and recovery rate for fermentation broth

Pressure| Flux Rejection[%] Recovery
. 2, . | Lactate | Sulfate | Acetate | Glucose ’I‘ota.l ’?otal' ratez

[psig.] | [L/m°h] protein | aminoacid | [mol/m*h]
100 1.3 3 63 -7 28 81 - 1.8
200 2.5 5 72 -12 44 84 36 35
300 4.8 10 78 -15 54 85 - 5.1
400 5.2 15 82 -18 63 86 - 6.4
100* 2.6 2 66 -16 23 88 - 3.8
200* 4.8 6 75 -20 36 88 - 6.8
300* 7.2 12 80 -31 46 89 - 9.5
400+ 9.0 17 83 -42 55 93 - 11.2

* . simulated fermentation broth
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