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Abstract: Removal of metal ions on the ultrafiltration membrane with micellar-enhanced with anion surfactants is a
recently developed technique which can remove heavy metals and small molecular weight ions from wastewater with
simple separation process and without a phase change. Above a certain concentration, so called the critical micelle con-
centration, the surfactant molecules will attach to each other and form macromolecules or micelles. Macromolecules,
binding cationic cobalt ions and anionic surfactants, were removed by ultrafiltration membrane. The transmembrane
pressure difference had a relatively small effect on the rejection coefficient of metal ions on the ultrafiltration mem-
brane whereas the level of anionic surfactant-to-metal ratio (S/M) had a substantial effect.
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Fig. 1. Schematic flowsheet of ultrafiltration hollow

fiber membrane apparaturs.
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Fig. 2. Permeability of pure water as a function of
TPD in the hollow fiber membrane with
MWCO=3,000 at the feed velocity of 3.2207
x10"m/s, at 25C.
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