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A Study on the Removal Effect of Sewage Treatment
Effluent by Ultrafilter Membrane Species

Young Gyu Kim

Department of Environmental Health, Yongin University

ABSTRCT

This study has designed to investigate the removal effect of sewage treatment effluent by ul-

trafilter membrane species and then to analyze the change of pH, bacteria and E. coli.,

the con-

centration of chlorides. Ultra filtration process did not effective to remove chloride, Ca and Mg.
Spiral type ultrafiltration process was more effective to remove chemical oxygen demand of sewage
treatment effluent than Hollow type ultrafiltration process. The flux of spiral wound ultrafilter was

higher than the hollow fiber ultrafilter.
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1. Storage tank 6. Ultrafilter(spiral type)

2. Pump 7. Activated carbon

3. Flow meter 8. Ultrafilter(hollow fiber type)
4. Pressure gauge 9. Effluent

5. Sedimentation filter

Fig. 1. Schematic diagram of activated carbon and ul-
trafiltration system.
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Fig. 2. Variation of pH in each process.
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Fig. 3. Variation of bacteria in each process.
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Fig. 6. Variation of Mg in each process.
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Fig. 7. Variation of Cl- in each process.
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