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Abstract

The phosphate wastewater of 1 mg/L was treated by ferrous salts, ferric salts, polyferric sulfate
and poly aluminum chloride under different iron/phosphorus ratio and aluminum/phosphorus
ratio, to find the best treated dosage. The experimental results show that poly aluminum chloride
with 1.5 aluminum/phosphorus ratio has the best phosphorus removal performance and is the
most economical and practical.
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1. 5|18

e SBUKME S & IR EEZR R 2 —, JRKBRBER BT LK S & IR0 1A %0842 (Smith et al., 1999;
Wang et al., 2010; Li and Brett, 2012). JE /KRB AR 5 B0 A R A5 RS . (B R H &
Grmas BAERE. RORTTEE, HA S 32K /KK R4 SEAR s 1 % 4E)™ 5. (de-Bashan and Bashan, 2004;
Parsons and Smith, 2008; Zhang ef al., 2014).

A7 Bt B ) PR K B Ak 2 25 T OB VEBERR ER DT, AR5 Gd [T 73 B K i A5 7K
F £ BR(Rittmann and McCarty, 2001; Fet, 2011). H aisLbrR KA b RN 82 FIBRBE 257G 8 R &
B (BRI EL . BRERMIR S ERER ). M R R BGCR & S A(PAC) MERER TR & 2 BLHICR & /L itk
(PAEC))55 o« A SCAERT WA S 52 bR S At b, sl s Wi aa Bk BN 1 me/L (KBTS K HE bR
(GB18918-2002)) H—2k B Friff) BN /K FEAS [ k0% LU (BE /R EL). R b (B R EO) Bk 2 . k2R
REURMANES FARPAC) EERFCR K SLIRAT 7T, 15 H BEA 2 HKBEKSE 0.5 mg/L ( RS /KHEBbR
#E(GB18918-2002)) H—Z% A brifh) B AR LR BN & 1] [2].

2. SCIO R3]
2.1. SkENPRESCIGRTE
LB S N AT AR RN

Fe’* + PO}” — FePO, |
3Fe’ +2PO;” — Fe, (PO,), ¥
Fe’" +3HCO; — Fe(OH), { +3CO,
Fe’" +2H,0 =Fe(OH), +2H"
Fe'* +3H,0 = Fe(OH), +3H"
BRER BB AON L 2 DUR BN, RITRPH OB E MR . R FR N T BREE Tk TS, Fe'™'
— 7 S B AR A P 8, — D7 T AR AR KR AR SRR R, IFAE KR R R AE R AR &
R, B A R R TS ) R S 4 401), 1l Fe, (OH), \ Fe, (OH). . Fe (OH)." . Fe (OH)." .
Fe; (OH). . Fe, (OH)’, . Fe,(OH) . Fe,(OH) " Fe,(OH). il Fe, (OH). &, ikt
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BRI BRI B B K A AR R & AT, I ER PR, PR R R B B T P A R A
PRI T o B B
2.2. SBELPREASCIG IR

FRER R OB Sk EE R, EERLUREEN T, BIUR RETE M. SRR R A R A
F(PAC). BRFRHE(AL(SOL)s) —FAE(AICL)ZE)TE KK /KA, A A(OH); 5HABE AR, A5
WA 5 7K R Y AR VE B IR EhEAT IO, T RV R PE OB IR SR UTE ,  FE AR IS TR M VB R K S5 T
S B FFRIE BRI H 10

Rk, Bk SR AIER Eh BRI I SO0 SR B IR AR R — 80, #E mig K h BN e N4 B b 257 515K
HRE R TE IR R 28 R A A 20T 2 BB E R, TR RS IR IR, 5 il e R BRI U7 i
B BB H 1
3. EWH*E
3.1. BeEREK

FHE IR — S (KH,POL) R 25 B8 T /K il AR LR /K, R B EN 5.0 g/L (BA P )9 250 ml, 5256
A PR AR R ) 1.0 mg/L (LA P i)
3.2. FAESEALL. BBt

AR 7 ) SR 1 45 SR o 4% 2 RN = N R 1)

Table 1. The mole ration form between reagent and phosphorus

= 1. RN EERIER

EpilEAS 257 SRR L
78k 5 (FeSOy) 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0. 2.25. 3.0
) #5(Fe3(S04)2) 0.5, 0.75. 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 3.0
REkh 0.5, 0.75. 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 3.0
RHEENEPAC) 0.5. 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 225, 3.0

3.3. BB BB IRIEE

F FeSO4-7H,0 Fl 25 B 1 /K FL il WAk Bh R 48 250 ml, ¥KFEN 5.6 g/L (UL Fe(I)il), S5 - F7 R 21
56 mg/L (LA Fe(ID)it); FH Fey(SO4); M2 B T /K L il 8k hR 46 1000 ml, ¥R A 5.6 g/L (Lh Fe(IlD)it),
SIS F AR 56 mg/L (KA Fe()t): HER G RBRELAN 2 B 1 /K IC 1 2R & 2k bk 4 1000 ml, WREEH
5.6 g/L (LA Fe(I)it), SO0 FAREE] 56 mg/L (UL Fe(Il)il); Al PAC Al &1 KELHI 3K A 58 Shik a7k
250 ml, IKIEHN 2.7 g/L (B ALIIDIT), SEHGH FEFBES] 27 mg/L (Bh AI(LDH) (% 2)
3.4. LIEHMEE

LIBT3,
3.5. XWPE

B MR R 45 i R EE I BLADL IR 7K 150 ml - 250 ml Bebf v, 4% A8 8] (1 BE /R EL VR N — 2 S B ik
HAEHE 1 min 5, 12ESBEHE 15 min, §F 30 min 5 EIEROT 0.45 pm I, WEREE R
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Table 2. The reagent preparation form

2. FIEEICRE

IRy i AR BRI = (g) SLPRFRE T (g) A (ml)
KH,PO, JE KRR 5.4839 5.4849 250
FeSO47H,0 MR R IR A 6.95 6.9497 250
Fex(SO4)s BRERIR AR 5 5.0015 1000
Rammetk REP IR 28 28.0005 1000
PAC KA 4.7222 4.7225 250
Table 3. List of experimental materials
3. XA R
75 LYY S
1 1000 ml &R
2 250 ml &=l
3 20T
4 S = N ERIFLIR F 8
5 [ vak ki
6 250 ml etk

4. FWHER

AN BE R LA IR 770 Je i b B AR BE AT B R R Al 1. &) 2 Fiow
25513 1mg/L R K B K BREE R - K
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Figure 1. Phosphorus concentration

B 1. #ERE

5. bR

—o— i

1.50
THIEREL
o BAKE

2.25

Resiti

3.00

P 1 RTEL 2 AT, Bk EO S BRI K BRI RS BRI LI TR e T N, M kB =T 1.0 JR 3
T AL, (HEA R SRS R ERRE 0.5 mg/L LUN, AREEE|—Z A SRfHIKE R, BREXT & B K

VUSERV e U RTY S il

Eh, BETEERBELL(BE/R L) 1.5 ZE A K IR K R B R FE AL BE 42 0.5 mg/L LLR, 82—
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Figure 2. Phosphorus removal rate

B 2. Bp9EmMRE

P APRIHIKEDR . BORBEAE BER LG, LB B EFHES, ENEFMEEE, BUCRA%EL
(BEREL) 1.5 AR NSEhr AR 3N . S B BRI 25 1o IR /K 1 25 B R0CR [R5 2 128 EL PRI 3 I 14K
BRI TERmE LLBE R B2 1.5 B, BRI K RS BRR B T 0.5 mg/L. KA BRTBE 1) L BR R b5
BELCRSE AN G O, (EERELL 1.3 G i B ARG AR BEAL B 22 0.5 mg/L LT, S K ZFRFE]IE 90% /24 .

g LArfR, iR K B BER AR T 0.5 mg/L, RA 1.5 MG BELLAE NN &R, RAE B
WEEST LK1 mg/L)M B fm, R MEGE I L.

BT, =FhERRMmimh a0 BABEREL 1600 Jo/l, RAREREL 1050 o/, F448 1000 o/, N
A FRAFIE S, =R ERSRAOEAEE D BONMEREL 9.67 t, BEMMREL 13.55t, BEE 247t Kk, b
el S B — b BRI AR A A RIRER R 1.5 Jiot, RAEMMRE 1.42 1o, RE4 025 Jim. Bk, RH
ERELL 1.5 BIMEM R A HPAC) B NED L .
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