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Abstract

For AZ/0 process + MBR bioreactor operating continuously for 10 years, the water quality stably
reached the Water Quality Standard of Urban Sewage Recycling Landscape Environment (GB/T
18921-2002), this paper summarizes the procedures and methods of the optimization and main-
tenance scheme of the cleaning process of MBR membrane module by Siyuan for 10 years. Fur-
thermore, the experience of professional operation and maintenance should be promoted to re-
duce the cost of operation and maintenance of enterprises.
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1. 5|8

FIH AT AL, MBR JEAY) N AT R & RS K IR BE AL FE . B OR T 2E 7K A S5 AP e AR e Ak B A 3
FE R bRUER B R BOR[1]-[14]. M 2011 4 9 H TR, PH4 YRR A K (AR “ Y57 )i A2O-MBR
ARG E & w4, EL. GFMBHKRES .. A FE K200 BIRIZIT 4 R RNAIR[15]-[20], W &K
TR A B 2E 5 FFay BEIRIZ AT 10 FEREKFE ML, AR E MBR RS ot T 2R AR
WhHZ, URMREGE TR, FFRELK, NEITE VBT T IRIES %, BRMSIT 4T B A .
2. SRS ISy
2.1. EBEIKIKR

M 2017 4E 9 HE| 2021 29 H, LELL 5 HERWEN, Sk DK RME ILE 1.

Table 1. Mean value of raw water (mg/l)
= 1. [RkHEmMg/)

ﬁg\\\\?ﬁ cop PH A S B o
2017 & 332.6 7.6 36.7 6.7 43.3 5.2
2018 4F 342.6 7.8 37.6 6.8 44.2 5.3
2019 4F 557.4 8.4 38.4 35 45.3 6.6
2020 4 563.9 8.3 40.3 36 50.6 6.4
2021 4F 358.7 8.1 35.4 119 46.5 5.6

WG IK 5 FE MM, [BR:2019 A1 2020 £ K B & 57 3% I HEBUE R /K il 24, HAx i (8] R /K5
PeFa b TR E .
22. TE%RE

TZ2XH PLC Bz, s£3l 7K Ihge, . £, BR AR, HERREW 3L
Hl. K1 RE MBR TZHMA. XA 5 mm [8] e AHE N A M = ZE AL B AR R 42 . R =2 A
TR 75 7KK R sl , DMETE— e S BRa e AR /KB . 1 1 mm %% 355 200 ) & Ak 2 Lh 3 4n
NS
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Figure 1. The MBR process flow without the air floating tank
1. ERFithi MBR TRz

BRGNS mm (B E AR IR 1 mm PR LA P AR SRS A AL ) AR B 4, T
JERUGEN RN . SR GFE, 2 B R AR K. IREETB TG N BB R A, 174
MBS E, (R T i o fLIR R, B BSOS IRV Vet S S BN I T 5 G HY)
. APt A0 TZ P, BOD. SS RILL &Y AZAE M BB — I3 20k, A5 %E MBR i 78
L ASEE R

2019 FAH1 2020 4F 5 A2 bz I B HE U PR K oy AR A IBOR AR 2020 4RI, A5 5 IR AN A A it 2 1]
TSI ATRIBR BRI IG o BSR4, 202 Bk K FU AL T BORH X 25 B 460 T 1 (R /) B RHL
2 NP MBR T.Z k.

[ Tk
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Bk 1 PAM 1 1 PAC
L

EREAERA B W P e B Wi B Ree | s | mse | opoe B ke

7K

R IEHR
Figure 2. The MBR process flow with the air floating tank
2. INS;ZthA MBR TZRE
ZLEWE 7 3 MRAWRIRI: 55 e a2 4 S0t 1 [l EL 2009 250%, 44t 2 SR 4t 1 [ 07
L2950 200%, I Z R AR I R L L8 100%. G55 s iA1= I 7E 2 mg/L 244 .
NG KA TR R G B A RIS . RS 51 T3 2.

Table 2. Main equipment of MBR
2. MBR & EER &

& Ko A
Ie i R Ve A 28 55 5 mm, & 4FEEE 7 5500 m¥/d
S 28 Q=8m%h, H=7m
PIAR I R A 26 WORHEL 1 mm, 26 4bFEAE 77 3000 m¥d
AR SR 44 JAEE: 20 Nm¥min, FEZ: 700 mbar 17.5 kw
JEAE e AL 45 A& 35 Nm3/min, FEZ: 350 mbar 37 kw
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Continued
TRA R BRI 64 Q1=110m*h, H=45m; Q2=90m%h, H=6m
JEth A IR 52 6 & Q1=35m’h, H1=7m; Ql=41m%h, H2=9m
s 2H 1 432 3% s B S BT A 25 m® 38 N 3k 2 A8 47 4 i
P IEZSE S 64 P066-368SI
HEFVEIR 25 100WQ-80-73
A EFP VEKE 25 SLSP40-160
JE VAL 14 HTB-1000

2.3. [FEHRIERE

rp s A AR U2 AE B HATBAE A B $R0E, MR N IRIR )% (PVDF) R S 4 i, 45 1) L SR T
FLRIAF] 20%LA L, 800 T BEELRE S, FLARLE 0.03~1 pm, MR S 2264 x 167 mm. & E L A %
TR LAAY: 72 3¢, METEA A 1800 mP. AL HITAR . 2y AR i 5 38, S v e AL RS e T2
SERKJEAR B an () OCEEN R, BRATIF R IR SE i tn 1 3 & 4 B .

Figure 3. Dress aeration hole
3. HEBSTL

Figure 4. Installation of the hollow fiber membrane

E 4. TRz
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24. RBEBITEH
JYE 10 4 MBR R4 e & R w e M & HE1T. @1irs8nk 3 .

Table 3. MBR system operation parameters
# 3. MBR RRIEITEH

pH IhBEIC KI5 B il /h T5iRieic/d W REImg/ S5 B/ (L/m?-h)
6~9 <30 13 30~50 2 16

3. BITER

KAEEEET A, PUEEERE 16 L/(m>h). PR, BREM . LSt R B i 7K 145 B i A
43816, 47, 53 1.3h, &1t 13h, T5lels RN IE A 30~50 d.
3.1 ALIEHR

2 10 4F1217, MBR L2 R VE /K AL B AR I 4 Fis .

Table 4. Water quality derived from MBR treatment
% 4. MBR £L3RH KK BR(HME) (8L : mg/l)

IKEE CcoD 2R K R
HEZK K 431.04 37.65 5.81 35
JEL 3t 308t 7K 14.4 0.41 0.04 0.06
EFRZE (%) 96.7 98.9 99.3 99.8

B 4 alAl, MBR ACHH KK AR E A B (R 75 7K F AR R SO A5 - AOK AR HE) (GBIT
18921-2002).

3.2. [REAUEIAEDE

MBR H1 [ W0 2% [a) S e 7K, s it ) B oA 9 min/l mine 9 1 BEAT A 2O Gtz ], K1
HZr, 1~2 JHAT— RS S BE(EFM), MRPEZATHE 0L 6~12 A H 47 — IRFEZAL /555 (CIP). MBR
BATIEREF, B 7RG FEARRY), HAEERMEZR 1 o R4 D IR ST LIEN
—PPRL A, AR E I R AR B . (ER AR T BT IR E LA, DAARAIE I i i R S
EYFFEAIMVEE 2 N . IR LUE 4 Fo7 U TR, ol © Bkt @ 4Gt
(EFM); B YER4EyEH; @ WE{ELIET(CIP).

321 BRRk

I J2 A% F MBR EH [ W [ i K B Bl AT 1 IRGERT, B P8I F2 45 1k A, i) TMP 3k
N 0o A BRI B /K, SN 22 Y3, ER P T A7 AR K TR S 22 3R T R R 195 e ok
BRI . AMER R EL A 9 min/l min, FRFEKEFIE] O 38, PERTIE 1 48k, B REE B— N s AT A
HHN 10 438 A5 I PEAN ROERT BT VR 2 I B AR R A A, s, Hid, R K RS AT
TE U R B e T R e, (B, S KNIRIEITE, ARG R BT 2
BEIT R A HERS I SR AR X, I SERH )2 P3G N . N T I BRIX SE ARG e, AU BEHEAT A0 A
R 43 11375 5 (EFM) R ZE £R Ak 24375 B (CIP) .
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3.2.2. BIPMHEB/IR(EFM)

N T A ROE R R TS Y, B A AL R A T 4 M VR (EFM), EFM SRS EREN EFM
FFTER EFM. MBR [ RGUEAT 1 74 T BER F A YRR BN 1A 8 S 0 I 2E PR AT Sk e — K
FEIT 2 90 2%, AR IETHIEETMF S, MBR I RS0E1T 1 A LA BFERHASHERIIES
TR BB 2 AE AT S e — Ik, FEIF 20 5 238k . EFM —[BE T TMP (1% 5 s 22 5% 5 {1 B0 ) (14 458 2 41 1
. BB T MR EFM, BB IERIE/TK. 6 EFM B, IRAL7ER S P i T
SEARBOIRG . EFM AR BT 1 32 B 4 L3 5.

Table 5. EFM cleaning equipment
F# 5 EFM ERE®

A e Ji & (m3h) #FE(m) AR
1 S EFM JEKE 25 7 1
2 S EFM BN 0.065 30 1
3 2 EFM 57K 43 75 1
4 2 EFM % Im#E 15 20 1

TEGE PR T2 b, IR T AR SESS . 32 H R LR UETE BERCR AT T, IS ve s,
DA BT RIEUE A, I—RMEAETAE . HEIE R ACR MR R 2 EAH R H 43 (2012 45 6 F 1 2014 4 6
H), MWENL EPD S R R I ZE R P2 K& JERFETE 6 A2 N T IR UE KRR A% 7= A IR el v 7K R A AR
HHE, BARME. 2012 45 6 H LT 12 A RSN EFM JE8E, 2 ATEEIRYE EFM, XTIEAR IR “I8
Vet A7 o T 2014 4F 6 F FEHET 8 IRIKERRSN EFM 5 ¥E, 3 IKITEFIRYE EFM, X ILFRIECA “IHIEt
e B” o 3G T 6 A& KM ZEHE 5T 14 5.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
H
—o—EIE LA —e—iE Tk ikB

Figure 5. Daily differential membrane pressure data in June for two cleaning optimization schemes of No. 3 membrane group

Bl 5 3 SIRAMMERMUTRT 6 RERHREEHIE

W2 AL UL LG, UE 0L B UM 250N T lRAl A GRS LA H7, T BLPFE A
S R 2%
ﬁ*¥w@=%§ )
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> (% - SR P )
n-1

FRAE (R 22 R MO A A (0 OV ORERE, B PR T B SR AL R B SR TS (ORI . B (R 2R,

SR (E R B P IEAAS RZIFAR . KRR 7 SRR 22 M SR TS L RIEREE R 2290 F 22 6.

PR 22 = \/ (2)

Table 6. Arithmetic mean and standard deviation of the membrane pressure difference for the two cleaning optimization schemes
2 6. MIERRU S RNEBEEENEREIENIRERE

B A B B
HARFME 17.65 13.43
it G 22 0.9 L35

MEARTFEHERI R, iETefiie B B Z#/N BTl A R 2. MhrEm Z R LLEL, JH8E
Pife B Mk 2 555 TR i A BBEZ
3 ST 6 AR KERHES T4 6.
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Figure 6. Water production data in June for two cleaning optimization schemes of No. 3 membrane group

& 6. 3 SIRAMMBRMULRT 6 ARRNKEHE

K P RE BRI TT R B K R AT B E AR R 251 T4 7

Table 7. Arithmetic mean value and standard deviation of the water yield optimized for two cleaning schemes
= 7. BIERRAL R RRKENEREIENRERE

YR A AL B
HARFH1E 488.27 580.67
PR 2= 133.98 49.03

MEAREMERI LR, EBEIi B FIF= /KRR TiETI A =K E. Mhaifilm 2z It i, bt
itk B =K &AL TiEBELAL A K& .

W LRI K R S B THIAR (m?) B 7 s ) (/N B B 7 1 22 (KPa) N B KRR (L TF), — R3S
“LMH” RoRr. ZFERE AEFEAGE A& R TI BRI .. BiE L TIE K F R E KR, TlkiEK
5 SR BARITHIFA (1000 mP) BRI 1E](d, R) B s 2 (kPa) R K& K AR (m? ), — R FIZE S “VMD” %75
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JEVE MBR JEZH L f T A2 1800 m? . T LASEEASE A BEAEL 1) ol i 7K S gt A LA P R 7 K o LA
i I 22 5 FERR DL 1.8 WIS

R B ()
3% 7K ZRVMD =
LAEAREVMD = e 3 (kPa) w18 ®
7 /& 3 TR T 6 AR I TMkiF KR EE .
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Figure 7. Daily industrial permeability data of two cleaning optimization schemes of membrane group in June of No.

3 membrane group
[E 7.3 SEERAMERMUGRT 6 BRI IIEKELKE

KRB DA T S TAE KR AP I E AR 2= 51T 4 8.

Table 8. The arithmetic mean and standard deviation of industrial permeability optimized for two cleaning schemes

8. MMUERMU T R TIEKEMEARFEENRERE

AL A EveiL B
HARFHMHE 15.35 24.29
PR 22 3.94 3.42

MEARFEIE TR EHML B 1 TALE KR H R TS Tl A I TEK R . MARAE(w 2 ) Lh
B, mEveiite B B TAEEACRI BT A B TALIEK A,
MRS AL ELES, TEBEIAL B AT LUARIE CRIETS BERCRIATIR T, BRARAL 2B BE R, 54 255,

3.2.3. (LFEIELB/IH(CIP)

S VERSAT, BEIE Z MK IRGERFAE 0~30 KPa, R41HA o VP 2 4 50 KPa, b 2: 7 2R3 3k
(CIPYHiZ Ry 3~6 N H 1Kk, %L ZJRTERt I NFRRE M DAk 2 24557, I8 I 3% ok i W S A A e 25 711
I RERAT BAE IR [ 2, M KK i A A e R o T D R 2 2 FH 1.96 Wit9e ¥Ry A5 B /K Vs i v 8~10
ANEE, FEA 1 wielf A A LA (NaOH) /K TR AT A4S pH A 6~9; J5 A 0.9 w1k SR #(NaClO) 7K A ik
121 8~10 /NI, FiH 0.5 wt% ) VAR B EA(NaSOg) K I VR HH FI ZE pH Ry 6~9. i1k 2215 4675 BE(CIP) I i 4H
FARBAETE VeI

JETZ CIP ji5¥k, 3 MEARIKZATIR. . Hiat. ATE, 2 T 2AERAN SN, TR
LLAFE IR B S BRI 255 Ve, HREISAT N, 3 MEAILTRE 3 TR R/KIETRE, 3
WA SEACAN(NaOH) K IE R AT, 3 IR EEREN(NaCIO) KA TRIRIE, A1 3 YV EN(NaSOs) /K VA Hh Al .

AL T 25, ANAE— CIP MUKV 3 ML, F IRk AR TP 72 i, AR
ZIGUIN EARE 7). 3 AMIBEZH 3L FR B — T R R K I ORI (AR B 2 5 i /> A R (1 24
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), — IREEA B (NaOH) /K VA W HH A (AN IR LRI 2 Ja i /> B R R 25 57)), — PRI SR M (NaClO)
KR (B MR ATIR I 2 S5 I8N > B R B 2451), - A — U B 4N (NS O) 7K TR FH R (AN IR AL 35
Wi EARRE R 255]) . WEBIRIZIE B4R S5 7N 5% FIRIZ570RIW] . 2% 9 41t &
E) CIP VS e o

Table 9. The major equipment of CIP process

% 0.CIP ZEEFER&E

Fr 5 E N Yt (m¥h) P (m) R
1 CIP 57K % 85 45 1
2 & CIP #ohn#g 3 20 1
3 DRI ERE e IIIE S 15 20 1
4 iz CIP $#inZE 15 20 1
5 NaOH #hnzE 15 20 1

8(a)~(c) ML AT CIP #& Pel Jim i I 7= Hh £ &1 o

40
<
g 3 S —
20
) \
- —
Z 10 ~——
£
0 T T T T T
2013.12 2014.6 2014.12 2018.12 2019.12 2020.12
— G ) TEG S
]
(@
40
Q‘E 30 S~
% e
20
]ﬁ
i 10 e
F ~——
N
0 T T T T T
2013.12 2014.6 2014.12 2018.12 2019.12 2020.12
YR \ S
I8 [E]
(b)
40
£ 30 i
¥ e
i 20
:%ué 10 Se—""
0 T T T T T
2013.12 2014.6 2014.12 2018.12 2019.12 2020.12
it YR
I 1]
(c)

Figure 8. (a) Transmembrane pressure difference curve of CIP cleaning in membrane group 1; (b) Transmembrane pressure
difference curve of CIP cleaning in membrane group 2; (c) Transmembrane pressure difference curve of CIP cleaning in
membrane group 3

8.(a) 1 SHE4H CIP B EIEEE/ZL; (b) 2 SHELE CIP BEEREIEE/LZ; () 3 SR CIP EREIEEErZ
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fit—x CIP [ 2555 3% FH M2k B 2 B 1) 29,730 T, F&fEE] 11,000 7T, F7#) 18,730 TT.

3.2.4. {IBLEFEIR

PR CIP WS Vel Jedt AT —IRERLE S T, AU RIS 5 22 (O S yIME,  NGEP I B R
AR, PRI R 2 R AT BT OB gE s B R R R 2 YRR A 2 BN, 5KBER
W%, HRESHHEERET, GREA LR ERMRLZ S8 2, B KRR BEAR =K
. F9a). Kl 9b)REBRMULMMEA.

Figure 9. Hair tangle in the upper part of membrane group
9. fRLE EEREL UL

FELZH b3 e 4 25 3t BRPF) B3 5 SR 2 A 9 M (PVDF) R S 21 4T 22 . 5] 10(a)~(d) 35 3% J LR g 2
s LR YRk 22

Figure 10. Several typical hollow fiber broken wires
[ 10. JUFpsa By rhes A Yl 22
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X TP AR B R A 45 R RE R I B VE SR T VE L ATIE Ve . SeH AR B ) 31
ez, FLERBRA FEMUEE—RIER. K 11(a). K 11(0) 2 AN TYE4ES P35, K 12(a).
B 12(b) & N A ER L3 5 R A A

Figure 11. Manual physical cleaning
11, FITYEE*®

Figure 12. The membrane assembly after artificial physical maintenance

B 12. ATYBR4EirERIBRA

£ A’/O+MBR {5 /KALFRFAEKFI ] RS 10 4EifEidferp, Bt -HEEH . sat. ffitk.
BEA AT T B2 28] 1) 47 PR 3 e AL 22 TR ZRIB P i et , A 75 TR T it R0 A A b 2 TR St A i . B
MBR 49 [ Mot Re s K Iz 5, TALELZ — A A UEM AT . 2020 4 12 H YRR sl s i e
BOSCR A AR A M. 5] 13(a) ] 13(b) R s A . 15] 14(a) ] 14(b) AR AL A M 2 A= it
BT TIAL BR 5 4%
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Figure 13. (a) Transfer drum film grille; (b) Removing the transfer drum film grille

B 13. (a) HBREM; (b) FEEERARMHRER T

(b)

Figure 14. (a) Installing the internal runoff membrane grille; (b) The internal runoff membrane grille
B 14. (a) REARZREEM; (b) AEREEH

4, &5ig

Vo2 YR E B AR K ) AYO+MBR 414 T2, M 2011 4F 9 AR isfr £45 04 H4E, Ritrek
465 73 m® A#EA, MBR ACFEHAOKF AR EIA ] CfTi5 K FAE R SR 52 AOK B bR E) (GBIT
18921-2002), i) ZXeh ) 5 A A .

BATSREAEN, HERMEHEAE LT LS, KEIRREIZIT. HAOKBI RaT45 . B4 (456 FH 4 i &
KA IE 2 A BRI T PASE L) «

1) G PRAE - BV - i RIS MRS TR K A B AR R AR B

2) fnsmfE s Gedr il /e (BE Bk R B e R BOE « MR TR ERA ) P R AT SE R E S8

3) FZIEHE T AR I MBR L5 2 T 2 M AR R o

EHEWHE

Bt KMT R RITE ;. GEAF: ST KEHREERFEERERTR; GR%S:
2021slkj-14-
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