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Abstract

In this paper, n(H2S04):n(FeS04), n(H202):n(FeS04) and curing temperature (T) were prepared by
single factor test combined with response surface analysis in the preparation of polymeric ferric
sulfate by H,0; direct oxidation optimized by response surface methodology to obtain the optimal
preparation conditions for the preparation of PFS by direct oxidation. The results show that in the
single factor experiment, the optimal n(H;SO4):n(FeSO,4) ratio interval is [0.2, 0.3]; the optimal
n(H;02):n(FeS0,) ratio interval is [0.5, 0.7]; the ripening temperature (T) interval is [55, 65]°C. The
optimum preparation conditions were as follows: n(H:SO4):n(FeSO,) ratio was 0.25:1;
n(H;02):n(FeS0,) ratio was 0.60:1; T was 59.88°C. And the product has been verified to meet the
first-class standard of “Water Treatment Agent polymeric ferric Sulfate” (GB/T 14591-2016).
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b4 4 B A TR IRER O ) £ %A I (H2S04) : n(FeS04). n(H20:): n(FeS04) LK #ALIERE(T), &Eit
W RLE A ATEEAT AL, WTIRZIET EREWIER S PFSHIBAER & %M. £RRH: LEERRS,
B fEn(H:S04): n(FeS0,4)HAEXA5[0.2, 0.3]; #AEn(H.02): n(FeSO0.)HEXAIN[0.5, 0.7]; BAEH
AR (T) X B A[55, 65]C . ZithAl /558 B B HEH] & %48 : n(H2S04): n(FeS0,) K HAE50.25:1;
n(H:02): n(FeSO4)KILIE50.60:1; TA59.88°C. HAMAE, P RS (KA HARERE) (GB/T
14591-2016)—% HiizE.
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1. 51§

KA R EL (Polymeric Ferric Sulfate, PFS)& —FuBi . L. sk s el m o 1 2t &
TREVEREDC R, WUAESS S, PIREHEEIRIREENS 5. PFS LRI, WSS, feE Roh 25 5ok Ak o i)
BV ANURFR D EEE S YR KBRS, B RIGFINE. BRESEThEE. FR BT
AR A AR B R AL R BRI RN EL D S pH YERT. &b, COD LkRFE . B
FDIR AR DUAE R BLUTRR s R . B o R R I S5 a5, B DL AR R AR, IEAEIZ A0 BB Ui R
R ML ZEER[1]. Bk PRS 8 iz B FAE R AR Tl K R TR K Sl AiEis K. 15
VEWE KA 2] . M LUARSEIAE R BT 5, PRS 7RSO FE R C 8 PR AR AR TR R,
RS =, WA EMHE G, M EEE. FHREANR B8], SUtFR, PFS 75t fE
RRESZMERETULERBEE TS, BA RIFFSERT .

TR [ R B EA 1 2% PRS (1] 88 2% A PR F0 A8 1A 29 M 7 vk — R B R 8 4 A
IEAESEE . HATE NS W0, PFS Mg AT 1 RERIH . 25 ANt S EHLECEY
AR AR [4]. FHREHZE[S]/EHI % PFS K5I\ POS , FR AL & H BT AL ML = 2 T SR
G IEIRIR YR (PPFS) . JF1i I 1E AT SRR 78 HARA M £ S5 A AR AL B SUR . Wei Chen [6]42 Hh 34 20k
ok, HoAr LUK oG, THE T R SR M AR B A

RAEIREER T2 H TR /KE Mg B2 4, ITERE R ¥ E W EHILEH T KP EE)E
FIACERAR T, £ SRS 71 PFS A& il Rk, HA T RAMMREAH E L RIS

AR, WANIE TR 2T 2 B A RIS ARG S A o DRI R R i
FAES T2 BRI 0E . H0, HEAAIE & H AT & PFS MW vk —, HATARR., A= &
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Gy~ AR IR AR R SRR A, M AR s ik A R IS . IR %
RGP TV AT S AT R A 538 F i B 1 70 AR UL PRS il 4 2% A AR OGRS »

I b A S s 2 T 3 A7 B ) B VR 4 PRS 110 = R PR 3% 110 B TR 3R A 7 1k 1 iR 4 SR Bt
R8s XIS AR AR — P it o R AR, DUYIAS B B A 4% PFS B2 1. AL
DU AR R RHE TSRS %

2. MRE 5%
2.1, RIEHHE

212, NEER
’[37J(/Eu\ JIL@?%% E%ﬁg o

2.1.2. REEHFIHR SR
TGOS EAEE R R 2R, B, SR, ST . ORGMEIREN . MK, mfRiRe
A, MRk IR R, ABIED MR, TR FALER. EESERE: obTal; BRI
2 M IR (HI-6 B3R T H RANER ) ), B AN T 1546 (DGX-9053B-2 L ifii 4R s F R} 244X
BARAF), K F(MELOAE ke - FERI 2 (L) AR A )

2.2. PFS ShEE X HRIUE K COD Kt B ERRFRAIFM

Bl COD 24 500 mg/L. 0.1 g/L (1)l BB UK /K o 43 A 1 L SRR K B T /S BRI HE AR 1 6
AN KB, KR KR BEBRIREL) (GB/T 14591-2016), weHL#h 32V A[8%, 16%], R/G1%
ANFEBE B 500 mg #hEE R A BERE:, JTahfiidkds LA 250 r/min (S ESHFE L min, LA 30 r/min [
ERBEHE 10 min, & 30 min, AAFHGRIE T 6 cm AL 7K E H COD 1 SS.

2.3. BERRE S ERNERE

231 WWHE

I M n(H2S04):n(FeSO4) N(H20,):n(FeSO)FIEALIRE T, DLERFEFELRA OKARBF  FREMER
Bk) (GBIT 14591-2016)]7 £h I FE 1 52 kW N BERAES B, 88 8 LR R PR & 8o R 2 AR
WESHL, I K BRI TR AR T2 5 A
23.2. EHREENNEFRE

RYE OKAFF] BEHBREL) (GB/T 14591-2016) [8], %t BB LT 22 S B, JREE.
ERR IR T, FSAEER =M 5o ek, dEMEN TG TR ER, 5 HERRA R

T 52 VRCHEAT I A€
ST FER N

Fe** +Sn*" = 2Fe*" +Sn** @

SnCl, +2HgCl, = SnCl, + HgCl, (2

6Fe*" +CR,0% +14H" =6Fe* 2Cr*" +7H,0 (3)

233 EEMHBR(E Fe* i) & BN E RE
FE BRI P v R B e A 1 ¥ VLR €
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MnO; +5Fe*" +8H" = Mn?" +5Fe* +4H,0 4)
2.3.4. BhEEANERE
ERBEF NN E B R BRIA VL, FEINAL Bk, DABYBK AR RIS L pH THERZ S, HEAAL

BABRIEET E R E . IR NIR LGS pH y 8.3 BN 5.

2.4, Wa R E SRS H R R R R

K VA A6 P A5 11 = PR 3 i A 16 X W F) e (L AEREL 70 7% A Box-Behnken Design Wil i [ 73 #7245
Rieh, A BT AR IS B o AR i T AR BT IR IR AT R . B R P A e e A

R, R A & 2k, B S BRE[8] .
2.5. REREEETE BREER

AR Z AT A3 PRS 5 0 _EAE A5 7 it — DO B BRK AT AL B, JFf BUACBRACR

3. ZR5WiE

3.1 REKEREEIRIUEK COD K SS ERFHFMLER
o 1ANA] 1 s i M T/, SRR REAE CORARER

Re

BREREL) (GBIT 14591-2016) %% & 5

RIXTAIN, XFRAKHH) COD e SS MIkERFEMIN: B ML EIF, KRR 2GRN &S
MERIEFENY 129%0, KERFE A, ABIRCREAE, PR AR a6 7E H A T P SR AR R % DL T A i

HEEERT 12%.

Table 1. Effect of salt base degree on COD and SS removal rate of simulated wastewater
Fz 1. HEEXEHUZK COD & SS EAMFEMF M

JEK#: COD

QPR f5 COD

KPR JS ss

ERBESE % (mgiL) A SS (mg/L) (mg/L) EREI% (mg/L) ERE%
8 500 100 162.4 67.52 9.79 90.21
9 500 100 156.3 68.74 8.16 91.84
10 500 100 153.45 69.31 7.68 92.32
11 500 100 146.7 70.66 5.73 94.27
12 500 100 138.15 72.37 5.21 94.79
13 500 100 147.6 70.48 5.77 94.23
14 500 100 152.05 69.59 6.15 93.85
15 500 100 155.75 68.85 7.36 92.64
16 500 100 1595 68.1 10.22 89.78
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Figure 1. Effect of salt base degree on COD and SS removal rate of simulated wastewater

1. EHEEEME K COD ALK SS ERREAIFZM

MFZ 2 FE 2 el KB E RIS AR, kS IR, [FINEFE YR & R R, 18
n (FERLEK): n (FlR)IAF] 1:0.25 I, ILJEIMEYBT IR ot & 73 4509 0.0002%. FRAIREE K45 mbnit, FhEEE
BIUFBEES . NI RIERE S A A& DRI, BRI A B A A&, BB AL n(FeSO4):n(H,S04) X
[N HCA[1:0.2, 1:0.3], Rl BUBR R SRR A5 b A 1:0.25 33047 XA /K 5 R P Ak A5 N L DX TRt B8

Table 2. Sulfuric acid and ferrous sulfate injection ratio interval test results
2. MERSAREL I SRz MEL X B IG 45 R

[E&17] 1:0.1 1:0.15 1:0.2 1:0.25 1:0.3
48 (%) 13.4572 13.4339 13.4173 12.8144 12.6535
I JE D5 (%) 4.6454 1.2141 0.934 0.0002 0.0007
EhELE (%) 14.2502 14.4083 14.2467 14.0249 10.0915
2 16 1
- — .
pa 14
12
10
8- —— b
6 —n— 2
4l
-
0
1:0.1 1:0.15 1:0.2 1:0.25 1:0.3
n (REATERD) : n (FEER)
Figure 2. Sulfuric acid and ferrous sulfate cast ratio interval test
B 2. HERSHER Ik EL X Bl iE
Table 3. Test results of the ratio of ferrous sulfate to hydrogen peroxide input ratio
%23 MBI SRS WEKIEANLEXERIEER
[E&17] 1.05 1:0.6 1:.0.7 1:0.8 1:0.9
A gk 15.5496 16.6753 15.7459 15.4575 14.229
I S 3.4398 0.0047 0.0034 0.0060 0.0040
EhaLpr 8.5597 12.2182 13.0287 13.9164 14.6444
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Figure 3. Experiment of the input ratio between hydrogen peroxide and ferrous sulfate

3. WEKSTEL I SN L X 8] 136

] 3 fige 3 T A FE M 2SS 8 A B EAREL ] UK KAWL (GB/T 14591-2016)
—ERER . B LR JEVER IR B AN G, AR ST A SR — S5 AR UE o SRR BN B B R
FEM AR S OB N R HEBRFES 1 OSSR YR S BT G, Hh A B R K B8 fr 38 oK 3
K U AR S XEUKBIN L 1:0.6 B, EEMHEYR &R CBEETE. NRMRERE RS IIFER, W
UK RIS R AT, I FE n(FeSO4): n(H0,) X AN HUN[1:0.5, 1:0.7], WE-L/K SRR LS
REEKFN LA 1:0.6 34T 2 4b B IX TR -

Table 4. Curing temperature range test results

4. BUEEXENRIEER

IREE(C) 50 55 60 65 70
4k (%) 13.3591 13.5857 13.9800 14.6828 14.9848
W JR A9 57 (%) 0.0021 0.0025 0.0026 0.0034 0.0034
I (%) 11.8938 12.0268 12.2302 16.0918 11.6984
18 1
=
~ 16 A
)
40 14 -
12
10
6 —— L
—i—- 4k
6 T EMEPIR
4 o
2 4

0 4 —
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RRE (C)

Figure 4. Curing temperature range test
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MR 4 M 4, ATCLEMA AR RE IX 8] bl B A R dh 2 Bk & AN L SRR o 2 Rk 3 [
e i ﬂmﬁ@oﬁ&4mﬁ%xgaé?.%*£%ﬁ@ FLARAF i ER 58 P56 A2 [ SR v — 56 i b
#E. BEERLRITHR, SRS EZBHARR, RV SRR G R, AN 2T R E
% &AL EARA R SR AR B IR LR T, RSO R RS A A e A, B E R DK
I JF AT S B B AR T 5038 o Bh A 2 ARG U 2 v T BRSPS )i R 3R B SN IR IR S
I 2 ORI R A A T IR A SO R I [ AT I AR S Eh 8 B A b . (HIRE e T 65°C 2R Eh A 2
Bk IR PRE T id i A R 2 WA C 28 52 R & SN I PR 2R B8 1 5 BRI MR TR F ) 22 A 2% 1 1 2 T
MGk, SRR, R I A RE TR, EREEERRAR. ok, FER AL IRE(T) X 18] 4[55, 65]°C .

ERE UL E=A R EARE, A A B 0 N R T BRI B A BN B 1) 22 2 LSRR el R A
RN, TR BB, A b B Bk & sy RS IR AROR, b B ik, Wt
FE PR B 57 5 2 S XA I LS AR 52 . BB SRR IO, 3R SR ) o 5
BEAIHEIL T % BRI S, AR NG P o & By . SR I 2 A R 2%
PR 2 AH EL S TR 7€

3.3. MEESHEMC T ERHFLER

P B R ORI AE A5 B, R R A O H AR W R, SR H PFS BE 5 1 S5 36 5 i B Fig
¥R, LY FoR, HEEU n(H,SO4): n(FeSO4). n(H,0,): n(FeSO.) LA K KL b #Ab IR B (T) 2% 3 MHZE, FH40JILL
A. B. C FEr, 2B X 8] 5[0.2:1, 0.3:1]+ [0.5:1, 0.7:1]. [55, 65]°C HE47 Wi B [ 23 A7 ik ok 6 15 1
FEIATIRES . Wit S R 5.

Table 5. Box-behnken design
5. MR EIRIEIRIT R EER

Y5 n(H2S0,):n(FeSO,) n(H20z) :n(FeSO,)  #LIREE/(C) ARk EI(%) WJEMEY B EN(%)  #hIEE/(%)

1 0.25 0.7 55 14.5491 0.0031 15.9060
2 0.3 0.6 55 14.7238 0.0034 8.9254
3 0.25 0.7 65 15.7459 0.0034 12.1666
4 0.25 0.6 60 15.6393 0.0151 12.1745
5 0.2 0.6 55 14.4239 1.0352 16.0484
6 0.3 0.5 60 15.5496 0.4433 8.7904
7 0.3 0.6 65 16.0828 0.0008 11.5235

0.25 0.5 65 16.8991 2.2478 12.8497
9 0.25 0.6 60 15.6948 0.0154 12.0427
10 0.2 0.6 65 15.7866 0.7944 16.2936
11 0.25 0.6 60 15.7308 0.015 11.9519
12 0.25 0.6 60 15.7784 0.0047 11.8819
13 0.3 0.7 60 15.776 0.0021 8.0278
14 0.2 0.7 60 15.5878 0.0027 16.4481
15 0.25 0.5 55 11.7676 1.1700 20.9023
16 0.2 0.5 60 15.7085 1.8039 17.2300
17 0.25 0.6 60 15.7018 0.0124 12.0731
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{8 Design Expert8.06 H11] Box-Behnken 5 8YGHALG A SAE Y (BhIEEE) AT R EVA M, —=HF
XoF Wi S AEL () e R R BAR [0 7 R
A
Y =12.02-2.97A-1.42B + 2.95C +4.825E —0.3AB +0.59AC +1.08BC —0.83A% +1.43B? +0.2C? +1.03A’B + 3.66 A’C —1.24 AB?
Y—— 2R FE (Wi R AR 5
A iR : BilR 2k,
B—XUSUK: BRER LK
C—AfbIR S .
MR HE IR B AR AT 77 Z2 081, Ak PRS il 8 251 8% T 23 B 45 SR an e 6 Fiiow .

Table 6. Response surface analysis results of PFS preparation conditions

5% 6. PFS HIF &R B S HrE R

T H F H B F 18 P 18 ST e C
g gic) 186.46 12 15.54 122351 <0.0001 Wi
A 35.36 1 35.36 2784.46 <0.0001 &TES
B 8.06 1 8.06 634.97 <0.0001 laTE
C 34.76 1 34.76 2737.33 <0.0001 W b5 2%
AB 9.31E-05 1 9.31E-05 7.33E-03 0.9359 N e
AC 1.38 1 1.38 108.98 0.0005 e
BC 4,65 1 4.65 366.23 <0.0001 e
A? 2.9 1 2.9 228.18 0.0001 e
B? 8.6 1 8.6 676.89 <0.0001 e
c? 16.88 1 16.88 1329.5 <0.0001 aTES
ABC 0 0
A’B 2.14 1 2.14 168.29 0.0002 e
AC 26.77 1 26.77 2108.26 <0.0001 aTES
AB? 3.08 1 3.08 242.81 <0.0001 lATES
AC? 0 0
B*C 0 0
BC? 0 0
Al 0 0
B? 0 0
c? 0 0
iR 0.051 4 0.013
Sy 186.51 16
R? 0.9997

DOI: 10.12677/aep.2020.101010 92 N RI R Y


https://doi.org/10.12677/aep.2020.101010

S

PN

¥

ST P, P <005 NATETHN X mEE; &P <0.01, WA HDX X ke E;
K2, %4 P>005, FrEHR X AT E, MK P<0.05, HHIHNEX 5A, B, C, A%

FIH RGO R REZN, FFEP <001 BN X 5 A, B, C, AP FIH KR
WPy e P

RERITR ) F {5 1223.51, P {H <0.0001, £H X 5A, B, C, AZ[JEIAGFEMI K AW EE . Hrp
KR4 AB 1 P {5 0.9359 > 0.05, M AN E 2 4h, HARWIY/NT 0.01, Mk, BAR E R E
AR N 09997, RUNZBRIPABORBIF AR ISR, REMR 99.97%M8 k. BRI L, %
PRI i L A A B AT AT UM

N B RS R AN G RO, NaEd 7 i SR SR R Z G R, 15 R )k 2=
IEASAEOE], wiE 5. K 6 Ik, BAMERZEIES)MAEAR LEEL b, P bRz I 5E £ 2
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Figure 5. Normal residual distribution
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Figure 6. Predicted and actual values
[E 6. FN{ESSEirE
E MR ST 53 T2 XU 7 A8 B WA A i AR R, S AR £, BRBE, B AR R0 Y T A A
X T AR R SRR 2, S, A ERL TR B A 5 R A (2.2 [10].
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IR REAC. & 7(B) S5 2k s m) Rt HL 2 A2 BERE, A MF22mEass . v 2 n(H,0,):n(FeSOy)
—EIF, n(H,S04):n(FeSO) G KX #h 3 BE S B Wi IR 2% . 24 n(H,S04):n(FeSOy) < 0.243 N}, ThELEK K
F HIEEIES] 12%. 24 n(H,S0,):n(FeSO,) > 0.243 Iv}, AT I XA /K SHBR gk bb, {877 i Hh 3
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Figure 7. n(H,SO,4):n(FeSO4) and n(H,0,):response surface diagram (A) and contour diagram (B) of the influence of
n(FeSO,) on the salinity

7. n(H,S04): n(FeSO,)FA n(H,0,): n(FeSO,)xfEh £k B i S0 i B2 i [ (A) K E = 2% B (B)

N(H2S04):n(FeSO,) A # Ak, I % 25 55 FE 1) 28 T 5 M e 17 171 1) e LS 2R s an ] 8 Bl ] 8(B),
TEWE XN, WRERARE, a2 R i) BaBE, BRI n(H,S0,):n(FeSO,) X} £h 45 B 1) 5 m
BRE . RER R n(H,S0,):n(FeS0Oy) > 0.23 I, BB HINLE . 24 T < 59.2°C3# n(H,S0,):n(FeSOy)
< 0.23 I, #HIEEDK KT HEIAS] 12%. T > 59.2°C HBRES WAL LLAE>0.53 I, IS msk s — &
YL ERFEEEIA ) 12%(1) 55 AT USRI RN n(H2S04):n(FeSO,) > 0.23, T>59.2C.

N(H202):n(FeSO,)FH T Xt h 25k FE 1 28 F 5 0 e S ] ] % FE 4 e 4k T An 141 9 i

WHEE 9(A), HikEXILZ AN, BEE n(H0,):n(FeSO,) 5 #VLIEE (TR K, hIEFIZHAT. X4
n(H,0,):n(FeSO,) > 0.6 I, X —Ea#BiFWiksz: 1T > 60°CH, EhIE /N H M IFah I SE I 18 B
K18, %% LIt MRIEE 9(B), TEiEEXIRZ N, WERMKH, n(H0.):n(FeS0.)5 T i EhFEfZ 5
MR A, B PR T3, AR B 0] = i SR B FE I S B o [RIB 2R R B n(H,0,):n(FeS0,)-5 #4
TR FE (T) (R 3 K T B

25

Prediction 12

C: HALIERE

65.00 —
63.00

. HUpE R 61.00 S
C: MU 5500 =
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Figure 8. n(H,S0,):response surface diagram (A) and contour diagram (B) of the ratio of n(FeSO,) and curing temperature’s
influence on the salinity

8. N(H,S0,): n(FeS0,)z bt S48 FE 3t Eh B FE RO B2 M 2 T Bl (A) K & = 2k B (B)
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Figure 9. n(H,0,):response surface diagram (A) and contour diagram (B) of the influence of n(FeSO,) and curing tempera-
ture on the salinity

9. n(H,0,): n(FeSO,) SR LIRE Xt Zh B & RO 2 nma K2 B (A) RF =4k E (B)

3.3. PFS it T E &4 iR I8 01

331 kI EZHGER

JHL Design Expert8.06 Xzt T, HRIRMMETER: n(H,SO,) n(FeSO4) N 0.25:1;
n(H,0,):n(FeSO,) Ay 0.60:1; ZfLIEE ) 59.88°C . Tl Eh 5N 12.00%.

N T B AL T AT VEANARAG S SR B v SR AT A 1, I8 S B0 01 g AT T BRI IR . R
AT 25 4% PFS, 34T 3 dPATIREE, 455 anE 7 FoR.

WAL T2 G0 PFS A& & IR E I &/ BhAER | pH ik 8] UK REBEREL) (GB/T
14591-2016)— 4 it biitE, [FIIN = ANSPAT DA 00 E38 B2 P35{H 12.01% 5 3R Tl {E 12.00%4H1T, (2 22 R0 /)N

3.3.2. BERIE
VGRS TS B 2 A ) 45 110 PFS 511 EE 15 b PFS (RS P T AU B /K by, bt Eb 9 3 A AR

Table 7. Optimization process results
F7. MUIZER

Ff b2 5 pH EEREEI% &SRR 5 B % HIEZ % ERN
1 2.31 15.6894 0.0034 12.04 ARt K, SETK
2 2.35 15.7213 0.0124 11.98 ARt K, SETK
3 2.27 15.7024 0.0047 12.02 AR, KR, SETK

Table 8. Coagulation test results of simulated wastewater
8. RIENEFNIELER

FelnH(mg/L) % COD £%E /% P il SS KFRHI% 74 COD £ %% /% PR SS KERHI%
100 40.31 53.55 3351 48.25
200 4274 74.96 38.34 64.83
300 54.76 80.36 53.35 79.7
400 65.47 84.64 65.22 85.74
500 72.29 91.98 71.78 93.68
600 69.63 91.21 68.65 90.44
700 67.53 87.47 67.69 89.34
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Figure 10. Coagulation test results of simulated wastewater
B 10. RIVEARFXINLER

M 8 MIEL 10 FTRAFE Y, fE—EVu A, BEE Z2EGT1BOINE RGN, KKK COD. SS [ &kR3HAR
FERIIN, 2 PhnEy 500 mg-L I, S ARARIE MR AA B OCME, [N B2 R K R 2 ) b
HAURIE AT, T ARIE B 4 10 PES (103 BUR 5 185 15 i I AL B SCR A 2

3.4. BRANE R LR
AR 17 18] 3 A2 S ) B SR A i 46 PRS SR AR AR AT TH AT 1) 2 1 PRS AR T 3 A 20

AN = 0.5429 x B 7K SRR WA B + 0.0493 x AR R By + 0.1351x XU AE K B +0.2714 x 7K A7y + 20 x FL BLAfy

WRE H AT D25 A% AT 1, T2 fh M Aeiz b i s, JUHGE TR T BaSs g, ok
SIS AR o AR SR A I S 42 IR AU S 58 PN TV 2 245 i ) AR REA T AR I B o b AR AR A 77— PRS
(R JERE LA A0 9

Table 9. PFS raw material specifications and price list

0. Hl% PFS BB R MIE—IEEk

kL FURE 1203 Z7% B (7o) & SRR
LKA BRIk 99%/AR 150 Molbase
Lol EiER 98%/AR 225 PPI
TP IK (2 30%) 30%/AR 1000 e [ L8 7
7K -/AR 300 Molbase
i) - 0.94 RSN |

THEAS HHZIRA SO A, H AT DARA™ PFS MBA 1420709 309.05 Jo/t.  H | PFS R dh i 7t
2979 400 Joite FEIRA SR B HoO, bk % PRS MUk, BT TAkA= ™ PRS REWS ™ A i) A
T ELAS FH NaNO, fiEfb AL % PFS A iy, (BSTRETELF, AR,

4. 5

2 3 G R R 2R B8 A5 A W N T 4 BT v X HL,0, BB & PRSI & &
N(H,S0,):n(FeSO,)« n(H,0,):n(FeSO.,) LA K A I8 B (T)iEAT T Ak, B8AE 2 Ja N5 255 T PFS Mt
il & 2. SRR HAEF AR Z AL, HME n(HS0,):n(FeSO,) tLE X 18] A[0.2, 0.3]; #HfE
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Par

RAXE F

S

¥

n(H,0,):n(FeSO,) LLAE [X [8]4[0.5, 0.7]; s fERLIEEE T X [AIA[55, 651°C »  £8 ik M B2 [ /3 ATy A Ak 1 e
FEA 2 26 1F N n(H,S0,):n(FeSO,) I ELAE M 0.25; n(H,0,):n(FeSO,) I ELAE M 0.60; B ALIEE T N 60.25C .
HAIE, F=RFE OKLER RAEBRE) (GB/T 14591-2016) %5 fibnif.

R [11]18 F B R R BB PR T B % PFS I8 Sk Rl A 45 1o B4k 10 g LK
EEIRTA, WAL 0.8 mL HS0, 5 3.0 mL H,0,. I #HE, ML AT EA 4k 10 g LKA FIRR A,
JH#E 0.49 mL H,S0, 5 2.2 mL H,0,. H,SO, Y FER [FI L T % 38.91%, H,0, {HFERI[FILL T I 26.67%. #
HME[12] 525075 B 4 1E 2. FeSOy,, H,SO, F1 H,0, BE/RHE A 1:0.26:0.6, , IREEHIZERIR, RN
2.5 ho A< SO S 23 Tk AR A FeSOy, HoSO, 1 Ho0, FE/RHE N 1:0.25:0.6, S N H
M, HALIR N 59.88°C o AL H,SO, HFER [F] LL T % 3.85%.

5. Bl

A SR AP R K AL B UR 5 A PFS B, RCRAHDT, PR AL BE Y s A 24 5297 500 mg/L.
FRAE AR, Tk Ak H O, SAGAE = PRS RV 23 IS M A AR BN, SR AR SR I6 HAE AR 22 5 R 35
L =ANNERAE R, HyO0 FALAEF” PFS [ S AF 0 Atk — 2 B 7t
EEWH

1) 2019 ] ARE A PAMF M EARNE R - K7 B -5 5 & P 3 SBEBOR BT A BB T BA, &
ZALTA], 4297 30 Jit. (THIHE 1 EFFAN)
2) 2019 ) MR AN E R ITH - K BE A 1 v 280 5 R 7K BRI AL 2R S8 SR GRS Y

(201907010056).

3) FE T KRB W L5 o0 4T B FEBR S R BE LA (2019 4 “EEBIIR” TR KFERE QB & L0 4
pdjh2019a0241).

4) 2018 4EJT ARG AR SE - HE T A B N LG4 BT 1 FRFE IR K AL EE R s - 2 AR TR B Sh HL AT AL
(2018A03031342).
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