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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|18

FIH AT AL, MBR AW N 2 AT R A AR5 7K IR AR L R o8 T A 7K A 85 T bl FROR 58 3
FE R bRUER B R BOR[1]-[14]. M 2011 4 9 H TR, PH4 BYRA A K (AR “ Y57 )i A20-MBR
RGECG LA, HL. GUisEEs . ACEEH o BRI T 4 RN AI[15]-[20], WK
TR R IEZEL 5 4 5 2B IEIZ AT 10 FEREB K G M s T i d, B4 % MBR JE4LE ¥E T 2R mL
%, ARG TR, HRERR, NET ST it s %, IRV IT4y A .
2. SRS ISy
2.1. EBEIKIKR

M 2017 4E 9 HE| 2021 429 H, LIELL 5 HFERWEN, Bk DK RE 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. FL5iFith) MBR TE g

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
W BRALIR R B, RN N i v o FLRRRE I BRSO TG T e A SR O SN BTV B 1Y)
. 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]
IRk B i o FEATRER Sy, B 2 BR K A I FLAG T B R B R T 1 BTN B ROR
K 2 A8 MBR T2

WAL IR
Fk 1 PAM l l PAC
_ 1T
EFetER B e B Aumn B musk B ke | seue | omee | e B ke —
HKlE A

R
Figure 2. The MBR process flow with the air floating tank
& 2. mSFHE MBR TZRE
ZLZWE 7 3 MRERIEIA: 5 e a1 22 47 0t 10 [ EE £ 9 250%, B it 22 i Uit 1) [m
L0 200%, k40t 28 PRAEHL I 13T EE 40 D 100%. 4S80 VA A e Il 2 molL a4 .
AT RGN RS R S MR 5 T3 2.

Table 2. Main equipment of MBR
F* 2. MBR & E R &

" K HUA
[ i A 27 A 26 M5 5 mm, L& 4LFLRE ) 5500 m/d
T 26 Q=85m’h, H=7m
AR A 26 WODRAEAL 1 mm, B4 K EEAE /7 3000 mP/d
AR SR 45 JAE: 20 Nm3/min, FEZ: 700 mbar 17.5 kw
JEEFE e AL 4% HAdE: 35 Nm3/min, JEZE: 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
430 1.6, 4.7, 53 M 1.3h, &1t 13h, T5lels EINIH 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 ARHH KK AR E A B (R 75 7K F AR R SO B - AOK B AR #E) (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 YRIKERRSN EFM 5 ¥E, 3 IRITEFIRYE EFM, XFILFRIECA “IEIEt
B” o 3G T 6 A& KM ZEHE5 T4 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

T B B L, VRO AL B B S5 T RAL A BEHE L AMHT, T B BBA
AR .
ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ=%§ )

Hepe X-BERIOEE: n-1L R IREL
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> (x - A TEE)
n-1

B R 22 SR A (1 23 OREFE B P T 0 (8 O B SR P (L ORERE . B2,

AL G B PSR . R IFAR . K BB Ve AL 77 S B 2 1 SR TS AR (R 51 T2 6.
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Table 6. Arithmetic mean and standard deviation of the membrane pressure difference for the two cleaning optimization schemes

6. MIPERIMILE ROREENERFEEFIRERE

BT A B B
EARSEHE 17.65 13.43
P 22 0.99 1.35

MEARFEIERI R THBEii B B ZH /N TSI A MBS 2 . IARHE(R 22 1 LB, 157k
Pefe B M2 555 TR i A RBE %
3 ST 6 HRERIKEESEST 4 6.
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Figure 6. Water production data in June for two cleaning optimization schemes of No. 3 membrane group
6.3 SIRARMMBF ARG RT 6 AERAI=KEHIE

e RE BRI T S 7 K E R A BB AR R 2251 42 7,

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

F 7. MMERMATT RFKENEARFENRERE

mveiite A mveiie B
HARF1E 488.27 580.67
Bt 22 133.98 49.03

MEARFEERI R THBEIil B PR EHA TR A (7K E . WARER2Z 0 L 15
Hefe B KR IR BRI A 1K &

L33 K 358 SR SR TETRR () S AT B ) (/N ) B4 s 22 (KPa) R KRR (L F1), — MR 93¢
“LMH” 7R . XFERE CARH AE & R TR TH 5. 38 E L TAPIE KRR E KR . Tk
HE SUZ BT (1000 m?) FALES () (d, K) AL 22 (kPa) T HIIE K AF(M® ), — M3 “VMD” &R
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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

& 7.3 SIREMMEAMUS RT 6 RERMTIWIEKRLIE

Fe i RhiE DA T S TAE KR AP E AR 2= 51 T4 8.

Table 8. The arithmetic mean and standard deviation of industrial permeability optimized for two cleaning schemes
=z 8. MIERRAL A RN TUE KRN EARFHEMRERE

AL A HEvefiit B
HARFH1E 15.35 24.29
it i 2 3.94 342

MEARFEHMERI LR, EPEAE B B TAEEACRE R TH Tl A [ TAIEK R . IhsitE w2 ) L
B, TR B B TE KR TIFBe A A B Tl K3,
WRAE LB, TRV B AT LUARIFERIEIS VERCR I ATIR T, BRARAL AR AR, 1948 2455

3.2.3. LEELEIE(CIP)

S VERNEAT, BRI ZE IR JERFAE 0~30 KPa, AL K o Vrs i I 25 4 50 KPa. b 2:7E LR3Ik
(CIP)Jii#ehy 3~6 /N H 1Kk, 1% L ZRAEMM I NFRRE TG Pe A 5 24550, Ji i 3% i e W R A AHE B 245 711
2R B IEAT RAE PR (B3, AT R R o A 23 e AR o Y e ik P2 2 5 P 1.96 Wit AT IR /K VS VIR ¥ 8~10
ANEF, B 1 w9l S AN (NaOH) K R A pH A 6~9; J5 0.9 wie Ik SR (NaClO) KAk
12161 8~10 /MBS, FEH 0.5 wit% 1) VAR FREA(NaSO3) I VR HH A1 22 pH oKy 6~9. M1k 2275 £k 1% Bk (CIP) B 4
FARBAETE PR .

JRT 2 CIP %k, 3 MEAMKIRZGHNZH. A, Hexs. aiEi, % T EEBRIm AN ER, TRk
YA B FF B B TG et 2050, R RS T AN, 3 MEAILFTE 3 JATREI/KIERIRML, 3
TAFAER(NaOH) K IETR AT, 3 YRk S IAN(NaCIO) K IABIEIE, A1 3 YRILHRIREN(Na,SOz) /KA T .

AT 25, ANAE—A CIP MK 3 MRALLE, $e Mk AR LRIE U TR, BRI
ZJE i AR R 2700 3 AN A L 75 2 — AR IR /K I VIR 0 (B IR AR I 2 S5 s in 2 B 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
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g 3 S —
20
) \
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Z 10 ~——
£
0 T T T T T
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— G ) TEG S
]
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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
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it YR
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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 T A ER LS 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 Be s K Iz 5, TALERLZ — A A ZUEM AT . 2020 4 12 H YRR sl s it e
BOSCR A ) NAREAS M. [5] 13(a) ] 13(b)FE s A . 5] 14(a) ] 14(b) AR AL A M 2 A= it
BT P TIAL BR 5 4%
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(b)
Figure 13. (a) Transfer drum film grille; (b) Removing the transfer drum film grille

13. (a) #EEEUARAEH; (b) FESFIRARMRRAF

(b)

Figure 14. (a) Installing the internal runoff membrane grille; (b) The internal runoff membrane grille
14. (a) RERRTARAEH; (b) RRITARASH

4, &5ig

Vo2 YR EBE AR K ) AYO+MBR 414 T2, M 2011 4F 9 AR isir £45 04 H4E, Rtk
465 73 m® A#EA, MBR ACFEHAOKF AR EIA ] CfTi5 K mAE R SR AOK B bR dE) (GBIT
18921-2002), i) K45 1) 5 FE R H A

BATSEEUER, RERPEEHGEIE DL T LA, KIAREEAT . KoK BIL R AT, JEZH 1480 FH 75 i 4
KA IE 2 A B A T PASE I «

1) AR - SR - GRS RS YRRV S K AL B T AR R AR IINE 5

2) fnsmfEs Gedr il g /e (BE B R B BB BOE « BRI TR ERAR) T F P R AT E R E S8

3) MW AT AT ik 1) MBR BRAHIE U T 2 AL R
SEEk
[1]1 BRE, S0, 2. MBR JE4EIEIF IR MR S0 7T [J]. /KALIEEIR, 2014, 40(6): 100-102+106.

[21 EmT, P, 8, & BT /KAAT MBR TESEBITHRMSM. 4/KHPK, 2017, 43(1): 25-27.
[8] HEh. M RERIG KA TREEN T[], BHREAT, 2011(10): 42-44.

DOI: 10.12677/wpt.2022.101003 24 KI5 G Je Ab B


https://doi.org/10.12677/wpt.2022.101003

JdAE 4

[4]
(5]

(6]
(7]
(8]
(9]
[10]
[11]
[12]
[13]

[14]
[15]

[16]
[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

BRI, ERE, RE, 5. MBR TG YT B F m R 20T Fe ik R [3). IR E 5 ER, 2013, 33(1): 102-110.

e, MRS, ME, & BUSEIKREL) MBR LE 7 ST 0], EZ% /KK, 2017, 33(14):
121-127.

THEWE, &, &, % AAO+MBR LZH Ti5/KAH &R u&[]. H E 45 KHEK, 2017, 33(16): 79-81.
TAR. AR IR N2 (MBR)F AT 7t K FAE B 4 B2 FHBIDIR[I]. AbJ7 3054, 2011, 23(11): 192-194.

W ARG, V57K AR V5 KR BEAL I T 2458 5 010 [3]. #KER, 2021, 40(5): 75-80+102.

Phiz. AIO+MBR L2 IET5 /K AR EE S FR R R [J]. 457K HEK, 2016, 52(S2): 110-113.

B, RIS IL. BB-TH R is KA it el o [3]. 257K HEK, 2017, 33(10): 22-27.

I, BRI, RBH. 240 AO-MBR L2 M Ti5/KACEE | #ebrd @ LA ETHI]. 4/KHEK, 2017, 43(6): 30-34.
TR, FOEE, SR, Bk Z g AIO T S5EHGI]. HE % KHEK, 2014, 30(18): 81-85.

aEn, A, ZIERL, 2. KAVFHRE MBR ANHEIETS /K TR SETN]. R ESGKHK, 2018, 34(4):
68-72.

BEYE, R K, S50, % MBR SR RREE L2 A BT i5 Kk []. AKAEERIAR, 2011, 37(2): 45-47.
AR, kR, AT, S 5 4E AYO-MBR UK I R G4 5 A 0 —— LA 2 BIR A BRG] A KHEK,
2017, 43(S1): 159-161.

BR, MHHE, SEHE®, F MBR LZMKIGATHIE T[] #KEAR, 2019, 38(6): 92-96+130.

f%—‘ra, THEE, 9, % T BIR¥RIGKAE] MBR TEZEBITHMNANI]. LhvakHE, 2020, 35(4):
4-87.

ERE, 2R, B, % AYO-MBR ¥5 /KA Bl AKE 55 4 Br PP —— AT ¢ B E B N BI[]. ek
4, 2019, 34(1): 125-128+132.

T, 7R, kM, 25 JBIH AYO-MBR Z4EBAT AR5 H AR ARG 19 ELE A Hr [0, 1l PR, 2018,
33(6): 121-123+127.

Zhang, X., Hao, J., Ma, Q., Li, D., Fu, B., et al. (2020) Comprehensive Analysis of 9-Year Running Data of A20-MBR
in Xi‘an Siyuan University. Meteorological and Environmental Research, 11, 139-143.

DOI: 10.12677/wpt.2022.101003 25 KI5 G Je Ab B


https://doi.org/10.12677/wpt.2022.101003

	MBR膜组清洗工艺流程优化与维护方案研究
	摘  要
	关键词
	Optimization of the Cleaning Process and Maintenance Scheme Analysis of MBR Membrane Module
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	2. 实验部分
	2.1. 废水水质
	2.2. 工艺流程
	2.3. 膜组件的选择
	2.4. 系统运行参数

	3. 运行结果
	3.1. 处理效果
	3.2. 膜组维护清洗
	3.2.1. 膜反洗
	3.2.2. 维护性清洗(EFM)
	3.2.3. 化学在线清洗(CIP)
	3.2.4. 物理维护清理


	4. 结论
	参考文献

