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Abstract:  Treatment of marble processing wastew aters by ceramic micro- filtration membrane with pore size of 0.8 Bm was
performed. T he effects of the transmembrane pressure and crossflow velocity on the MF performance were investigated. The
experimental results show that the feasible transmembrane pressure is 0. 07 MPa and crossflow velocity 1.0 m/s. T he solid
rejections of the permeate samples were from 99.2% to 99.8%. The MF process has no remarkable effect on the wastewater
pH and COD, the membrane flux remained constant throughout the experiment, the average value is 400 L/ (m** h). T he flux
was remarkable decline when the solid concentration of feed liquid is over 55 g/ L. The membrane flux can be recovered
completely after cleaned by the water with 20 minutes and nitric acid solution (volume fraction 1% ) with 30 minutes. T he MF
process allowed the treated water to be recycled into the process, whereas the concentrated stream (rich in particulate matter)
turned into sedimentation pool.
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Fig.1 Schematic diagram of the experimental apparatus
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Fig. 2 Variation of permeate flux with time
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Fig.6 Effect of feed concentration on the permeate flux
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Table 2 Membranes cleaning before and after flux
K b oKl 2/ 5 Rl 2/ Ak B RGAE 2/ MR8 &
K#  (Lem=2+ h-!)  (L*m-2+h 1) (L*m-2+h-1) REE, %
1 426 265 425 99. 8
2 416 258 418 100. 5
3 431 249 427 99. 1
4 424 253 422 99.5
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