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Abstract

The objective of this research was to study the removal efficiency of effluent organic matter (EfOM) and natural
organic matter (NOM) in surface water by microfiltration membrane (model HVLP2932A). The filtration experiments were
determined using a dead-end filtration membrane. Factors studied were the operating pressures, ionic strengths, and
combined solutions between EfOM and NOM using the solution ratio (EFOM:NOM) of 1:1, 1:3, and 3:1. Experimental
results showed that increased operating pressure resulted in increased solution flux and removal of organic matter.
Increased ionic strength caused an increase in flux decline and exhibited an increase in organic matter removal. The

experimental ratio of EFOM to NOM at 3:1 provided the highest organic removal efficiency of 32.1%. In addition, the
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experimental results indicated that combined EfOM and NOM solutions caused significant differences in flux decline.

It was found that an increased EfOM ratio enhanced greater flux decline.

Keywords: Effluent organic matter, natural organic matter in surface water, microfiltration, flux decline
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Figure 1 Schematic representation of a Dead-end filtration system
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Figure 7 Percent rejection by 2 mixing during Effluent
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