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Abstract: Aiming at resolving problems in MBR operation like low nitrogen and phosphorous removal efficiency severe membrane
fouling and etc comparison research on two-stage sequencing batch MBR (TSBMBR) and one-stage aerobic MBR has been done in
this paper. The results indicated that TSBMBR owned advantages of SBR in removing nitrogen and phosphorous which could make up
the deficiency of traditional one-stage aerobic MBR in nitrogen and phosphorous removal. During steady operation period effluent
average NH,” N TN and TP concentration is 2. 83 12.20 0.42 mg/L which could reach domestic scenic environment use. From
membrane fouling control point of view TSBMBR has lower SMP in supernatant specific trans-membrane flux deduction rate
membrane fouling resistant than one-stage aerobic MBR. The sedimentation and gel layer resistant of TSBMBR was only 6.5% and
33.12% of one-stage aerobic MBR. Besides high efficiency in removing nitrogen and phosphorous TSBMBR could effectively reduce
sedimentation and gel layer pollution on membrane surface. Comparing with one-stage MBR  TSBMBR could operate with higher trans—
membrane flux lower membrane fouling rate and better pollutants removal effects.
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Fig. 1  Schematic diagram of the experimental system
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