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Abstract: Micellar-enhanced ultrafiltration was used to remove Cu’* (Cu’" was fixed at 0. 6 mmol/L) from simulant aqueous solutions
with SDS and SDBS as anionic surfactants respectively. Compare SDS and SDBS separation through permeate flux permeate
concentration rejection and enrichment ratio. Experimental results show that the average permeate flux with SDS is always higher than
that with SDBS  the average flux with SDS is 29.92 Le(m’+h) ' while that with SDBS is only 16. 55 Le(m’*h) ~'  the permeate
concentration of SDS is always lower than that with SDBS. When the permeate concentration of Cu’* close to zero 2 mmol/L and 6
mmol /L of SDBS and SDS are respectively required. Cu’* rejection and enrichment ratio with SDS are always higher than those with
SDBS (the average Cu’" rejection and enrichment ratio with SDS are respectively 85.06% and 4.18 while those with SDBS are
69.05% and 4. 05 respectively). Besides the average enrichment ratio of SDS is also higher than that of SDBS (SDS is up to 3. 89
while SDBS is 3. 13). Therefore SDS is more suitable than the SDBS for removal of Cu®*.
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Table 1~ Characteristics of the used membrane module
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50 x386 6 000 0.4 1~14 0.15 0.5~5 1.2 0.8
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Table 3 Enrichment and V,/V, of SDS and SDBS . MEUF
/mmolL " T 2006 27(4) :641-646.
2 6 8 10 Fillipi B R Scamehorn J F Christian S D et al. Comparative
V. /V,(SDS) 5.00 5.26 4.21 4.08 economic analysis of copper removal from water by ligand-
Egps 4.15 4.36 3.53 3.51 modified micellar enhanced ultrafiltration and by conventional
E¢yns 3.89 4.96 3.98 3.87 solvent extraction J . Journal of Membrane Science 1998
V./V,(SDBS) 4.35 4. 88 3.85 4.17 145:27-44.
Eappe 3 26 3 97 2 85 3 12 Juang RS Xu Y Y Chen C L. Separation and removal of metal
Eeosons 413 457 365 386 ions from dilute solutions using micellar-enhanced ultrafiltration

J . Journal of Membrane Science 2003 218:257-267.
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