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Abstract: Critical flux is an important concept in fouling control g
for membrane-based processes. Operation below the critical flux ~ Feed Bli':ri:sng. Y Draw
o ) solution "' () 4 solution
can maintain the membrane flux and reduce the maintenance cost - *
which is associated with membrane cleaning and replacement in ‘ J, Critical flux
forward osmosis (FO) processes. In this research, the effects of v :
foulant type, binding ions concentration, and cross-flow velocity ‘ ' P I NG
on the critical flux in FO processes were investigated using a L %30
draw solution concentration stepping method. The results « ‘ ”
showed that the draw solution concentration stepping was - IZT .
feasible for the critical flux determination in FO processes. The FO membrane * % % L = = %

thin-film composite (TFC) membranes exhibited a low critical flux for sodium alginate (SA) fouling with a value of
29.32 L/(m?-h), then followed nano-silica (SiO,) with a critical flux value of 32.17 L/(m?-h) and humic acid (HA) of
46.35 L/(m*-h). This indicated that the critical flux behavior in FO processes was dependent on the properties of both
the membrane and foulants, including the membrane surface roughness, intermolecular adhesion of foulants, and the
interaction between foulants and membrane. The atomic force microscopy (AFM) results revealed the deposition of
foulants onto the ridge-and-valley structure of the membrane surface, leading to the deviation of water flux from the
baseline with the increasing draw solution concentration. As the Ca*" concentration increased from 0 mmol/L to 10
mmol/L, the critical flux for alginate fouling dramatically decreased from 29.22 L/(m?-h) to 9.48 L/(m?-h), which can
be attributed to the interaction between alginate and membrane as well as the intermolecular aggregation of alginate
and the interaction by Ca®" binding. Moreover, the critical flux for SA—Ca*" complexes fouling increased from 9.48
L/(m*h) to 31.59 L/(m*h) with the cross-flow velocity ranging from 5 cm/s to 15 cm/s, which indicated the
improvement of the solution turbulence can enhance the critical flux, thereby expanding the operating ranges of flux.
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1 AR TR E R E SR ZE A R A LR AR AL O, B 200237
2. WHLEWEARBRAE AR F 0, Tl JFEi 063200
3. bifgls gl SRS A b, Fi 200092

O I U R B AR b — i S TS YRR AR o SR A RO AR R S Y S S S e B S IR B T A
OO IEB % (FO) B FE IR LB R M . 25 R, W SERRBA(SA) IR AR (HA) K — A AGHRE(SiO2)75 et FO il 3 Al 4331
A1 29.32, 46.35 F132.17 L/(m>-h); BE Ca> #<fEH 0 mmol/L 3G K% 10 mmol/L, SA y54F FO BERIG FLIE £ H 29.22 L/(m>h)E:
EWKE 948 L/(m*h), JREN Ca>*5 SA 73 FHh RIEM B A 1E I I Ca> TENR—T5 Y IR AR VE . BEAb, 2 BETHT A0 A
5 cm/s & 15 em/s B, SA-Ca?*y5 ¢ N[ FO f5IlG FHE 2 H 9.48 L/(m2h)IEFE £ 31.59 L/(m2-h), FHHEEEEERE AR T2

EiGAEE, ¥R AR,
FEEA: EBE; IRFGEE; BsYy; R
FESES: TQO28.8 YEAFRIORG: A

1 ®

1E¥%8i% (Forward Osmosis, FO)/& LAiS%E Ik % NI )
FIH— g B o B AR . 7RG 18 R URE SR T, FO
BABITRAEIR. B R m. U5 e s mll,
SEEUEB, FO FiAR TS TV5 /KA BE MKk . ik
ER KA UL SCHT 5 G i B 55 07 T2, R, B S
J< i51%(Reverse Osmosis, RO)FH L, FO JE5 4% H. 5
S, BTG G R HIZ) FO BoR K JE Xkl 2 —161,
KA R LIRS G B TAURRLY) . RIRA HL
Y. WA, FMERRRALE L, KBeIUEEE
FEAIS S 384T A DA B 5 A A J o AE AT 580 G i)t
b, I AEENES 2 5 H o £ E(Ultrafiltration,
UF)&5 & /1R i R v, 2 5 &/ T 3055 T 1l 5 id
SAEN, 5YSZ R BT R T AT R T A R,
JES el AN R A B R R AR 2218, AT PR Kie 1T
TR R EIE Ve U1, Wk, ) 3RS s FE A i
FHiE BN FARE H T2 E SN FO BRI, Zou
SFUORK FO Rk 72 o i i S a8 e SO Sig ATl E /N T
A Tl FLE A, RS Gess i v] 2, RO B R KR
g MsiTEE RN TIRER, BRE il kR, EiE
HERK. FO B il 5l & 52 Bk KpT . B
PR LA ROK S22 . SR, B TN IE, FO B2
HHls 38 B 5 R 2R R AF A FE AT LA IR o Zou 510
WHIE T FO B R v e is GeA7 o, SR S e B A

XERE: 1009-606X(2021)05-0579-08

SMEEBILE FO BRI 538 & DL N #AE nTRE R )
FaEiZ1T. Nguyen SEMLLERL T —EEIR T4 2 (Cellulose
Triacetate, CTA)IK 5 R i% & & JF(Thin-film Composite,
TFC)X T #.— M G153 in Ftim &, BAEKIHR
HIER TR R E DL Is T, S GLTsE e i,
AKX FO JRieh A% o it i 45 A R 38 e Tk — AP i i
o DR, X FO i F& rhilis 50 & i s R 3R AT &
GVERIT T

ATAEWIE 7 FO R il S & (1 2 2=
K P B AR T s it JE V2 o AN ()95 e 2 A 48
MBS IR B IR T A 52 T FO A I S &, 9 FO
FEZK AL B Al I (e R A 1 LA

2.1 M5

K 30 mmol/L NaCl(7#r4li, 4ifE=99.5%, Liff
ZRINBLHE WA A BR A 7))V VRAE R B 28 S50 SRR .
TRAA R PR y5 Je s, K FH ¥ 5 B2 44 (Sodium
alginate, SA, 7> 7 12~80kDa, Z>#r4li, 4L =90%,
g E MR AR AR 5 5E R (Humic acid,
HA, 77 4000~23000Da, T4, Sigma-Aldrich).
YK —EAFE(SIO,, 20~40nm, ZHJE 99.9%, g
WAL B A BRA 7)) 53 AR KA A DL AR 4
B2 HE . TR TR T URLE Y2, BRI — i
SA VETEBE /K, Fidk 24 h, EHIK 2 g/L SA fif4%
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WpIESsE s 1EIBB A R vl 5 308 B ) 52 0 P 3R 581

W R —E s HA W T ZE K+, KA 1 mol/L
NaOH(ft gt afi, 5 24 4 A1k 25 75 PR A 7)) T 51 )
pH % 8.0, Fii#f 24 h HfR5CAW M, FKH 1 mol/lL
HCI(fR 4, KEWFERHEARAR)EER pH &
7.0, ERFHIEK 2 g/L HA fE&ER . UL A& &R
T 4 CEOCIRAE, TEFHRMBAHI. Fil 1 g/L Sio, &
T T ETRCRE 1 h, B8 RIRFUKRAEE
1) Ca?*5 SA MIZEMERIXS FO I FHE L 52, BRI
AN R CaCly(0, 5 F1 10 mmol/L)(Z3#r 4k, 4lifF
=96%, KHEALZERHEA FRA F]) 43 0 28 HE 2 5256 [k}
TS SA V5 RS R . B B JERNR R A 1
mol/L NaOH /% 1 mol/L HCI 75 ¥ pH £ 7.0+0.1,

22 XGRS DI

FO SZI625 BN 1 iR . FO SRR 6 [ 245 I 4R b
FM RS LA P (0 R e 525 B (TFC) . 1B XS
PRI, R BERGE 2 SRS I E A . AR it e
PN 19.80 em(5:)x5.98 em(9i)*0.10 cm( =) H =24
B AR AR 118.40 em?. JFURNA S I BURCA H-i it
BE 2@ BT 3001 4% sh 42 (G M T RHE G s 2 ) )it
THE3R . IR E BT DC-2006 fH iR /K6 8 (i1
IR ) BB, deRFiR BEAE 25.040.5°C o R
JMB20002 LT RV (RBkT LR ER R A FRA
A IR 2.

K F A KR A% B 7 BT (Zetasizer NanoZS9, F&
Malvern 24 7))l 52 A [H] Ca> ¥R BE R SA ¥5 Yty Btk &
IKF1EEAR . AR AR pH=7.0, I 25°C. HEX
F 4 mW He-Ne BOGEE, KA 633 nm, BN M4 173°.
K242 Je Zeta HAAL IR 6444358 pH=7.0, THE

25°C, BAFEMIE 3 K, BCFHAME. R Veeco DI J5
F IR (HEE Bruker)X[V5 44Hi. J5 FO BEENES
) = HETESRAEAT RAE, XA 5 pmxS5 um, KA
FERE P2 (R )AL TR 2 THUFH RS A 2

Feed A J
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L — |
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2N o
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Fig.1 Schematic diagram of the FO experimental apparatus

2.3 XA

It 7308 2 00 77 ¥R FH B UM BB 3 H vk
PEUR NaCl ¥ JE >4 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, 1.50, 2.00 £l 4.00
mol/L B . AR ELFE R LR SL 0 515 e s it .
ZHCHR[10,11], REUVEER LI A4 30 min, FERE
1 min i BOEE, SRR BRI RN 2 L,
MG E 9 4 mol/L B, 30 min PYIEEAL T F# 5.4%.
DAL b JE S 000 PR3 i A7 FH 32 3 N £ 6 B A FH T A
BWEANTE o BT S0 35 R A s J2 5 1) SRR 1 77 X A
PR 5 L4, B2 S35 SR PR, S B ev 7 R
= 1R,

*1 KEHRR

Table 1 Parameters of different groups
Foulant Foulants concentration/(mg/L)  CaCl, concentration/(mmol/L) Cross-flow velocity/(cm/s)
Foulants type SA 100 0 5
HA 100 0 5
SiO, 1000 0 5
Binding ion SA 100 0 5
SA 100 5 5
SA 100 10 5
Cross-flow velocity SA 100 10 5
SA 100 10 10
SA 100 10 15

FO 57K I8 8 [Jy/L/(m? h) ][5 A Wl 0,

L (1)
P, AAt

K, Am AAr B[R IGR R B A (g), pw 9 25°C

TR (/L) 4 AAE BT, At [ R (h)
3 ERG51®

3.1 BRAEERNT
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SEESKH SA, HA, SiOx E N5 34, 5805 e
ANt FO JRFE Al F@E R AR . S0 2k B n
2(a)~2(c)f7n. ATUAEH, BEEIGRIKEH 0.25 mol/L
B 4 mol/L, sKiliE EMEAAIK. 5L Ed
PR BE 2R 5 V5 e s B /Kl B i AT VP4l . X T SA TS
e, WHURIRELE 0.25~1.5 mol/L XA, 5 YLsiim

50 L (a) Water flux under SA fouling

= L i 4.00 mol/L|
‘:Z 40 - Z llgggiizjl SA gy
5’ L 2.00 mol/ L gy
= 1.50 mol/L s ¢
{ 0 7 1.00 W(«@&&f&% (

E 0l 0.50 mol/ RIS

g 025 mol/L

<

2 10k

O L | L | L | L | L | L
0 30 60 90 120 150 180
Time/min
50 - (c) Water flux under SiO, fouling

= | O Baseline 4.00 mol/L
& © 1000 mg/L SiO,

£ 40p gL S0, 2.00 mol/L o

2 f G

= 30 -

§ L

= 20r e

8 10.25 mol/L

<

3 10 Fao

0 L | L | L | L | L | L
0 30 60 90 120 150 180

Time/min

B HRAEE[12.55~29.32 L/(m2h)|BEARE S, 4IH
TR FEHEINZE 2 mol/L LA LR, §5 LSt il & 4 55
el HRBURORBE RS, BTG ko, 0 2R
FEE,  JE PR AR BT EE O TR R TS T
B, AR e B P 6],

50 | (b) Water flux under HA fouling 4.00 mol/L]
= | O Baseline
T aof © 100mgLHA 200 mollL o
E I ,
~  30r 1.00 mol/L
N
o 0.50 mol/L
= 20
= 0.25 mol/L o
8 flaeciads
= 10p
0 L | L | L | L | L | L
0 30 60 90 120 150 180
Time/min
50
| (d) Critical flux behavior
= 40 Slope 1:1
= n
£ | ‘.
S 30+ -
]
= No fouling
w 20r = 100 mg/L SA
= r ® 100 mg/L HA
£ 10r A 1000 mg/L SiO,
O L 1 L 1 L 1 L 1 L
0 10 20 30 40 50
Baseline flux/[L/(m*h)]

B2 ANES Gt FO I 5 i & i
Fig.2 Effect of various foulants on critical flux for FO membrane

NERATRE I 0 FE E, DAL A B SIS T R
(IR Bl B R AL R, T Y S0 AR R B) T A il R
PAFAEBUS B[R 2(d)], S5 mERIE N 1 IMEZE
I RN PN R AR BUR R AR R 818, MK — SE58 R
B, ST A B, MRS e DR R 1
MR R, BT — AN S0 mo6f LI oI S a1
FHFE 2(d) AT %0, SA, HA, SiO, 5 JeWstst b (1l i3 7y
WA 29.32, 46.35 1 32.17 L/(m*h). Hr, HF32E
WBE RS, I DORIRFERS K2 4 mol/L i HA V5
Gty sAT A R AR A 5, TR EC 51 ] A P e R o
B HA Wlm i, vT L, MRS SA X FIG
FHEERAC, RAIEREE Y, Si0 k2, HA XIMT
15 300 6t 1 o 1K AR 5 Y eV o 5 3 T 1 T A
Ke: (1) V5 RW)—REAR AR Z R TS 515 RVIERS

S, W 3(a)FTas, TFEC R 2 28 T S AR 16—
BEEK, FYHREE R=59.5nm. HT SA i54¥kite
B/INF BRI R TS BE R AE S50, 15 944 5 DURTE R
THIFRITUTES P9 o 8] 3(b) A SA V5 44 J5 1) FO R THT AFM [
B, WTEEE 3(a) ] WG ZE RIS X E 7,
XA FIH . AW 5T SA HIR S B T RS P
IESHENMIZ, I 5 KBTI (2) 15351
(IR J5m o V5 E SR T TRRS, @iy e o
FIANRL B IR E, SEKMER SA 431 R (%6 I 77
KT EHKVER] HA, [RIHE 5) 4 REEE R I 2% 1) 2544 52
e, I ERE R IE SR R SA 5 4=, (3) 15
e R E e 2 MM EAEH . FO OS2 H
SiO; V54BN R, B T SiO, 5 YW B 1 V]
BNV FEE 3(c)], EHT/E SiO, 7EiE pH 2
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WpIESsE s 1EIBB A R vl 5 308 B ) 52 0 P 3R 583

IR LA Si(OH)s T AFLE, 1 TFC RS M E A7 7R
AWk e PR R e (2] (—-CONH-) S ok 58 4 A3 B 4 B Ak Ak 3
J& IR FE(-COOM)8,  Si(OH), H T it (Si—OH) n] i

S um
5 um

(a) Before fouling

(c) After SiO; fouling

106.3 nm

26,4 nm

IEEBRAR B 5 R T KR A A B e, R E IR
THI ) Si(OH), 5 H ) Si(OH)s A M EERIY,
YR AT, EAHE B K.

(d) After HA fouling

K3 FO JEIRTEZE R AFM B
Fig.3 AFM images of the FO membranes active layer

32 BB FIRERN

SA WS KA 1) A B AN & @ FH B T (Ca?,
Zn*', Ba¥, AP ) Al R AR BS FASH R N, T RS -1 42
MRPER, SRR RERAHIPE R s, H bl Ca¥ il
IR, DL Ca? ARER, FEELEMT B TR N I S
FIREMT . B 4(a)~4(c) N Ca® ¥RFEN 0,5 K 10 mmol/L i
) SA V5 4% FO BB EFFE. 24 Ca? WEEN 5 mmol/L
i, V5 YeSEIGIE ST 1.5 mol/L I [i# & : 22.48 L/(m*h)]
RAME; 24 Ca IREMINZE 10 mmol/L I, 75 4SL:
BEMNAE 025 mol/L WRER HILEEEE: 948
L/(m>h)|HE G A 0L, Ca? WREEXS SA ¥5 4% 1l FtiE &
AR RERWE, HE 4d)rTH, Ca2 KRN 0,5 F 10
mmol/L I SA ¥5 Jext B [ Il S &4 il 29.22, 19.83
F19.48 L/(m>h). 2~ Ca®¥KJF 0,5 & 10 mmol/L %
R, SA SYWIN Zeta AL KK S EAZ. TTIL, Bl
F Ca? IRFEMIIEIN, SA V5YHIN Zeta FLALIZHIIR/N,
MK 1% EAAREHIE K. JRIK 2, Ca¥ 5 SA 4 Fi GG

BB IE(-COO R AEEEER, Ca¥"BET A GG
TRB RIS 7N, TSR “ B S5 M1 A1 SR Ak (n
5 FIuR), 8RS TS G AR T FLART N, S IR E ISR
T U ()35 e 221, [FlNF, Ca?t M AES TFC K
RIEANEAE, ERE-SA Z 8] [ZEHE IR, T8
TG R SRR G S E . TR B SA-Ca?5
YL 278 55, W HIURRAE IR SR T 1) SA 5 V3 11 SA—-Ca?*
RAEARAH BRI, (RS Yt — B, FO s 5taE
W WN

R2 AE Ca?RET SA SR Zeta BAIKKNFERE
Table 2 Zeta potentials and hydrodynamic diameters of SA
foulant under various Ca®" concentrations

Ca?* Hydrodynamic Zeta
concentration/(mmol/L) diameter/nm potential/mV
0 125.0+6.8 —41.9+3.4
5 249.0£2.5 —24.8+3.0
10 311.0+£3.5 —-16.140.4
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50 - (a) Water flux under SA fouling
= t in the absence of Ca* 4.00 mol/IL
s . 0, e
“g 40| O Baseline T
S | o 0 mmol/L Ca2* r««««(@(m««%
< g
\
-
=
=
g
S 100
= 0.25 mol/L
0 L | L | L | L | L | L
0 30 60 90 120 150 180
Time/min
50 L (c) Water flux under SA fouling in
= L the presence of 10 mmol/L Ca*"
£ 40 o Bascline 4.00 mol/L]
3 I o 10 mmol/L Ca* )
= ol 2,00 mol/1 P T
~ 1.50 mol/L @iy
) r 1.0
= 20 L I
9 0.50 mol/L N
2 . ho SO
g 10 C @,
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0 L | L | L | L | L | L
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L (b) Water flux under SA fouling in
50 g
= L the presence of 5 mmol/L Ca*"
o L Baseline
g 40 o
S o SmmolLca 4.00 molTy
= 30k 2.00
~ | 1.50 mol/L
£ 1.00 mol/Lg %}:ﬁg}g&'&"z@(«m
=
5
<
=
L | L | L
90 120 150 180
Time/min
50 " :
| —— No fouling (d) Critical flux behavior
2+
= 40 = 0 mmol/L Ca Slope 1:1
Ny ® 5 mmol/L Ca®* .
\\E 30 1 A 10 mmol/L Ca* e
el | °
= ° A
= s
g a
g [ A
= 10
0 L | L | L | L | L
0 10 20 30 40 50

Baseline flux/[L/(m>h)]

Bl 4 Ca RN SA 55T FO M 78 S 2 0
Fig.4 Effect of Ca?" concentration on critical flux for FO membrane under SA fouling

COO HO
HO- o
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’ HO CO0
. 00C OH
O : H o
0 “OH
OH CoOr

a-L-guluronate (G)

Egg-box model

K5 SA-Ca¥) “iE&” 4itnEi
Fig.5 Schematic of egg-box structure of SA—Ca?*
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SEG L T RS SA-Ca¥ B A5 FO
I S R A R o G0 P 6(a)~6(c) BT, 5T TR
100 mg/L SA 5 10 mmol/L Ca* B &15 Y, BRI
PO R, FER (G 4 mol/L)JM U T J 48 /K i 5 1 2
B, i DR 2 R T 0 1) B4 0 T 7E — e FE R B FRARANR
ZERRAN,  BERAK AR VS TR 320 5 JE I W R A I

T ZAC T 1GR3, TR 7 ) B, B 2 3K
EY TR B S om/s 35 KZ 15 eny/s B, I S &
9.48 L/(m>-h)}i K% 31.59 L/(m>h). HIBLA] I, 356
T FT 4 = FO MG Fil i . 1% 2 B TR TS )
BB 7308 KT IR B 7, BT AL PR 38 K iz
WIS, MRS S GeW) ) JE R T TTOR a % . X 5
SR SR I T K AR Bl ) 2 25 A RT DU RO R IS
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50 L (a) Water flux at CFV=5 cm/s
= | O Baseline
<=
NE 40 - o 5cm/s
= 4.00 mol/L|
3 L
= 30 L 2.00 mol/L
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8 i B
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= L
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<
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Time/min
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Water flux, J, /[L/(m*h)]

Fouling flux/[L/(m2h)]

50 L (b) Water flux at CFV=10 cm/s

O Baseline
F 4.00 mol/L|
40 1 o 10 cm/s
L 2.00 mol/L
30 1.50 rrﬁmmnrrﬁ.-:«r«mﬂ(,

[ gn
T
e

o)

0 L | L | L | L | L |
0 30 60 90 120 150 180
Time/min
50
| (d) Critical flux behavior
40 - Slope 1:1.74
[ A
30 - ¢
o o
r [ ]
20 n ¥ .
| - —— No fouling
] = Scm/s
10 - ® 10cm/s
r A 15cm/s
0 L | L | L | L | L
0 10 20 30 40 50

Baseline flux/[L/(m*h)]

R plikss- A

Fig.6 Effect of cross-flow velocity (CFV) on critical flux for FO membrane under SA—Ca?" complexes fouling
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K FH B BRI BGRA P VR 38 T FO Jist F2 Hh il
FHEE, JEREA TV Y BB IR R T IR
BN FO G FH@EE M sem, FEG LR L:

(1) PRI AR T e FE R, FO @& T R RFH
XFEE . FO MO AR o 1 S il AT 205 Y2 AL
S, I @ A R A B KRN SA<SiO<HA.

(2) KPR Ca? X} SA fFLERT HIG Sl A W3
SN . B Ca? WREEEH 0 3G INZ 10 mmol/L, SA V544~
FO MG FE & H 29.22 LA(m*h) & FFIKE 9.48
L/(m>h), JRIAEZ Ca®*fE SA 4 FIalLL K SA-J 2 A )
B ER

(3) KB I A IRA AT B iRy FO JEEf I S
B, YEMHAEE 5 cm/s ¥ RKE 15 eny/s B, IfFHE R
1 9.48 L/m> h)#E = & 31.59 LAm>h), XEHTEE
T ARt 3 B ISR 2 T 15 G il IR T AR i 35
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