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Fig. 1 Schematic diagram of flat sheet UF system
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Fig. 2 Schematic diagram of hollow fiber UF system
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Fig. 3 Standard curves of dextran
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Table 2 Different flat ultrafiltration membrane

rejection on the dextran %
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rejection on the dextran

Different hollow fiber ultrafiltration membrane
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Table 4 Different flat ultrafiltration membrane

rejection on the protein
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Table 5 Different hollow fiber ultrafiltration
membrane rejection on the protein %
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Study on the molecular weight cutoff of ultrafiltration membrane.
comparison of two testing substances, dextran and protein

YAN Zhongsen', QU Fangshu', LIANG Heng"' *, YU Huarong",

LI Kai's YANG Kang', LI Guibai'
(1. State Key Laboratory of Urban Water Resource and Environment (SKLUWRE),
Harbin Institute of Technology, Harbin 150090, China;
2. National Engineering Research Center of Urban Water Resources, Harbin 150090, China)

Abstract: Dextran and proteins as standard substances were used to investigate flat membranes and hollow
fiber membranes retention performance for different solute. The results showed that the measured MWCO
of the ultrafiltration membrane was markedly higher than that ones provided by the membrane
manufacturers when dextran was used as the standard substance. The estimated reason was that dextran
might have a chain structure which would help it penetrate the membrane pores. While the measured
MWCO was nearly approaching to that ones provided by the manufacturers when protein was used. After
comparing the trends of the retention which was obtained for different membrane with adjacent molecular
weight substances, it was found that the pore size distribution of various membranes had apparent
differences. The single MWCO adopted traditionally failed to response retention performance of
ultrafiltration membranes comprehensively.
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