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9.‘9 BENEFITS OF CERAMICS

e Can ceramic nanofiltration membranes be a viable alternative to current technologies
for natural organic matter (NOM) removal in drinking water treatment?
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@‘ OUTCOMES

1. Improve resilience for existing upland [] @ 2. Meet current and future water quality

é-lljJ nanofiltration water treatment works consents through improved selectivity
o

4. Lower carbon footprint through higher
durability of ceramics versus polymerics

3. Reduce whole life costs with more robust Q\‘.
ceramic nanofiltration technology o

XIf we can solve ceramic nanofiltration for upland waters, the technology can be translated to lowland water treatment works.

X Ceramic nanofiltration could become a key treatment stage in flowsheets of the future for chemical free drinking water treatment.
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