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ABSTRACT

The newly emerging closed circuit desalination (CCD) technologies of high recovery and
low energy for seawater (SWRO-CCD) and brackish water (BWRO-CCD) have been demon-
strated thus far with short modules comprising one to four elements (MEn; n = 1–4). The
present study explores the plausible application of longer modules of five to six elements
each (ME5 and ME6) in the context of the BWRO-CCD technology on the basis of theoreti-
cal model simulations with emphasis on recovery, energy consumption, permeates quality
and membrane fouling aspects. The plausibility of the ME4 (MR = 40–50%), ME5 (MR = 40–
60%) and ME6 (MR = 40–65%) modules in the cited Module Recovery (MR) ranges (in
parentheses) for BWRO-CCD application has been confirmed by IMS Design results on such
modules with ESPA2-MAX elements using 2,500 ppm NaCl feed at flux of 24.5 lmh. In
order to establish the relationships between conventional BWRO and BWRO-CCD which
operates on the basis of different principles, a comprehensive theoretical model analysis
was performed on the 4ME6 + 2ME5 +ME6 conventional system compared with the 7ME6
BWRO-CCD unit design of the same number of modules and elements (ESPA2-MAX) under
similar and different flux conditions for recovery of ~90% using the same feed source
(2,500 ppm NaCl) and identical theoretical equations to generate the compared data. The
noteworthy conclusions reached from the results of the comparative theoretical study are as
follows: (1) BWRO-CCD may reach any desired high recovery made possible by the
composition and quality of the source without need of staged pressure vessels and booster
pumps and with greater facility and flexibility compared with conventional techniques. (2)
The energy consumption of BWRO-CCD is considerably lower compared with that of
conventional techniques under same flux conditions, especially in the 80–90% recovery
range, without any need for energy recovery. (3) The quality of BWRO-CCD permeates in
the 80–90% recovery range is somewhat inferior to that of conventional techniques under
the same flux conditions. (4) BWRO-CCD flux increase of ~25% compared with that of con-
ventional techniques will lead to similar quality permeates in the 80–90% recovery range
with lower energy consumption by the former despite the flux increase. (5) Convention
multi-stage BWRO techniques require high MR in the first stage (up to ~65%) in order to
reach ultimate high process recovery and this implies increased probability of fouling and
scaling of tail elements due to decreased average cross-flow; whereas, MR in BWRO-CCD is
independent of sequence recovery and this implies the ability to select MR of desired
cross-flow to minimize fouling and scaling effects.
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1. Introduction

Conventional single pass RO desalination of
seawater (SWRO) [1–5] normally proceeds with 45–
50% recovery using modules of 7–8 elements each
(ME7 or ME8) with energy recovery means (e.g.
DWEER, PX, PELTON, etc.) in order to save some/
most of the energy stored in the disposed brine. By
comparison, conventional RO desalination of brackish
water (BWRO) [5–9] commonly utilizes modules of 6
elements each (ME6) and proceeds with 75–90% recov-
ery using multi-stage (2 or 3 stages) processes with
staged pressure vessels and inter-stage booster or
turbo-charger pumps. The meaning of energy recovery
from brine in BWRO declines with increased recovery
for obvious reasons and practiced mainly in the con-
text of the 2-stage BWRO process for 75–85% recovery
with an inter-stage turbo-charger booster driven by
pressurized brine effluent. Desalination of brackish
water with recovery greater than 85% normally pro-
ceeds with three stage systems with or without inter-
stage boosters and without ER means. The most com-
mon problems encountered with conventional BWRO
techniques relate to membranes’ fouling due to partic-
ulate matter in the feed and/or bacteria growth on
membrane surfaces (bio-fouling) and/or scaling of
low solubility precipitates (e.g. CaCO3, CaSO4, BaSO4,
silicates, etc.) [9] in high recovery processes. In simple
terms, the conditions of specific BWRO desalination
applications require adjustments to meet the nature of
each source and its composition in order to minimize
adverse operational effects.

Several recent publications during the past year
and half describe the newly emerging RO technologies
of closed circuit desalination (CCD) by means of con-
secutive sequential batch processes and their applica-
tions for seawater desalination (SWRO-CCD) [10–14]
and for brackish water desalination (BWRO-CCD) [15–
19]. The CCD technologies are performed under fixed
flow and variable pressure conditions with high recov-
ery determined only by the maximum applied pres-
sure of operation irrespective of the number of
elements per module, low energy of near theoretical
minimum without need of energy recovery means and
reduced fouling and bio-fouling characteristics. The
reported data thus far on CCD processes pertains to
the performance of units comprising modules of 1–4

elements (MEn: n = 1–4), originated from theory
[20,21] and confirmed by consistent experimental
results. The current paper describes the plausible
extension of the BWRO-CCD technology to include
modules of 5 and 6 elements and provides a compara-
tive theoretical model analysis between conventional
BWRO and BWRO-CCD in the context of high recov-
ery low energy applications.

2. Overview—conventional BWRO vs. BWRO-CCD

High recovery (>87.5%) desalination of brackish
water by conventional BWRO techniques with six ele-
ments modules normally requires a three stage pro-
cess with staged pressure vessels and inter-stage
booster pumps in order to be effective. The schematic
design of a typical conventional BWRO system for
high recovery desalination in Fig. 1 comprises identi-
cal modules, each of six elements, with four modules
in first stage (4ME6), two in second stage (2ME6) and
one in the third stage (ME6) with inter-stage booster
pumps (BP-1 and PB-2), whereby most production(60–
65%) takes place in the first stage. If the pressure and
flow conditions of the first stage are tuned for 50%
recovery and the booster pumps enable the same flow
conditions also in the second and third stages by com-
pensating for the increased of osmotic pressures and
Δp, this will lead to the cumulative recovery of 50.0,
75.0 and 87.5% after the first, second and third stage
through a line of 6, 12 and 18 elements, respectively.

The equivalent design of the conventional system
(Fig. 1) in terms of the same number of modules and
elements by the recently reported [15–19] BWRO-CCD
technology is depicted schematically in Fig. 2 (NMEn:
N = 7 and n = 6); wherein, the respective inlets and
outlets of modules are connected in parallel to the
same closed circuit, the desired cross flow is created
by a circulation pump with variable frequency drive
control means (CP-vfd) and the desired pressurized
feed flow at inlet to unit supplied by a high pressure
pump with variable frequency drive control means
(HP-vfd). Other features in Fig. 2 include an actuated
valve means (AV) extending from the closed circuit, a
check valve (One Way Valve—OWV) means in the
closed circuit down stream form the AV extension as
well as monitoring means (not shown) of flow,
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pressure, electric conductivity and temperature as
appropriate for the control of the unit and/or the
monitoring of its performance. The reported [15–19]
actuation of the BWRO-CCD unit proceeds by a two-
step consecutive sequential process under fixed flow
and variable pressure conditions in closed circuit
(CCD) with brief intervals of open circuit plug flow
desalination (PFD) steps between sequential CCD
cycles for the replacement brine by fresh feed at the
desired recovery level without stopping desalination.
The sequential CCD cycles are performed with
selected set-points of pressurized feed flow (Qf) and
cross-flow (QCP) with module recovery (MR)
expressed by MR =Qp/(Qf +QCP) × 100 =Qf/(Qf +
QCP) × 100; wherein, feed flow (Qf) and permeate flow
(Qp) are the same (Qp =Qf). A maximum CCD applied
pressure set-point manifests the desired recovery of
the system and attainment of this pressure triggers the
CCD → PFD shift by the opening of AV and stopping
of CP. The brine volume removed during PFD is mon-
itored by the flow/volume metre downstream from
CP and the match between the replaced brine volume
and the fixed intrinsic volume of the closed circuit
triggers the PFD → CCD shift with the closure of AV
and resumption of CP. The BWRO-CCD system under
review can be optimized, including online, by an infi-
nite number of set-points combinations since said set-
points of Qf, QCP and maximum CCD applied pres-
sure are independent of each other and this implies a
highly flexible technology.

Compared with conventional BWRO, BWRO-CCD
is based on a conceptually differ technology from the
stand points of engineering and operational principles
and some noteworthy distinctions between the tech-
nologies are outlined next. In contrast with conven-
tional techniques, the staged flow and pressure-
boosted BWRO-CCD process does not required staged
pressure vessels and booster pumps and may apply to
any NMEn design even of a single element module
(N = n = 1). The modules in the design will perform
uniformly the same during the entire CCD sequences
with period time of each sequence determined by the
number of CCD cycles required to reach the desired
recovery manifested only by the selected set-point of
maximum applied pressure and this irrespective of
the number of elements per module and/or the num-
ber of modules per design. The recycled concentrate
during the CCD sequences is diluted with fresh feed
at inlets to modules, since flow at inlets to modules
combines Qf and QCP and this dictates the concentra-
tion relationships between modules inlets (Ci) and out-
lets (Co) of Ci =Co ×QCP/(Qf +QCP) or Co/Ci = 1 +Qf/
QCP. The dilution effect implies that the probability of
scaling is pushed towards the very last CCD cycle in

Feed

Brine

PermeateHP

BP-1

BP-2

Fig. 1. A schematic design of a minimum size 3 stage
(4ME6:2ME6:ME6) conventional BWRO system with high
pressure pump (HP) and two inter-stage booster pumps
(BP-1 and BP-2) for high recovery (≥87.5%) desalination of
brackish water sources.

CP-vfd
HP-vfd

AV

OWV

Feed
Brine

Permeate

Fig. 2. A schematic design of continuously flow staged
and pressure boosted 7ME6 BWRO-CCD unit with high
pressure pump (HP-vfd), circulation pump (CP-vfd), actu-
ated 2-way valve means (AV) and check valve (OWV—one
way valve) means for high recovery (>87.5%) desalination
of Brackish Water.
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the sequential process and if this flexibly controlled
technology is sufficiently optimized, high recovery is
attainable with decreased probability of fouling. The
simple BWRO-CCD modular designs of the type of
NMEn and their effective control means of pressur-
ized feed flow (Qf), permeate flow (Qp) or flux, cross-
flow (QCP) and recovery independent of any of the
flow rates, provide a unique desalination technology
for high recovery and low energy desalination under
reduced fouling characteristics for wide range diverse
applications.

3. BWRO-CCD MEn(n = 4–6) module performance
evaluation

The performance of the repeated identical CCD
cycles during the consecutive sequential process in
BWRO-CCD apparatus of MEn module designs can
be evaluated by means of computer design programs
of membrane producers and this approach is illus-
trated next for the MEn (E = ESPA2-MAX, n = 4–6)
modules in Table 1 by means of the IMS Design pro-
gram. The data in Table 1 pertains to fixed flux (24.5
lmh) operation of modules with 4, 5 and 6 elements in
the MR range 40–65% starting with feed of 2,500 ppm
NaCl (pH = 7.0 and 25˚C). The data in the table is
confined to the allowed operation conditions of the
program (beta < 1.2; module inlet feed < 17.1m3/h,
etc.) and in case of NaCl feed the limiting flux it 46.35
lmh that of the ESPA2-MAX element under test condi-
tions. The MR limits of 60% for ME5 and 50% for
ME4 modules are defined by the program. The calcu-
lated terms on right-hand side of the table are derived
from the IMS Design data and pertain to the average
element recovery (Yav) according to Eq. (1), the aver-
age concentration polarization factor (pfav) according
to Eq. (2), the recovery of the head and tail elements
on the basis of the flux data and the pf of the head
and tail elements on the basis of Eq. (2) wherein the
recovery ratio of said elements used instead of Yav.
The coefficient k = 0.375 in Eq. (2) gave the best agree-
ment with IMS Design data.

Yav ¼ 1� ð1�MR=100Þ1=n (1)

pfav ¼ 100k�Yav (2)

The data in Table 1 under identical average flux
conditions suggests the plausibility of the module
units ME6 (MR = 40–65%), ME5 (MR = 40–60%) and
ME4 (MR = 40–50%) for BWRO-CCD applications in
the specified (in parentheses) MR ranges without T
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exceeding any of the performance limitations of such
membranes according to their computerized design
programs. The data in the table under review reveals
the expected trend of increased MR concomitance with
increased recovery of the average element, the head
and the tail elements and their respective concentra-
tion polarization factors (beta). Comparing between
the head and tail (in parentheses) element recovery of
the different MEn (n = 4–6) configurations at the
same MR reveals the increased order ME6 <ME5 <
ME4 [e.g. MR = 40%: 9.2%(6.8%) < 10.2%(9.0%) < 11.8%
(11.8%) and MR = 50%: 11.2%(10.0%) < 12.6% (12.7%) <
15.0%(16.5%)] and since increased MR implies lower
cross-flow these results suggest the operational prefer-
ence of lower MR for reduction of particulate matter
fouling because higher cross-flow creates greater
momentum vector for such particles in the direction of
the cross-flow away from membrane surfaces. Perme-
ates TDS are determined primarily as function flux,
feed concentration and beta and therefore, should be
similar at the same flux and MR irrespective of the
module configuration with minor differences account-
ing to beta as evident by the results in the table [e.g.
MR = 50%: ME6 (38.1 ppm; pfav = 1.10); ME5 (37.3 ppm;
pfav = 1.12) and ME4 (36.8 ppm; pfav = 1.15)]. The flux
distribution span between head and tail elements of
the MEn module configurations under the same aver-
age flux conditions reveals strong dependence on the
number of elements per module (n) with little, if any,
dependence on MR (e.g. ME6: 24.5 ± 9.0 lmh; ME5:
24.5 ± 7.0 lmh and ME4: 24.5 ± 5.0 lmh). The deviation
of the head or tail elements flux from the average
manifests the range of over and under average perfor-
mance characteristics of said elements with greater
deviation implying decreased performance uniformity
within modules with front elements more prone to
fouling and tail elements to scaling. Decreased perfor-
mance uniformity of elements implies greater wear of
front and tails elements, more frequent needs for CIP
procedures and/or for replacement of old elements by
new. In view of the aforementioned, the selection of
the MEn module design in the context of BWRO-CCD
should address the feed quality and its composition
with shorter modules favoured for feed sources of
increased fouling characteristics.

The preference of the ME4 module in BWRO-CCD
applications of high performance uniformity with sug-
gested low fouling–scaling characteristics prompted
the IMS Design analysis this module with feed of
2,500 ppm NaCl and ESPA2-MAX elements in the MR
range 35–50% under different CCD average flux of
24.5; 27.5; 30.6; 33.6 and 36.7 lmh with maximum head
element flux of 43.0 lmh just below the test conditions
value (46.35 lmh) and the results of this comparative

study are summarized in Table 2. The results in the
table under view reveal a small systematic rise in
modules’ flux difference (head less tail) of 9.7 < 10.3 <
11.2 < 12.5 < 12.9 lmh as function of the increased aver-
age operational flux 24.5 < 27.5 < 30.6 < 33.6 < 36.7 lmh,
respectively. Moreover, variation of parameters
induced by MR change of 35–50% are almost indepen-
dent of the average flux as evident by the ranges of
Yav(10.2–15.5%) and pfav (1.09–1.14) as well as by the
equivalent ranges of the head and tail elements,
wherein some minor variations are observed.
Operating in the indicated average flux range 24.5–6.7
lmh with MR of 35–50% also imply according to
Table 2 a similar respective head element recovery
range [10.4–15.0% (beta: 1.09–1.13)] and tail element
recovery range [9.8–17.0% (beta: 1.08–1.15)] only as
function of MR and therefore, irrespective of the
average flux of operation. In simple terms, the head
and tail element recovery could be maintained at a
desired level irrespective of flux by simple MR
control. Accordingly, irrespective of the selected
average flux of operation, the choice of MR should
relate to the quality and composition of the feed
source with lower MR, which manifests faster cross-
flow, preferred for sources of increased fouling–
scaling characteristics.

4. Theoretical model performance analysis of 7ME6
BWRO-CCD

The performance of BWRO-CCD units can be
derived by theoretical model analysis at the level of
an isolated sequence as well as for a continuous con-
secutive sequential process and this is illustrated in
Table 3 for the NMEn (E = ESPA2-MAX; N = 7; n = 6)
unit design displayed in Fig. 2 with seven modules
each of six elements and feed of 2,000 ppm NaCl
(π = 1.60) bar at 25˚C which typifies common brackish
water sources in the salinity range 2,300–2,500 ppm. It
should be pointed out right from start that conven-
tional computerized design programs of membranes
manufacturers are unfit for complete BWRO-CCD sim-
ulations since this technology is based on different
conceptual and operational principles compared with
conventional techniques. In spite of aforementioned,
isolated steps in the BWRO-CCD process could be
ascertain with the aid of conventional design pro-
grams which provide valuable performance informa-
tion pertinent to the specific membrane elements
offered by their producers. The data base for the
simulation at the top of Table 3 contains information
regarding the specifications of the membrane ele-
ments; the design features of the unit (e.g. number ele-
ments and pressure vessels, volume of closed circuit,
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etc.) and flow conditions of the PFD step and CCD
cycles of the two-step consecutive sequential process.
The noteworthy features in Table 3 pertain to feed of
2,000 ppm NaCl at start of PFD performed with QHP =
57.8m3/h, Qp = 11.6 m3/h and MR = 20% and feed of
2,500 ppm NaCl at start of CCD performed under
fixed flow and variable pressure conditions with QHP

=Qp = 42.8m3/h, QCP = 23.1m3/h and MR = 65% in a
closed circuit volume of 769.8 L using pressure vessels
(8´´) 630 cm long without any spacer(s) at 25˚C and
assuming 75% efficiency of both pumps. The simula-
tion in the table describes the sequential progression
of the CCD cycles under variable pressure and fixed
flow conditions along a time scale with recovery
achieved by the recycling of concentrate mixed with

fresh feed at inlet to modules until the desired
sequence recovery (henceforth “recovery”) at a
defined maximum applied pressure is attained. The
set-point of the maximum applied pressure at the
desired recovery level triggers the CCD → PFD shift,
whereby brine is replaced by fresh feed and the
resumption of CCD by the PFD → CCD shift is trig-
gered when the flow meter volumetric signal of
replaced brine matches the closed circuit volume of
the design (769.8 L). The set-points for the CCD →
PFD and PFD → CCD shifts enable the continuous
desalination at the desired recovery by the non-stop
consecutive sequential process under review.

The entire data in Table 3 is theoretically driven
using conventional RO and power equations with

Table 3
Theoretical model sequence analysis for the BWRO-CCD NMEn (E = ESPA2-MAX; N = 7 and n = 6) unit with feed of
2,000 ppm NaCl under the fixed flow and pressure conditions of the PFD step [QHP = 57.8m3/h; Qp = 11.6m3/h and MR
= 20%] and fixed flow and variable pressure conditions the CCD cycles [QHP =Qp = 42.8m3/h; QCP = 23.1m3/h; MR =
65%] in a closed circuit volume of 769.8 L using pressure vessels (8´´) 630 cm long without any spacers at 25˚C and
assuming 75% efficiency of both pumps

7 %
16.1 %
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explanation provided below according to the labelled
columns in the bottom of the table. The data base for
the simulations is listed at the top of the table. The
mode in the sequence is defined in column 1 and the
step in column 2, wherein 0 stands for PFD and
numbers for CCD cycles. The module inlet and outlet
percentage concentrations are outlined in columns 3
and 4, respectively, and the period duration (minutes)
of the PFD step and the cumulative CCD cycles are
provided in column 5. The applied pressure (bar)
during PFD and the variable applied pressures during
CCD in column 6 are derived by Eq. (3), wherein, μ
stands for flux, A for permeability coefficient, TCF for
temperature correction factor, Δπav for average concen-
trate-side osmotic pressure difference, Δp for module
inlet–outlet pressure difference, pp for permeate
release pressure and πp for average permeate-side
osmotic pressure. The use of the mean osmotic pres-
sure term Δπm as first approximation instead of Δπav
generally leads to some higher pressure by ~10% and
therefore, the latter term is important to generate more
accurate applied pressure data. The term Δπav is
derived from Eq. (4); wherein, Cf stands for feed con-
centration at inlet to modules and Cav for the average
recycled concentrate cross-flow along the module and
the substitution of Cav by the mean cross-flow value
Cm provides a reasonable estimate of Δπav. The term
Cm/Cf in Eq. (4) is expressed by Eq. (5); wherein, Cf

stands for the inlet feed concentration to modules and
Cc for the recycled brine concentration from their out-
lets during CCD cycles. The term pfav in Eq. (3) is
derived from Eq. (2) and the term Δp from Eq. (6) for
8´´ pressure vessels wherein, n stands for the number
of elements per module, q for the mean cross-flow
(m3/h) expressed by Eq. (7) and the exponent factor z
= 1.68 ± 0.02 which yields consistent results with IMS
Design data for the ESPA2-MAX elements. The power
(kW) for HP in column 7 is derived from Eq. (8) and
for CP in column 8 from Eq. (9) and the sum of both
pumps is listed in column 9.

pappl ¼ l=A=TCF þ Dpav þ Dp=2 þ pp � pp (3)

Dpav ¼ pf � ðCav=CfÞ � pfav � pf � ðCm=CfÞ � pfav (4)

Cm=Cf ¼ ðCf þ CcÞ=2=Cf ¼ ð1=2Þ � ½1þ Cc=Cf � (5)

DpðbarÞ ¼ ð8=1; 000Þ � n � qz (6)

qðm3=hÞ ¼ ðQf þ 2QCPÞ=2 (7)

PHPðkWÞ ¼ pappl �QHP=36=fHP (8)

PCPðkWÞ ¼ Dp �QCP=36=fCP (9)

Cp ¼ B � Cf � pfav � TCF=l (10)

The specific energy (kWh/m3) per PFD step or CCD
cycle in column 10 is derived from the expression P
(kW)/Qp(m

3/h) for the PFD step and each of the CCD
cycles. The combined (PFD +CCD) cumulative
sequence period (minute) is provided in column 11.
Permeates produced volumes (m3) during the PFD step
and CCD cycles are provided in column 12, their
sequential accumulations (Σm3) in column 13 which
together with the fixed closed circuit intrinsic volume
(V = 769.8 L) provide the sequential recovery data in
column 14 expressed by ΣVp/(ΣVp +V) × 100; wherein,
ΣVp stands for the cumulative sequential permeate vol-
ume and V for the intrinsic closed circuit volume. The
process under review is essentially a consecutive
sequential batch process and the aforementioned recov-
ery expression is typical of such a batch desalination
process. The cumulative energy (ΣkWh) of HP and CP
during the sequential progression is provided in col-
umn 15 and this data combined with the relevant
cumulative permeate volumes in column 13 (Σm3) leads
to the sequential mean specific energy terms in column
16 according to the expression ΣkWh/Σm3. Additional
information in Table 3 pertinent to permeates includes
the sequential mean permeate production flow rate
(m3/h) during the PFD-CCD progression in column 17,
permeates TDS (ppm) per PFD step and CCD cycle in
column 18 and their average value in column 19. Per-
meate TDS (ppm) is derived by Eq. (10) using the aver-
age concentration polarization factor (pfav) derived by
Eq. (2).

Since the CCD cycles are operated under fixed
flow and variable pressure conditions, all parameters
during the cycles remain unchanged and the differ-
ences between the cycles are manifested in the
applied pressure and TDS of permeates. Comparison
between the theoretical driven CCD parameters of
the first cycle in Table 3 and the relevant IMS Design
data (in parentheses) in line 6 of Table 1 for ME6 (E
= ESPA2-MAX) are as follows: Fee 2,500 (2,500) ppm
NaCl; MR = 65%(65%); flux = 25.0(24.5)lmh; pappl = 9.0
(8.9) bar; Δp = 1.07(1.00) bar; pfav = 1.14(1.15) factor;
average element recovery = 16.1(16.1)% and permeate-
TDS = 32.0(51.7) ppm. The only significant difference
in the compared data under review relates to the
TDS of permeates and since both results originate
from the same salt diffusion expression Eq. (10),
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wherein the principle parameters are either identical
(B, Cf and TCF) or very close to each other (pfav and
μ), the difference implies the use of a rejection factor
under 99.6% by the IMS Design program or a value
lower than that claimed by the manufacturer for such
new elements. The aforementioned comparison vali-
dates the theoretical data in Table 3 for the entire
sequence which comprises identical CCD cycles.

The translation of the sequential data in Table 3
into a continuous consecutive sequential process
requires a set-point selection of maximum sequential
applied pressure which triggers the CCO → PFD shift,
whereby brine is replaced by fresh feed at the desired
recovery. For example, the attainment of 90.5% recov-
ery according to the data in Fig. 3 requires a maximum
applied pressure set-point selection of 14.7 bar and this
implies a sequence of five CCD cycles with an overall
sequence period of 11.0 min of which 10.0 min involve
CCD (91%) and 1.0min PFD (9%) and such a process
will produce an average permeate of 65 ppm TDS with
an average flow rate of 40.0 m3/h. The theoretical
model sequence performance up to 92% recovery of
the BWRO-CCD 7ME6 (E = ESPA2-MAX) unit design
in Fig. 2 with feed of 2,000 NaCl ppm according to the
data in Table 3 is displayed graphically as follows:
Fig. 3(A–C) describes applied pressure variations as
function of CCD cycles (A), sequence period (B) and
recovery (C). Fig. 4(A–D) describes sequential power
variations as function of CCD cycles (A) and recovery
(B) as well as the respective variations of specific
energy in (C) and (D). Fig. 5(A) and (B) describes

sequential TDS variations of permeates as function of
CCD cycles (A) and recovery (B).

5. Theoretical model analysis of 7MEn(n = 4–6)
BWRO-CCD at different flux

The database in Table 3 for the 7ME6 unit with
feed of 2,000 ppm NaCl may apply to the general class
of BWRO-CCD NMEn (n = 4–6) units and such a com-
prehensive comparison for ~90% recovery is illus-
trated in Table 4 for the 7MEn(n = 4–6) series at the
same flux (24.5 lmh) as function of MR (40–65%) and
for the 7ME4 unit as function of flux (24.5; 27.5; 30.6;
33.6 and 36.7 lmh) and MR(40–50%). The same data-
base for the PFD step in Table 3 (feed of 0.200% NaCl;
25% increased HP flow over CCD and MR = 20%)
applies to all the simulated data in Table 4 and
implies fixed flux of 6.1 lmh during PFD and brine of
0.25% at the start of CCD cycles.

5.1. Theoretical model analysis results for 7MEn(E =
ESPA2-MAX; n = 4–6) BWRO-CCD Series under fixed
flux conditions

According to Table 4, sequential operation of
~90.0% recovery (range: 89.8–90.5%) of said series of
different module designs (ME6, ME5 and ME4) at the
same flux (24.5 lmh) with increased MR leads to
higher average element recovery (av-Elem) and aver-
age concentration polarization factor (pfav); smaller
number of CCD cycles, lower CCD pressure at start
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Fig. 3. Sequential applied pressure variations as function of CCD cycles (A), sequence period (B) and recovery (C) accord-
ing to the data furnished in Table 3.
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and end of each sequence, smaller pressure difference
in modules (Δp), lower specific energy and minor
variations in TDS of permeates and their production
rates per design. A deceased number of elements per
module (ME6 > ME5 > ME4) in the designs under
review at the same flux (e.g. 24.5 lmh), MR (e.g.
MR=45%) and recovery (e.g. ~90%) reveal increased
average element recovery (e.g. av-Elem: 9.6 < 11.3 <
13.9%) and the average concentration polarization
factor (e.g. pfav: 1.08 < 1.10 < 1.20); decreased CCD

pressure at start (e.g. 8.7 > 8.3 > 8.1 bar) and end (e.g.
16.2 > 15.9 > 15.8 bar) of CCD cycles as well as
decreased pressure difference (e.g. Δp: 2.3 > 1.4 > 0.8
bar), specific energy (e.g. 0.565 > 0.513 > 0.481 kWh/
m3) and rates of permeates production (e.g. 38.8 > 32.4
> 25.9m3/h) with minor changes, if any, associated
with of the number of CCD cycles per sequence
(e.g. 11→11→11 CCD cycles), permeates TDS
(e.g. 63→64→65 ppm) and sequence periods (e.g.
11.0→11.2→11.5 min).
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Fig. 4. Sequential power variations as function of CCD cycles (A) and recovery (B) and the respective specific energy
variations as function of CCD cycles (C) and recovery (D) according to the data furnished in Table 3.
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Fig. 5. Sequential TDS variations of permeates as function of CCD cycles (A) and recovery (B) according to the data
furnished in Table 3.
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Performance comparison between the 7ME6, 7ME5
and 7ME4 units of the different module designs at
~90.0% recovery under fixed flux (24.5 lmh) and variable
pressure conditions as function of MR are illustrated for
the initial and final CCD applied pressures of 7ME6 in
Fig. 6(A), 7ME5 in Fig. 6(B) and 7ME4 in Fig. 6(C). Varia-
tions as function module design and MR are displayed
in Fig. 7(A) for average element recovery; in Fig. 7(B) for
concentration polarization; in Fig. 7(C) for modules’
pressure difference; in Fig. 8(A) for specific energy; in
Fig. 8(B) for permeate TDS and in Fig. 8(C) of sequence
periods. The results in Table 4 and Figs. 6–8 are gener-
ated from theory and therefore, are fully consistent with
the fundamental principles of RO. Moreover, the results
in Table 4 are also consistent with the IMS Design data
for such modules with ESPA2-MAX elements, leaving
no doubt concerning the reliability of the compared data
and its practical ramifications. MR variations in the con-
text of CCD imply cross-flow variations, since MR=Qp/
(Qf +QCP) × 100 =Qf/(Qf +QCP) × 100, with increased
MR associated with decreased cross-flow (QCP) and vice
versa. Desired cross-flow and flux in CCD are set-point
selections independent of each other and therefore of
immediate practical significance in the operation of this
noteworthy technology.

5.2. Theoretical model analysis results for 7MEn(E =
ESPA2-MAX; n = 4–6) BWRO-CCD series under variable
flux conditions

The flux variations effects in Table 4 are ascertained
in the context of the 7ME4 unit design, since according

to the IMS Design data in Table 1 this noteworthy
module operates with a rather narrow flux distribution
range of high uniformity and thereby, enables the
attainment of high flux operation with maximum
(head element) and minimum (tail element) not fare
removed from the average flux and well within the
recommended parameters (e.g. head element recovery,
concentration polarization, permeate-brine flow ratio,
feed flow at inlet to modules, etc.) by membrane ele-
ments producers. The first unit design of 7ME4 config-
uration in Table 4 that for 24.5 lmh flux contains
pressure vessels 430 cm long; whereas, the second unit
design configuration for the flux range 27.5–36.7 lmh
contains 530 cm long pressure vessels with spacers
equivalent in length to a single element, and this struc-
tural difference has no effect on the performance char-
acteristics of the system except for sequence period
duration–the design with longer pressure vessels is
intended to assure sequence periods greater than 10
min when flux raised above 24.5 lmh.

The flux performance effects on the BWRO-CCD
7ME4 unit at ~90% recovery with 2,500 ppm NaCl
CCD feed and MR of 40, 45 and 50% are best illus-
trated graphically in relations to the various process
parameters, a subject matter considered next. The final
and initial CCD applied pressures in the system under
review displayed in Fig. 9(A) and (B), respectively,
reveal small variability with respect to flux and MR%.
The applied pressure according to Eq. (3) is deter-
mined primarily by flux and to a much lesser degree
by Δp and Δπav and since the initial feed (0.25%) and
final brine (2.0%) concentrations in the system under

(A) 7ME6: CCD  Pressures
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(C) 7ME4:  CCD  Pressures 
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Fig. 6. Applied pressure requirements for ~90% recovery of 2,500 ppm NaCl CCD feed at 25˚C with fixed flux (24.5 lmh)
as function of MR (40–65%) for the 7ME6 (A), 7ME5 (B) and 7ME4 (C) designed BWROP-CCD units according to the data
in Table 4.
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review remain unchanged irrespective flux, the small
observed pressure differences most probably reflect Δp
variations known to be influenced by flux and MR%.

Sequence period variations of 7ME4 at ~90% recov-
ery in the system under consideration displayed in
Fig. 9(C) as function flux (μ) and MR are fully under-
stood from theory in light of the intrinsic closed circuit

intrinsic (V) in the designs. The sequence period (T)
expressed by Eq. (11) in is the sum of the PFD time
(TPFD) expressed in minute by Eq. (12) and the CCD
time (TCCD) expressed in minute by Eq. (13); wherein,
V stands for the intrinsic closed circuit volume (litre)
of the unit, Qb(m

3/h) for brine flow rate during PFD,
Qf and Qp (m3/h) for feed and permeate flow rates
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Fig. 7. Variations of average element recovery (A), concentration polarization—beta factor (B), and module pressure difference
(C) for ~90% recovery of 2,500 ppm NaCl CCD feed at 25˚C with fixed flux (24.5 lmh) as function of MR (40%–65%) and
module design (ME6, ME6 and ME4) according to the data in Table 4.
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Fig. 8. Variations of specific energy (A), permeates TDS (B), and sequence periods (C) for ~90% recovery of 2,500 ppm
NaCl CCD feed at 25˚C with fixed flux (24.5 lmh) as function of MR (40–65%) and module design (ME6, ME6 and ME4)
according to the data in Table 4.
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during CCD, R for sequence recovery (%), N for num-
ber of module per design, n for the number of ele-
ments per module, S (m2) for membrane surface area
per element and μ (lmh) for flux. In BWRO-CCD pro-
cesses of the type considered hereinabove TPFD (10–
15% of T) according to Eq. (12) will remain unchanged
under fixed PFD conditions; whereas, TCCD according
to Eq. (13) depends on sequence recovery (R), intrinsic
volume (V) and CCD flux (μ) independent of MR.
Accordingly, sequence duration of the 7ME4 design
with fixed R and V terms should relate to flux and
independent of MR. The variations of sequence peri-
ods with flux in Fig. 9(C) are self evident with
increase μ leading to shorter T and vice versa. The
intrinsic volume (V) effect on T is manifested in
Fig. 9(C) by the much lower T value for the 7ME4
design with 430 cm long pressure vessels at 24.5 lmh
compared with the related design with 530 cm long
pressure vessels at 27.5 lmh.

T ¼ TPFD þ TCCD (11)

TPFD ¼ V=Qb � 1000=60 (12)

TCCD ¼ R � V=½Qf � ð100� RÞ�
¼ R � V=½Qp � ð100� RÞ�
¼ R � V=½ðl �N � n � S=1000Þ � ð100� RÞ� ð13Þ

The CCD average element recovery according Eq. (1)
and the concentration polarization factor according to
Eq. (2) in the 7ME4 deign under review are only a
function of MR and therefore, independent of flux
and/or sequence recovery and these features are evi-
dent in Fig. 10(A) and (B), respectively. In contrast,
the pressure difference term (Δp) according to Eq. (6)
and Eq. (7) is a function of flow rates at inlet and out-
let of modules and therefore, depends on the perme-
ation flux and flow rate of recycled concentrate (QCP)
which define MR according to Eq. (14) and this
explains the finding displayed in Fig. 10(C). Increased
flux and MR also imply increased cross-flow (QCP)
and average cross-flow and therefore, increased Δp in
a defined design of unchanged N, S and n terms as in
the case of the 7ME4 unit design under review.

The daily production rates of the 7ME4 design as
function of flux (24.5 → 36.7 lmh) displayed in
Fig. 11(A) are independent of MR and this implies the
flexible selection of cross-flow irrespective of flux, a
feature not possible by any other BWRO technique.
The TDS of permeates as function of flux and MR dis-
played in Fig. 11(B) illustrates a sharp decrease of
TDS with increased flux as well as a secondary effect
of lower TDS with lower MR as results of declined
concentration polarization and these observations are
in accordance of the salt rejection expression in
Eq. (10). Most (~97%) of the specific energy displayed
in Fig. 11(C) as function of flux and MR originates for
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Fig. 9. Variations of CCD final pressure (A) and initial pressure (B) and sequence period (C) during ~90% recovery of
2,500 ppm NaCl CCD feed at 25˚C as function of flux (24.5–36.7 lmh) and MR (40–45%) of the BWRO-CCD 7ME4
(E = ESPA2-MAX) unit according to the data in Table 4.
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the CCD cycles of the sequence and includes the SECP

(Eq. (15)), SEHP (Eq. (16)) components and their total
SEtotal (Eq. (17)) and a minor part of the total energy
originates from the PFD step of the process. The SEHP

during CCD is independent of the permeate flow rate
which is the same as the pressurized feed flow rate
and the term pav in Eq. (16) stands for the CCD aver-
age variable applied pressure in the process and its
dependence on flux is evident from Eq. (3). The SECP

contribution to SEtotal depends on the cross-flow cre-
ated by the CP with increased MR associated with
decreased cross-flow resulting in a lower contribution
and vice versa. For example, the average relative SECP

contribution to SEtotal in the 7ME4 design under
review at ~90% recovery with MR = 50% is 5.18% at
24.5 lmh and 7.86% at 36.7 lmh; whereas, with MR =
40% the respective values are 12.73 and 18.08% due to
the increased cross-flow in the latter case.
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Fig. 10. Variations of CCD average element recovery (A), concentration polarization factor (B) and pressure difference (C)
during the ~90% recovery of 2,500 ppm NaCl CCD feed at 25˚C as function of flux (24.5–36.7 lmh) and MR (40–45%) of
the BWRO-CCD 7ME4 (E = ESPA2-MAX) unit according to the data in Table 4.
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Fig. 11. Variations of the daily permeate production (A), permeate TDS (B), and specific energy (C) during the ~90%
recovery of 2,500 ppm NaCl CCD feed at 25˚C as function of flux (24.5–36.7 lmh) and MR (40–45%) of the BWRO-CCD
7ME4 (E = ESPA2-MAX) unit according to the data in Table 4.
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MR ¼ Qf=ðQf þQCPÞ � 100
¼ ð1=10Þ � ðl � n �N � SÞ
=ðl � n �N � S=1000þQCPÞ ð14Þ

SECP ¼ QCP � Dp=36=fCP=Qp

¼ ð1000=36Þ � ðQCP � Dp=fCPÞ=ðl � n �N � SÞ ð15Þ

SEHP ¼ pav=36=fHP (16)

SEtotal ¼ pav=36=fHP þQCP � Dp=36=fCP=Qp

¼ ð1=36Þ � ½pav=fHP þ ð1000 �QCP � Dp=fCPÞ
=ðl � n �N � SÞ� ð17Þ

5.3. Theoretical assessment of modules with 4–6 elements
for BWRO-CCD applications

The CCD technology operates with low energy
and any desired high recovery irrespective of the
number of elements per modules, confined only by

the feed composition, the extensiveness of the pre-
treatment and the membranes producers’ recommen-
dations of safe performance conditions some of which
are revealed by the test conditions of elements. The
aforementioned was demonstrated [10–14] for
seawater desalination with the SWRO-CCD NMEn (M
= SWC6; N = 4 and n = 1–4) units which revealed near
theoretical energy consumption with 50% recovery
without need for energy recovery means as well as for
various BWRO-CCD NMEn (n = 3–4) applications
[15–19]. The current theoretical study provides a com-
prehensive comparison between the various high
recovery (~90%) performance aspects of modules with
4, 5 and 6 elements each in the context of the 7MEn
(n = 4–6) designs under different flux (24.5–36.7 lmh)
and MR (40–65%) conditions. The performance of the
MEn (n = 4–6) modules are assessed by means of
theoretical model simulations of complete sequences
(PFD-CCD) as well as with IMS Design data of iso-
lated steps in the process in order to confirm the theo-
retical results. The focus on modules with 4–6
elements is not a coincidence, since units with such

Table 5
Theoretical model data base for a 3-stage 4ME6-2ME6-ME6 conventional BWRO system of the design displayed in Fig. 1
with ESPA2-MAX elements; wherein, all the parameters are calculated by the same equations used in Table 3 for BWRO-
CCD with feed of 2,000 ppm NaCl at 25˚C and assuming 75% efficiency of HP and the inter-stage Booster Pumps (BP-1)
and PB-2)
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configurations should be particularly suitable for
large-scale BWRO-CCD applications.

All three module configurations ME4 (MR = 40–
50%), ME5 (MR = 40–60%) and ME6 (40–65%) show
viable high recovery and low energy BWRO-CCD per-
formance characteristics in the indicated (brackets)
MR ranges at an ordinary operational flux (24.5 lmh)
without exceeding any of the limits specified for the
ESPA2-MAX element in its test conditions. If high
recovery (>88%) dictated by the feed source composi-
tions and quality is attainable, pressure vessels of such
modules do not require spacers since sequence peri-
ods exceed the desired minimum of 10-11min and in
this context one spacer per pressure vessel will be
required for the recovery range 85–88% and two spac-
ers for the recovery range 80–85%.

The comparative study results considered herein-
above appear to suggest the preference of the ME4
module configuration over ME5 and ME6 for reasons
of greater versatility and flexibility in light of its low-
est flux spread between head to tail elements and low-
est module pressure difference under the same
average operational flux and MR conditions with only
a marginal increase in concentration polarization fac-
tor and the aforementioned implies an extraordinarily
wide operational range of flux within the recom-
mended membrane performance specifications by
their manufacturers. In simple terms, the 7ME4 unit
according to the data in Table 4 could be operated in
the flux range 24.5–36.7 lmh, produce 620–931m3/d of
permeates in the TDS range 64–42 ppm for source
equivalent to 2,500 ppm NaCl CCD feed with energy
of 0.507–0.681 kWh/m3 depending on the MR (40–
50%) with the lower energy range associated with MR
= 50% and the above cited prospects with a relatively
small flux spread between head and tail elements and
low fouling characteristics for reasons discussed else-
where. Incidentally, even at an extremely high average
operational flux of 36.7 lmh the maximum head ele-
ment flux of the ME4 (E = ESPA2-MAX) module reach
43.6 lmh, a value significantly lower than that under
the test conditions of 46.35 lmh advised by the pro-
ducer of said element.

The preference of ME4 over ME5 and ME6 module
configurations with respect to reduced fouling charac-
teristics originates from the following reasons: The
number of CCD cycles required to reach a desired
recovery is only a function of MR irrespective of num-
ber of elements per module; however, reaching of the
desired recovery with the shorter ME4 module pro-
ceed with a smaller flux gap of greater performance
uniformity of elements under lesser constrain on the
head and tail elements which are more prone to foul-
ing factors. Moreover, the cross-flow in ME4 could beT
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increased by MR decrease under 40% without change
of flux and this will result with a further increase in
the number of CCD cycles required to reach a desired
recovery and effect further reduction in the average
recovery of the head and tail elements as well as their
respective concentration polarization factors; thereby,
assist in the optimization of the system towards
reduced fouling due to particulate matter and/or scal-
ing and/or biological factors.

6. Theoretical model performance comparison
between the BWRO-CCD 7ME6 design and a
conventional 3-stage 4ME6-2ME6-ME6 system

Reliable and effective comparison between the con-
ventional and BWRO-CCD technologies requires
focusing on the same feed system, designs of the same
number of modules and elements with the same mem-
brane elements and addressing the same pertinent
issues of recovery, flux, energy and salt rejection using
calculations performed with the same principle equa-
tions. The pertinent theoretical data base of the con-
ventional approach which meets the above cited
criteria is displayed in Table 5 and illustrates a

conventional 3-stage 4ME6-2ME6-ME6 BWRO system
with ESPA2-MAX elements; wherein, all the parame-
ters are calculated by the same equations used in the
context of Table 3 for the 7ME6 BWRO-CCD unit with
feed of 2,000 ppm NaCl at 25˚C and assuming 75%
efficiency of HP and the inter-stage booster pumps
(BP-1) and PB-2). The comparison requires the pres-
ence of modules with six elements per vessel since
this is the only way to enable recovery over 85% by
means of the conventional BWRO approach. The data
displayed in Table 5 shows an overall recovery of
87.5% reached by assuming 50% recovery per stage of
ME6 modules and increase system recovery is con-
comitant with increased recovery per stage within the
restrictions of the concentration polarization factors as
determined by the average element recovery per each
of the stages in the process. Increased system recovery
in the model system under review is achieved by the
systematic increase of recovery in the first stage (50–
65%), then in the second stage and finally in the third
stage of the process. The summary section in Table 5
takes account of the total permeates production and
power requirements during the stages and this data
applies to calculate the overall specific energy term of

(A) Energy vs Recovery of  BWRO and BWRO-CCD (MR: 
CCD=65%; PFD=20%) under similar flux 
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Fig. 12. Energy consumption (A), TDS of permeates (B) and average flux (C) as function of recovery for conventional
BWRO and BWRO-CCD according to the data in Table 6.
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the entire process. The average TDS of permeates in
the summary takes account of the TDS and flow rates
encountered during the stages and the average flux
term in the summary is derived from the combined
flow rates of permeates and the membrane surface
area of the entire design.

The relevant comparative data for the 7ME6
BWRO-CCD unit is derived from Table 3 with or
without adjustments of flux and/or PFD recovery in
the data base according to the objectives of the
analysis. The average flux of BWRO-CCD for compari-
son with the conventional technique pertains to the
average permeate production rate at a given sequence
recovery which incorporates the contribution of the
initial PFD step in the process. For instance, the aver-
age flux during cycle number five of 90.5% recovery
in Table 3 corresponds to average permeate flow rate
of 40.0 m3/h and translates to an overall average flux
of 23.3 lmh as compared with the fixed flux of 25.0
lmh assumed during the CCD cycles.

The theoretical driven data of the conventional
4ME6-2ME6-ME6 and 7ME6 BWRO-CCD systems pro-
vided in Table 6 and the comparative results dis-
played in Fig. 12(A–C) clearly demonstrate that the
latter technique may proceed to any desired recovery
without need for staged pressure vessels and inter-
stage booster pumps by an energy saving process
(Fig. 12(A)) which yields permeates of somewhat
higher TDS (Fig. 12(B)) under similar flux conditions
(Fig. 12(C)). A similar comparison is provided in
Table 7 and Fig. 13(A–C) for BWR-CCD, wherein
PFD-MR = 0%.

The desalination of water sources by conventional
BWRO techniques should normally proceed with aver-
age flux compatible with the nature of the source with
declined flux concomitant with increased fouling fac-
tors and/or decreased feed quality and in this context
the selected average flux range of 23.0–28.0 lmh in the
comparison under review is considered none aggres-
sive for most BRWO applications including such for
surface brackish water with MF/UF pretreatment.
Most (>90%) common BWRO applications cover the
recovery range up to 90% with only few applications
requiring higher recovery one of which relates to sec-
ond-pass desalination of SWRO permeates for boron
reduction especially when such a water source also
applies for irrigation. Accordingly, special attention in
the comparative model analysis under review should
be placed on the 75%-90% recovery range wherein
most common BWRO applications are being practiced.

Both compared conventional and BWRO-CCD
techniques under review involve staged flow and
pressure boosted processes; however, these effects are
created by different means such as staged pressureT
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vessels and inter-stage booster pumps in the former
technique; whereas, in the latter technique this is done
by mixing of recycled concentrate with pressurized
fresh feed at inlet to modules under variable pressure
conditions with both flow and pressure compensated
without need of staged pressure vessels and inter-
stage boosters. The conceptually different operational
principles imply that stages in the conventional
approach are separately controlled and independent
of each other; whereas, in the BWRO-CCD approach
the sequential cycles are interconnected and could not
be separated from each other. In simple terms, the
conventional techniques allow the production of most
(50–65%) permeates in the first stage with decreased
supplements in the second and third stages, respec-
tively; whereas this is not possible with BWRO-CCD.
The performance differences between the techniques
under review with respect to energy consumption and
salts rejection may be assessed further in light of the
theoretical model analysis results as follows:

6.1. Energy consumption aspects

RO desalination is a pressure dependent process
with applied pressure expressed by Eq. (3) in terms of

flux, average osmotic pressures (Δπav) and pressure
difference in modules (Δp). The applied pressure in
conventional 3-stage BWRO techniques is controlled
by flux at each stage separately with osmotic pressure
of subsequent feed determined by the brine effluent of
the preceding stage. Power consumption of 3-stage
conventional BWRO is therefore a function of declined
pressurized feed flow combined with increased pres-
sure boosting along a confined number of stages to
the desired recovery. Accordingly, the power require-
ments of conventional 3-stage BWRO processes mani-
fest the relative contribution of each of the separate
stages in the process and their dependence on each
other only relates subsequent feed salinity and pres-
sure boosting which are separately controlled. In con-
trast with the staged flow and pressure boosted
conventional plug flow RO techniques, BWRO-CCD
relates to a sequential batch type RO desalination pro-
cess with recycled concentrates mixed with fresh pres-
surized feed at inlets to modules and recovery
determined by the number of CCD cycles irrespective
of the number of elements per module. Batch
sequence RO implies negligible brine energy loss since
replacement of brine by fresh feed may take place at
near atmospheric without desalination or alternatively,

78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96 78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96
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Fig. 13. Energy consumption (A), TDS of permeates (B) and average flux (C) as function of recovery for conventional
BWRO and BWRO-CCD according to the data in Table 7.
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at a somewhat elevated pressure with low desalina-
tion recovery and considerable energy saving. The low
power consumption pathway offered by BWRO-CCD
manifests increased sequence recovery concomitance
with increased number of CCD cycles of strong feed
dilution effect which translate to a parabolic exponen-
tial power consumption curve with actual consumed
power represented by its average. Under the fixed
flow and variable conditions of the BWRO-CDD pro-
cess, the overall specific energy is expressed by
Eq. (17); wherein, the major contribution (~90%)
relates to the average applied pressure (pav) require-
ments of HP (Eq. (16)) and the minor contribution (Eq.
(15)) to the cross-flow (QCP) and the pressure supple-
ment (Δp) requirements of the CP.

The comparative specific energy requirements on
the basis of a theoretical model analysis of a conven-
tional 3-stage system (4ME6-2ME6-ME6) and the
equivalent 7ME6 BWRO-CCD unit of the same num-
ber of modules (7) and elements (42) of the same type
(ESPA2-MX) with the same feed source (2,000 ppm
NaCl) are illustrated in Figs. 12–14 and explained
hereafter. The energy consumption of the compared
systems under similar conditions of flux and recovery
is displayed in Fig. 12(A) reveals large gap in favour
of the BWRO-CCD when operated according to the
data base in Fig. 3 with PFD-MR = 20% and the gap
increases according to Fig. 13(A) when the step in the
process of brine replacement by fresh feed takes place
without desalination (PFD-MR = 0%). The energy sav-
ing advantages of BWRO-CCD over conventional
BWRO techniques are pronounced in particular in the
common 80–90% recovery range of most practiced
BWRO applications. The decreased energy consump-
tion gap with increased recovery revealed in
Figs. 12(A) and 13(A) manifests the effectiveness of
BWRO-CCD in reduction of brine effluent energy
losses without need of energy recovery means espe-
cially under ≤ 90% recovery. The specific energy data
furnished in Fig. 14(A) pertains to the simulated con-
ditions in Table 8 of BWRO-CCD performance with
PFD-MR = 0% under higher average flux (27.9 instead
23.0 lmh) compared with the conventional technique
and the data reveals the energy saving preference of
BWRO-CCD even under increased flux conditions,
although the energy gap in the 80–90% recovery range
become somewhat smaller as expected by theory.

The aforementioned theoretical BWRO model anal-
ysis of the 7ME6 assembly in its conventional staged
form (e.g. 4ME6-2ME6-ME6) or its none conventional
CCD form should yield similar comparative results for
any such general assembly type NMEn of same num-
ber of modules (N) and elements per module (n)
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which show the energy saving preference by BWRO-
CCD compared with conventional techniques.

6.2. Permeates quality aspects

Salt rejection of elements with the same diffusion
coefficient (B) depends according to Eq. (10) on the
feed concentration, flux and average concentration
polarization factor with the latter according to Eq. (2)
being a function of the average element recovery term
in Eq. (1). The average TDS of permeates derived from
the theoretical model analysis the 3-stage conventional
BWRO system (Fig. 1) and the BWRO-CCD unit
(Fig. 2) of the same number of modules and elements
are compared in Figs. 12(B), 13(B) and 14(B) as
function of flux, CCD inlet feed concentration and
recovery. The BWRO-CCD sequence comprises a brief
initial PFD step of brine replacement by fresh feed fol-
lowed by CCD cycles to the desired recovery level.
The PFD step may take place with or without desali-
nation and the compared data in Figs. 12(B) and 13(B)
pertains to cases of PFD-MR = 20 and 0%, respectively.

The separation of the conventional techniques into
three distinct stages of decreased feed flow of
increased salinity enables to get up to 65% of the

permeates under the preferred conditions of low TDS
in the first stage with lesser quality permeates
received with declined flow rate during the second
and third stages, respectively. In contrast, separation
between CCD cycles in BWRO-CCD is not possible;
however, in this case a dilution effect does take place
which moderates inlet feed concentrations to modules
by mixing with fresh feed and thereby, causing
improved quality permeates. Assessment on the basis
of the aforementioned may suggest somewhat
improved quality permeate by the conventional three-
stage process compared with BWRO-CCD in the 80–
90% recovery range under the same average flux con-
ditions with the same initial feed and final brine con-
centrations at the same overall recovery.

The comparative TDS of permeates in Fig. 12(B) on
the basis of the data in Table 6 reveals permeates of
~38(50) ppm at 80% recovery and ~55(78) ppm at 90%
recovery under similar flux conditions with the infe-
rior data in parentheses pertaining to BWRO-CCD.
However, the compared data pertains to 2,000 ppm
NaCl feed at inlet to the first stage of the conventional
technique and 2,500 ppm NaCl at the start of the CCD
cycles in BWRO-CCD (Table 3) due to the preliminary
PFD step of 20% recovery. In simple terms, the major
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part of the TDS difference can be attributed to feed
salinity differences. In order to overcome the feed
salinity difference, the comparative TDS of permeates
described in Fig. 13(B) on the basis of the data in
Table 7 pertains to zero desalination during the PFD
step of the BWRO-CCD (PFD-MR = 0%) process and
this comparison reveals permeates of ~38(40) ppm at
80% recovery and ~55(70) ppm at 90% recovery under
similar flux conditions with the inferior data in paren-
theses pertaining to BWRO-CCD. The improved
results in Fig. 13(B) reveal a smaller gap in TDS of
permeates (ΔS) at 80% recovery (ΔS = ~2 ppm) which
increases with recovery (e.g. REC = 85%, ΔS = ~10
ppm; REC = 90%, ΔS = ~15 ppm and REC = 93%, ΔS =
~22 ppm). The inevitable conclusion reached on the
basis of aforementioned analysis is that increased
recovery with increased number of CCD cycles invari-
able leads to permeates of inferior TDS quality com-
pared with the 3-stage conventional approach
whereby most permeates are product in the first stage.

6.3. Energy consumption and permeate quality aspects

Energy consumption and salt rejection are effected
by flux in opposite directions and therefore, it was

found to be of interest to ascertain the flux conditions
under which permeates TDS of both techniques are
about the same and their effect on energy consump-
tion. The comparative data described in Table 8 per-
tains to zero desalination during the PFD step of a
BWRO-CCD (PFD-MR = 0%) process performed with
fixed CCD flux (30 lmh) and the results under such
conditions as function of recovery are displayed in
Fig. 14(A) for specific energy consumption, in
Fig. 14(B) for TDS of permeates and in Fig. 14(C) for
average operational flux. Noteworthy in Fig. 14 is the
near TDS average of permeates received with dis-
tinctly lower energy consumption over the 80–90%
recovery range by BWRO-CCD by just ~5.0 lmh raise
of flux. Accordingly, for most common water treat-
ment applications in the 80–90% recovery range the
BWRO-CCD technique may offer permeates of similar
quality to convention techniques with distinct savings
of energy under flexible operational conditions of low
fouling characteristics. The aforementioned may also
suggest the obtainment of improved quality permeate
by BWRO-CCD compared with conventional tech-
niques at the same energy consumption level of both.

The differences encountered in Fig. 14(A–B)
between the compared techniques are displayed in

(A) Energy differenec vs Recovery of  BWRO and BWRO-CCD in Fig. 14(A)
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Fig. 15. Differences energy (A) and TDS of permeates (B) as function of average recovery of 3-stage conventional BWRO
compared with BWRO-CCD according to the data in Table 8.
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Fig. 15(A) and (B) with respect to specific energy (A)
and TDS of permeates (B). The results in Fig. 15 with
respects to both energy and permeates TDS reveal
near linear relationships in the recovery range 78–88%
and the development of parabolic exponential relation-
ships thereafter (>88%). The aforementioned observa-
tions most probably imply similar near linear effects
during the first 2 stages of the conventional techniques
and the first 4 CCD cycles of BWRO-CCD, since such
near linear effects will generate near linear differences.

7. Concluding remarks

Some aspects of the newly emerging BWRO-CCD
technology described hereinabove reveal the plausible
application of ME4 (MR = 40–50%), ME5 (MR = 40–
60%) and ME6 (MR = 40–65%) modules in the indicated
MR ranges (in parentheses) in the context of this tech-
nology. A comprehensive theoretical model analysis
performed on the conventional 4ME6-2ME5-ME6 sys-
tem compared with the 7ME6 BWRO-CCD unit design
of the same number of modules and elements (ESPA2-
MAX) under similar or different flux and recovery con-
ditions described and discussed hereinabove led to sev-
eral noteworthy conclusions as follows:

(1) BWRO-CCD may reach any desired high
recovery made possible by the composition
and quality of the source without need of
staged pressure vessels and booster pumps
and with greater facility and flexibility com-
pared with conventional techniques.

(2) The energy consumption of BWRO-CCD is
considerably lower compared with that of con-
ventional techniques under same flux condi-
tions, especially in the 80–90% recovery range,
without any need or energy recovery.

(3) The quality of BWRO-CCD permeates in the
80–90% recovery range is somewhat inferior to
that of conventional techniques under the same
flux conditions.

(4) BWRO-CCD flux increase of ~25% compared
with that of conventional techniques will lead
to similar quality permeates in the 80–90%
recovery range with lower energy consump-
tion by the former despite the raised flux.

(5) Conventional multi-stage BWRO techniques
require high MR in the first stage (up to ~65%)
in order to reach high ultimate process recovery
and this implies increased probability of fouling
and scaling of tail elements due to decreased
average cross-flow; whereas, MR in BWRO-
CCD is independent of sequence recovery and

this enables MR selection of desired cross-flow
to minimize fouling and scaling effects.
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