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Effects of Fly Ash Mineral Composition on the Removal of Copper lons
from Aqueous Solution
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The fly ashes from coal-fired power
plants were baked at 550°C for 24 hours
to remove the carbon residue. The
adsorption isotherm experiments were
conducted to evaluate the specific
adsorption capacity (SAC) of copper
ions (mg-Cu®"/g-fly ash). Finally, the
SAC prediction models of Cu®" for the
with

composition were developed by multiple

fly ashes various  minerals
liner regression, (MLR).

Research results demonstrate Fe,O;
and SiO, adsorb more copper ion from
aqueous solution than others. Besides,
the prediction model of specific
adsorption capacity of copper ion is Y
9.994xFe 03 +
coefficient  of
0.908. Another

obtained

(mg-Cu*'/g-fly ash) =
0.673xS10,,  with
determination R? =
prediction model through
transformation  is: Y
(mg-Cu®**/g-fly ash) = (4.854xFe,05 +
0.857xSi0,  + 0.989%other +
0.818xCa0)’, with coefficient of

determination R*= 0.969. The prediction

evolution

models developed in this study can be
helpful for the selection of coal fly ash
as the adsorbent of heavy metals from

aqueous solution.
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