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Comparison of Effectiveness of Disinfection Alternatives
On-Site
NSP Hypochlorite Ozone Hypochlorite
MIOX RS SRR | BRI

Effective(%h77) © O © O
Safety(Z:41%) © X X O
Operating Simplicity (F{EME) © A X O
Chlorine Residual (% %155%) © O X O
Microflocculation (HIEEE /EH) © X © X
PH/ORP Stability(PH/ORP M%7 1) © X AN A
TTHM Reduction( ~ U/~ §ilj&) © X © X
Microorganism (AR5 1)
% : Cryptosporidium(Z U 7 1) O X © X

Legionella(L 43 7 ) © O O O
Biofilm Removal(/3 1 47 A L Ak 5) © X X X
N Elimination (7%=7fii%#) © O X O
Fe,Mn,H > SOxidation @ik © A © A
Taste/Odor Elimination (351 O H) © X O X
Eye Burns Elimination (H &Ik © X O A
Disinfection Power(F i /1#EFF) © A A A
Water ClearnessG%E ) ) © X O X
No Risk Explosion(f#% ¢ 58) © X X AN
Facility Non-corrosion(G&{#FEEfh) © X X A
NarrowSpace(JEF¥E A ~— A O O X O
Saving water (&i/K) © X O X
Low RunningCost (Heffifeis) O O X A
Application of HACCP,ISOUSO x}5) O A O A
Food Freshness(& 4 fif FE#E£F) © X © X
Complete disinfection (5547 H) O O X O
Spore Virus CGEREZEHE) © A © A

Legend: © : ExcellentGEHIZEVY) O : Good (BEV)) A : Slightly bad (Ko=)

X : Bad(E\H)



