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HEAEIEH

W E N —SEREKT B KRR BEREREIG Y, X AT T — R AL A ) I - B R st
5E@EIE- A% S BRH T2 U FERAS TS (IREA R, 45REW . R A YRR
JEAY K TP L& ¥R <0.1 mg' L', PO, -P BRI E <0.05mg L', SSHEWKE <10mgL"', TN &KE <
2mgL". NO;-N TR IKE <0.5mg L' HKKB N Z KRR m/N, 25675 4850 0.731, m/NF
AT 2.734, BeAh, BBV -2 B U b b oo T A B R ok, BN T S v URREHE, /KA E AL N
0.207 Jt'm”, WA T 21K 0.039 J6:m s

KEIR AR T R R UL A S R TEK)T R K W H LR

75 F6 1 Fg 5 s 5K T Bk IR i R R A I 0T, SR R AR Y R G s A8 2 b By
ORS8RI S 0 D8 1) 2 ) A PRYY, XE LGS B H g% M 4% I HEOR M o 7R IR AL 3T 205 1 i Ak
FHIT, DRI R K R A BERUEIEY SR BT TS KGR EE A BT I Y E S
[F) R SR FH A VR B DT TE -+ 8 (0 W A A 3 T 25 X Wl R0 1) (SS) A BAF 1 KBRS, BT
PEIK SS R f W E R AR, XS ER $h A (NOS-N) I B B BUR A, K EVE (TN) LUK FRP R
Yy U X TNCFD SS Y 25 BRBOUR B, (HBA Fe 200 09 5 Br), S BOR B2 AR 31 Kk A4 T A
B~ AbRifE

ARG A IR AL . BREEATJSBR SS Rl T — K, B R 2 R B A T A )
PERE R 4F (52 Bl , BIF R Bt 1 — ol AU A ) BB b 15 A% o 2 A ) I b 3 e R R T T B R
8 A= ) R AT SR A A TR IR 3 B AU B Y. BICER B IE R R R R AR IR T B 20 & R T
i, NTIK LR T ST AR A — 1D, BEAT S ROk = bR . DAA: W R R AR Rl 5 T 22 B o
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J TGRS K G, AR N ROR AR W G SR R, R T AR SR IR S, X LUt
G5 T B R A ) - R R it S5 TS KT A R AL BRI AL A T A RIS e R ACR o e S
B bR RN HEAK X 52 AR K AR B IR BE 52w A5, LA hy i R A g A 2R R Ut £ T AR N FH
%,
1 #Rl5RE%
1.1 Bk MELETE

FIT B 5% i 5 /K Ab B B4 A B T2 R LI 1 R R U S A A TR DX R R AN 2
A, @H S FEOKFTRA, UUE BRI IEBFER R (PO -P)°, £ 4 G S0k h J2 3 ok 41 & Jg il
Kl —Fh R 2L UER AR, H oKL 4 G A Je 5 KA AR, Dt R A A MILET 4 B U8 A AL
BAE 10 um LA, 15 /K765 R 25 9 /E 0 T 088 B 7 WA i, A ml N e ug A, ad p 4 48
WA uE I Y K
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Fig. 1 Existing treatment process flow of sewage treatment plant
1.2 FHBAMR-MERELRE
SCUR A E R BRI LR 2, AR E RN R %_Qb__ ]
H 2 0 s R 15 4 0 B R szt " —
PREEI 2GRS v PR RGN A ShiE i RS ﬁ 2 Ef .
S ) [ _fu S0 R vy S 2 Euh K Y, CO =
%ﬁiﬁi%ﬂj‘é‘ﬁ{%&%dﬁﬂﬁﬁ?fﬁ]{nu, {E“:ﬂﬁk 2-2m, — ¥tk EUk Figit — TRICE
Y 1.1m, s 5.0m, A BMF 2518 3 ok KA
2 TAER L RAEEMEKZ, &SN %;
L 2K
10~1.5, 1.0~1.5, 03102 m, HALFHZIFH  REn2i
i 391 (2 57 1 Ty . (OO kst
#5120 m*d, 7K Jp 45 8 I [A] (HRT) 1.0~1.2 ho E—
IERHZE R TAEZEMRIEZA N, TAEZIEER B
FHIRE ke, 4072 9 5~10 mm; RSB 2 Uk H
o o kit W
BEAT, RiAE R 30~50 mm, JEIB A FEK . HK JZ AR
F gk B R 4 23 S A ] g AR 1 R A D e B2 LHEFREE

(programmable logic controller, PLC) SZ¥1 H 81k Fig. 2 Schematic diagram of test device
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PG, ATUE N . P URR A . BRI GBI S U0 K S 4R T AL H U TS Y E K
HEE U, 280 R ) B A U8 DR ) A 4 T RN 2R A 5Bk R ) TN TP FHSS.
1.3 TLIKFREMR 5%

A PN R SRR T AR BT T R K EBOK BT AR bRl . Ak F 4 & (COD) 12~23' mg-L!, TN
J Y 7.8~15.5 mg- L', NO;-N i 6.6~12.5 mg-L™', %A (NH-N) i f ¥ J¥ 0.5<2.1 mg-L,
TP JF & ¥R & 0.19~0.44 mg-L™', PO} -P ffi &K J¥ 0.14~0.38 mg-L™", SS i ¥ 1423 mg-L™", pH N
6.5~7.3, /Kil# 19.5~32.4 C.,

SEI R COD A SR FH BRI A 40 D6 6 BE VR I TN 0 o e 4 SR FH e ol s e 80 3 ' 016 B 1
SE, NOG-N J5 2 v B2 SR FH 8 — B R 43 6 G RE YR I %2, NH-N T 22 R 3 SR FH 409 FG k3 43016 6 12 3k
FE, TP T W B R R AR R 2 3 YR BE VAR I 3, SRAE MK FEZE 0.45 pm BEFLUE BT 08 ), LW
(PO -P J I B SR FH AR IR 44 43 6 6 BE -0 5, SS ol b vk i SR R B el 8 S pHL (L A /K 3R 2R A
#5X pH I E
1.4 FHBVERETE A0 B B

TR 0 R 3 1) i 30 SR A S 0 M s e UEAT B A AR, B 100 LS RIS e, K RK 55
RARMRATEEAVEM, R ERKRIEE 0.5m 5, FIIFIREEBAEE, DB 6h fE
6h> LANEM, Fegk2d, g, SEAT58 2WEERR, S IR, 5 5 KT IR W n
M HEAT SR G AR, RIREIN it 30 mg L A 50 mg LT IS ATEE S KIFMxT ik . ok
COD., TN, TP FINO;-N 48 brib AT Wi, 28id 15 d A L 37 )n , wE M 3.

1.5 XfEbsCig

A YRR B R S A G T2 2 B RG] B HE A R BEAT X L SE G o A R A A -
TBREENE I R G R i 2Lt K217, HRT A 1.0~1.2h, RAEHEMER (PAC) #inE N 3~6 mg- L™,
Z.T24H (CH,COONa) % fi &y 25~40 mg-L™', 5z 7 % W IR A W 09 pH 4E 516 6.7~7.5. 4B T L RS
1) PAC BN 8 8 mg- L', R NI (PAM) & finiE 4 0.4 mg-L ',

FEURE AR HF 24 h SR EE TURFES o 43 0 DU 3 B A= B - R B S 1A T2 2 ER w ik
JKH TP, PO -P. TN, NO;-N fil SS TR W JE, Xf 2 EALBE T A5 Y £ B . bk 34,
Ab A R L5575 e R B AT XL 20 0T 5 AEARIIE TP R SS 22 BRI Ay LRl |, 781 %% 357 80 £k 1y -1k
LUEENE M BB IR BN, AR g K A TN FINOG-N Tt 1k B MM B8 AR B0 2 BR 2, A E B
08 b 52 A T MO R0 el C/N 5 38 2o 55 T DA TR A A OB 22 O it b S T 55 0 vt R 1) R ARE L A
R A g BRI A T AHE i TE 08, R 2R A AE Y o P R R S 2 0 T2 N R
YIRETE S5 255 .

1.6 HEEBEMEDH AN F

FER TR . X FAA T2 misle, WO 75 Je A Kt i 50 mL .08, £ 3
000 r'min ' 25fF F &0 15 min, &5 LIEW, B FIEHIET, SR ERKETN 1L.SmL .08, &
$3°0.5~2-g, A -20 C PRIRFE & URERAE o XT3 2 A W 65 -l 22 5k 0 3l v A D BHRE . L S~10 g
UEARME TR AT WAL 22 v RV TR (PBS 2 0PI MIEEIEI T, BOAEIRIR G 28 b, IR R 10~15 C,
#£ 200 rmin' Z5 04 3R 30~60 min, AR YRS A TS KRG S IR 2 )2 AL A o g e
TR A T, WG B8 TS B VAR 0.22 pm A9 RS R 41 24 R U IS HEA T 8, 3 U8 I U8 IR A 5 K
I A 50 mL B0 RARATE, IAUEER 15 min J5, FERS E-20 C ARIRAS TP ORAE . BES B S 4 —
AR 3 IR AL SR I

I R R 4 (B.Z.N.ATM Mag-Bind Soil DNA Kit) £ BT A A% i i DNA, 78 384 i 2
% (PCR) It 3% IR 7] £ (Qubit3.0) A <& 2 W i DNA A B I, *%F 16S rDNA FE[H i) V3~V4 X 17
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PCR 4734, 51475 % H 341F (CCCTACACGACGCTCTTCCGATCTG(barcode)CCTACGGGNGGCW
GCAG) #1 805R (GACTGGAGTTCCTTGGCACCCGAGAATTCCAGACTACHVGGGTATCTAATCC), 4
2 % PCR 4" 84 J5 ¥ P~y a4l Ak, 7E Yllumina MiSeq I )5 & HE4T =5 i B 00 )5 .
1.7 ZESEIEHTENIRE

ZRAA 15 Y AR BT U A5 A 2 T ) PR DR T k>R HT A9 7K BT P A A ) T2 A8E AU 1 SRAS L A 2
HARRAKIEZE G TS PR, ZR5 15 A8 B BUE B K, UL WX 32 9 K AR 1 e B ™ o K
AT S Y dR BORE L (D) TH5, SR G TS YL B0 B0 R A BRI e B S aE Ey SRR R, 3
THAE B NS 15 45 5 L ()"

Ci
Ezg 6]

s POAIKFESS § A PR IS e d8 50 CoRKRESS i B AR Ay S8 i st MR, mg L' S o /KHESR
i WARAR AR HE BT W B, mgL ',

. \/ (P +(L P

3 ()

K PRLGBTGTRIEE; Pow HKFE A BLIG0S Y8 B 1 e KAE s 0 S 500 1075 B b 4k
2 #BR512
21 FESEMEBRBRIILL

1) BB . IE SRR FEIE W R BRAUR X L B AR W R RN T S AL A TN TP,
PO; -P 119 25 BR AR 43 51 L 1] 3 FN AL 40 f 1] 3(a) MR 4(a) T, 7637 B AR W - 2 kg b, B
& PAC s ry3ghm, TP MPO; -P LR RELA G BT FI; X PACKMEN Smg L' i,
PO} -P LPBRF AL F] 76.1%~86.7%, JFi ¥ N 0.042~0.078 mg-L™'; TP Z:BRR ATk F] 73.0%~76.0%,
J R e E R 0.084~0.094 mg L', AXT 0.1 mg'L™'. PO -P ZBRRM KB TPIARF—2, W
TP i BRF EEZPO)-P EMRRE N . 44 T4/ PAC # I E N 8mg L. K 3(b) flA
4(b) AT, A T2 AP EH KR POY -P iR W BN 0.046~0.098 mg-L™', ZBRFL N 65.1%~76.5%;
TP B 4 0.072~0.164 mg-L™', EBHFRLA N 53.5%~68.3%,

TS R K PO-P TR R IE 5 TP 1 80% A5 AT, FAEE A W R g i N AEAE (09 A2 W [R)AR R
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0.40 100 0.40 — - 100
PAC= PAC= PAC= PAC=8 mg-L
035} 3mg-L" i 4mg-L- 6mg- L~ 035
= 1380 = 180
T, 0301 */*\k_w T 030F
; ¥ ;
= on
goasy g ls’l?n% L 60 s EO0B[ [T \ T L0 s
= 20 ¥ 20t W 5
@ 015 j& 140 1@0.15_ 140
oy )
‘li% 0.107 \\/M o 120 pic] 0.101 420
0.05 F 0.05 -
0 L L L L L L 0 0 L L L L L L 0
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 0 2 4 6 8 0 12
i&f7Ha)/d B4 TH H)/d
(a) A BEE T (b) IETE

B3 E£YEEEREAESETIZX TP BWERBR

Fig. 3 Effect of biofilm filter and combined process on TP removal
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Fig. 4 Effect of biofilm filter and combined process on PO?[-P removal

BN, BB 19%~21%. 385 HM 0/ 5 1 B 24 300 R4 B 2E /40 2 I IR B gl 4 i B2 48 3 Ak
PHALR . M PAC NN 5 mg L™ B, A 4 A= 4 65 -l 22 6 ikt v 26 0 /4K 2 P[] B i 0 28 B o
¥, TP LR FARF] 76.0%, K F 8 E<0.1 mg: L', POI-P XKk 86.7%, K5k E
<0.05mg-L™"; X PASEIL2ABRBERI A & T2, TP MILBE RN 53.5%~65.9%, PO;-P LR A 69.8%~
72.6%, W] WLAE YA 24 D IR BR BT TP FPOS-P Y 2 BRA SR B 1B 5 T 41 & T 20 B 4l 1) Ak 2 bk s 4
i, EARUE TP FIPOT -P £ BRAUR A ZE A L, A Wi/ 22 U W BR B 9 PAC 25> FAH A T 201k
BRI 2

Xof B R A AR B T S AS TN SS W RBRIE I, A5 ALK 5. mIEl S mT A, it
K SS JE N 14~23 mg L', AR M -G 2k uE b i M UK SS TR E N 5~8 mg L', HA&T
K SS MR FE R 4~7 mg Lo 28 B A Wy R - 2R Uk b Ah 3L ) H K IS B B, XSS Ab
PO R A7, S530A 15 K0 B AR5 ok iy SS i vk BEAR T, o iA B (s K Ak B
735 B RO HE ) (GB 18918-2002)M 1 — 2% A(10 mg-L™) A BRE 2K .

2 Y5 B U8 M R AR N SS AR AT L BREE T, (BESR K Ry SS B s VK A F L Y, w
TS 5| e 27 2 5 S0t P KSR AR R 1 BT, 6 WO B 0% B ope o T I 75 A A OB - R O i K P
KT U8 A TN B TR DR AT AR L T BRI IE R L B R R i 50%~55%, #ki5fE IR, KIREK T

b S R R, X KRR A B4 e £ e ek e Ik a1 T2
DA WAE G

2) B AR BB . A o0}
- SR BRUE M T A A T A4 TN, NO-N 2ol
) L BRACR W 6. Hi 5] 6(a) AT 1, NO3-N Jit gu_
TR EZ) S TN s R 1Y 669%~78%. Wi C/N e
(4R, A ) -t 220 D8 bt /K TN RINO; - ig'K :/:K A ;:
N ST T v B 8 M AR, 24 C/N A F) 5.34 B, ol
HYJKTN Jf &9 F <2 mgeL™', NO;-N Jifi 2 ¥ J¥ 0 o
<0.5 mg-L™y MR IR TR A, X F TN £ 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

&4 )
g5 25 R 7T ik 3] 80%, NOG-N 2 B R 1] 35 90%., e .
LR AR O ﬁE;KQP o Bs LoREtRESTENSS NEBRYR
e BLIERN 1 AR EE 5 5 O/N, LR BRIRTT A fiE Fig. 5 Effect of biofilm filter and combined

R L3R TN 9 L BR 2, TN P LR R4 +F process on SS removal
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TE 83% Zidy o B AL A Wy -t R Bk g i b C/N S 5.3~5.4:1, nffi 7K TN FiE e % 2 mg L',
NO;-N Jf £ ¥ FF R 2 0.5 mg- L. 7EfUE TP A1 SS 25 MR GO (9 R hib b, 38 1 &1 i B 5 B AT 52 3
TN L. MAELAG TEPEZ AYBRR &M, HKPHEITTR TSR hIE 6b) T
M, AT 2N TN, NOG-N JEA WA = BRAUE

FAEEIK CIN=5.3~5.4:1 & PAC ¥ H: A 5 mg- L™ 48 F A2 W) 11 100 22 58 18 v £ o 3 47 30 1al 1Y
UEBHRE i D B 4t rh 21 A T2 HE TS TR R A fﬁléﬂiﬁﬁz%% WP, 5B 45 L 0L 1 7 Fn ]
8. MK 7(a) WA, UERIRM AT AKF EEAEE: BILWET] (Proteobacteria)15.07% . FT B

14 - —a— K TN —o— I /KTN 14 - —a—E/KTN —o— i /KTN
—A—JEKNO;-N  —w— H/KNO;-N —4—JEKNO;-N —y— HH/KNO;-N
12 + 12+
3 o W 1] ol
550 8| 2 st
Pt =
= IE
=4t =gt
2+ 2r
O O 1 1 1 1 1 )
,\‘o 6‘) ﬁv R 0 2 4 6 8 0 12
cm izt El/d
(a) ZEYRsEig (b) AEHTE

B 6 HEHpEEMEEETZEX TN, NO-N LR R
Fig. 6 Effect of biofilm filter and combined process on TN and NO;-N removal
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Fig. 7 Microbial community analysis at phylum level
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Fig. 8 Microbial community analysis at genus level
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I'] (Bacteroidetes)5.38% . & ¥ &[] (Acidobacteria)3.60% . J& BE B ] (Firmicutes)2.93% . Ji £& [
(Actinobacteria)2.76% . i tL Y2 I ] (Nitrospirae)2.71% . 4% 725 1 ] (Chloroflexi)2.66%. i &l 7(b) 1]
A, HE TZAHEG R AT K F AR IE R ] (Proteobacteria)42.06% . & BETH ]
(Firmicutes)22.07% . Y\ ¥F & 1] (Bacteroidetes)20.27% . J{ 2k Wi I'] (Actinobacteria)4.54% TR ¥ 1]
(Acidobacteria)3.04% . %25 1] (Chloroflexi)2.20%

F 1] 8(a) FIHT, 8RR A W 78 & K EZ 5 WS S W & (Hydrogenophaga)25.36% . it 54, 5.
ML B J& (Dechloromonas)11.66% . P J&. [C W J& (Thauera)4.74% . = 22 %0 & J& (Hyphomicrobium)4.54% .
& F AR B (Azospirillum)2.46% . 1 ERHA J& (Butyriccoccus)2.46%. HI1E 8(b) Al A, WA T A AMNEE IR
Hr A WA B K 3B AL EE B WA K T R (Romboutsia)8.67% . Mk )& (Geothrix)5.98% . [# & MR &
J& (Azospirillum)3.90% . F5FT 1 J& (Faecalibacterium)2.90% . KT J& (Bacteroides)2.85%.

MTTIKE3 T, 8 Y A W -G 22 35 6 o v =F 13 B v B9 28 JE T 1) (Proteobacteria), F Rk U
FFH ] (Bacteroidetes) FNRFTH 1] (Acidobacteria). R4 SCHRHE", RZHHAHE S5 L EIHE
TASTC TR, U B A= 0 6 - 28 5 3t oA ) Sl SR A B 38 5 8 8 T 1 AR K o B K43 i, DR SR T
A ) R AL R R R 2 LR E R (WA W B (Hydrogenophaga)'™ . i A& B TH &
(Dechloromonas)"™) F1 3 A~ AEPLF g (K JE S # 8 (Thavera)!'™ . [ FARE & (Azospirillum)'? |, A= 24
& (Hyphomicrobium)'™), X JLZSH & B O WIESL 5 AEER B VI . mELE T Z4MEW
e, FrRERTI B A S A R R S R A AT R AR, B, A TR B AR AR S
22 BITHAAFMRAITEL

1) St e o P 9 S TR A - 1p SPPIPTI
R 9 2 o K T e R T S D | B e MR - S5
Ak 0 min £ 3 S uft i 9145 SR G KL E o3
R KK e 22 5 R kS 0~20 minN, 5 g ol P
ey o i e LT T, FLYE 4O miin I U T AR e fo2 8
S % R 38 AT 0T D R UK o HJR 2 2 x
WEM A T T, S PR LR I U sl lo1 &
r 9 R 90 R I Al 7 1 2 T =
TR LN BE IR B, HT ‘ 010 20 30 40 50 60 70
2 i AR S T A B ) . R s Fmin

VELE AT 40 min P, BIATPRAE 2 K TN T & 9 MBS St R SR TS R R B R B AR () 2 4
WREE<2.5 mg'Lﬂ . NO;-N FhRH R <07 mg'Lfl i Fig. 9 Change of pollutant mass concentration with time after
TP [ it He <01 mge L) (1 B A b 3K O backwashing of biofilm filter

2 T B S O HO T B0 WA 10 BT R A - B B U v 4 B b D R AU 0K
R e-sk nlr,  phgemt ) x50 2~4 . 4~6. 5~8 min, SZaPPE RIS R0 15 min, £ 4ERE S8 M AE
g A TR AT B AR, R RN, BB K ALIZ T BT B e A T AT A
IR IZ G5 75, BRART DB A0 AN I 25 o 27 4 7 £ 8 b S o e A% o, R il Jis B vl 40 &2 Ak

x1 2ETZRAFZSHIILE

Table 1 Comparison of backwash parameters of two sets of processes

T4 A PPERIE/L-(smd) Y AKIYEREEAL-(sm?) ") S BERTTAl/min S iR AU iR K R %
SHTL A W R 2R U 10~15 5~10 15 168 0.69~0.91

L YL S — 30~40 1~2 1~2 1.23~1.64
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PHAE 1o WA W M- BRI S AT A A AR AR b, R R PR R, RO URREREAR, BRI v
eI AR

2) Ab I A Lo T R AR R - 2 R i v I ) O R B 8 B PAC Bl H AR NN S mg LT, 4
& T2 % PAC £ PAM [ 503 BN 25 4 40 %) 4 8 mg-L ™' K 0.4 mg-L™'. 58 A A= ¥y -3 22 05 g b
PAC Zj 5 2%/ 0.009 JG-m™>, FMIN R EVE J i IR 247 I AL E T, S mReh 9 Hh 011 5 'm™, W
MZYF PR R 0.119 J6-m>, HFEAL LR 0.088 JC-m>, sKANHE TR FHZ K 0.207 JL-m>, HAT 2
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Comparative on the efficiency of novel biofilm-micro flocculation filter and
high-density sedimentation-fiber carousel filtration for deep treatment of tail
water from wastewater treatment plant

JIANG Zhuwu'’, YANG Longbin', LI Yan', PEI Yanyan', JIAO Chengyuan', YU Hai', HOU Lian'?

1. College of Eco-Environment & Urban Construction, Fujian University of Technology, Fuzhou 350118, China
2. Design and Research Institute of Secondary Artillery, Beijing 100011, China
*Corresponding author, E-mail: 532881557@qq.com

Abstract To further remove nitrogen, phosphorus, and suspended pollutants from the secondary treated
effluent of a wastewater plant, the depth treatment performances of a novel biofilm-micro flocculation and high-
density sedimentation-fiber carousel filtration process (hereafter referred to as the combined process) were
comparatively studied. The result shows that the water quality of new biofilm-micro flocculation filtered effluent
was following: TP mass concentration < 0.1 mg-L™', PO} -P.mass concentration < 0.05 mg-L™', SS mass
concentration < 10 mg-L™', TN mass concentration < 2 mg-L™', NO;-N mass concentration < 0.5 mg-L™". The
environmental impact of the effluent water quality on the receiving water body was small, and the
comprehensive pollution index was only 0.731 and was much smaller than 2.734 of the combined process.
Besides, the new biofilm-micro flocculation filter avoids frequent backwashing, reduces backwashing energy
consumption, and the cost of water treatment was only RMB 0.207-m, which was RMB 0.039-m™ lower than
the combined process.

Keywords novel biofilm-micro flocculation filter; high-density sedimentation-fiber carousel filtration; tail

water from wastewater treatment plant; comparative test
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