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Abstract

A flexible porous filler with high biomass was formed by embedding high-efficiency denitrification
bacteria on the surface of waste textile cloth, and then added to the moving bed biofilm reactor
(MBBR) to investigate the enhanced treatment efficiency of aquaculture wastewater treated by
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MBBR with different HRT and embedding bacteria. The results showed that the nitrogen removal
rate reached 98.94%, and the accumulation of NO, -N was only 0.11 mg/L when the bacteria

dosage was 80ml and HRT was 8h,. The embedded bacteria played a major role in the nitrogen
removal process, and the abundance of other nitrifying and denitrifying organisms increased
gradually with time. It is feasible and practical to purify aquaculture wastewater by this process.
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1. 51§

SRR FRGEMEIEAE PRI A, JRE 11 7 [E , 2020 E /KL B BAE ARk 5 ELis 5 35%
[1]. {HAZ, K&K/ &HE WAL R NI, K- IREEK T EHEFNEEED. BFENTHL
FURLMUR R A0 T 2R kA, b2 i UK BRI AR, 0 FRFE K AE i (0 AR S ™ A A R [ 2] «
T PR K AL B A IR R K HEAT AE P 0] P BGE BRI X TR i B A S AR BRI PR 7 A H 2

AW AL BB T S ROK BHSERREA M, S BRI A0 RIS A A T 3, K™ IR
PRAKAC BB R TT 17 . HAT, BV BEEOR B R E L. BV RN S i igdt. AT
PR S e R A A AT [ S A B AE DA 3] [4] 1. BB BNIR AW s ¥ 4% (moving bed biofilm reactor,
MBBR) & ££ 4% Gii M5 ek AN AL W (R B Atk _E & FRARSSR (K — R L v R Ry AR AR BB, B Pty
TAFRE S BER R TR e, Qs mi6] [7]. [ e (LAY R AR R AL G0
YA BEBCR T B B A 45 € DhRERI B2 (L BB G Y, s AW A B AR e AL S AR IR E, [ R ST A4t
sl R H bRy G BRAR RE T B E BRACR . AT i R GE K A B AR [8] [9]-

AWFFR MBBR + [BEAESRAHLEHOR, 58 MBBR Mt R RE, SR RIUE IR KA
ALPR T 2 AFAE ) R B LS . BEARCRARAE IR BN, K m Ul A A ELHRAE IR IR G5 2 AR T, T8
B AR I 2 FLIRL,  DUER S — R0 F R IH 5 23 S (OB B2 “ PR BEIRACRI R 1) AT REIEAT

2. ¥ 55%
2.1. AEIfRHEERM R

SEUSRENATAR . BRAT . VRARAT . RERLT4EQR L) e o AT /S AR E BRI A, HEAT HERR M
REMR o FEERE & 728 3G, KHER R T AR K /N0 * 10 cm, 100 cm?), 1R AIN#GELK ) 20 g/L 35
Redsit, RAREE R, BERAEITE RN . FEIR 8 o R A PR DR A5 A 5] A 5 0 5 RE
22. SLIRRE

MBBR W #8358 B K. 58, w2072 20 cm. 20 cm AT 15 cm, ARAEF N 5L (& 1). 3 E il R
BRREAK K, B DK, HEH KR G s R i, ORI N B K AR A e . IR e R
BT, SO RS G P T VA IR A . TEREN N 25 IR A8 N[5 5E 6 BRIERERIE, iR HA
TS B, BED G . EREA N CE e ORI SO A4 5 AT RO ST 18 * 15 cm).
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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of MBBR reactor installation
E 1. MBBR R X EREE

2.3 IWMERBREITARN

WHE RL. R2. R3 =AM Mids. R1. R2 NG, R3 VEAXTIRAL, & et R A ) w20 5 7l
940 mL, 80 mL, 0 ML, BANRBIFE & 6 Pkl . Sci st AR N TR = 7R3 LK, T8
K 4) 4G COD ¥ A 110 mg/L. & EWKE N 5 mg/L. FEEIKE N 5.2 mg/L. MEHE N 10.8 mg/L,
BARRL WA 1o RONEEe5r = BUESLIEAT 30 d, REE4T TH L 2.

BRIFUR] L [ G B R LA I SRS A SRS Ak B 77 I AS Bl A 1 J (Acinetobacter sp.) S1 BRI
B J (Pseudomonas sp.) W5 k. K S1 T W5 Bikk 4 BITE 2 B & AR 2 35°CHREIRIE 3% 48 h,
FHL 300 mL BEFRIES O, 72 BB, FEINANALK E 528 100 mL, 375 S1 A1 W5 VR 4E 3 2K % 100 mL.
HA5RE S1 R W5 IRAE T B RE IR 20 g/L BRlsvawith, PRk mAm BN B AR S /-8 f5
B, EARAETERAERL,  3R1F 40 mL 03 b & [ e A AR AR . 80 mL B A 1 1] e b AL AR 1A
RIS ST AT W5 IR 46 3 B 4% 40 mL.

Table 1. Formula of artificial aquaculture wastewater

F 1 ALK FR5E R KBS

FERI i
NH,CI 5 mg/l
KNO; 6 mg/l

KH,PO,4 3 mgl/l
CeH1206 122 mg/l
CuSQO,4-5H,0 0.03 mg/l
ZnS0,4-7H,0 0.12 mg/l
H3BOs 0.15 mg/l
FeCls 0.9 mg/l
Kl 0.18 mg/I
EDTA 10 mg/I
pH 7.0
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Table 2. Reactor operating condition
2. RMFEBITIR

BT EL IBAT I (A] 1847 T
HRT=12h
H—PrE 10d [ i =0.2m?
DO =6 mg/l
HRT=10h
B 10d JiEE =0.2m?
DO =6 mg/l
HRT=8h
FE=ME 10d JE =0.2m?
DO =6 mg/l

2.4, WEYEELEHNE

TE RN ARIEAT 30d 25 = BLah i, S OCERL 2 B35 (R OB R TH A A I, e S AR DR T 454

A S8 SR FH e U T A A o A R VR AT ARSI o T SR AN IRIRE i R R DNA, R 1% 03 ik
PRI P VR4 i 1R B R 2H DNA. FREAT PCR ¥71, B A7 PCR J 34 ff1 H] TransGen AP221-02: TransStart
Fastpfu DNA Polymerase, 20 pl & Mk RFEAT. §3iEF XN 16S rRNA V3-V4 [X . 341F
(CCTAYGGGRBGCASCAG)H 806R (GGACTACNNGGGTATTCTAAT)SIMH THEATH 1. FAFEA 3
ANEE, FE—FEAR PCR =R G 5 HEAT HLUKAR I, A AxyPrepDNA % FIWGH & (AXYGEN 2
A DIRE PCR =4, Tris_HCI Jelli; 2%Bilahs ik, Sk e 2455, ¥ PCR =4 H
QuantiFluor™-ST 4 %¢ Y 5& B R Gi(Promege 2 =) TIIE &, Z RiEBEMFEARNFRER, #
TR LIRS . BEJS, BT PCR 41264k 5318 A illumina 22 =] 1K) MiSeq PE300 #EATH 3, 7R
FH TruSeqTM DNA Sample Prep Kit. 246 A0 735 B iS55 35 AR A e 25 BHECA B A =] (Shanghai Majorbio
Bio-pharm Technology Co., Ltd)5¢ /% . #JF Basic Local Alignment Search Tool (BLAST)# 44k #] 16S rDNA
EHF 45 GenBank HHHLA ) 16S rDNA JE [K 7 51l 3E47 LL

2.5. IKRIGFRIE

7£ MBBR SZ56:2% B 43K 1955 1 RITUR, & WXk K BURE, JKFEZ 0.45 um JEIEIE S8 )5, TI5E
FR(NH-N). TRAZ(NO,-N). FAZ(NO;-N). HE(TN). b2 E(COD)% /KRS, Kk
M5E T7i:2 % B R IMEE)R ORI 4 757 [10].

3. &R 51He
3.1. AERHEEN R

nFe 3 praw, Mefis BRAG . BARAG . P RERAT 4. B iR E i, R H MR A X
R, #omsEEEE R, HILBRE KR, 0PN EER. b, BHAAE T 5N ikt

AN AR, R RIER B, ROTRRE . 458 UUERELAE 58, mAHIE IR R, DUt
BT ISR B

DOI: 10.12677/aep.2024.143079 578 SR AT T


https://doi.org/10.12677/aep.2024.143079

HE 45

Table 3. Packing properties comparison table

3. ERHERETEE R

KA 2t JERAf LA A RBRLT Y (B 22) Jek RAF A
FLREE LN PN LN B/ N LON
e L2 L2 L2 b b L2
it P B e B ur 4y B

3.2. HRT MBEEEN R M3k RiEFRHE RN

W 2(a)frs, HRT FIELHETE R EEE R COD 1 ABRE . 7 HRT Jy 12 h itf, A3 B Se 5040 R1,
R2 COD [ £BR% 5514 21.00%. 30.24%; 7£ HRT ;N 10 h i}, R1. R2 COD [R5 41.29%.
51.79%; fE£ HRT A 8h i}, R1. R2 COD [ %FRZF5 5N 64.91%. 71.74%. MixffEZH R3 7£ 12 h, 10 h,
8 h ff] COD [ HI8 10.52%. 26.11%. 32.74%. £ %KM, GHEEML, HTR WE, COD Xk
R o

HRT A 5 2 th A 65 225 52 NH-N . NO,-N . TN LR M NO, -N F 2 & . W& 2(b)~(e) s,
FH—BBEHRT = 12 h i, A3 RL. R2 (9 NH; -N T34 Br 4354 85.04%. 90.12%, NO;-N
P2 2B 25 ) 62.81%. 71.35%: TN [P EBRZ 54 73.91%. 79.45%: NO,-N IR
B8 018 mg/L. 0.24 mg/L. 5 —FrBt HRT =10 h i, SZ364H R1. R2 ) NH}-N P LBRE S 5N
90.72%-95.16%, NO;-N #1734 B3 43 5 A 74.33%. 83.83%; TN [1°F35 5 %53 Ay 81.87%. 88.29%:;
NO;-N P35 2 &4 514 0.16 mg/L. 0.18 mg/L; 28 =Bt HRT =8 h i}, SZ4G2H R1. R2 1 NH;-N “F
KR ERF 10 96.88%. 98.94%, NO,-N KIS LERZEIM)0y 88.94%. 94.46%; TN KIS LERES
F8 92.31%- 95.81%; NO,-N PR R 7079 0.10 mg/L. 0.11 mg/L. S5 ANl 2 LA th S s 1k b6
STRRZHAHLE, B sEIGA NH,-N . NO;-N « TN [ABRFE &, NO,-N [ RE ¥ A W3 20 .

ZE EPTR, RN ASERINE RN 80 ml, HRT A 8 h It BACFMUR e« /K J11E B I 1A] HRT S 540
APIEI A BERIESR11]. EE M HRT GELEA Y 3 i S NS F-P RIS 264, (Hid mffk
D45 BRI B] BB A G B R S R R KSR A BE R el [, B v OBLER B R0, (I T (145 B i
AHVRIEASA BN S b 78, HaG Rk &, A SR R G b A= e e e, Hod s i)
WX AR A TIHIER, AT 3 HN-AD E & B b T A AL, &R ESRAMER S R [12]. 14k,
PRI S A R B A5 S S 28 384T T 2 A R B A A M, AT o S L 2 it ke

120 1 HRT=12h HIRT=10h HRT=8h HRT=12h HRT=10h HRT=8h
0.4 . = TREERL
A o RRIER2
R e A o KRR e A —a— 3{TAR
—~ L o X a N A SRBAAR3 =) A fm ,.‘_‘
= 80 - A, A A A A ) \ [NV &
) 000y o9 A Ra A Aa g . o\ VR i
= ¢ fad Ty = \ */ \ i
LT A N . N7 \
60 Iy ‘ = VAN TERY/ . ; AN
¥ Lo _B%e_ee,l & N e
= * . g A
g \ = ‘ &
S ) : /A
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TR
PIHHIRAL
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Figure 2. Removal rates of COD (a), NH,-N (b), NO;-N (c), TN (d) and accumulation of NO;-N (e) under different
HRT and embedded bacteria quantity

E 2. R"EHRT FIEEEETAICOD (), NH;-N (b). NO;-N (c). TN (d)EFRZEFI NO,-N (e)FRRE

3.3. EYIMEES O

X AR BB RN A 3 KR 1 2 B R 2E 7 ) A A 5 SR DL 1] 3 ANIEL 4. |I&] 3 TN, A% OBEAE S HL )
Y1 1 I A AR JE 1 ] (Proteobacteria) . f8LAT i | ] (Bacteroidota) . £k 7 1] (Actinobacteriota) . FE 4% ]
(Verrucomicrobiota) A1 /5 & & | J(Firmicutes). Proteobacteria 248 5 2% FR6 I A 35 5 1], JLAE R 2
Yl 87.32%~93.60%, Bacteroidota AHX} 3= FE{X /X T Proteobacteria, /7 Lt >4 2.77%~8.00%. Proteobacteria
F1 Bacteroidota | iz A7 E T3 T 15 /K AL EE R G5 A, 768 WL B3 A AN S il AL i #2 R kR B AR [13] [14] [15].
Bacteroidota J& — MG RE - FRAH B, A TRBE & E R o S B A= e A0 BOK AR 23 W05 [16]
Actinobacteriota 1 Firmicutes, 4355 0.35%~1.51%71 0.067%~1.86%. Actinobacteriota 43 41 il 4 ,
WJUTRsE . RPTRM . AREHEARIREESE, BeWS A R T ARG I BEE17]

4 S BRI TR AE B AT ERA . thIE 4 vT%n, FEJEAKSE b, FE o
2 1R 1) A [ 600 e 1 & (Azospirillum) - A2 J& (Acinetobacter) 4 i B J& (Sphingobium) . i R i B
J& (Pseudomonas). #/RK A4 B & (Delftia) . K7 84T i (unclassified_f_Enterobacteriaceae). M 5.l B
J&(Comamonas). ¥+ B J& (Flavobacterium). H! [GH 54 J& (Shinella) . Variovorax (75745 /%)% - Acinetobacter
F Pseudomonas % £z 1=, Pseudomonas # Acinetobacter J& 17 HN-AD &, B A B imFFERAL I
EALAE J1[18] [19].
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Figure 3. Changes in the relative abundance of microbial communities at gate level

3. WUEMRSEAEI KT LA FEREN

=AMV ) Pseudomonas F1 Acinetobacter 23wy, JRIAE HRK IR LB A B B T 1A, E
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Figure 4. Changes in relative abundance of microbial communities at genus level
4. WEDEEEERKE EENEFEEMNTL
A
4. &g

AR FERTIT T E A SO AL B 5R A MBBR AR BEK P FRIA R K IS R 3 MRCR , EEEE R
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1) HRT RN EX S B R SR BER R BAT & e m, BN R0 80 mL, HRT ¥ 8h (1T,

e AR R I

2) [ E Hemr A B A B S Pl U AR SR AR B I (I, SR 2 RSN, LAt A AT s

AL K E RIS SR .

3) AR NSRRI A S A G B A S S IS TRLZAT 250, AR IR B B8 i 2

PERERAAE, IR KRR A FBr A B T2
E&WmE

FEZx HARER ST EHECIH %S : 52170051) ——i5 e kit b3 T 3L BN SR D RE T ik

PEVERF B KBS M e s . B RGO AEQE DI 251 HRI(SSRT) I H (11 H 4% % :  202310703008)
—— & E A B AL MBBR A5 £ BRK = F2 58 K K Hr bt AR 2R U3 1 S 9

SE K
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