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This study was conducted to use oyster shell as media for biological wastewater treat-
ment. The comparison between the removal efficiencies of the activated sludge and the
submerged biofilm process with oyster shell media (5% of reactor volume) for domestic
sewage treatment was made. The contaminant removal efficiencies of the submerged pro-
cess were higher than that of the activated sludge process. And the removal efficiencies
of the submerged biofilm process with oyster shell media of 10% and 18% were in-
vestigated at various loading rate. The removal efficiencies of 10% were higher than that
of the 18% during the experimental period. The effluent concentration from the sub-
merged biofilm process using oyster shell media was prediceted by the Stover-Kincannon
model.

Key words : Oyster Shell, Activated Sludge Process, Submerged Biofilm Process, The Sto-
ver-Kincannon model.

LA & IAE FAE 014 AU A 2
714 SR glelA 7hg wudeg U4, v gL gl So] EAYe
o] &3e WYL FIAES o143 AFHH 2 AAHT glo] UMY H4Y A4S
Aol 53], #/A4 vIAEL o) 4Y o AgAH MF i Be xHo) 875
A <A o) AHSF T o, o] Wy o} °17<1°4 PIAE FAe Ad He, AAA
#e FElA WA ARE WA S22 g3 ° 52 et Ao Ade msol @
A A A mfee) Ak, Qe A o
AREo] vl Fe Al U} weha, 2 et sk A elA uFe] B
olaigt FAHE AAy] Hd HILAE o] FUUYL RAEE ke FYZL w4
43 *E%‘#‘ﬁoﬂ W A7 A w glen, 719 ol At 2oz FH4w Bela
ol F71E el PIdE HFAE o143t o AR 2T AdABE HeEATE
%2 UVEEE FAFLEN M EES Fol AFAE 23z ok B3, g &
= A SRl MR 2 F glch 2y g dyRe 28%E) olzm gloy 1 3

671



T oA gA A

Influent

—_—

3

PS5

Baffle

Submerged Media

—

Effluent

Waste Water

Feed Tank

Submerged /Aeration Reactor

Blower

éttle Tank

Return Sludge

Fig. 1. Schematic Diagram of the Experimental Apparatus.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Influent

Wastewater (unit : mg/2)
Parameters Range Average
pH 6.60 ~ 7.56 6.97
TBOD 60.0 ~ 153.0 80.1 (22.4)
TCOD 32.0 ~ 108.0 70.1 (17.1)
SBOD 12.0 ~ 72.0 35.0 (12.0)
SCOD 12.5 -~ 51.0 25.7 (7.4)
SS 19.0 ~ 116.0 59.3 (18.0)
T-N 16.15 ~ 32.74 25.39 (3.5)
NH4-N 12.44 ~ 29.17 20.99 (3.8)
NO2-N 0.01 ~ 0.13 0.07 (0.02)
NOs-N 0.00 ~ 0.38 0.07 (0.1)
T-P 1.56 ~ 8.87 5.78 (1.1)
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Table 2. Composition of Synthetic

Wastewater
Compounds g/ 0 -tap water
Glucose 4.0
Peptone 4.0
Yeast 0.4
(NH4)2S04 3.2
KH,PO4 0.64
MgSOy4 - TH20 0.80
MnSO, - 6H20 0.072
FeCl3 - 6H20 0.004
CaCl; - 2H,0 0.08
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