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Evaluation on the Possibility of a Retrofitting Treatment Using
Moving Media of Existing Wastewater Treatment

o e T g 2 X" of & Z[™
Ko, Tae—Ho Park, Woon-Ji Lee, Chan-Ki
Abstract

In this study, as MBBR(Moving Bed Biofilm Reactor) process using waste tire
media is suggested for retrofitting with advanced wastewater treatment and the
removal property of organic matter and nutrient and the capacity of media are

evaluated through long-term operation with pilot plant following seasons,

the

application capacity of retrofitting with MBBR process to a existing wastewater

treatment is studied.

As a result of the long-term operation of the process, it is proved that there is
no loss and abrasion of media, and also that it is possible to secure the sufficient

attached bio-mass. The

values of organic matter and nutrient in effluent are

suitable for the strict discharged water quality standards in every season including

winter.
Keywords : waste tire media, advanced wastewater treatment
MBBR, discharged water quality standards
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Table 1 Operation conditions of the fluidized biofiim process

— 7t e A & z q 8
F/M ratio(kg BOD/kg MLVSS - day) 0.17 0.13 0.15 0.17
F/M ratio(kg COD/kg MLVSS - day) 0.28 0.21 0.23 0.30
Flow Rate(m’/day) 230
MLSS(mg/L) 2,683 3,082 2,857 2,502
MLVSS(mg/L) 1,838 2,830 2,491 1,983
SRT(day) 11.2 12.4 13.7 14.7
Temp(C) 174 10.4 13.6 21.1
Sludge Return Rate(%) 50
Internal Recycling Rate(%) 200
Anaerobic Tank 1.45
HRT Anoxic Tank 1.94
(hr) Aerobic Tank 2.81
Total 6.20
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Table 3 Seasonal characteristics of MLSS and
COD concentration
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