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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to compare the performance of rubble support media coated perlite and non-coated media.
As rubble was coated perlite, the porocity of reactor was increased 5.6%, whereas packing weight was decreased 17.6%.
When rubble was coated perlite, microorganisms were attached on the surface of support media after 2 hours. TCOD
removal efficiency of the reactor packed with rubble support media coated perlite was higher 4 ~ 9% than that of rubble.
The end of experiment, MLVSS of rubble support media and rubble coated perlite was 1858.8 mg/l, 2785.9 mg/l,

respectively.

Keywords : Support media, Rubble, Coating, Wastewater treatment

LA B

T e T et A 2L TS
o) Abgepel FIBT glom, o2 <8l WA
2% o -dbe] BEY =8 718 Yk ol F 3
s A3 Aelsle] e WRsele 5
T AAZE 294 R sPelt 358 esie] &
= AzeiA Zha gish 53 GAAglN s
Eesr A% o - A5 PAF oF 68%2 T
wol WiESI Lo, Faiee] deME BF Y5
Baers] oF 48%2 WS WIFE AN ol AR
o]}y

A2 QYo oot BAZ s ) E2
RS, A1 9 A4S 5L 018w
WY HEELAFE AU U 22t ol
FREL IR 5] FUL DA 33 AR
ol wol 285 4 9§ - Bt ol o)

7LCorresponding author : Seobong Recycling, Co., Ltd.
Tel: 051-518-4785, Fax: 051-518-4786
E-mail: ysparkk@yahoo.com

76

ol FolE XY, h o Lsl B Apm s
wlE G Hgo] Zelsiet wlepy o5 A5F
ol N YoM XYqrEel gk AAdu)s) X FHst
] fXdE7] Seldt sl AelAaAde] "eAde] A7
HaL gl Fole olejdt Bx o njveht Zd
52 AAAE o) g3t A2 F2 AHE oAl 1)
AEE FANZ 34 AET WS o] 85 3 A
3}l 3k AF7F o] o] Foix|aL Q2

1 Foll M A AHEARER -2 197039 2 dEo)
A AR AlzkeE ge s 1993 Bz oF 4040t
Ve = A 3l ZoR gR|3 gied

HAEFAE-S vt A9 kel selA, A
o] oklH | o) BEYA, FeAA Sl AX=e] 9]
E THOE 100~250mm =712} A7, H4, 2a
ZE gl Felolo] 22 AR wo) ARgE bz
2] 739 Ao o] vy, W E3=)E A%
HZI B £E5He GBIl 98 49 A=
pH} 9= fXI=lo} L) 7] Ro] 1z uhgr)
9] start-upe] =X o] I} 9

meEbx] B GrelMe mAES wEA a7



A Comparison on Performance of Rubble Support Media coated with Perlite and non-coated Media 77

RS S/ I8k A4 g HelolEw
o] e THo] WE TCOD Held, FES
o, 9 o) g R B PAE FES T
Halel A TR A5 e sl B

L 2= o AEYY

1. AEEX|

Ao AMEE AR 141 FE ASERA] 31494
7 ukg710lm, A2 1980.8 g, TEHAHL 1633.1
g FAsIe. Ad A4 glucoseE: FYRE 3
FA 5o, f71E F312E 0.32kgCOD/Mm’ - day2h
0.63 kgCOD/m’® - dayZ. ¥ 3A|7]wiA Agsiee).

SskpAiel e NEEEAE 4300 mylE 5E3)e]
seedingdld 2™, Whg7]9] AFAE SAzkeR 24
sl FHLPE s AkeE blowers: AMES}
of fi3a Al HakE AbRE B8 IFslae
™, rotameterg AME-3R 1 /min®E IAFA F=]35}
At

2. A0 ARSE ER|

B A5l 23.07mmd AME TEA HAAE AL
43le] Bl FRET Y7ol 3 mmeldlel HejolE
£ ARV 2R Bl e et AXAA 2
2 ANE Azsidd

3. 2Aaky

el 28 AFsl] BAst 74 Ed
A#8-2 Standard Methods™l F3le] $3fslgix, =
5 SAPEst 24 71718 Table 1o viepisic)

W71 wAE TR AE V)7 Sl ARl 9l
= HAE Al 289 AR 60% B =
=5 ARl nAERS BAENE Fejsla Beid
TAES AR ofsle] 105°CelA 24 7H5<t A
EAI7IA 550°CNA 1587 e F FAE s
FHE AZAA B 2] g rAE kS Al
o o}& A A ¥ nyEoR Akl kg
7] #9)2 vPre] MLSSY MLVSSE 3hAksig]ow,

Table 1. Analytical methods and instruments

Items Methods and Instruments
pH pH meter(Model 810, ORION)
DO DO meter(Model 420A, ORION)
TCOD  Standard Methods
Turbidity Turbidity Meter(Lamotte Chemical, Model 2008)
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Fig. 1. Photographs of rubble and coated rubble.
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" (a) rubble (b) rubble coated perlite

Fig. 2. Photographs of rubble and coated rubble after 15 days.
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types.
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