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Abstract: A laboratory denitrification test was performed for the biological treatment of the secondary biochemical effluent of
a wastewater treatment plant in Zibo. Five external carbon sources, including conventional carbon sources (glucose, sodium acetate)
and new carbon sources (BC5, BC6 and BC8), were investigated through batch denitrification experiments by the activated sludge
process. The results of the laboratory test showed that BC8 performed best synthetically. When the carbon source changed from
glucose to BCS, the influent TN could be reduced from 32.4 mg/L to <7 mg/L within 160 minutes when the C/N ratio was 4.5 and
the maximum value of denitrification rate was 21.6 mg NO;-N/(L-h). Furthermore, during 88 days’ plant test, the average daily dose
and cost of BC8 were only 38.2 % and 92 % of glucose. Analysis of microbial community diversity in activated sludge showed that
carbon source type had little effect on the dominant microbial bacteria. However, it was helpful to increase the abundance of
denitrifying bacteria such as Pseudomonas and Comamonas.
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A5 B T R i B E i, R Ay e S A
B, HAPRE, X il Z 58— Al M,
PR S 2E AN, R, TR T H AT /K

PEAR AR Sk

ARWFFE NS Ty 2 B4 BT 3 Rl il
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