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Summary

This experiment was carried out to investigate biomass concentrations of attached biofilm in a
Fluidized-Bed Biofilm Reactor (FBBR) which was run by varying influent COD from 2. 070mg. ¢ to 12
400mg, £. The following conditions fixed during the experiments; superficial upflow velocity was 0. 47
(m’s, operating temperature was 22+1C and pH was 7+0.1. The Substrate was glucose based
synthetic wastewater. The COD removal efficiency was shown as 73% and 93%. respectively, when
influent COD was increased from 2,070mg ¢ to 12,400m9,¢. The observed biomass concentrations
were pretty close to those calculated from the equation with measured parameters, such as biofilm

thickness, biofilm density, bed porosity and bioparticle diameter,
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Nutrient broth 0.1
Na,HPO, 1
Glucose 4
KCl 0.14
Urea 1
CaCl, 0.14
NaCl 0.3
MgSO, 0.1
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1. FBBR 7. water bath
2. sand trap 8. jacket pump
3. aeration tank 9. feed pump
4. feed tank 10. sampling port
5. aerator 11. water jacket
6. recycle flow pump
Fig.2. Schematic diagram of fluidized-bed

biofilm reactor.
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Fig.3. The effect of influent COD on biomass
concentration,
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Fig. 4. The effect of influent COD on biofilm
thickness.
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Fig.6. The effect of biofilm thickness on
biomass concentration.
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