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Abstract

This article uses an upflow packed bed anaerobic reactor to explore HRT (12, 14, 16, 20 h) and
COD/SO% (0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 1) and the influence of sulfate load (1.5, 3, 4.5, 6, 7.5 kg/(m3-d)) on

the long-term performance of the reactor. When HRT was extended from 12 h to 16 h, the influent
sulfate removal rate increased from (68.53 * 4.42)% to (89.90 * 1.89)%, and remained above 90%

at 20 h and 24 h. When COD/SO;™ is 1, the sulfate removal rate is as high as (91.59 * 3.53)%.

When the COD/ SO} is 0.6, the sulfate removal rate is only (62.85 + 5.47%)%. When the sulfate

load is 1.5, 3 kg/(m3-d), both have a good sulfate removal rate of more than 90%. When the sulfate
load is higher than 4.5 kg/(m3-d), the removal effect is not good. The research results show that

when the HRT is 16 h and the COD/SO? is 0.9, and the sulfate load is less than 4.5 kg/(m3:d), sul-
fate reducing bacteria (SRB) have excellent ability to treat high sulfate wastewater.
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1. 51§

TEPE K AP PR AR FR A, AT LIE i ok 2 3 o o v R 2R 00 S5 i m Ak 0o e B . X T i A AL
TR ER K, PRAEUK L BRA WL R Rl DRI 22 BRaiBR £, (R ER 560 & & 2 5 mi 7= H BE R RE 1]
BRI TV R K AE = R 5k R K B i BR S A ML, (H— 2 Tl /K iR A K . H
TKEEANAE BAC, X R T EAA B UR 2 B K A R B R #h o

COD/ SO} bt AH 72 5 Wi it B2 #h 3 J5 i 72 IR SRR R b Se 4+ R 38 1 — NI E M R 3 . B R #h 1
N, RSB SN, X SRB. MPB UL AB Z#82 = AL MfIVE R, SRR £ 3 %
BEAG o A S ) P AL R e 0 i T 00 i 7 3 R TR K R 1) SO2™ AR ER 285 SR R I[2],  SO2 4 fuf & 2 SO% ik
JRRCRAE N E . 24 S0% IKIZ N 800~2000 mg/L, FiMRE:AIFFA R (Ns) N 5. 7+ 9 A1 10 kg/(m>-d)H,
SO2™ MR 93.2%. 86%. 82%F!1 76%. LU X St L M2 HI[3]24 SLR /MT 2 g-L t-d ™ 54
o} R T HBRLR AR Ji7 2R.(83.0%) , 117 24 SLR FFSEH DA B R £ J 2 a  B#

K BB E(HRT) & — N EENET S8 B HRT =M 7250 K 10 @ i AUR BE 2 1 REJR
THFE. K715 RIS ] 22 5200 SRB F1 MPB Z [ )55 4+ AHEL MPB Skiii, #UR HRT S0 4] 5 SRB
MR, PBONEHH HRT, SRR T RRREFif, 20 T SRB IIRZEMMS . (HRBHRN HRT At
()b TR 221 B AR 45 35 L LA R IR A D B R AS B R I 4 ) R

TE 4k B 55 B 2 6 PR /K 38 F 9 b SR O 1 e R A% A B it 2R 0I5 TR IR OB #8 (UASB) (LU X
2016). K MURLTS Y R (CHOU, 2011). i 2% (VALLERO, 2005). IRAEIMALIAR &M 25 (KAKSONEN,
2003). 7K iR AN R R B 42 (DAMIANOVIC, 2007) LA % 3 78 PR R 48 % B 28 (SILVA, 2002)%%,

AR T i A 78R DA R B3 SRR F K A5 B I [E] . 1E7K COD/SO3 b BA S Bt R 2k 7 Aif ot
SRB 4l B AL HS B R £ R K A SEI, (AR X 2R 40 S N AR H R B R P R4 T T IR AN T

DOI: 10.12677/aep.2021.113060 539 SR AT T


https://doi.org/10.12677/aep.2021.113060
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

2. M5 %
21 REMBE5ER

A g A A AR R IR R IR S S 2RM i n 14 1 o o ARSI RS @95 emx 70 em, A
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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of the test device
E 1 KR EREE

22. HFE

HUFEZE 0.45 pm SEBRORE I U8 5 04T 2506 o AR9E APHA FRifET7 75 & COD, Bk Sh FEifb 4 LA
S AR RNV BAR(VSS) . N T EBRKIE YRR COD W& RIS, A i A2 & 2 /T 75 22 e H
H.SO, R, SRJE A SHHE 5 78 [4]. W€ pH AT ORP K H 2 250K it i & 3G i€ «

O R F SIS TV AR PRI S R R TR A RE  16SIRNA 1) VA-V5 XBERIBEI TN . &
BN RARCAE: MRS DNA dhig: BobAaIiESk; PCR ¥4 5 W4lith; PCR F=¥)c &5
—Ak; K& PR SC%E; lumina 5.

2.3. Bah5I4k

FELE A [ A R ALK SR R TS KA ER T (AP0 L&) MR AAUX AT My 5 Je I A THiR sBURER IR
FUR N AT . RE R TSR I R R I B AR (VSS) N 9.50 g-L 1t FEE BB BL, Ak A i5 B I el AR R AR
12 h, #£33£7K COD ¥ 1000 mg-L™* #1502 4y 500 mg-L ! (COD/SO% = 2)4k A FREATYIMk . 4R £h 2 B
HIEF] 90% L i, 63 RYIMLLETR, HER Hhid 5 B s 5 5E il

3. &R5ve
3.1. HRT X ERESEL A COD BRI SN
2 2R TANE HRT FERERERLAT COD B 1424k . 76 HRT 12 h I, BRERELAI COD HyEBR% 5
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HN M (68.53 + 4.42)%7F1(85.09 + 5.21)%. 47K JJ45 FAI [HIHEINE] 16 h B, GRELRERAT COD (1 2: B2 43 Jll 3
Jn(91.46 + 2.64)%F1(96.64 + 3.00)%. /K115 IS (M 4kSIG NN, BRERELAT COD [ LB R AR FA X F2
o TEZIRIEH, MK IEEEIAS] 16 h UL, g nT DOA BT 16T ER b R BR R . /K 045 Bt R 1)
Hm, RS EAE S L TRAE, R ER S e R BRI, K R R 12 h 3 nE) 24 h, RS
G U 2 kg/(m?*-d) FAEE) 1 kgl(m®-d).
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Figure 2. Sulfate and COD removal rate under different HRT
Bl 2. AE HRT THIFEREL S COD AMRE

AEERFMWB]: RAKT 8 h UL ERABEA LT 28R . A BRI, Bk sk 25k
FKNFEHE, COD HZEMREAMNALEE, SHAYEGAN 25\ N[6]'5 MPB #itt, SRB 4 B A K
PIREERE ST, R G HIN RS phedsl, 5 BEEAR I b b aat ol R s s i /K 45 B T ) o 26 v PR o
LB BHR AR A AL, Hy M= AR BRI, T SRB HL = H bt A BIFMIsh 1% 24, AT SRB
R 7]

{HZ7E MARTIN 25 A\ (90T 58 &K I0[8] HRT A 12 h N BRER £ a8 m, N 84%, Tt EF 24
F1 36 h EFERER R R S R E] 68% 454 . BRI EI K HRT 2 AR T IR 2hic JE 1) . A FIFE RS
SRS, 7 CUNHA S5 NHF AR [O]FRER £h 2B 7E 16 h B R i, JRIfAE 24 h Al 14 h
I BT

W% HRT A5, BREREL A S AH RG2S L . LU X BRI 22 3[3]24 SLR /N T 2 g-L - d L I {5
FEX e E FIBRIR 2034 JF % (83.0%) » 11724 SLR FFE8E iy i R 2514 SR 2 Il T [ . 7EAHE T H, BilR #h £t
T8 1.5 LU R I R 36 04 TR R R REAE B R 1A ZKOF, 24 HRT A 12 h B AR R 4k 7 s 1) 2.0 g-LH-d Ui,
B IR 3610 JF Gl R %, S5IXE/EH RIS RYA .

3.2. COD/SO;” tbxtmEsth A EH X BRETm

MIE 3 R LA, % COD/SO; HUA 1 iZMiFEAIRE] 0.6, PR EE 25 B4 M (91.59 + 3.53)%[F(KH
(62.85 + 5.47)%, COD %[5R3 M (88.76 + 8.12)%# 1% 3(80.03 + 10.09)%. nJLLE % COD 1k, #i
M2 #h 2L BRFFEMER, 25 COD/SO% Eby 0.6 I, HEAR R ERFCRAERIAR . BRIR £k L BRI COD/SO;
t4 0.67, R COD/SO; EL KT 0.67 A RTLATE A bk, 1 FRIRAH & W B I A2 rb i AR 1) oA s 9245
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BUR, T0SE BRI AR AL R I A b IRE RIS RN, fEART T, COD £ErF —ERFFAE
80.03%~88.76% 5 Py . BT SRB Al MPA Z[f]{1554F, % COD/SOZ FLAIASAk B 45 TR FE RS T it
KA F3842, #i COD/SO} HuXF COD % BRIAFITZMEL /N - SAHINKAY A ZE/E 156 a2 fRFF OLR
AR, U KB R EEVR FE K 43 7l £/ COD/SOS LL 4y il g 4 A1 1 [10], I8 FIHRRR #h 22 BR %4373 60%
JEAiF1 20%, T COD ZBRFZEFA K,
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Figure 3. The effect of COD/SO?~ on the removal of sulfate and COD
[ 3. COD/SO; EExIHRELEL AN COD EMABURAIFZND

FEARK:H, COD/SOZ toy 1 A1 0.9 I B REIA B 7 I BRER #h L R ¥UR . ERDIRENCELEBI Z5 it ilE
Wl 1 fER i) COD/SO;™ tL'F, SRBRMES MPB 554K HEM AL L 7-[8]. SAHINKAYA MK H[4]
£ COD/SO; LAy 0.8 B A& 2 J LT 58 A (R R £h Al COD %%, #eilk 584 A M4 SRB (0.67) it %
K. SAHINKAYA ({11 541 [10] COD/SO? Eh i 0.67 $21m F1 0.85 AR £k 2: br Rt A /Mgt =, M 85%
FEr ) 90%, COD £[RF M —EIRFFIE 979X MELE/K-F Lo T LU X BT 7T A BIL3], BE# COD/SO; Lt
IARWTBEAR, TR ZRR TR, COD/SO? A 10 WA 80.9%T MR 2 25k R, 1M B&KH
1 #1°0.5 X705 R A 21.2%, 15.4%.

3.3. MERE AT RERER A EBRARNT

H P 4 7T LLR B, COD 1 25 Wik 56 A1 i 5 BRI ek 47 4 (0412 1 70 S04 BRATG , EBRR 3k 707 1.5+ 3 kg/(m®-d)
i), BRERER I EFRRILE 90% LA E, 435 (92.64 + 2.3621)%A1(91.07 + 1.39)%. 111 4R £h 67 fif $12 i 2]
4.5 kg/(m®-d)i, BiFRZh 25 IR R IRBE F(72.58 + 6.86)%, BHHEHIR LT IAKEEIE R, BRRER JBR R 4k st
A%, HE3) 7.5 kg/(m?-d) i (46.92 + 2.42)%.

7E SRB A KRB FEF, D EMERR R EEY) A &6 T REHE IR, 22K & iR 28
IEEiy, ot RAA AP AR B A IR . EEERETF: © BT SRB 5 MPB 43F H, fl 4
BT PRI Z AN @ BT ik B A AR Y B ER MPB [4EaTh &g, M 51 S MPB £ &t
AN SRR G AN . T 5F AL ST AR R £k /K 0F 72 op 15 [ 11 24 AR R 26 S (K T 7.5 kg/(m-d)
I B R R340 5 B A e A L IR TE P . Arnaldo 55 R A IR S0 b 205 80 25 A B85 AR R #h 27K, 13 HE T ZE IR
FRERIRIE N 1.0 g/L I, BRER£h 2 R W LA B 99%, M4HRAL #hyKk FE 42 T3 2.0~3.0 g/L I, BiRR £ ik Ji
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Figure 4. Changes in the removal rate of sulfate and COD under different influent sulfate loads
4. FEIFEKEREREL 277 FARBREL AN COD KRR ILE

3.4. W E#i(S Balance)

Wi 5(a) s, 24 HRT 12 h 32553 16 h J5 , BiER £6 4 A0 AT /K I Bl Sudk 32, B (23.452
4.56)%38 INE(47.20 + 4.21)% . AH LG 2 T H 7K AR B ER 6 1 LU A5 DUAH B2 ) SURI R %, B 12 h [1)(31.36 + 4.43)%
PR 12 h [19(8.54 + 2.64)%. I Fifi 5 7K /715 BE B (] PO 4R 8238 n . 5P 003 BT o5 190 B o b3 R AR AR B 5
MR . B T H KRR SRR AN B A A, AR B R SRR A S DA B — M AR /N A1 P it i
R4 JBBRACIIIE BT 5 1 ELBIAE 41.30% 2% 48.75% 7], AHRXIAESE, 527K J15 B I Ia) B S M AR /N
[ Total sulfide aqueous-S
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Figure 5. S balance changes under different HRT and different COD/ SO?
5. &[] HRT #A[E] COD/ SO LET™HY S P& IER

Wi 5(b)Fras, 4 COD/SO% Lt 1 i, BRER SR W AR LU BIIA B T (44.73 + 6.89)%. MMk
COD/SO? LU AT F#AK M0 T %, H1 0.8 Ff(40.51 + 5.69)F1 0.6 i 11(26.62 + 7.66)%. i i /K i iR £k b
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# COD/SO? Wik m . i S RBE% COD/S0O? ELIIBRARA —E /I, M COD/SO* M 1
IR 47.01%F#1K 2] 0.6 BT 36.22%. HU Y S8 N[BT [13]FE % COD/SO3 LA 20 &3] 0.5,
H K H K BRI ELAFI M 69.9% KR 5 4K £ 10.8%, fFE COD/SO? by 1 A1 0.5 if, Hi/KEREREE EL sl 4y
AL F) 74.9%H1 85.3%. AR A ST EL I 5 AHIE T O BRI .

K 5(c)rT LB Y, #EHEKARER Shik FE 43 7 4 333, 666. 1000. 1333. 1666 mgS/L F, Hi/KEiALHIK
T 5 L (47.95 + 6.188)%iZ T A% (4.44 + 1.115)%, AH S A2 H /K 6 AR I FEE DU (7,35 # 2.362)%
E W5 (53.08 £ 2.168)%. P4 IR L IRIFE 47.43%~57.52% 2 [A] .

FHECHARBE T, AT P BRAG S SR B BT AR SR B PR . A LS Rt A A A, A
EL T ASHIE 72 P KRR R 53 4 333 mgS/L, KHANAL [{RF 7t [14], 7E3EKBRIR £k 43 iy 333~1333
mgS/L FIZKF R, et NS EE K BRIR 3L (1 AR 1 B /3 7E 43%~50% 5 P, 5 A 70 (1) SR B 45
FAHIE .

35. BYEEFRENAIRM

SE T LI MPA AT SRB U2 70 LY, IXRef 4 MPA Fil SRB Z [AISE 4+ 35 .
ISA X} COD #HATFHlifit 5 [15], #t/K COD [k utss: 1) K+ COD; 2) Hilik #hid 5 FEN) COD;
3) F=HE SR A I FERT COD.

HLF-Jt A SRB Ll B (1) H AR

LTI I 72 HGE 1 (MPA) R B4 1 (FB) & AR i L) ] (2) s S5 H -

S0z, —SO%
CODygrg (%) = 0.67 x — 1 ——2 % %100 (1)

2
4 infl

COD;s —CODy —0.67x (Sozztiinfl ~S0; )
CODy

COD,jppers = %100 )

SO : BEKSOZ ¥kEE; SOZ,, : H/KSO¥ K

COD,,, : #/K COD #J; COD,q: Hi7K COD K.

FH ] 6(a) nT LRI, B HRT 3400, it ) SRB [ FEFIi 2 A B in, 24 HRT 24 20 h, 34 /0 $1(69.18+
6.96)%, T 4kZEHGINF] 24 h I, HH/NI AR, HWRFF7E(65.22 + 3.48)%. A1 ## 5l 73 #f 1 ££ COD/SO;
N 20 HYSFAE T K 45 RIS TN SRB AT MPA SE4+HL TSI . 24 HRT Jy 3h I, MPA 5 70%, HRT Ay
2 h IR PE 2] 48.5%.

— R ULAER ) COD/SO? LR, SRB HF:FAEMH. MIE 6(b)n] LUE B COD/SO? LhHIFFK,
Jila SRB LTI LLFIE#T i =, A COD/SOZ tioly 1 B [1)(74.27 + 7.18)%7%% = %] COD/SO? ik 0.6
I 1(1(95.74 + 10.53)%, TIAHM[1)(25.73 + 7.18)% I F1(4.26 + 2.53)%. [FIFF & 35t HH AL HARB 7L,
COD/SO? thAy 0.8 i, HI-FJiln SRB [{LL{I A 68.2%, 124 COD/SO? A 0.67, NIMINE 74.7%. &5
K] COD M fi st (BIEmmR I, MHidfE, KEFdRE)5 COD/SOY LAV KR.

ER AR R RER COD/SO? (20)LLaifk COD/SO? t(0.5) F, #BJ/& MPA FIHHF 4
F 5, (HRFEK COD/SOZ E Rt SRB (¥ Hfflid /& 2K F = COD/SO2 LR o X i3 B HL T sl g LL A7)
ANFALSZ COD/SOZ LUIISEm, & S5 A AN Rl B M B i AEE ) o B TR AR T AN F b S5 A2 2
T ARIVESRE, BT LTI AN LA Z HRT A1 COD/ SO LLHIFEM, HIL 22 R2EAL.
pH. TR EESE SN o A7 3 AR R BRIR SRE SR A IR SN 25 K IR M FLIR #h 0 25, SRB R IR HEL T
43 ELt AN 60%~75%38 in £ 77%~95%
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Kl 6(c) T LA H bl 25 B e 6 s R Wi =y, AH R EK COD i fur AT #2157, LTt SRB )
BN . TR E SRB 5 ELAERRER £ 71 154 3 kg/(m®-d)i 435N (92.65 + 2.362)%411(91.07 +
1.387)%, 4 SLR N 4.5 kg/(m>-d)is B8 % (76.74 + 5.899)%, Jf#:4 KA 6. 7.5 kg/(m®-d)i £)(55.99 +
1.862)%. (46 92 +2.423)%. Tl MPA A1 FB %5 (1)U H1(7.35 + 2.362)%& #i#E i1 2 (53.08 + 2.423)%,
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Figure 6. Changes in the proportion of electron flow under different hydraulic retention times

[ 6. FEIKNIEEEE TR FRELHINIE L

4. #hig

1) 7E HRT A% 16 h J DL S IR FRIE 90% LA bR IR 5 2% . 7E{k COD/SO? th'F, Bl Uil
(07T Bt R ER00 Ji7 %t [ A AN T B A1, ZEARARVE 2 7K, COD/ SO tE oy 0.9 I BERE i AL i R #h 25 B 22Kk,
BB T BE T LI BN BR IR ) A o

2) TREREE ATTE 3 kg/(m-d)LA R, BREREE RFRACR RAF, BREREEN) L PRERIIE 90%LL |, 241k %] 4.5
kg/(m®-d), BREREE BRI (72.58 + 6.86)%. KIS HRT. COD/SO? Lb LA fifi i 47 4 (1 52 i)
FCACH S, TSR L S AR I B 1) LA AE COD/ SO% L FRARI A BT FEAIG .

3) SRB fE& & HRT ALK COD/SO3 L LA R Bailg #h f A T~ F FH f AR A SE A & . 7E HRT
N 24 h B} A1 COD/SO?™ tb2Ay 0.6 B it ] SRB -1 Ll A7l 43 7124 (65.22 + 3.48)%F1(95.74 + 10.53)%, TEfi
MR R0 A 1.5 3 kgl(mP-d)i 4353 (92.65 + 2.362)%H1(91.07 + 1.387)%.

E&mHE
[ K B IZRITH - BURHAR A S B4R 25 Bt T 7K Fr iR s il As 0F /¢
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