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Fig. 2 Flow chart of cattle farm wastewater
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Table 1 The treatment result of cattle farm wastewater
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Table 2 Investment and operation cost for project

of livestock waste water treatment
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Fig. 4 Flow chart of piggery wastewater treatment by anaerobic— biological contact oxidation process
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Technological and economical potential of biological filter bed

used in treatment of livestock wastewater
Wang Shouwei, Zhu Ming, Zhao Yan., Zhu Baiquan, Wan Bo
(1. China Meat Research Center , Beijing 100068, China)

Abstract: A technological and economical comparison between the biological filter bed and the traditional aerated
biological oxidation process was carried out. The result showed that biological filter bed was quite effective in
treating livestock wastewater. Because the average effluent COD is 120mg/L., which is obviously better than the
400mg/L which required in “discharge standard of pollutant for livestock and poultry breeding”. Furthermore,
the biological filter bed was automated, and could save 45% of the cost for construction,and 86% of energy con-
suming. The cost of wastewater treatment was only 0. 22RMB yuan per ton. The technological and economical a-
nalysis indicates that biological filter bed is an efficient, stable, low cost and novel process, and is a prospective
substitution for traditional aerated biological oxidation process for treatment of livestock wastewater.

Key words: livestock wastewater; biological filter bed; technological and economical analysis



