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Role of snails and mussels in improving and stabilizing reclaimed
water environment of sewage treatment plants
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Abstract By using the effluent ( Grade A marked ) and sludge of the Kunming Fifth Sewage Treatment
Plant as a static test, it researched the purification effect on the reclaimed water environment of sewage treatment
plant between Bellamya Aeruginosa and Anodontawoodianaelliptica in different stocking density, and selected the
best stocking density of purifying effect. The results showed that breeding Bellamya aeruginosa and Anodonta-
woodianaelliptica in 30 d had certain purification effect on water quality, sediment in the reclaimed water envi-
ronment of Kunming fifth sewage treatment plant, deduction of the blank, the average removal rates of COD,
TP, NH,-N, sediment organic were 22.26% , 26.10% , 25.60% , 25.69% , respectively,and the sediment av-
erage thickness reduced by 3.8 e¢cm. Compared with the control, breeding Bellamya aeruginosa and Anodonta-
woodianalliptica in 45 d could clean the water with its transparency more than 70 cm, apparently stabilize water
transparency, and improve the water environment. Taking the growth adaptation and purifying effect of the snails
and mussels into consideration, in this static environment, the mixed breeding density of Bellamya aeruginosa
and Anodontawoodianaelliptica shall be < 3 000 g/m*, preferably in the 2 000 ~2 500 g/m’, while Bellamya
aeruginosa optimal breeding density is 400 g/m’ , and Anodontawoodianaelliptica is 1 600 ~2 100 g/m”.

Key words Bellamya aeruginosa; Anodontawoodianaelliptica; sewage treatment plant; reclaimed water

environment; purification effect
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Fig. 1 Schematic diagram of experimental installation
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Table 1 Original breeding of Bellamya

aeruginosa and Anodontawoodianaelliptica

2 B bR s BEREEE
KF 5 , L2 il Y

(g) (H) (g0 (H) (g/m’)

1 512 173 1085 3 1597 1:2

2 412 121 1694 3 2 106 1:4

3 410 120 2087 4 2 497 1:5

4 900 301 2153 4 3 053 1:2

5 0 0 0 0 0 X B
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Table 2 Growth adaptation of Bellamya aeruginosa

Bk Wk WE BoRE
MY g mR) me) Rp REEG
1 173 129 74.6 512 378
2 121 111 91.7 412 333
3 120 99 82.5 410 297
4 301 98 32.6 900 282
5 0 0 0 0 0
®3I MESTALTEHEMERKENS
Table 3 Growth adaptation of Anodontawoodianaelliptica

CRDMCHC MCHEC MR BORE MORE M
MYy ) () R R ()
1 3 3 100.0 1 085 1106 21

2 3 3 100.0 1 694 1721 26

3 4 4 100.0 2 087 2124 37

4 4 4 100.0 2 153 2171 18

5 0 0 0 0 0 0

M2 2.3 5.
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Fig.2 Comparison of NH,-N concentrations
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Fig.3 Comparison of TP concentrations
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Fig.4 Comparison of COD concentrations
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Fig. 6 Changes in sediment thickness
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Fig.7 Changes in sediment organic matter content
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