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Effectiveness of the Application of Myriophyllum for Aquaculture Wasterwater Treatment Technology in Yunnan Province

HU Qing-quan' , XU Juan® ,SHA Qian' et al (1. Livestock and Poultry Breeding Environment Control Institute of Yunnan Animal Science
and Veterinary Institute, Kunming, Yunnan 650224 ;2. Animal Husbandry and Veterinary Extension Station of Shiping County , Honghe , Yunnan
662200)

Abstract The treatment efficiency of the treatment of aquaculture wastewater by Myriophyllum in a pig farm in Yunnan and the nutrient con-
tent of Myriophyllum were systematically analyzed. The results showed that after the 6-stage Myriophyllum ecological treatment pool, the remov-
al efficiency of COD, ammonia nitrogen, total nitrogen and total phosphorus in the aquaculture wastewater were 97.28% , 98.36% , 96. 99%
and 94. 64% , respectively, and the effluent quality was significantly better than discharge standard of pollutants for livestock and poultry
breeding( GB 18596—2001). The crude protein content, crude fat content and phosphorus content were 18. 75-21. 28%, 2. 85-3. 65% and
0.26%-0.31%, respectively,and it was a forage feed with high nutritional value. Myriophyllum has good benefits in controlling aquaculture

wastewater and resource utilization, and can be further promoted and applied in Yunnan.
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Fig.1 Process flow
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Fig.2 The change trend of physical and chemical indicators of

wastewater in each treatment pool
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Table 1  The nutritional components of Myriophyllum in different
treatment pool %
VI S
Initial Crude Crude
Treatment pool . . . Phosphorus
moisture  protein fat
IR BRAL T 1 90.85 18.75  2.85 0.26
Myriophyllum treatment pool 1
IR Ak Bl 2 90.35 19.23  3.12 0.25
Myriophyllum treatment pool 2
PR B A Bii3th 3 90.68  20.02  3.45 0.27
Myriophyllum treatment pool 3
IR BrAk 3y 4 91.45 21.87  3.75 0.30
Myriophyllum treatment pool 4
IR BEAL R 5 90.86  20.89  3.65 0.31
Myriophyllum treatment pool 5
IR B P 6 91.96  20.28  3.65 0.31

Myriophyllum treatment pool 6
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