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Anaerobic Digestion Characteristics for Air-dried Food Waste

Wang Yanchang Yuan Qiaoxia Xie Jinghuan Guo Congying
(College of Engineering and Technology, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China)

Abstract

Under high temperature condition, the effects of inoculation rates and moisture contents on anaerobic
digestion of air-dried food waste were studied. The results showed that air-dried food waste could
effectively alleviate the acidosis at the initial acidification phase. The interaction of inoculation rates and
moisture contents makes an impact on the methane production. High inoculation rate and low moisture
content is advantage to anaerobic digestion of air-dried food waste which gives the system a higher buffer
capacity. When the inoculation rate is 55% and the moisture content is 92% , the process of anaerobic
digestion operates normally with the methane production rate of 0.246 L/g. The highest methane
production rate reaches to 0. 471 L/g at 75% inoculation rate and 88% moisture content. The removal
rates of COD and TS increase with inoculation rate, and the highest is 91. 6% and 32. 7% , respectively.
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Tab.1 Basic characteristics of air-dried food waste %

K F R MEECTS)  ERMEREACS) Ky MBE(TP) MEI(TK)  JER(TOC)  SELIRE(TKN) AL (C/N)
B R T 25.98 91.23 8.77 0.50 1. 10 42. 88 2.03 21.12
KFERERY 88.22 90. 32 9.68 0.51 1.08 42.45 1.97 21.54
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Fig.1 Schematic diagram of experimental system
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