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This research aims to study the treatment and utilization of organic wastes, namely food waste (FW)
and the primary surface water weed, water hyacinth (WH), for biogas production through anaerobic
digestion. It includes evaluating the effect of thermal pre-treatment of WH by using temperature-controlled
hot water bath (WHB) and hot air oven (WHO) techniques for mono-digestion and co-digestion of both
substrates in batch experiments at mesophilic temperatures for 40 days. It was found that FW and WH
were good substrates for biogas production since they consist of high organic substances in terms of VS,
accounting for more than 74 %TS. WHB presented a higher tendency to increase the amount of readily
organic fractions as substrate in biogas production compared to WHO when considering CODs, VFAs, and
Org_N. The mono-digestion of FW had the highest BY value of 189 mLy;qg.s/gVS,qqeq despite having a high
F/M of 4.58 with Volatile Solid Destruction (VSD) of 59.19 %. The WHB digestion had 1.9 folds higher
Biogas Yield (BY) than the WH digestion, while the BY of WHO digestion was only slightly different from
that of WH digestion, with values of 28 and 24 mLyg.s/9VS,qeeq, respectively, at similar F/M ratios of
1.3-1.4. The results of co-digestion with a substrate mixing ratio of FW and WH (treated and untreated)
~ 80-90 % FW: 10-20 % WH, resulting in an F/M value of ~ 3-3.6 showed that BY was WHB > WH >
WHO. Meanwhile, in the ratio ~ 60 % FW: 40 % WH (F/M ~2.3), WH pre-treatment had almost no effect
on BY, with WH > WHO > WHB. This is because BY was obtained mainly from the digestion of FW fraction.
As a result, BYs of co-digestions were 122-179 mLy,5,5/9VS,q44ea With VSD of 61.1-74.1 %.
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Table 1 Characteristics of substrates and inoculum
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il nziasdsznavvends leud sssudemisnua
(TS) Basudss=inenanum (VS) i (ash) WazANuTH
uazasdiaznanlulasiaulugd TKN wenluilerisnue
(TAN) waz Organic Nitrogen (Org_N) FIf1uIman
HaEN9789 TKN uaz TAN §aufl 2 T96a8819 15 g l&
lupragUsunauia 500 mL Wuindsaanlesan
300 mL %1'lUtwg1Uw orbital shaker 150 rpm 7
qmwgﬁﬁaa 2w, nsiwineae e luTumndo 6,000
rpm 20 W INUA288Ng supernatant 113a324 cops
pH &NWAN9 (Alk) waenIa luiuszing (VFAS) 29 TS,
VS, Alk, TKN, TAN, CODs uaz VFAs ILaTnehanui’
U1AI31%V8I APHA (2012) leviin133Lasnzfidn
(replicate) aghsitos 3 a%1 lagsnoaunaidudads

waza WD BILUNIAIIU
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3. HANIFAVYLLASINIUNA
3.1 99AUTENALLAZAN I RUL AV TG zgé?mmm”m%‘a

LEA9IAI Table 1

Parameters Substates Inoculum
FW Water hyacinth
WH WHO WHB
1. Solids content
1.1 TS (% FM) 22.58+1.17  6.72+0.08 7.29+0.00 6.68+0.06 7.9310.02
1.2 VS (%FM) 16.77+1.12  5.25+0.10 5.74+0.20 5.26+0.05 6.20+0.06
1.3 VS (%TS) 74214118  78.17+1.53  78.7242.73  78.78+0.82  78.19%0.57
1.4  Ash (% FM) 5.81+0.13 1.4740.11 1.55+0.20 1.42+0.06 1.73+0.04
1.5 Ash (% TS) 25.79+1.18  21.83+1.53  21.284+2.73  21.22+0.82  21.81%0.57
1.6 Moisture (% FM) 77.42+1.17 93.28+0.08 92.71+0.00 93.32+0.06 92.07+0.02
2. pH 4.38+0.01 6.99+0.02 7.52+0.02 7.77+0.03 7.41+0.01
3. CODs (mg/L) 7,000+£849 190+151 423+293 518+460 1,227+333
4. Alk (mg/L) 12647 20682 1673 226+39 513+163
5. VFAs (mg/L) 10320 1243 131 17+2 48+11




Recent Science and Technology 17(1) 251879 (2025)

Table 1 (Continued)

Parameters Substrates Inoculum
FW Water hyacinth
WH WHO WHB
6. Nitrogen content (gN/kgFM)
6.1 TKN 5.61+0.01 1.24+0.02 2.58+0.01 2.63+0.01 3.52+0.02
6.2 TAN 0.32+0.01 0.06+0.01 0.14+0.02 0.14+0.01 1.66+0.03
6.3 Org_N 5.29+0.01 1.19+0.02 2.44+0.01 2.49+0.01 1.86+0.02

970 Table 1 WV’JL%E]LLNKJVG]Q@UY]&G FW uaz WH
flanutusesa: 77-93 wWadadl pH 7.41 Ak Aoulnags
uazdl VFAs szaudniusuldinduwindeildanszuud
fiafiosninuaziinnuaugaedgdunid veudsain
Ingagluzy vs Taswudn FW uaz WH (fidsuuasla
Usuanw) ddwnnnin 74 %Ts InalAssnunuisonaw
winfifsaain vsTs lugas 0.75-0.9 (Campuzano
and Gonzalez-Martinez’, 2015) Tagtanis FW “7% 9
asddsznaunanaamslulaiese luséu lale uazdinfin
TudSuauanites (Liu et al., 2018) USunauansdunse
a:mylugﬂmao CODs VFAs az Org-N 189 FW ﬁﬂ'wga
7131 WH Bsugasin FW ilusnsasduildanundouuas
gansngderlding uand1any WH Ssfasddsznavaas
LCB ﬁmmmgﬂﬂammnﬂﬁsmﬂu CH, 1@l e 20-30%
i iulunIzuIUN15 AD (Kucharska ef al, 2018;
Sawatdeenarunat et al., 2018) mifnsnaumihiinuin
Fau7831n WH fasddsznavvesiaaglaglugig
17.3-34.2% Laﬁmagiaa 17.7-38.1% WazAnin
1.1-12.2% lagtimiinuits (DW) (Ruan et al, 2016; Lay
et al., 2013; Ahn et al., 2012) 1.8z Gaurav et al. (2020) =1
11 WH fasddaznoumiuvansag lasuaziadimaglas
58.6 138 24.5 LAY 34.1% DW ANu&AU L‘ﬁaQIaaﬁ
Iﬂi@ﬁ%ﬁd%é’ﬂaaogﬂLmuﬁagﬂwﬁn (Crystalline structure)
waz3UadmgIn (Amorphous) I@mangﬂmﬁn%uﬂu
Imaa%ﬁwaﬂuLaqaﬁwmamﬂmaﬁﬁmmmmLLuuLLa:
Futawiasmnnsuauvesnuszlalasian (Rodriguez
etal., 2017) mmz'ﬁ'mﬁmagiamﬂﬂmoaﬁ”nmaﬂmaqa
ﬁﬂ@mmm‘?uﬁﬁﬁ:ﬁ’umaamwmﬂugﬂmﬁmm:aﬁmg’m
‘1Iaﬂndwﬁﬂﬁmﬁmagiaammmgﬂaiazlamw%slumo
wld maldanuiouusznmedinmwldieninaaglas
(Sawatdeenarunat et al., 2016) at1915A A% ANAnG
Lilgassusznavdszinninduzaa lsarntga s
Fdoulszam (Binder) Lamﬁwﬁanwiz%ﬁqLéﬁaﬁiaa

LLa:LﬁﬁL‘HagIﬂﬁ LﬂﬁJﬂ’J’]NLL"U‘:\‘] LLIJLLRERAAITURT SJ’liﬂsl,u

myfuruvesin it as RS i lianfiudanu
FUNBUAZEINA BN TH DI RANINIITINTNBENININ
(Sawatdeenarunat et al., 2015) GT’mmqfrﬂ'ﬁﬂ%"uan’lw
WH I@]Uﬂ’]ﬂ‘ﬁﬂ’n&l%@%ﬁdgﬂﬁ’mﬂﬂixi)‘ﬂ@ﬂﬁlﬁaﬁﬁmf;l
lassaigUnaniBetauuas LOB uazimaglas daunain
myaanunuselalasiaw (Kumar et al,, 2018) vinl# LCB
Tugtvasudoua slury ﬁ’m’ﬁﬂgﬂﬂaﬂLLa:Lﬂsﬂulﬁayﬂ%
gﬂ"uaamsé‘uw%ﬁa:mﬂﬁmnfu TAAATLHLIIANNNT
sagluinvadlalaslads uazamszazianmstsuaaves
Qauﬂ‘%ﬂwﬁ’m lag phase (Barua and Kalamdhad, 2017b;
Phuttaro, et al., 2019) 6128&191%5% Barua and Kalamdhad
(2017a) Ansn3Usuanw WH lasldanusaudae
mafiaiaauaniaw tulasiaw a'nﬁwmuguqm%n“ﬁ
LLamﬁaﬁaLstTu"laﬁwLLa:agﬂiwmsﬂ{mmw WH @8l
wnauan3an 90 °C win 90 w1l TWiszansawgagalu
matAuUSamassunssazanolagsnsauiinionas
msﬂ%’uamwwuanﬁulugﬂ acid soluble lignin RN
48 % Lsﬁagiaﬁiugﬂmﬂsﬁmﬂmugmiamm:ﬁﬁ‘ﬂmu
8089 40.4 % Voaziad Lmaﬂiaalugﬂﬁaﬂfnﬁm’mm B
feAndn 1854 % denalst CODs 1ANTw 55.5% fa
I 2.3 i Waieuiy WH Alddsusniw seandas
Aunamsanunluasaiinnuin WH Alifmsdsuanng
61 CODs 190 mg/L NMERAINITUTUFAIN WHO Laz
WHB fiein CODs 1iandwin 423 uas 518 mglL aalu
22 Waz 2.7 enuday AN ssuanw WH
meanuTandumliiurinld wH fanuniandamstas

a U J
AN WTINN AT
3.2 MINANTTT I WURSANSAIWATINA A1 TT NI

USuransinadnoBinwsel nwazdSun o
AN BTN TNFERNLFAIA Figure 1 USuaafinsTanaw
FERY T i‘uﬁuq@mimaaaLLa:ﬁ'nslmwmmE@]ﬁw

FAINMWURAIb Table 2
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Figure 1 (A) Daily biogas production and (B) Cumulative biogas production

Table 2 Cumulative biogas production by the end of experiments (day 40) and biogas production potential

Digester SMR FIM Cumulative Total Volatile Solids Biogas Yield VvSD
Ratio biogas

VS basis mL gVS,iged MLyiogas/9VS.g0ea %TS
EP1 - 0.00 177 3.30 54 76.2
EP2 100% FW 4.58 3,486 18.41 189 59.2
EP3 100% WH 1.26 179 7.45 24 76.1
EP4 100% WHO 1.38 219 7.86 28 74.7
EP5 100% WHB 1.26 334 7.46 45 72.2
EP6 89% FW:11% WH 3.59 2,095 15.12 139 70.0
EP7 78% FW:22 % WH 2.92 2,287 12.93 177 70.5
EP8 61% FW:39% WH 2.26 1,873 10.74 174 63.4
EP9 89% FW:11% WHO 3.62 1,930 15.24 127 71.0
EP10 77% FW:23 % WHO  2.98 1,989 13.13 151 73.1
EP11 59% FW:41% WHO 2.34 1,446 11.03 131 72.2
EP12 89% FW:11% WHB 3.59 2,704 15.12 179 67.2
EP13 78% FW:22 % WHB  2.92 2,318 12.94 179 61.1
EP14 61% FW:39% WHB 2.26 1,310 10.75 122 741

3.2.1 MInaarinodinIw (Biogas Production, Wt 16 S efAinstasidisn (MD) 289 FW (EP2) §

BP) BP §4fi9 383.5-609.7 mL Tu24 1-4 Juusn uaziinis

97N Figure 1(A) aziulddmnranimasas
sunsandafainwldaudisududninszuy ullu
EP1 %uﬂumﬂ’mqwﬁmﬁmﬁu%ﬂwh*lfu MNIINTBY
NNTANINARDINUIN BP ﬁmgqmﬂm”umﬂﬁﬁums
aiazJImJLawwz"g@ﬁLﬂumiﬂami'm (CD) 32%319 FW
waz WH (fidSuuaslddsuanin) ifdamdiuaas
FW:WH g4 GIG 78% : 22% - 89% : 11% (BINALA F/M
fidnlutag 2.98-3.62) lawdl BP gegaluinuanivinny
722.8, 679.1 ey 641.7 mL F9IL EP6, EP12 s EP7
UG YNYAN1INAnadil BP Hefuidsanitlugog
2 SunINaIM Iy uazdaudinIfinanaImstos

wamﬁ”w%amwas_m@‘iatﬁaam:vﬁéuq@miﬂmao
sonalw EP2 § BP azaugigadia 3,486 mL Fetiiuin
FW Lﬂu’i’@]qﬁufqﬁuﬁqﬂﬂﬂﬁ’aumimmi (Nutrient-
rich substrate) anunsndasaseldinsassnutraiy
70 MD A% WH iuansesdu 4 BP azaudruinide
Weunun13d FW sauidw substrate laswudn EP5
(WHB) EP4 (WHO) uaz EP3 (WH) § BP Rzaainnumna?
M3tiae 40 AN 334, 219 Uaz 179 mL ANE1AL wal
Tumssniiumsneld FM énlugas 1.26-1.38
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3.2.2 ANEATWATIHAAA1TTIATW (Biogas
Yield, BY)

3221 n136881d89 (Mono-
digestion, MD) 31n Table 2 LijatSouifiny EP2-EP5
398 substrate §ia FW, WH, WHO uaz WHB W1 FW
i BY §980 A8 189 MLyjogas/GVS 4000 HalBTANTAUNNT
muld FIM gagada 4.58 Fofldnlndidsariumsdne
284 Xiaofeng, et al. (2014) Ggﬂﬂaau MD w83 FW ae
CD w89 FW fusinmzuss lagldwadaandininues
159817115 WU41 BY n3dk MD 283 FW fdn 131
MLiogas/dVS WS CH, yield Aidu1n@ie 1.1 mlg,/gvs
Sadunanrainmyszanaad VFAs muldnszusmn
Suﬂ%'ﬂ‘ﬁ'gamﬂ A8 41.8 QVS/Luyy 88191500 BY
289 FW lumsfinweisit feindendnannidafiouiy
WITHAW 9 F288191T% Lopez et al. (2016) 189w
CH, yield 181 FW a1nlssamns finazaande lsausa
LaEAAAT1ANT NHA1UT29 363-492 mLg,/gVS LAz
WUINEINUIENaUVa starch mmsngmias_lvlﬁamilscﬁ
‘ﬁ'qm Yang et al. (2022) 89 1UWNANTHAY FW 4 1@
W8z CH, yield VodsIunan1as FW 119 4 1fia Andy
i Fw lurfastin fia 40 % et 30 % nemd La 20 %
wWaanndan uaz 10 % tamiita (% wet weight) Tanls
¥A1%8971n mesophilic AD maoaﬁmmﬂﬂimm?aaﬁu
WaANBTasN FIM 05 J67 476 NMLgw/gVSaye
VLGB Slopiecka et al. (2022) HAnwANIAIWANT
NAAT TG (BMP) maammsﬁ%mmquﬁa 88 THa
Tapldwai5aa1n AD moqmm%ﬂsmﬁ' F/IM 3.33
39841% CH, yield T15249 216-1,476 mLg,/gVS wazdl
MIANBAINY substrate NHaNBMEATIBATINL FW
favaaFudunidannninaiaisan (Organic fraction of
municipal solid waste, OFMSW) il 84/ Usznauaiu
lvnjfa FW uazvaafslunisvingauaas Romero De
Ledn et al. (2021) {fin¥n CD 283 OFMSW uaz WH 7l
55°C I@ﬂi“ﬁﬁ‘aL%amﬂnﬂﬂﬂﬁnwuh MD 284
OFMSW ﬁ FIM 1:1 way 21 @1 594 uaz 474
NLpiogas’KGVSagaes MNEGL Uazdl CH, Hanualndides
nwha 65 %

\aRa1341 MD 289 WH 1w EP3 wudn BP
a:aulufuéuq@msmaaaﬁm 179 mL fHenlduandns
U 177 mL 289 EP1 %uﬂwqmmuqu danalidl BY
B9 24 MLyiogas/9VS dgea FWiAui1 WH ddnannlu
madumsasdmasrdainnmeldaniizmmasaslu
mMsdnEasai eRansannauasnsUsuanIw WHO

' a a & a & @ A
U3 EP4 WU BY QNN UULNLILRNUDEY A 28

MLyiogas/9V Saqded Uizl WHB (EPS5) LLam@hﬁqaﬂ'j'lﬁa
45 MLpjogas/9VSgaeq AALTH 1.9 1N VBI WH Haitana
939N matsuanwd 120 °C vl WHO GG
VFAs dailuansasdnlunisndaiiadininainnis
TJELNA U“?'i QRLNRY Javenann (Barua and Kalamdhad,
2017a) Ymas?i Ferrer et al. (2010) NagaulsUaAIN
WH uaazldsq (< 1 mm) @T’mdmﬁnmuquqm%nﬂﬁﬁ
80 °C 1% 30 w111 Wud1 sCOD/COD Uad WH Hf1
gﬁumn 4 I 12 % wadllassnaadednudayde
CH, yield lagilan 188.7 uaz 151.2 mLeu,/gVsS dwsL
WH Alaisuuazdsuaninenugey agrlsfiana BY
299 WH (U5uuazlaiusuanin) lunmsanwiassiidan
Wosunidafisunueiuissdu naflanaduna
#893191n T3 819U IENTITH ANRANAII B
asfUsznavvas WH luudazriasd qgmﬂﬁ’mﬁ'm
PIABBNA NMILATINADE1I WH NIMIBHENLAE
qmﬁgﬁﬁlf’ﬁﬁmﬁums laslamzadflsznauvasfniin
1w WH Paepatung et al. (2009) 31897% BMP 283 WH
Tagl&a149097n AD maaWﬁuqni‘ﬁ' F/M 1:3 fidngatls
350 MLca/gVSgeq 4167 VSD 66 % Litasandaniiulu
WH W89 558 % (VS basis) Romero De Leo6n et al.
(2021) 37897% BMP 289 WH NZanin 18.9 % Jei
268 W8T 246 MLua/gVS,geg i FIM 111 Wz 2:1
AUEIGL Vel Priva et al. (2018) T1897% BY N3k
MD 283 WH lagl#adaain AD ‘ﬁ'ﬁﬁnﬁuq@ 28-33 %
LT U 142.8 MLg/gVS,eeq b 8 ¢ Barua and
Kalamdhad (2017b) Y BMP wadn13tiay WH w1 32
T In@EDarTud 143 MLou/gVS.gs laeld9Waidaan
Qaiﬂﬁ F/M 2:1 uazdien VSD 33 %

'
a '

#ANINNNNTVONULLFNNENUANAINHURD
Tsudefiviald BY lumsdnsilfddannde wa
mnﬂi:m‘ﬂLLazﬂﬁﬂ%‘u@T’maaﬁ’n%agﬁuﬁ%ﬁ@ia
substrate lun1angujwagefildluntmasey BMP
mm:ﬂi:ﬂauﬁqﬂﬂ'ejuqﬁuw?ﬁﬁtﬁmﬁaaﬁ'unﬂmzumau
f1A7vad AD JAunaINnaBBaINguIAUNTE
gsamsuastanladiawnsariouldadisdoasy
LaROAARDIN (Koch et al, 2017) UmeAn1san®I it
153213091052 U1 UASB 209013811 a% #8910
q@1a'wmiﬁuLl,ﬂaﬁuﬁ%ﬂﬂmé’a%dﬁuﬁmﬁﬂdmﬁ
substrate daulngjagluglasazarouazasdunid
LLmuaaﬂ“um(ﬂLﬁﬂﬁdw@ian'ﬁgﬂvl,ﬂmvlafﬁ aoiu ms
15T rfaitlun1sdes substrate AUsznaudy
srounidwansdszianiauly FW uaz LCB lu WH 33

mmflummemﬁ’ﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁ BY fladadrninilatiigy
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AUHAN1TI38D % 9 LT Dhamodharan et al. (2015)
maaulﬁﬁ";t%amﬂyjaé'@f 5 sfialeun la gn3 daddn
wwz w30 lun1IKEa CH, 91N FW i FIM 1-2.5 Wuin
%W’JL%BQQIﬂﬁ CH, yield gaﬁq@ Fadunaanmsusuda
ﬁﬁmaaﬂ@;uqﬁuﬂ%‘ﬁ@ia substrate laa i@ 227 mLig
VS yegrates § VSD 54.58 % Koch et al. (2017) Anw1%2
198 3 unas "LﬁLLrimm:uuﬂwﬁmﬁwL?{U’gwﬁu FLUUKRG
ANTTININITNDVBILTEN NI TN BATUASNTWRIIN U
Wazan digester VaI3TUVINLAVBILFLBUNIIATIITOU
@8 substrate 4 Uszinn’leun aznauainszuutnatin
Wiy tantIilne FW uas microcrystalline cellulose
muld FIM 0.5 7 38 °C wui sievesiadelsisons
ag19linudranyea CH,yielduntiulunsdaos
substrate Uszinnioaglag CH, yield {lunaatataiau
MNohaLazN1TUIUAVY inoculum §a substrate T8
aaszuzanlunisdesderinldsasnisuia cH,

= a g 3
HATNAIAILRZATFITY

3.2.2.2 n15888373 (Co-digestion,
CD) CD 284 FW uaz WH (Usuuazlaidsuanin) dae
SMR 59-78 % FW: 22-41 %WH @sualst FIM {61 2.26-
362 WU31 7l F/M~ 3.6 il SMR 284 ~90% FW :
10% WH BY 184 EP12 (WHB) d¢1 > EP6 (WH) >
EP9 (WHO) @afiein 179, 139 uaz 127 MLyiogas/9VSadsed
ausau Tapden VSD 67.16-70.99 % iwidiganui
F/M ~ 3 7§l SMR 289 ~80 % FW: 20 %WH BY 289
EP13 (WHB) fifn > EP7 (WH) > EP10 (WHO) Aildn
179, 177 U8 151 Mlyoge/9VS,qaeq ANVA1AY UATH
VSD 61.06-73.14 % BLWifini1 SMR w83 FW 80-90 %
: WH 10-20 % 71 F/M 3-3.6 mM3Usuanw WH ée hot
water bath §48adda BY 41nni1n15LE hot air oven

aaﬂﬂﬁaaﬁ'ﬂ*’gﬂmwaaaa MD 2wsftiia F/M &

ANUszunm 2.3 Az SMR ~60 % FW: 40% WH wWu1in
BY 284 EP8 (WH) 61 174 @9 > EP11 (WHO) 131 >
EP14 (WHB) 122 MLyjogee/GVSageq 82 0 A1 f1n41
WITDuRauNN 1T% Barua et al. (2018) 318971
BMP 289 CD 351319 FW waz WH 7i'laiUsuuazdsu
anwlagld hot air oven I@ul%ﬁu%agaiﬂﬁ FIM =1
ez SMR 289 FW:WH lutg 1:1-1:2.5 wudansdidlal

In15U5u8n 1w WH Hen BY FEANFIFA 4,328 mL f

SMR 289 FW:WH = 1:2 2027l WH AiUsuaniniien
5,017 mL‘ﬁl FW:WH = 1:1.5 Priya et al. (2018) 318374
HaU89 CD 75w FW uaz WH 7l SMR 1:1 Tagldea
Favndsdesvaiforialudidn BY 304 mLigvs
FWiAius SMR 189 CD uaz FIM Atnunzauadsd
msfnsindnluowae agrslsfiony CD azdinad
lagmndanisdesludIveInsai1isugaadng
91%M1T AUNAINWANLVBINFUIRUNTE LAY
anuau1salunisidu buffer Truaan1sazauva
VFAS UaZAAg18% 9 fivnltiRansgudimssafne
finu (Barua et al., 2019) uenanfigadumsmsauas
mslgdsslomiann WH Snnienits dedraitu EPS
(~60% FW: 40% WH 7 F/IM 2.26) §i61 BY 174
MLyiogas/9VSagiea INALALINY EP12 (~90% FW: 10%
WHB i F/M 3.59) fifingsgazes CD Ao 179
MLjogas/GVSadged ARIUTLUHANIIANBIUEI Romero De
Leon, et al., 2021 AN MD Waz CD 183 OFMSW L8z
WH (%“aL%amnﬁ'm:naaﬂwu“ﬂ) #131897% CH, yield
959 387 NLcu/KGVS yg0q 1951 MD 283 OFMSW 71
FIM 1:1 agindlsfi@aa CH, yield aananafddrlnaides
waz'ldnandranuwedralivsdragyny 337
NLgya/KGVS sq00q 789 CD 3293149 70 % OFMSW: 30 %
WH 7 F/M 1:1 ugaoliiduiistoduas CD iianInia

WAINWAY WD UUIEINIADILFY

33aNHMENIINILATIWIATYOIAZNOUFIATIIN

nyzuaumsdasuuylultoandiau

270 Figure 2(A) WAz 2(B) U3 TS WAL VS
removal {611 36-55 % L&z 40-60 % by FM MURAL LAz
{1 VSD 59.2-76.2 %TS (Table 2) Lilaiu/SouLfl sulunga
MD EP2-EP5 wuin VSD a9 EP2 (FW) 461 59.2 % TS
i FIM 4.58 Gsfidiaunin EP3 (WH) EP4 (WHO) was
EP5 (WHB) (72.2-76.1 % TS) 7idl F/M 1.26-1.38 11
anaiasunanmsi FIM ﬁgqﬂdﬂﬁa 3.3 1 vousl CD
1 EP6-EP14 7l F/M ~2.3-3.6 71§ SMR ~ 60-90 %
FW: 10-40 %WH #iei1 vSD lnatdasnulugg 61.06-
74.09 % TS
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VS by FM and VS removal (%)

W VS (% FM) (Day 0)
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30 - Ya ay
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Figure 2 (A) TS by FM and TS removal (% FM) and (B) VS by FM and VS removal (% FM)
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Figure 3 (A) Alkainity (B) VFAs and (C) CODs
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2
§ 6 M TS removal (% FM)
£
T 40 -
£
= 20
w
= U T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
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HﬂlO,OOU Starting day (Day 0) [l End of experiment (Day 40)
o]
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o
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=
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=
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=
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a
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EPl EP2
~ 30 [l Total Organic Nitrogen, Org_N (gN/kg FM) (A)
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La.n ’ X Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, TKN (gN/kg FM)
“_é, 2.0
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Figure 4 Nitrogen content in digestate for starting day (A) and by the end of experiment (B)

ﬁmwaaaé’@ﬂui’umnLLa:fuauqmms

nasasvaInnaadslarlndifvanulugig 7.9-8.8

LEWLABIANURATINEANS (Figure 3(A)) lawiiea1 5,000-

8,000 mg/L as CaCO, Naitasaniiniaiéu Alk lwnu
A o A A A a

TruuNamwmuMUasuwwladniasnanaiaanms
=2 o &

F=ENVDI VFAs §9 VFAs Way CODs 1muauqﬂmi

. e &
nagaudulngda1Waudn (Figure 3(B) uaz 3(C))
A a A6 A v
La9anansBunIduiunszuaunsialasladgalimdn

VFAs azawagluszauf ldduginsinausasnfiunid

mjmi’wﬁmu Lﬁ@auqamaaﬁanﬁuqﬁuw?ﬁ PRI

= =
ICHUULRDLININ

USinas TN Ransanann TKN dtssniduns
daguuyldltaangian 39ldfasdUsznauvas NOSN
ez NON 13089 N, lutuiSudunageuain Figure 4
(A) Org_N §idn 83.3-92.6 % iosanidululaniaulu
gﬂaﬂiﬁuw'iﬁﬁﬂ'avlajtimﬂﬁﬂaa uazdl TAN 6.1-16.7 %
Lﬁaéuq@nwsw@aaum”a (Figure 4 (B)) Org_N Hdaaas
\Waa 33.2-59.8 % Liasan Org_N Qnsiamtauﬂ?iﬂugﬂ
u TAN donalitangam TAN tisduin 40.3-66.9 %
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3.4 aNBUSYBIASNAUFININILRFINTLaLdan T T

J998mMINEAN I TN EAT

FRAINIUWAINNTHAY 40 7% Ta1 TKN, TP
ey TK 1%“15'3\3 0.001-0.003, 0.001 ez 0.184-0.918
o @ < X A & ' '
mg/gFM aas1au Nebiiasanasdlsznaudinlug
o ea & A & ¥ o
YPIRAATADANNTU VazNodfUsznaulasiinin
2aaudadan 0.005-0.021, 0.004-0.006 waz 1.651-7.602
o o A e ' o )
mg/gTS auday Selardninasinmadudadsns
a Ao o Aa .
HRANIIMIINEATNTUTaIlasnTuNRMIAIGY (Office of
Science for Land Development, 2013) (81 iu TK T
U9nTih) Aiuald TN > 10, TP > 5uae TK > 5
mg/gFM ag14'l5iany gaadasnartzinisabsidu
°uaammlumsmﬂaaﬂwﬁmﬁaLﬁumw%u WAL w
o A P 4
THANIATIN FmLﬂuLmealuﬂ'ﬁLwwm@;mmsﬁmﬁa
nsiauazlfUselomianaaasNe1wA1TEa LA
(Marti-Herrero et al., 2019)

4. d3

msfnsmMIMsauazmsitdselomian Fw
war WH lumsdasidisruaznistassiu iansuia
ANTBININEI8NTLUIBNNT AD WUIT FW wag WH
sunsadumsnduladiiosnniusunmansdunss
luzd VSITS g9nin 74 % waz FW danuaiananlu
mItasaany lasuazdanamwlumniafmadiniw
g9ndn WH Lﬁaﬁmsmwmmi‘é‘uﬂ?ﬁaxmfﬂ,ugﬂ
CODs Waz VFAs Winlainn1sdsuaniw WH 28819
ihfau SuwliulunsiAvenuaansalunsdesle
dnimslfianavanion Geezdnldarnnidiaasnis
danifigni WHB fd1 BY g9n31 WHO uaz WH Tuaiag
FIM Alndifsenu seaadasnunavasn1sdaysrad
SMR 32%319 FW Wag WH 83 80-90 % FW: 10-20 %
WH uaz F/M e 3-3.6 wui1 WHB > WH > WHO
aenslsfimuiile SMR Senenastlszanms 60 % FW: 40 %
WH n15Ususnw WH lifinada BY na1nde WH >
WHO > WHB t#a931nUSurmniswaadiiadanan
saulwgjiunaunainnston FW unan Sadszian
2999213857089 SMR figonada F/M uaznansdas
Sruve9 FW uar WH lasdsiaann nutrient Lae
alkalinity supplement 37nn1 Uu@ﬂmiﬁﬁﬂmt,ﬁwﬁu
da'ld

5. na@anssNUszn@

v e

nwidnluaiaildunuatuayunsisoam
swdszanoniuseld amcFouaadanuazninains
MEAS N INENRBNENIANN TIuLTTane 2563 LAz
lasansssuauunuinisolng (in.) Uszdd 2562
rhosiniounusgonanmesmuinmemaaiuazinalulad

SN UNAIWI NN NW%LL@ZLY]QI%IﬂﬁLL%'G"H’Ia
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