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Study on the Potential Gas Production of Mink Feces Biogas Fermentation

ZHAO Sheng-nan, XIE Jiao,ZHAO Ye-ming,Cui Yan-ru” et al (Jilin Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Changchun, Jilin 130033 )
Abstract [ Objective] Study on the effects of different ratio of solid to liquid mink feces biogas production of mink dung, in order to provide
reference for the biogas fermentation and the variety treatment of mink feces. [ Method] Using the mink dung as raw material, biogas slurry as
inoculum, 35 °C constant temperature anaerobic fermentation, the effects of different liquid ratio on gas production of mink feces were com-
pared. [ Result]The results show that mink dung was more easily degraded and produced more gas when the ratio of fermented liquid was 1:2.
The preliminary test confirmed that the HRT of mink dung fermentation was 21 d. When the total liquid solid (TS) concentration was 6% , the
gas production potential of mink dung was 345.7 mL/g TS, 350.3 mL/g VS. [ Conclusion] Mink dung is a fermentation material with high po-

tential for producing biogas without adjust carbon-nitrogen ratio.
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Table 1 The changes of TS, VS and pH in feed solution before and after fermentation

sz R Before fermentation KWJG After fermentation
Treatment S/ % VS /% pH S //% VS /% pH
iR 4H A Test team A 8 92.88 7.28 6.52 87.00 7.31
iREGZH B Test team B 6 90.90 7.38 4.71 81.20 7.44
XtHEZ] A Contrast A 6 89.13 7.11 4.34 79.87 7.33
Xt HEZH B Contrast B 4 87.00 7.84 3.70 86.40 7.89
2.2 FRERSH [
N — . o - ——iXJ52AA Test team A
2.2.1 EirRreRE, E 2 Fis,2l d it RS aEnd E 6 000 = XEHZAB Test team B
e v o . ! FE8LAA Contrast A
L A (7S RS, ORI AL BRI A W IR4L B, £ 5000y foi s o
o
I A BT IR B, 2 i TR =, R =
P EAL, KA 2 BN . WEHE AT LI, e A 5\9
s =, . e e e ol
B S A AR A IR A P2 R R A W
; JH R ik — e A
Rgwd B EAMRE R ZEE . W 3 R, 56 1 X7 S & 9

fe e T MR B B3 3 RIT B AN 7= U, B AS 4 HAG:
Mo NHE 3 REH 19 K, 84l B FX IR A SRRy
ACHRTHA2 4. 21 d BAB R B & T X
4 A BB A aIE A A FL S s T e

30 000
E 25 000
% 20 000
S
= 15 000
S
oy 10 000
W
#5000
319
T, LA *TRB
Test team A Test team B Contrast A Contrast B
4032 Treatment
E2 RitzF=KE
Fig.2 Total gas production
2.2.2 SARHGHT. BEESRABL I IE AR BEER, B
B ). gk 2 R, AR B e Al
PAAEART A IR A B TR s KT BRI &
5327/

2.2.3 Higemik, WniE 4 Fros, a5 BRI IR A F ke
SR AL TR R KT T2 ) 22 S AN R o RIS TR 3

B3 21dE-K8&%
Fig.3 Total gas production trend map for 21 days
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Table 2 Analysis of total gas production components for 21 days

m’/ (kg - d)
pisLil
Treatment CH, co, H,
R 4H A Test team A 0.330 55 5.192 20 0.001 64
B 2H B Test team B 6.888 29 6.875 78 0.008 97
XFHRZH A Contrast A 10.403 79 11.774 16 0.094 69
X} HEZH B Contrast B 0.019 75 3.231 17 0
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Table 3 Biogas production potential of mink dung

E D H ¥y JEURL A W TS PR FRAE TS AR ARifEE VS AR

AbFE Net gas Daily gas Gas production rate Test TS gas standard TS gas standard VS gas

Treatment production production of raw materials production rate production rate production rate
mL mL ml/g ml/g ml/g ml/g
IRIGZH A Test team A 8219 391.4 188.9 821.3 345.7 350.3
J 82 B Test team B 9 988 475.6 179.6 997.8 420.0 449.7
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Table 4 Biogas production potential of various raw materials

U TS PoR % Rk
Experimental material TS gas production rate //mL/g  Multiples
58 2% Mink dung 345.7 1.00
#5235 Pigeon dung 486.0 0.71
A3 Chicken dung 310.0 1.12
53¢ Duck dung 441.0 0.78
#3%"’ Rabbit dung 450.0 0.77
%:3¢'°) Elephant dung 265.0 1.30
#12¢") Dog dung 216.0 1.60
Bp%2¢" Boar dung 170.0 2.03
W2 Pig dung 420.0 0.82
3% Horse dung 340.0 1.02
A" Man dung 430.0 0.80
43 Cattle dung 300.0 1.15
BF 36" Zebra dung 360.0 0.96
Aesi22" Panda dung 121.0 2.86
W% Rex rabbit dung 432.0 0.80
) Black bear dung 571.0 0.60

Vi AR = SRFEH TS 7R/ TR EURL Y TS =%
Note :multiples = mink gas yield of TS / enumeration of raw material TS
gas production rate
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