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Abstract

ance and stability of kitchen waste anaerobic digestion system were investigated. [ Result] The results showed that addition of biochar was an im-

(Rural Energy Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Har-
[ Objective ] To explore effects of biochar on anaerobic digestion of kitchen waste. [ Method ] Effects of biochar on efficiency , perform-

portant approach to adjust the C/N,reduce inhibition of ammonia nitrogen,improve the stability of system,enhance the microbial activity and im-
prove the efficiency of biogas production. Mean biogas yields of treatments by adding different concentration of biochar and CK were (2 939 +
473) mL and 1 618 mL,respectively. Mean content of methane in treatments and CK were above 50% and 39% respectively. The ammonia nitro-
gen content in treatments and CK kept about 2 000 mg/L and 2 500 mg/L,respectively. The system with 7% of biochar dosage had the maximal
cumulative gas production of 3 307 mL, maximal methane content of 55% and the highest absorbance value of coenzyme F420 of 0. 68 ,and the re-
moval rate of TS, VS and grease were 60% ,72% and 61% ,respectively. [ Conclusion | The study can provide scientific basis for harmless treat-

ment and resource utilization of kitchen waste.
Key words Biochar;Kitchen waste ; Anaerobic digestion
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Table 1 The basic properties of raw materials
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Fig.1 The variation of daily biogas yield in each treatment
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Fig.2 The average content of CH, in biogas in each treatment
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Fig.3 The cumulative yield of biogas in each treatment
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Fig.4 The variation of CNH, —N in each treatment
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Fig.5 The variation of VFAs in each treatment

2.4 HEYRXBERLIRIR SH LS F, B R Rm 5
il F o 7™ FBE B TR AT B — Rl , 2 7™ Y be T A Qi i A o
oA T — , HAE O LA, 7 T e Y H A o
o AR, DT T T LIRS e DR 4R AL i 7
Hh Ve RE R B B TR TG M. AL 6 FT LR
A A BRE R (55 0 RZEHS 9 K) Hill Fa WL (OD)
WTE 0.3 ~0. 4, FFORIFHIN AR, 10t TR IR B Bt
7 H A TR AT 7 PR o A1 AR A I A2 B T B 7R 1) A1)
FH 77 F e TR RGBT TG P O, B 25 Ak PRAHTRE: 0 1
JCfE S LIS IR TR, o T, AR BRAY 7 FH e b
FEG PRI (57 18 2K) , L OD {HLi5 0. 68 5 K PRI A S I R
A A F o0 19 OD EARYCH T, (T, T, T, (CK, ATUL,
A RO $ 8 2 IO A 2% v FR e R 06 1 AT D A
HIRCR .

2.5 AYnRMBEEIRREEUERSERZm KT
LA, T, ~ T, AP BRI & T CK, Ay
Bl LIS o B R AR AL, 3270 SR & TS\ VS K

0.8

+CK
+T1
+TZ
——T.
0.6 5 Tj
8
0.4
0.2
5 10 15 20 25 30

R Days Il d

6 FAMIERIHES F, imETe
ig.6 The variation of activity with coenzyme F,, in each treatment
REEBRBCR, H T, AEIRCR G, TS ZERFILF] 60% , VS
FBRAIKE] 2% , I BRAILE] 61% .
80

Wk 0il ETS OVS

LR e
0il removal rate fl %
I~
=

432 Treatment

E7 JOERRSHELERE
Fig.7 The characteristics of materials after anaerobic digestion
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