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XU Chun-xiao, LU Yong-xing, JIANG Ya-xiong et al
518040)
Abstract
duction level of food waste caused by bioconversion technology of H. illucens, the experiment used kitchen waste and rice husk powder as the

( Shenzhen Techand Ecology & Environment Co. , Ltd. , Shenzhen, Guangdong

s

To study the effect of different proportion of egg addition amount on bioconversion process and output of worm, and explore the re-

main and supplementary materials, 80,100,120 and 150 g of eggs were added to 1 ton of breeding material. The results showed that output of
worm was the highest when 100 g eggs were added to 1 ton of breeding material. The larger the amount of eggs added, the faster the bioconver-
sion rate of food waste by H. illucens. The study showed that the maximum economic benefit can be obtained when 100 g eggs were added 1
ton of breeding material, and increasing the amount of insect eggs can shorten the processing cycle of food waste, the maximum reduction level

of food waste by the technology was about 79%.
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Table 1 Addition of eggs and brooding material in different treatment

groups
e AR 5y
Treatment Brooding material //kg Feg//g
@ 0.8 0.8
@ 1.0 1.0
® 1.2 1.2
@ 1.5 1.5
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Table 2 Feed components of Hermetia illucens in different stages

ek JiE R L KR
Feed Mass ratio Water content//%
4R Brooding material Ak fEAEEk Kk =3:3:13  70.10£0. 02
FE5 Rl Aquaculture material 4R Bi IR FEFER =911 74. 90+0. 79

TE A /K 26 (81. 40£0.64) % ,pH 294 7. 1
Note : The water content of kitchen waste is(81.40+0. 64) %, and the pH
is about 7. 1
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Fig. 1 System temperature changes in different treatment

groups
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Fig.2 Total system weight change in different treatment groups
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Table 3  Decline rate of system total weight in different treatment
groups kg/d

AbE FHO~5K FH5~TK

Treatment Day 0~5 Day 5~7

©)] 0. 802+0. 005 d 0.571+0.015 a

®) 0.883+0.001 ¢ 0.453+0. 008 b

® 0.973+0. 005 b 0.317+0.013 ¢

@ 1. 098+0. 004 a 0. 120+0. 010 d

0 [FFEER G NG AR RR 225 B3 (P < 0.05)
Note: Different small letters within the same column mean significant
differences( P < 0.05)
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Table 4 Fresh worm yield and quality in different treatment groups

o B i R LD LT R T
Treatment Fresh worm yield Crude protein Crude fat Crude fibre Water content Hazardous
reatmen kg mg/g mg/g mg/g Y% substance
@ 2.33+0.03 b 157 101 23 66.5 A
@ 2.40+0.01 a 158 103 22 66.2 A
©) 2.36+0.01 ab 155 103 23 66.3 AN
@ 2.29+0.01 ¢ 153 104 24 65.7 A

G« [FSVEA A /NS TR R R R 2257 3% (P < 0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences( P < 0.05)
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Table 5 Reduction rate of kitchen waste in different treatment groups

Aib 3 IR IS B o Hb R B BRI A B o Sy
Treatment Initial kitchen waste quality//kg Worm sand quality/kg Kitchen waste residue quality//kg  Reduction rate of kitchen waste//%
@ 9.0 3.02+0.01 a 2.07+0.01 a 77.00+0. 12 b

@ 9.0 2.83+0.01 b 1.88+0.01 b 79.10+0.15 a

® 9.0 2.80+0.01 b 1.85+0.01 b 79.47+0.03 a

@ 9.0 2.82+0.02 b 1.87+0.02 b 79.20+0. 18 a

T RSB R NG PR R R 2257 B3 (P < 0.05)

Note; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences( P < 0.05)
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Table 6 Worm sand components in different treatment groups

i IR akE o . m I IE T % SERIGHERE TR
Treatment Organic matter Water content . " pH Ascaris egg mortality Fecal coliform Heavy

reatmen mg/g % mg/'g me/'g mg/'g % number// /g metal
@ 850 41 18.2 32.1 6.5 7.3 100 51 A
@ 810 39 17.1 29.4 5.2 7.2 100 43 KA
@ 800 38 17.4 31.5 6.7 7.2 100 30 A
@ 780 35 18.7 29.8 6.1 7.2 100 30 R
3 WigE4iR YN, AR R AR YR KD R G B A
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