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Experimental study on the characteristics of gas production from dry anaerobic digestion of different kinds of cattle ma-
nure ZHU Qili, TANG Xiaoyu ;ZWANG Wenguo , PAN Ke , HU Qichun. (Institute of Biogas,Ministry of Agricul-
ture , Chengdu Sichuan 610041)

Abstract: In this paper,comparative dry fermentation experiments were carried out to investigate the effect of
cattle manure species on daily gas production,cumulative gas production and methane content. The results showed that
the speed of start-up performance from fastest to slowest were cow manure, buffalo manure, cattle manure in se-
quence, while as to the cumulative gas production and average volume gas productivity from highest to lowest, they
were buffalo manure, cattle manure. cow manure in sequence. The compositions of gas produced from dry fermentation
of these three cattle manures were approximately similar. The methane content produced from fermentation of buffalo
manure was higher than that from other two manures. Generally speaking, the effect of gas production from buffalo

manure was better than that from cattle manure and cow manure, This paper provides reference for feedstocks selec-

tion in future related research or biogas engineering design.
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Fig.1 Three kinds of feedstocks {or dry fermentation
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Fig. 2 Sketch of dry anaerobic digestion reactors
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Fig.3 Comparison of daily gas production from dry fermentation of 3 feedstocks
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Fig. 4 Comparison of cumulative gas production from dry fermentation of 3 feedstocks
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Fig. 5 Comparison of average volume gas production
from dry {ermentation of 3 {eedstocks
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Fig. 6 Comparison of methane content {rom dry
fermentation of different kinds of cattle manure
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