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Different pretreatments of straws and cotton in anaerobic fermentation
to produce biogas
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Abstract With pig manure as inoculum, cotton stalks and rice straw as raw materials, dilute alkali pre-
treatment and dilute alkali combined with ultrasonic pretreatment of straw were carried out at the fermentation
temperature of (37 £1)°C to produce biogas. The results showed that the effect of pretreatment of straw as com-
bined fermentation was better than the dilute alkali pretreatment of straw in anaerobic fermentation, in which the
cumulative gas production and methane content increased 35.23% and 2.4% , respectively, after fermentation
the liquid TS, VS content reduced 2. 6% ~ 10.94% , respectively. Metabolites in the fermentation of organic
acids, the content of pyruvic-acid, acetic acid and citric acid relatively reduced 23.9% ~25.9% , 20.24% ~
24.53% and 41.08% ~45.91% , respectively.
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Comparison of different pretreatments of rice straw’s

daily biogas production in anaerobic fermentation
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cumulative gas production in anaerobic fermentation
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