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Effects of Different Total Solids Ratio on Anaerobic Fermentation of Cabbage Tails and Sheep Dung / WANG
Yongzhi CAI Liqun CHEN Xiaolong SHEN Yue ZHOU Shenghu / ( College of Resources and Environment
Gansu Agricultural University Lanzhou 730070 China)

Abstract: To explore the effect of different total solid( TS) ratio on anaerobic fermentation of cabbage tails and sheep
dung and provided a theoretical basis for resource utilization of tail vegetables in Gansu Province. The high temperature an—
aerobic fermentation was carried out by mixing cabbage tails and sheep dung. Under the conditions of ( 55 + 1) C fermenta—
tion temperature 3.15% total TS of raw materials and 7.5 £0. 1 initial pH value after 30 days of operation the effects
of five different TS ratios: 2:1 (TI1) 1:1(T2) 1:1.5(T3) 1:2(T4) 1:2.5(T5) on the anaerobic fermentation of
cabbage tails and sheep dung were studied. RESULTS: T1 has the highest methane yield 69790.68 mg*m ~>; Environmen—
tal control capacity of each treatment system: T1 >T2 >T4 > T5 > T3; Its hydrolysis capacity: T3 >T5 >T4 >T2 > Tl;
Buffer capacity: T1 >7T2 >T4 >TS >T3; With the increase of TS ratio between cabbage tails and sheep dung the conduc—
tivity and alkalinity concentration of the treatments were also increased; T3 and TS treatments were in an absolutely stable
state during the fermentation cycle while the anaerobic system of other treatments were in an absolutely stable state for most
of the time and a small part of time were in a relatively stable state; There was no obvious inhibition of acid or ammonia
during operation. When the TS ratio of cabbage tails and sheep dung was 1:2 it was more conducive to the anaerobic fer—
mentation of cabbage tails and sheep dung.

Key words: anaerobic fermentation; cabbage tails; sheep dung; cumulative methane production; characteristics of fermen—

tation broth
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