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Abstract: Anaerobic co-digestion ( AcoD) is one of the optimal processes for volume reduction and resource recovery of or—
ganic fraction of municipal solid waste but relevant studies on the anaerobic co-digestion of adequately representative food
waste ( FW) and waste activated sludge ( WAS) are rare. In this study the effects of ratios of typical local FW and WAS
on AcoD performance and potential implications in Wuhan were investigated via biochemical methane potential batch tests
kinetic analysis and implications discussion. The results showed that the co-digestion of FW and WAS increased the meth—
ane production rate by 40% ~96% compared to FW mono-digestion. The optimal ratio of FW: WAS was 2: 1 ( based on

VS) and the methane potential was 408 mL CH,*g ™' VS 11.2% higher than the theoretical stacked value. When the

added
anaerobic digestion penetration rate reached 60%  the annual energy recovery of FW and WAS in Wuhan was 61 million m’
CH, or 200 million kWhea™" which could supply about 7. 6% of the residential natural gas demand or 1.7% of the elec—
tricity demand. This study could provide guidance and reference significance for the co-digestion of FW and WAS in Wuhan

and even nationwide.
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