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Table 1 Experimental design
/C /% /% /g /g /g
20 30 97.50 60 42.50
22 30 108.91 60 31.09
37+1
24 30 120.34 60 19.66
26 30 131.77 60 8.23
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Table 2 Comparison of methane production by dry fermentation with different concentrations
TS /(mL/g) VS /(mL/g) /% /mL
20% 135.29 182.44 53.01 5 382.16
22% 139.92 189.70 52.89 6 016.81
24 % 126.13 168.62 55.77 6 102.00
26 % 121.63 165.93 52.87 6 003.60
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Table 3 Results of dynamic equation fitting
TS VS
(H,)/mL (R,)/(mL/d) W /d /(mL/g) /(mL/g) (R)
20% 5 173.43 151.23 1.24 130.05 175.36 0.992 7
22% 5 747.80 154.70 1.24 133.67 181.22 0.992 5
24% 5 891.96 150.08 1.25 121.78 162.81 0.994 1
26% 5 854.20 137.62 1.26 118.60 161.80 0.991 3
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Effect of Fermentation Concentration on Anaerobic Dry
Fermentation of Dairy Cow Manure
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Abstract: In order to explore the suitable fermentation concentration in anaerobic dry fermentation of
cow manure,anaerobic dry fermentation of cow manure was conducted under different fermentation
concentration gradients. The dosage of inoculum was 30% and the temperature was set to medium
temperature (3731)°C.The data of fermentation process were fitted and analyzed by the kinetic equa-
tion Modified Gompertz model. The results showed that the four experimental groups worked well,and
the best comprehensive fermentation effect was TS=22% ,the maximum methane production rate was
154.70 mL/d, and the methane production volume of VS was 189.70 mL/g. The model Modified
Gompertz was also used to fit the methane production of each group,and the correlation coefficients
were above 0.99,
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