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UNANED
MINBATINMILUTINATOUNTE (Organic Loading Rate, OLR) 17;wﬁmﬁﬁaquqqmmﬁnﬁﬂ yalauy
faundud 3.00%TS A1 OLR AAN¥1 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 18 4.00 ke.COD/m™-day (2.37 2.84 3.58 4.86 1A% 6.03
ke.VS/m'-day) 528219 UA VAN (Hydraulic Retention Time) 48 T4 ¥1MInAaeuuung (Batch test) dioSnszrina
41 One-way ANOVA fiszaunmuiFesiu 95% nulSuamdainmiisuanaaiuegalosaneni(oL < 0.05)
031512 N19aBA Tukey’s W31 OLR 4.00 ke.COD/m’-day (6.03 kg, VS/m™day) SlusfiuanaiauaifS mamia
Fanmlestiga Suden OLR 7 2.00 ke.CODAN'-d (237 kg.VS/m'™-day) 7t Sasdauarivense luTasiou (C/N ratio)

253218 C:N: P 100: 2.20 : 0.10 1109 INAMNITONAAUNATININEGIFA 79.80 m/kg.COD (29.71 m/kg.VS) 9011

@eoyalnuutiooiga uazilsz@nsmmmsisaad 0@ (Soluble Chemical Oxygen Demand) gag@ (77.87%)

ABSTRACT

This study was aimed to determine the optimum Organic Loading Rate (OLR) for biogas production from dairy
cattle manure wastewater at concentration 3.00 % TS. OLR was varied from 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 and 4.00 kg.COD/m3-day
(2.372.843.58 4.86 and 6.03 kg.VS/ m'- day) with 48-days Hydraulic Retention Time in batch test experiment. Statistical
analysis of One-way ANOVA at the 95% confidence level revealed that biogas volume was significantly different (OU < 0.05).
Tukey’s test displayed that OLR 4.00 kg.COD/m3-day (6.03 kg.VS/m3-day) had minimum biogas volume production. The
result suggested that the OLR of 2.00 kg.COD/m3-day 2.37 kg.VS/m3-day) at carbon-to-nitrogen ratio (C/N ratio) 25.32 and
C:N:Pat100:2.2: 0.1 could produce optimum biogas volume of 79.80 mj/kg.COD (29.71 m3/kg.VS) from dairy cattle

manure wastewater and the efficiency of Soluble Chemical Oxygen Demand removal up to 77.87%.
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$P51MIYUTINAENTOUNTE (Organic Loading Rate, OLR) ndJuﬂfﬂfifmﬁaﬁﬁﬂmm‘hﬁﬂuj@iaﬂizmuﬂﬁ
HaRLRATIN N L‘ijmmﬂmiﬂauﬂ?mmmmmiSu'vﬁsfﬁLeﬂ’wg'rizumsinmmzﬁmfu%ﬁﬂﬁlﬁﬂmﬁfiaﬂﬁmﬂ
wuvauysel nazi lfiRaanuaugavedsdunI i ugAuN3d (Food per Microorganism, F/M ratio) A1l
mingaufuszuianylildormeedi 0.20 - 0.60 day’ i ldiRadszansnmgegadmsumsthiianas
mIwaauRaIINm [1] nszuiumsesaaroniadinmuuy lildomadesendonnaiizelungunannia (Acid-
forming bacteria) 698A10a158UN3E1UY Hydrolysis Waii IdAensa lusiuiis£1Med16 (Volatile Fatty Acids,
VFAs) Tuz1l 1odian (Acetate) Taouuniiisenguuanaunaiiiny (Methane-producing bacteria) 111501511119
wanuAadInnIdluty Methanogenesis [2] i1 C : N : P fununzauluszuunaauiadnnimie 100 1.1: 0.2 [3]
uay MeaTaILAS DoUAD U TATIN (C/N ratio) HMINzaufAD §— 30 Lm'fj"@ﬁdauﬁmmzauﬁqaﬁm‘?mﬁ
nanmMaTnmaelszana 23 4] 18asdunriveuds lulasiwuganin Tulasiouszgn Methane-producing
bacteria 111 1 Fitora3 u TusAul¥deaz s nuandesInE) danald ldmantoouad1nn C/N Ratio 11109

Aazi i luTasnuiunuas Tz sudunen Tudls uon Tudivas Tuivua pH Fad1v1na1 pH gade 8.5

v
a

Aoz uAei Methane-producing bacteria 1181191 a0a4 [4]

Tagmsanu1uisedn 4 wuiinis s oLr Aenasugatt Castrillon [5] AN¥19NTNAVYDI OLR LAY
52091981 VAN (Hydraulic Retention Time, HRT) Aon131i11iaya Tauuludetfnssiuny Upflow Anaerobic
Sludge Blanket (UASB) Anwn OLRﬁ 8.635.22 4.19 4.32 3.68 L1a¥ 2.35 kg.COD/m’—day uaxﬁ HRT 5.30 7.30 8.90
10.60 16 1@z 22§11 AIEIRY WU OLR 2.35 ke COD/m’—day Tt HRT 22.50 $1 @1 C/N ratio D 28 1 C: N : P
fie 100 3.57: 0.27 M iNauAaTInmgeqai 0.39 m'ke.COD ufafinu (CH,) 68.30% m3fsa COD gaga
75.50% Fanaaealuszun UASB muwfediy Yetilmezsoy [6] Fnvwunsaewuuduielszidiulszansam
voansoalfnsaiiuy UASB ihimstinia ﬁu?{amngaﬁ%i’ yuadalfnsal 15.70 1A1 C/N ratio Ain 8 A1C : N
P70 100: 12.66: 3.2 i C/N ratio 8.00 WU717 OLR 3.79 kg.COD/m’—day m3fhia COD 7980 90% S auna
'@Tnquwﬂﬁ 0.45 m*/kg.COD #afiSmamAasnmindiReasui Rigeo [7] Tao19a1 OLR fitinzauiimy
2.65 kg.COD/m’-day (2.75 kg.VS/m’-day) ¥imsnaasuuunz: Usmasdelfnsal 128 1 U5unauna®iniw 0.40
m’kg.VS M3fMia COD gga 63.30% lumsanumssaanasnuannszuiumseesdatonuy luldeiniaves
M31ANIIWVI Yala MAunon wazmnuetitla Ay Taelddadau 75%: 15% : 10% amddy il
7.33%TS HRT 40 JU f1 C/N ratio 79 90.59 11A1INAADIUVUNLIFUIABINY Sutarut [8] MIWAUITINAANY
Fanmnnvesdundd Wievennsuazyalanauyagnaduvezdurisd vuiadaFnsel 1,0001 w1 OLR i
U1 ANOGT 2.42 kg.COD/m’*-day HRT 20 $1 fn¥nfl 4%TS #1 C/N ratio fie 100.15 USanauAadanin 0.28
m’/kg. VS (0.08 m’/kg.COD) U52@NnTN1wn13n1da COD 57.45% n§aminldinisnaassunuidonios
(Semi—continuous) YUIAGIUFATE 1,000 1 A1 C/N ratio fi® 100.15 A1 OLR fimanzay 3.61 ke.COD/m’-day HRT
38 1 US1nada®301m 0.63 m¥ke. VS (0.12 m¥ke.COD) sz @nEamnisisa COD 65.83% Tagiia OLR 1u
manaaesfimIndiAuety Rico [9] iimsanmmsdevaarenuy  Bildorimeavesdruiiiuveanarvesyalad
OLR 19 9 TuTsesnuduuuuifiondaiadinim $in15naasdreszun CSTR i OLR 2.00 2.10 3.50 1Az 4.50

kg.VS/m’-day @ua 161 NaaedN HRT 10 12.50 16.70 tag 20 74 @@ 1@1 WA OLR 3.50 kg.VS/m’—day HRT
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12.50 Su @l C:N: P 100: 6.45: 1.92 waz C/N ratio 0t 15.51 Tilsz@nmmmsndaufadinmgagad 0.35
m’/kg. VS Y52 @nTnnmsmda CoD 42.16% luminaaseszuy CSTR wdgdnudaliar oLr Indifsedy
3F8U4 Sinbuathong [10] AR IMIwaamatimuanuauiles minswiuyala Aawdasdu nauuiles :
yaladudu 20% 1 WuNSaTId MR AUAD 10% ¢ 10% : 80% f1 OLR Ananzay 3.30 kg.COD/m’-day
HRT 40 4 MIN1SNAA0ULUY Continuous Stirred Tank Reactor (CSTR) mumﬁqﬂﬁﬂstﬁ 5.00 18031 3iloUB NS
125 ml/day 1/33n2uuRa%291m 0.34 m*/kg.COD M3f13a COD g4ga 65.00% tazdalndifvany Wang [11] 1t
finsanisudyamsdesaarenunlildeendinuveayaln vhadn Inauaziepinuazma i OLR i 2.52
2.61 1A 2.63 kg.VS/m’-day Mud1a L mmmzﬁmsﬁ 2.52 kg.VS/m’-day A 6%TS ¥MInAapLY CSTR
A1 C/N ratio A9 50 US11mmnBa®1n1m 0.20 m7kg. VS FaiUS mrnufadinmsiue ufedsusy Risberg [12]
YSauna®inm 0.21 mkg. VS An¥1 OLR ﬁmmzamgjﬁ 2.80 kg.VS/m’-day M3i1da COD 65.00% Anu1¥a
dniiumsthiasas lishumstniadas Tedwingmiuyala HRT 25 $u shmsnaaeauuy CSTR 5u1a3
Salfnsal 5 1 Anp1il ON ratio 1AL 30.00 nuIMIgeedInvhadimumshtagie el dkandalndifies
surhad i W 8k unshdaiiesnnmstidadis ledhwewhetn L& urandame tazam3soves
Rintala [13] ¥imsAneinsdesaarsswvesvdhminuazyaTaluszuy cSTR Tasnsuyuidouvesve i
iumsthiiamedanla USudeansiali NaOH f1 OLR ﬁmmzﬁuagjﬁ 2.00 kg.VS/m’*-day HRT 20 U 1131199
COD 46.00% 1971 OLR ffosniudlSinauiadinmindifeatunin d3mau350veq Arikan [14] Ans1 OLR 7
I auogi 2.60 kg VS/m'—day lumsinumavesgangiiiiaensnaaudadimunnaiesdesaatonuy iy
oimamitiayala fguygh 22 27 uag 35 C himsnaassuuiniesdeonuy hildeendounuy  wilow
(Field-Scale, FS) WU 35°C # HRT 1751 7 C:N: P 100: 5.57: 0.98 1a C/N ratio il 17.94 HSanauder
FINN 0.23 m’/kg.VS MIMIAGIgZA COD 80.00%

Av A 1 ¥y v g oA ' o 1 9 A a o o~ ~ o
AINIUIINNANIVIVNAUILINUIIN OLR ﬁ'Nﬂl!ﬁ\?Waqh’ﬂﬂﬂﬂill'lmllﬂﬁ‘]f?ﬂ'lWVl!Lﬁﬂﬁ'Nﬂu Hag
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Av aK K '

9’l @ ] 1 § o [ a (2] %’
uonvIntia1 OLR 83 lifimmmzimzesdmsumswaaunadinmaimindeyalavuy Ouideiidednea
= a [ a a a o w Y a 4
OLR Naunsanaaunadimmgagauazidszansnimnmsmaa CoD gaga anundeyalauunieluvhsy

a o $ g o a o H
wianeaoma Tuladgsuis weitlunuamalumsdSul jeszuundaunadanmaniudoya Tauwy

o dJ av
'Jﬂi!ﬂﬁgﬁﬁﬂﬂ]i?i]ﬂ
$03510152UTINNAI15OUNT Y (Organic Loading Rate) N W15 anAAURAFINMGIgauaziisz@nTam

o w Y a 4 a o = =
Ms3fmIa COD gaga nniudeya lauumeluvhivurimendemalulaggsuis

adx
IBANHN
1) ?fﬂymmé"ﬂymzwmﬂﬂmmyaiﬂuu Acid-forming bacteria 1i6i¥ Methane-producing bacteria
I J a Y = ~ 3w ' 1 a o A 4
nuyalavunnvhivumImedoma Tuladgsuis Taenuaediayaladalinu 6 931w wisiimes
Aa ' < 2 I ]
#insizriyalaaa’ldun COD VFAs Alkalinity ¥ 3119991941 (Total solids, TS) ¥0LT9521118418 (Total
v
volatile solids, TVS) 11 Ta519% (Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, TKN) ttazWoavoS a1 aviua (Total phosphase, TP) LLHAIAT
; - - o . 2 N T
a15197 1 anwdlumsinsigiatedisyalauusiuan 1 a5 Tagiiig 3 629619 tA5121 AR Standard

method for examination of water and wastewater (APHA) [15]
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Y a ¢ a s 3 a
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Parameter result
COD (mg/l) 95,586.67
VFAs (mg/1) 5,194.80
TS (mg/1) 108,216.67
TVS (mg/l) 81,500.00
TKN (mg/1) 140.00
TP (mg/1) 18.91
Alkalinity (mg/1 as CaCO,) 15,000.00

2110 5190 1 M3 InTIEyaTauy wud1 CoD fif1 95,586.67 mg/l TuNszUIUMIHAAURATININANG
Wasunlaswesmsdunidlugl cob fufaiimudanlismduatinun3eendnuduamsiilmanadnly
51 VFAs @20 Acid-forming bacteria [16] 19011 VFAs 5,194.80 mg/l Iinud1ng lunisasindeuaugaves
szuuthiiarindenuy lilderne eglugiues Acetic acid Propionic acid 119 Lactic acid 1azd o Hanaamai

3 o ' A a 2 ' a A o 9 ¥ P ' A
HJuﬁ'ﬁ@l'Jﬂa’Nﬁ'flush’iiy)‘ﬂLﬂﬂ"’llHGL‘LIﬂi$1J'Juﬂ']ﬁEl'f]Elﬁa']Elﬁ']iﬂ‘lﬁ/]iElsluﬁﬂ']']$lllli‘])"f]']ﬂ']ﬁﬂlfN!LUﬂVlLiﬂﬂquNﬁﬁ

1 =2

nsadnNIfuTua1591M13 1% Methane-producing bacteria A© Acetic acid [17] @031 TVS 81,500.00 mg/l H41A1Y

Y
v A 0

Yy 9 a ad ' g ' 3 A g a ac¢ g a  a g
meummmﬁaumaqe A1 TVS L‘]Juﬁ’]u*ll@ul“ll\iﬂ!ﬂuﬁﬁﬂuﬂﬁfJi]XL‘]J‘L!ﬂ'JGIf'Jﬂﬂ@ﬂﬁa1ﬂﬂ]@ﬁﬁ15@uﬂifﬂﬂ!ﬂu

A g

[ =} Y 1 ~ I [} ~ a A Yy 9
una®In I a1 TVS gauaasnmsfasu liflunnadinmiTomanaduaeutiadie iosninyalauududu
1 A 1 a = a Ao w .. I (3
Y9IA1 TVS TANNHIIZANADNTHAALRAFININ WIT1TneTAtuaNTzuURdAYAD Alkalinity 9215l ud
[ a = = 3 3 A
AUz UURAALRaFIn I T Tueziiunsa ldelialszana 1,000 - 5,000 mg/l as
P Y} . . LR o s . . v a
CaCO, ltag VFAs NN 191N Acid-forming bacteria %Q%sgﬂuﬂﬂi"ﬂﬂﬂ Methane-producing bacteria 9135 UUY
1 a o o @ 1 . . a (44
Ay 1/azi 19 pH anas 11176 unT 1860 Methane-producing bacteria 108 pH JUI2UUNAALATTININAIS
1181 pH 7 A1 VFAs/Alkalinity TuszuuRaaufasInmadsiosndt 0.4 [18] uagdns1aiu COD : N : P iz ay
v v
9 100 : 1:0.20 MWD NaMTAATIZHOGH 0.34 1AL 100 : 0.15 : 0.02 MWAIAY [16] DAY TKN 140 mg/l A3
' . .o Y A A = v % ' 2 o qYyyY @
A1g492 QN Methane-producing bacteria 111 11/ 1Fiwera5uTalsauldimaduazeznuaediesinsa i ld laund
a ) A P ) ' A ' A o A
B miiorad [4] W3imes 1uszuvdeng I uan eI auaeMIHaALNE 3NN
AA A a [ = . . . o aa i o
nuaiiFen ¥ lusruunaaunadinini 2 Usian (1) Acid-forming bacteria VuuuaRizeunntieviin

° 1 a [+ o [
"AN1IENIA LAY (2) Methane-producing bacteria HIWNINLOHAAUNTFININ Iﬂﬂ‘ﬂ1ﬂ1§ﬁﬂ’kl'mﬂﬂm$1/lN!ﬂfl"ll’fN

Ed
v A

wuafiGens 2 Uszian Acid-forming bacteria 1{ unguuuafizolungunannsa utia &y 2 nqueail
Acidogenic bacteria 1102 Acitogenic Bacteria H99z600aa1wa15oun3 6 1¥eglugzil VEAs misdimesfiding g
1@un cop dim 7,466.67 mg/1 1ng VFAs na 3,584.41 mg/1 AMAIAY dIU Methane-producing bacteria §J%$ﬁ1
nhifdeu Acetate 1l co, oz CH, msrilimesidns 124 USima1ssunidszime (Mixed Liquid Volatile

Suspended Solids, MLVSS) 1fi1 9,656.67 mg/l UAag M3 11003 1AT1ZHIMIU 3 AS3 AATILHHAAIN APHA [15]
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2) 9ONUULYANIINAADI TFNMINAABIALMIIATIZHAIDGI
o a & 4 { aa 4 ' o O A o 4
T¥danaradnuisuseginssmndsuyuia 51Ta10e19%a lnudoudedaninunasininiuglnsel

v A @ A A o a ¥ o {
@]i?fﬂ’Jﬂﬂilﬂﬂi‘u@ﬂuﬂﬁﬂNﬁﬁqﬁ}ﬁjﬂﬂﬂaﬂﬂﬁlmuﬂu1 HAAIAT NINT 1

Silicone tube

Water Tank

Biogas Reactor Storage Tank

Y ! 3 o o
MNN 1 MINAABAVVNE N effective volume 5 1 5282 UNUND 48 U a1 l“ﬁﬁﬂi%ﬂ@ﬂﬁlﬁﬂ 3 UNAADU :

Biogas reactor, Water tank and Storage tank

A

Hawya IAUNNY Acid-forming bacteria 11811 3.00%TS A1 SCOD 111 11,735.11 mg/l agfA1 OLR Ad
2.002.50 3.00 3.50 118 4.00 kg.COD/m’—day @ 1@19U A1 F/M ratio 0.25 0.33 0.42 0.52 1A% 0.62 day ' A1ua 19U
HAAIFT 15190 2 A1 F/M ratio vz auduszuuthiiaunnlildeiniaedi 0.20 - 0.60 day ' s 19iRa
UszanSammanufadinmgaga 1] A7 C/N ratio i OLR #ng 19 25.3229.96 30.61 32.20 LAY 32.97 MUAIAY
1Hag C: N:P100:2.2:0.1100:2.2:0.1100:1.6:0.09100:0.2:0.01 ttag 100: 0.1: 0.08 muéwﬁmﬁ'a &
Fadmininzaminmdns iy uagSam vEAs litfesndn 2,000 mg/ e 1audnhunl$u pH 7111 Methane-
producing bacteria W wau I NS0l Tﬂﬂmimamnmuﬂzi’lmi@nﬁ"uﬁagaTﬂumﬁmﬂguﬁmmaﬂ
syuznanlumsiuszuy TaoiimInaaeeniay s FANIINADDL UAAZYANIINATDN 5 a1 ileanuiué

2 o y 2 o
58U%L’Jﬁ'ﬂuﬂ"ﬁ!ﬂﬂﬂﬂi’f]lm\‘iﬁu 48 WU

y o v o oA Lo
ﬂ151\‘]ﬁ 2 OLR AUANUTUNUTN F/M ratio A9 )

OLR OLR F/M ratios

(kg.COD/m’-d) (kg.VS/m™-d) (day)
2.00 2.37 0.25
2.50 2.84 0.33
3.00 3.58 0.42
3.50 4.86 0.52
4.00 6.03 0.62

a v
WNan13aY
a J a A
1) MIWATERUTLANTMNUDITLUL
a A a a [ A 1 o @ a J @ 1 H
UszansmmlumsaussuunaauNa®n 1N OLR A9 9 ’1/11ﬂ']§".]9]1"|1§']11l§5]@§"’116\1¢l'38fJN‘L!']L"lgl}HLﬁW

20N91NT2 VY ¥ loAaza1811 (Soluble Chemical Oxygen Demand, SCOD) TKN TS TP Alkalinity a2 pH A21340
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a a1 a s 3 { g ° 2 o 3 @ '
Ghmﬁ’f]m518‘1’(9’]’JﬂﬂNWﬁWﬂJm@iu%%‘!ﬁlyﬁiﬂuﬂﬁﬂlHlﬁi’ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁgﬂ’ﬂ 1UIU 2 A59 Tagriie 308 LY

wwawﬁmaﬁ' %Lﬂﬂ%ﬁmﬂﬁn\l APHA 11@A3A3 91519 3

' o 23 ; ; ¢ A ;
519 3 Wsliesindeyalauuiidwazesnnszuy f HRT 48 34 #aauna®inimi OLR 2.00 2.50 3.00

3.50 18 4.00 kg.COD/m’-day.

Efficiency (%) OLR =2.00* OLR =2.50* OLR =3.00* OLR =3.50* OLR =4.00*
SCOD 77.87 59.36 38.34 34.27 29.19
TKN 87.73 70.81 69.82 67.74 63.35
TS 84.72 83.67 82.75 83.64 85.11
TP 20.64 39.97 39.31 50.71 53.45
Alkalinity

2,848.00 2,918.00 3,152.00 3,426.00 3,464.00
(mg/1 as CaCO,)
pH 7.27 7.34 7.44 7.61 7.64

MUY kg.COD/m3-day

910 15199 3 1dseanianlUnageun1ead@ One-Way ANOVA N3zaunnui®oiy 95% 1ionn

9 =

Poyanuana e id 1A (sig < 0.05) nfudesimsiinsziamaada Tukey’s N3&FUAMINETOI 95%
Lﬁﬂﬂ@%ﬂ?’é}yaﬁuﬁﬂc&imﬁu 197151033 IBM SPSS Statistics V.16 M3f15a SCOD 7l OLR ¢4 ) TiAwanaaiu
M3IMTA SCOD g4qn 77.87% Mai1a TKN fi OLR @14 9 SAmana ety wuimsfisa TKN qega 87.73%
mafda TP 7l OLR ¢ o) Hwandedunungegaoglusg 50.71 - 53.45% msmda TS 7 OLR i 4 laifin
HANAIIA Y msﬁwaﬁ”ﬂqqqmgjﬁ 82.75— 85.11% WU319 OLR 2.00 kg.COD/m’-day (2.37 kg. VS/m'-day) i
Yszaninmgagalunismdn SCOD gaga 77.87% 152anTn1wn139a TKN gaga 87.73% aaui)szansnm
msmisamaiiaesou o Sargaud liuanaedu ifehimsnfsuieudszdniammssisa cop s
NARBIIILNE 1ile OLR ﬁqd%mzﬁﬂizﬁ%%mwmiﬁﬁﬂ oD fianas ien3eufeuduaivea o

WeshmaSeuneudsz@niannsmsa COD NUIUITEDU 9 WUNNHINMINAABLUNLIND OLR

' '
! a ' o

= a a o w A < Y o dyd ' Ao A [
Ngevuazllsz@ninImn15n19a COD Naaad ﬁ]%!fﬁu”lﬂ’l”l OLR Tua1u39eiiin1d1n119113980 U S

u

De

' ' P
Uszaniawmsmida coD gennlumsnaasauunzmilounu @rumsnaaswuuaoilosns1d OLR Mgy
4 = o 1 o w < @
Lﬁﬂ\i"ﬂﬂigﬂﬂ"ﬂgNﬂTiﬁﬂ\ﬁU OLR ]lél)q\iﬂ’ﬂ N13N1IR COD ﬂﬂ%q@ﬁnﬁlﬂ@%ﬂ AINMINIUNTUANDANITUNNIY
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Researcher System Optimum OLR COD removal C:N:P C/N ratio Biogas Volume
kg.COD/m’-day (%)
This study Batch 2.00 77.87 100:2.20:0.10 25.32 29.71 m’/kg. VS (79.80 m’/kg.COD)
This study Batch - 59.36 100:2.20:0.01 29.96 24.40 m’/kg.VS (116.07 m’/kg.COD)
This study Batch - 38.34 100 : 1.60 : 0.09 30.61 19.73 m’/kg.VS (107.18 m’/kg.COD)
This study Batch - 29.19 100:0.02: 0.01 32.30 17.61 m3/kg.VS (152.05 m3/kg.COD)
This study Batch - 34.27 100 :0.10: 0.08 32.97 13.06 m3/kg.VS (70.16 mS/kg.COD)
Ormaechea [28] IBR 5.41 80.70 100 :1.68:1.35 59.49 56.50 mS/kg.VS
Riggo [7] Batch 2.65 63.30 - 90.59 0.40 m’/kg.VS
Sinbuathong et [10] CSTR 3.30 65.00 - - 0.34 m’/kg COD
Nikolaeva et [26] AFBRs 4.40 82.10 - - -
Liu et [27] IC Reactor 3.50 70-80 - 2.40 0.34-0.80m3/kgCOD
Sutarut [8] Batch 2.42 57.45 - 100.15 0.28 m3/kg.VS
Sutarut [8] Semi-continuous 3.61 65.83 - 100.15 0.63 ms/kg.VS
Lee [20] Two stage 4.16 89.00 100 :2.67:0.20 37.5 -
Dareioti [21] Two stage 5.50 75.00-85.00 100 :6.44 :1.09 15.52 0.31 m3/kg.COD
Yetilmezsoy [6] UASB 3.79 90.00 100 : 12.66 : 3.20 8 0.45 m3/kg COD
Venkata [25] AnSBR 2.40 64.70 - - -
Castrillon [23] CSTR 3.68 69.70 100:0.01 : 0.01 - 0.20 m’/kg.COD
Castrillon [5] UASB 2.35 75.50 100:3.57:0.20 28 0.39 m’/kg COD
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Researcher System Optimum OLR COD removal C:N:P C/N ratio Biogas Volume
kg.VS/m’-day (%)
This study Batch 237 77.87 - - 29.71 m’/kg.VS (79.80 m’/kg.COD)
This study Batch - 59.36 - - 24.40 m’/kg.VS (116.07 m’/kg.COD)
This study Batch - 38.34 - - 19.73 m’/kg.VS (107.18 m’/kg.COD)
This study Batch - 29.19 - - 17.61 m’/kg.VS (152.05 m’/kg.COD)
This study Batch - 34.27 - - 13.06 m’/kg.VS(70.16 m’/kg.COD)
Wang [11] CSTR 2.52 - - - 0.20 m’/kg.VS
Soheil [22] CSTR 2.00 80.00 - - 268.00 m’/kg.VS
Montoya [19] UASB 6.20 72.20 - - -
Riggo [7] Batch 2.75 63.30 - - 0.40 m’/kg.VS
Lindner [31] CSTR 4.90 - - - 500.00 m’/kg.COD
Lindner [31] Two stage 2.20 - - - 554 m3/kgVS
Arikan [14] Continuous 2.60 80.00 100 :5.57 : 0.98 17.94 0.23 m3/kg.VS
Fred et [32] Semi-continuous 2.00 - - - 0.47 m3-day
Risberg [12] CSTR 2.80 65.00 - - 0.21 1/kg.VS
Rintala [13] CSTR 3.84 46.00 - - -
Rico et [9] CSTR 3.50 42.16 - - 0.35 m’/kg.VS
Fang [24] CSTR 1.70 60.00 - - -
Comino [30] Batch 5.15 - - - 0.48 m’/kg VS
Liden [33] Semi-continuous 2.00 50.00 - - -
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1NN 4 1azA15190 5 I8 IddadIU C/N ratio 1Az C: N : P 71 OLR 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 (1A

4.00 ke.COD/m’-day (2.37 2.84 3.58 4.86 118% 6.03 kg, VS/m’-day) ATW&19 T C/N ratio 25.32 29.96 30.61 32.20
1A 32.97 MUAIAL 1az C: N : P‘ﬁ 100:2.20:0.10 100: 2.20: 0.10 100 : 1.60 : 0.09 100 : 0.20 : 0.01 ttag 100 :
0.10 : 0.08 MUARD w3 C: N : P inmnzenluszunnaaufadanmie 100: 1.10: 0.20 [3] wag i C/N
ratio MiMINZauAe & - 30 uAsadILTIINZ aufigadmSumsnaamadanwdeyszum 23 [4] nnaaset
WUAH OLR 2.00 kg.COD/m’—d (2.37 kg.VS/m'-day) i C/N ratio 25.32 1182 C : N : P 100 : 2.20 : 0.10 S Indifes
susnasgpulumswdaudaiinmuazsifilssAniamasisa scob qagadndae ilevihmaneuifieudy
uATeou 9 wuh lunmsnaassuuune e 191 O/N ratio nazih1¥szansamlumssisa cop anad
TumInaanem1 O/N ratio iaze C : N : P iafigauazilaz@ninmmasiva cob Agsamliudae aziulghi
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110 Nd 2 naasSnandadinmasay i HRT 48 $u nu31 3 OLR 2.00 kg.COD/m’—day (2.37
ke VS/m'—day) TS 1naifaasaw 270 11 OLR 2.50 ke.COD/m’ —day (2.84 kg, VS/m’ —day) H/SunamBaazay
27517 OLR 3.00 kg.COD/m’—day (3.58 kg. VS/m’—day) NUSuauunaazan 270 17 OLR 3.50 kg.COD/m’—day
(4.86 kg.VS/m’—day) T/SuraimBaasay 278 17 OLR 4.00 ke.COD/m’—day (6.03 kg.VS/m’—day) TS uauda
e 236 Lo Tnageunieada 19715unsu IBM SPSS Statistics V.16 M3 3105121019887 198 One-Way
ANOVA Uil umaiufasiani OLR 5 a1 meiNfTumiNﬁﬁaﬁﬁmﬁ (sig <0.05) nniudeariing
3IR512¥N19aDATAY Tukey’s 10111 OLR AMIIZAY N15IATIZHN19@ARTA8 Tukey’s WU OLR 2.00
ke.COD/m’—d (2.37 ke.VS/m™-day) TS uamBadnimazanliuana1991n OLR 81 9 Lgazi%’yjaiﬂuuﬁ’aﬂﬁ
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MIANEIATINIZUITNNANTBUNTE (OLR) HidamaneSinamandaudadinmgaganniudeya
Tauuneluh$uumninodomaTuTaBqsuis #nw1ifl 3.00%TS A1 OLR AFAB1 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 1Az
4.00 kg.COD/m'-day (2.37 2.84 3.58 4.86 1A% 6.03 kg.VS/m'-day) ATEIY A1 C/N ratio 25.32 29.96 30.61 32.20
Hag 32.97 MUa19Y ag C: N: P‘ﬁ 100: 2.20: 0.10 100 : 2.20: 0.10 100 : 1.60: 0.09 100: 0.20: 0.01 uag
100 : 0.10 : 0.08 AMUEIFHY HIMINARBIVLNE 52821901 48 T4 1INNINATOUNIIATA One-Way ANOVA i
seRuAMITeNU 95% Tunsdifidoyauand et ieliiud i sig <0.05) 1971)51n53 TBM SPSS Statistics V.16
111931n512 N 19eBA Tukey’s W11 OLR 4.00 ke, COD/m’-day (6.03 kg, VS/m*-day) (Humifinanarauai3ua
uRaFnmilesiiga Suden OLR 7 2.00 ke.COD/m’—d (2.37 kg.VS/m'-day) il C/N ratio 25.32 1az C: N : P
100:2.20: 0.10 111 OLR finAauRadinmgegannindeyalauu PSinauiaiinimgagadie 79.80 mYkg. COD

(29.71 m'kg.VS) ldyaTaumiosiiqa neldinaveudeiosiiqe taziimstida SCOD gagn (77.87%)
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