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Effect of Xylanase on the Biogas Production by Anaerobic Dry Fermentation of Cow Manure
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Abstract
nure were investigated by batch anaerobic dry fermentation.Under the conditions of the fermentation temperature 55 °C ,total solids(TS) con-
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In order to improve the biogas production performance of cow manure,the effects of xylanase on the biogas production of cow ma-

centration 40% ,inoculant content 30% ,1% of xylanase was added to make anaerobic dry fermentation of cow manure.The results showed that
the addition of xylanase could not shorten the biogas cycle,but it could improve the biogas production.The cumulative biogas production of the
experimental group was 9.9 L, which increased by 22% than that of the control group.The biogas yield of raw materials was 0.25 L/g,and volu-
metric biogas yield was 0.73 m’/(m®+ d).The biogas production process was similar to that of general raw materials, but the fermentation cycle

was longer.This experiment results provided an effective way for the efficient use of cow manure.
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mentation bottle ;5. Air bleeder ;6. Gas-collecting device ;7. Circu-
lating water pump
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Fig.1 The self-made batch test device
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Fig.2 The changes of the daily biogas production during the test period
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Fig.3 The changes of the cumulative biogas production during the test period
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Fig.4 The comparison of the volumetric biogas yield, TS biogas
yield and the cumulative biogas production in each group
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