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Table 1. Characteristics of Sludge and Food Waste (R; Rz R3)

A A}
NE °e TS(%) VS/TS(%) | CODe(mg/ 2) pH
&7 A 357 58.76 27500 6.8
AR 2 17.96 89.38 - 47




Table 2. Characteristics of Sludge and Food Waste (Ry Rs Re)

AJ A}
e Sl TS(%) | VS/TS(%) | CODerlmg/ £) | CI (mg/ 2) pH
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Table 3. The Results of TS and VS Removal Rate during the Experimental Periods

Item TS VS
Removed | Removal Removed | Removal
Total(g) Total(g)
Reactor volume(g)| rate(%) volume(g) | rate(%)
R 206.7 57.7 279 142.4 45.9 32.2
R 212.4 97.3 458 137.2 60.4 440
Rs 207.2 1127 544 1429 709 49.6
R4 171.5 71.6 417 118.3 40.0 338
Rs 171.8 70.7 41.2 118.6 50.5 426
Rs 171.5 75.2 43.8 118.3 56.8 48.0
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