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 Abstract: The biogas fermentation from animal manure and organic waste was 
investigated with a comparison percentage of raw material used inside the digester with 
the anaerobic digestion process. Animal manure consists of cow dung and chicken 
manure, while organic waste consists of tofu liquid waste and cabbage waste. This study 
used a batch process that was operated at 55 °C incubator temperature for 90 days. The 
results of experimental data were predicted with a modified Gompertz model and first-
order kinetic model. The equation of the modified Gompertz model to predict biogas 
production was 𝑃𝑃 = 𝑃𝑃∞ ⋅ 𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 �−𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 �𝑅𝑅𝑚𝑚⋅𝑒𝑒

𝐴𝐴
 (𝜆𝜆 − 𝑡𝑡) + 1�� with 𝑃𝑃 is cumulative production 

of methane; P∞ =  methane production potential; Rm = maximum specific speed methane 
production; λ = is lag phase period or minimum time to produce biogas; e = math constant 
(2.7182) and t = biogas production cumulative time. The equation first-order kinetic 
model was Y = Ym (1-exp(-k). The highest biogas yield was obtained by variable 3 in both 
kinetic studies compared to 70% cow dung, 15% chicken manure, and 15% tofu liquid 
waste. Gompertz's kinetic study predicted variable three would produce 3273.20 mL/g of 
total solid (TS). In comparison, the first-order kinetic model predicted that variable three 
would produce 3517.95 mL/(g Ts). 

Keywords: biogas; kinetic model; Gompertz 

 
■ INTRODUCTION 

Today, there are many ways to overcome the world's 
energy crisis, such as wind, hydro, geothermal, tidal, and 
biomass energy. Biogas is one of the renewable derivative 
energy from biomass developed by many countries 
worldwide [1]. The production of biogas depends on its 
substrate and operating condition. Many biogas 
production studies have been applied to find optimum 
conditions and produce the best results in biogas quality 
and quantity [2]. The potential of biogas production may 
overcome the world crisis in energy because biogas 
contains methane (CH4) which can be used as an energy 
resource and reduce the use of fossil energy [3]. 

Based on previous work, one of the best ways to 
produce biogas is using the anaerobic digestion method 

[4]. Anaerobic digestion is commonly used as a method 
to treat organic waste [5-6]. While anaerobic digestion 
can reduce pollution, it can also provide an energy source 
in the form of biogas. In addition, anaerobic digestion 
destroys disease inside bacteria of the organic waste, so 
it is no longer harmful to the human environment [7]. 

Anaerobic digestion is a natural biogas formation 
process that occurs in the absence of oxygen levels. It is 
usually used to process raw materials from industrial 
waste, household waste, vegetable waste, and food waste 
[8-9]. Anaerobic digestion is a natural biological process 
that can convert organic material into biogas products 
consisting of methane and carbon dioxide. Thus, 
anaerobic digestion provides a breakthrough in the 
processing of organic material, which is usually processed 
through the composting process into a biodegradation 
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process of organic matter without the presence of oxygen 
[10]. Besides, anaerobic digestion allows waste containing 
high organic matter levels to reduce the load on its organic 
content. Simultaneously, producing biogas can generate 
heat, electricity, and biofuel for vehicles [11]. 

Anaerobic digestion processes involve complex 
dynamic systems of microbiological, biochemical, and 
physicochemical processes. Among the possible methods 
for processing biowaste, anaerobic digestion has been 
identified as environmentally friendly because it allows 
bioenergy and potential by-products [12]. Biogas has been 
developed into kinetic modeling to predict bacterial 
growth rate using the first-order kinetic model and 
modified Gompertz equation. The first-order kinetic 
model is the oldest in modeling the substrate utilization 
of complex waste [13]. 

Bacterial growth is often exponential, and therefore, 
graphs plotting the logarithms of relative population size 
in Gompertz equation [y = ln (N∞/N0)] to represent the 
growth. Three parameters can describe three-phase 
curves growth: the specific growth maximum rate, μm 
which is the tangent to the inflection point; lag time [λ] 
defined as the x-axis intercept; and the asymptote [A], the 
maximum value of y. Then, the previous research 
conducted by [14] showed a re-parameter to the 
Gompertz model by including biological parameters such 
as the R-max and lag time (λ), through ln (N∞/N0) = P∞ ⋅
exp �− exp �Rm⋅e

A
 (λ − t) + 1��. Moreover, the Gompertz 

growth curve can be seen in Fig. 1. 
Several researchers have done many types of research 

about the kinetic study. Syaichurrozi et al. investigated 
biogas from vinasse with COD/N variation that predicts 
the kinetic model using the  Gompertz equation [15]. The  

 
Fig 1. Gompertz growth curve 

the result shows that 600/7 (COD/N) produces the 
biggest biogas in 139.17 mL/g COD and gives the best 
COD removal results until 38.0%. Another research by 
Mahnert and Linke identified the effect of organic 
loading rate (OLR) and reactor size while producing 
biogas from the animal waste slurry. The value of y at 
OLR achieves nearly y max at variable 3 kg volatile solids 
(VS). The research done by Depanraj et al. (2015) shows 
the kinetic study on anaerobic digestion of food waste 
[16]. The results predicted that the highest biogas yield 
potential shows by a variable with pH 7, 6706 mL in the 
Gompertz model, and 5482.7 mL in the logistic model. 
For mathematic modeling, this research will focus on 
utilizing animal manure and organic waste. Biogas 
production from animal manure such as cow dung and 
chicken manure has many advantages in reducing 
pollution, and the energy generated [17-21]. 

Furthermore, the presence of cabbage waste and 
liquid tofu waste as organic waste also needs further 
handling [22]. The research is necessary because previous 
research has not optimized raw materials to increase 
biogas production yield. The kinetic modeling is limited 
only to one kind of raw material. In contrast, the highest 
biogas yield potential from the kinetic model can be 
more optimized by mixing potential raw materials and 
studying the kinetic model through comparisons of the 
first-order kinetic model and the Gompertz equation. 
Through this research, the limitations of the kinetic 
model of biogas that use variations in mixing raw 
materials can be resolved to provide maximum results in 
increasing the yield of biogas production. The research 
focuses on identifying the effect of various 
concentrations in raw material and predicting the 
growth of methanogen bacteria using the first-order 
kinetic and Gompertz equations. The raw material used 
in this research is cow dung, chicken manure, tofu liquid 
waste, and cabbage waste. It will also identify the effect 
of cabbage waste in biogas results production [23]. 

■ EXPERIMENTAL SECTION 
The research was conducted in the laboratory of 

livestock products technology at the Faculty of Agriculture 
and Animal Husbandry, Diponegoro University, 
Semarang, Indonesia. 
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Materials 

The raw material for liquid tofu waste was obtained 
from the side product of the tofu production process in 
the Bandungan area, Central Java, Indonesia. Furthermore, 
livestock manure in chicken and cow dung was obtained 
from the Faculty of Agriculture and Animal Science, 
Diponegoro University, Semarang, Indonesia. The 
toddler bag for biogas yield was obtained from ShilpEnt 
Kaipa Enterprises. 

Procedure 

Experimental variables 
The raw materials such as tofu liquid waste, cabbage 

waste, and chicken and cow manure were mixed into a 
digester, which already contained a starter in the form of 
fermented cow dung. The mixing was performed 
according to the variables presented in Table 1. 

The variables have seven different percentages in 
terms of raw materials. Variable 1-4 uses cow dung, 
chicken manure, and tofu liquid waste as raw materials. 
Variable one consists of 100% cow dung; variable two 
consists of 80% cow dung, 10% chicken manure, and 10% 
tofu liquid waste; variable three consists of 70% cow dung, 
15 % chicken manure, and 15% tofu liquid waste; variable 
four consists of 60% cow dung, 20% chicken manure, and 
20% tofu liquid waste. 

Variable 5-7 uses cow dung, chicken manure, tofu 
liquid waste, and cabbage waste. Variable five consists of 
85% cow dung, 5% chicken manure, 5% tofu liquid waste, 
and 5% cabbage waste; variable six consists of 70% cow 
dung, 10% chicken manure, 10% tofu liquid waste, and 10% 
cabbage waste;  variable seven consists of  55% cow dung, 

Table 1. Experiment variables 

Run 
Cow’s 

manure (%) 
Chicken’s 

manure (%) 
Liquid waste 
of tofu (%) 

Cabbage 
waste (%) 

1 100 0 0 0 
2 80 10 10 0 
3 70 15 15 0 
4 60 20 20 0 
5 85 5 5 5 
6 70 10 10 10 
7 55 15 15 15 

15% chicken manure, 15% tofu liquid waste, and 15% 
cabbage waste. The target of experimental variables is to 
determine the effect of tofu liquid waste and cabbage 
waste in animal manure mixture. Therefore, all seven 
variables must be appropriately conducted to know the 
effect of organic waste addition. 

Experimental procedure 
The weight of the starter in each digester was 200 g. 

An anaerobic digestion process was performed to 
produce biogas in each digester used. The volume of 
material placed into the digester was 70% × the total 
volume of the digester [24]. Therefore, the volume of the 
digester used is 350 mL. Then, the digester was shaken 
until a homogeneous material was obtained, like in Fig. 
2. Then, the digester was placed inside an incubator and 
kept at a temperature of 55 °C, as in Fig. 3 [25]. The 
process goes in batch condition without any addition of 
substrate during the process and being observed in 90 
days with the collective data of biogas yield every two 
days. 

 
Fig 2. Substrate preparation 

 
Fig 3. Biogas production under 55 °C 
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Experimental analysis 
Raw materials were pretreated to determine the C 

total, N total, C/N ratio, and total solids (TS). The material 
burned at 550 °C to get ash content percentage to 
determine total C content. The N total was determined by 
the Kjeldahl method. The N total number showed by 
titration number with chloride acid after being distilled 
with sulphuric acid, NaOH, H3BO3, and BCG-MR. The 
total solid and volatile solid determination was performed 
according to the standard method [26]. 

Kinetic study 
The biogas obtained by the anaerobic digestion 

method was calculated using the first-order kinetic model 
and Gompertz equation for kinetic study. The first-order 
kinetic model is described by Eq. (1). 

( )kt
my y 1 e−= −  (1) 

where, y = Cumulative biogas yield at digestion time t day 
(mL/g of volatile solid (VS)), ym = Potential for biogas 
production (mL/g of volatile solid (VS)), k = Biogas rate 
constant (1/day), t = time in days, and e = mathematical 
constant (2.718282) 

Then for Gompertz equation described by Eq. (2) 

( )mr e
P P exp exp t 1

A∞
 ⋅= ⋅ − λ − + 
 

 (2) 

where: P = cumulative production of methane (mL/(g Ts)), 
P∞ = methane production potential (mL/(g Ts)), Rm = 
maximum specific speed methane production (mL/((g Ts 
day)), λ = is lag phase period or minimum time to 
produce biogas (day), e = mathematical constant (2.7182), 
t = biogas production cumulative time (day). 

■ RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The results focus on the biogas production in each 
day of variable, cumulative biogas production, and kinetic 
study by first-order kinetic reaction and Gompertz 
equation. 

Biogas Production 

The raw material has been analyzed in C/N ratio 
and total solid content before being produce in biogas. 
The results are represented in Table 2. 

Table 2 shows that the largest total C content was 
from cabbage waste (42% total C), while the largest N 
content was from chicken manure (1.27% total N). The 
biggest number of total solid and volatile solid contained 
on chicken manure, while the most optimum TS is 
showed by tofu liquid waste with 8.975%. The optimum 
solid content obtained for biogas production is in the 
range of 7–10%. The process for total solid below 7% was 
unstable, while the total solid above 10% sometimes 
caused an overloading of the fermenter. The highest 
result of the C/N ratio was obtained by cabbage waste 
with 60. This amount of number also will prevent the 
fermentation process from becoming optimum in biogas 
production. 

Biogas production results in 1-4 which consisted of 
a mixture of starter, animal manure (dung from cow and 
chicken), and tofu waste, and also for comparison, 
biogas production under variable 5-7 consists of a 
starter, a mixture of animal manure (cow dung and 
chicken manure) and cabbage vegetable waste as 
illustrated in Fig. 4. The figure shows the results of 
biogas production within 90 days. Variable 3 produced 
the highest amount of biogas, which yielded total biogas 
of 3251.25 mL in 90 days. The biogas result obtained is 
the total amount of biogas variable 3 compared to 70% 
cow dung, 15% chicken manure, and 15% tofu liquid 
waste, which is added with the starter's fermentation 
digester 3. 

The measurement of biogas volume started from 
the second day and was measured every two days [27]. 
The biogas can be produced when it is also optimum in 
C/N ratio,  percentage comparison in each material, and  

Table 2. Substrate analysis results 
No Material Total C (%) Total N (%) C/N ratio TS (%) VS (%) 
1 Cow dung 27.31 0.95 28.74 22.73 18.11 
2 Chicken manure 19.51 1.27 15.36 32.00 18.38 
3 Liquid tofu waste 10.28 0.21 48.95 8.98 8.55 
4 Cabbage waste 42.00 0.70 60.00 5.93 5.38 
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Fig 4. Biogas cumulative production 

TS content [28-29], which means variable 3 has the 
optimum conditions required to produce the highest 
biogas yield. Variable A in this research provided a higher 
yield than that obtained in the experiment by Latinwo and 
Agarry involving biogas with a mixture of chicken 
manure and cow dung [30]. For variable 3, the phase 
corresponding to the highest gas production in the graph 
is the lag phase from day 2 to 8, followed by an 
exponential phase from day 10 to 20. Day 8 to 28 is a 
stationary phase. On day 28, anaerobic bacteria began to 
die, so that the biogas production began to decline every 
day. From day 68 to day 90, there was no more gas 
production. For variables with the addition of cabbage 
waste (variable 5-7), the results tend to be low caused by 
the mixture of these variables is not in the optimum C/N 
ratio, making the fermentation process hampered. 

Kinetic Study 

The graph in Fig. 4 depicts a sigmoidal growth curve 
containing mathematical parameters than parameters 
with biological meaning. It is challenging to estimate 
initial values for the parameter if the parameter has no 
biological meaning. Furthermore, it is challenging to 
calculate 95% confidence intervals for biological 
parameters if parameters are not estimated directly in the 
equation but must be calculated from mathematical 
parameters. Therefore, all growth models were rewritten 
to replace mathematical parameters with A, μm, and λ. 
This matter is done by deriving the expression of 

biological parameters as a function of basic function 
parameters and then replace them in formulas [22]. 
The development of the Gompertz equation is: 
y a exp exp(b ct)= ⋅ − −    (3) 
To get the inflection point of the curve, the second 
derivative of the function with respect to t calculated  

e(b ct) (b ct)dy c e e
dt

− − −= α ⋅ ⋅  (4) 

The second derivative of the equation is: 
2 e(b ct) (b ct) (b ct)d2y c e (e 1)

d2t
− − + − −= α ⋅ ⋅ −  

The parameter a in the Gompertz equation can be 
replaced by P∞, yielding Modified Gompertz equation: 

( )maxR e
P P exp exp t 1

A∞
 ⋅  = ⋅ − λ − +  

  
 (5) 

This equation can be used as a model approach to 
producing biogas in a batch system. According to the 
specific growth rate of methanogenic bacteria in a 
biodigester, the rate of biogas production in batch 
conditions is predicted to comply with the Gompertz 
equation modified [23]. In this equation, P is the 
cumulative specific biogas production, L/kg of volatile 
solid; A is the potential for biogas production, mL; Rmax 
is the rate of biogas production maximum (L/g of 
volatile solids in each day); λ period of lag phase 
(minimum time for produce biogas), day; e is exp (1) = 
2.7183 and t the cumulative time for biogas production, 
day. The constants A, λ, and Rmax can be determined 
using nonlinear regression [31]. In this research, the 
cumulative production of biogas has been studied using 
the modified Gompertz model, and the results are 
shown in Table 3. 

From Table 3, the highest results of biogas by 
experimental data were obtained by variable 3 with total 
biogas of 3251.25 mL/(g Ts) and then variable 4 with 
3046.25. The results of the Gompertz modified model 
predicted that the highest biogas yield was obtained by 
variable 3 with 3273.20 mL/(g Ts). The lower results 
predicted by Gompertz modified model are shown by 
variable 7 with 1476.45 mL/(g Ts). The highest value of 
A (maximum biogas production) showed by variable 3 
with 3274.58 mL/(g Ts), suitable for P-predicted value. 
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Table 3. Results comparison of modified gompertz model 
Parameter R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 
P Experimental (mL/g Ts) 2146.25 2690 3251.25 3046.25 1683.75 1682.5 1463.75 
P Predicted (mL/g Ts) 2136.419 2694.361 3273.196 3068.56 1701.17 1700.30 1476.45 
A (mL/g Ts) 2136.566 2694.613 3274.584 3071.204 1701.275 1700.485 1476.607 
Rm (mL/day) 101.106 129.26 130.784 112.6176 82.937 76.9821 67.531 
λ (days) 7.75 11.19 9.25 9.14 8.69 7.4755 8.36 
R2 0.9551 0.9618 0.9754 0.9807 0.955 0.9597 0.9615 

 
The predicted value also shows that variable 3 has 

the highest value. The highest maximum specific speed 
methane production was also obtained by variable 3 with 
3274.584 mL/day, while the lower specific speed methane 
production was obtained by variable 7 with 67.53 mL/day. 
Then, for λ value, the best result shows by variable 6. 
Variable 6 only needs 7.48 days as the minimum time to 
produce biogas. The variable that needs the longest 
minimum time to produce biogas is variable 2, with 11.19 
days of minimum time. The results in Table 3 shows that 
variable 3 has the best raw materials comparison 
percentage to fulfill the requirement of optimum 
condition to produce biogas [20]. Gompertz's modified 
model in every variable in this research is depicted in a 
graph comparing the observed biogas data and the 
predicted biogas data through the Gompertz equation. 
The graph comparing the observed biogas data and the 
predicted biogas data in variable 1 can be seen in Fig. 5. 

Fig. 5 shows that the predicted data in variable 1 
using Gompertz modified model go unidirectional, with 
almost the same values on the graph. It means the 
Gompertz modified model has already suitable to predict 
biogas yield in this variable. The same condition goes to 
variables 2-7, where all the graphs show that experimental 
data and predicted data go in straight values, so the 
Gompertz modified model is already suitable to predict 
biogas yield in all of these variables. 

Results in the Gompertz model show that almost 
all of the variables fit well with the prediction of biogas 
yield obtained by the Gompertz model. The fitting 
model of the Gompertz model will later be compared 
with another kinetic model to predict the biogas yield. 
The author used first-order kinetic reaction to predict 
biogas yield production for another comparison, as 
shown in Table 4. 

From Table 4, the highest results of biogas by 
predicted data using the first-order kinetic model was 
obtained by variable 3 with total biogas of 3517.95. It 
shows higher biogas predicted than Gompertz modified 
model with 3273.20 mL/(g Ts) biogas predicted for 
variable 3. Then, it is followed by variable 4 with 3310.16 
mL/(g Ts), which is also higher than Gompertz modified 
model with 3068.56 mL/(g Ts) in the biogas yield 
prediction. Then, the lower results predicted by the first-
order kinetic model are shown by variable 7 with 
1476.45 mL/(g Ts). Finally, the highest value of Ym 
(maximum biogas production) showed by variable 3 
with 3772.25 mL/(g Ts), which is suitable with the P-
predicted value. 

The predicted value also shows that variable 3 has 
the highest value. The highest value of K was obtained 
by variable 6 with 0.039. It was then followed by variable 
1, 5, 7, 2, 3, 4 with the value of 0.03876, 0.0386, 0.0369, 
0.0303,  0.0299,  0.027,  respectively.  For  comparing  the  

Table 4. Results comparison of first order kinetic reaction 
Parameter R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 
Y Experimental (mL/(g Ts)) 2146.25 2690.00 3251.25 3046.25 1683.75 1682.5 1463.75 
Y Predicted (mL/(g Ts)) 2274.57 2918.70 3517.95 3310.16 1804.16 1795.79 1669.53 
Ym (mL/(g Ts)) 2346.20 3122.70 3772.25 3623.08 1861.83 1848.21 1627.84 
K 0.0388 0.0303 0.0299 0.0270 0.0386 0.0390 0.0369 
R2 0.9501 0.9507 0.969 0.965 0.9473 0.9529 0.9572 
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Fig 5. Results of Gompertz model for variable 1-7 

 
performance model, the modified Gompertz model has a 
higher coefficient determination in all variables than the 
first-order kinetic reaction model. For example, in 
variable 3, which has higher results of biogas, by using 
Gompertz modified model, the value of R2 is 0.9754, 

whereas, by using the first-order kinetic reaction model, 
the value of R2 is 0.969, which is lower than Gompertz 
modified model. The first-order kinetic model results in 
every variable in this research depicted in a graph 
comparing the observed biogas data and the predicted 
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biogas data through the first-order equation. The 
comparison graph of experimental and predicted biogas 
data in variable 1 using the first-order kinetic model can 
be seen in Fig. 6. 

Fig. 6 shows that the predicted data using the first-
order kinetic model goes unidirectional, with almost the 

same values on the graph, but it does not fit well, and there 
is a slight difference between the experimental data and 
the predicted data from  the biogas yield. The coefficient 
of determination from the first-order kinetic reaction is 
lower than using the Gompertz model. The coefficient of 
determination in first-order  kinetic reaction are 0.9501,  

 
Fig 6. Results of first kinetic order for variable 1-7 
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0.9507, 0.969, 0.965, 0.9473, 0.9529, 0.9572, respectively 
for variable 1-7. Then, the biogas production rate 
constant (K) was determined as 0.03876, 0.0303, 0.0299, 
0.027, 0.0386, 0.039, 0.0369, respectively for variable 1-7. 
The highest K value is shown by variable 1. 

The first-order kinetic model shows a deviation 
between experimental and predicted data.  However, the 
value of R2 here is still at a good standard and can 
represent experimental data. The first-order kinetic 
model also provides checks and comparisons on the 
results obtained from the Gompertz model. Furthermore, 
as a result, the comparison of experimental data and 
expected data from both the Gompertz model and the 
first-order kinetic model tends to be linear. 

■ CONCLUSION 

From the data obtained in this research, it can be 
concluded that the highest biogas yield production was 
obtained by variable 3 with the comparison of 70% cow 
dung, 15% chicken manure, and 15% tofu liquid waste. 
The raw materials affect the results of biogas yield. From 
the comparison of raw material used, the addition o 
cabbage waste in variables 5-7 makes the biogas yield 
results low. It is caused by the C/N ratio in cabbage waste 
higher than 30:1, reducing the potential biogas produced. 
The results of the Gompertz modified model predicted 
that the highest biogas yield was obtained by variable 3 
with 3273.20 mL/(g Ts). The lower results predicted by 
Gompertz modified model are shown by variable 7 with 
1476.45 mL/(g Ts). Then, the highest results of biogas by 
predicted data using first-order kinetic model obtained by 
variable 3 with total biogas of 3517.95 and followed by 
variable 4 with 3310.16 mL/(g Ts). For comparing the 
performance model, the modified Gompertz model has a 
higher coefficient determination in all variables than the 
first-order kinetic reaction model. It means the best fit 
was obtained from the modified Gompertz model. 

■ REFERENCES 

[1] Budiyono, Syaichurrozi, I., and Sumardiono, S., 2014, 
Kinetic model of biogas yield production from vinasse 
at various initial pH: Comparison between modified 
Gompertz model and first-order kinetic model, Res. 
J. Appl. Sci., Eng. Technol., 7 (13), 2798–2805. 

[2] Hussien, F.M., Hamad, A.J., and Faraj, J.J., 2020, 
Impact of adding cow dung with different ratios on 
anaerobic co-digestion of waste food for biogas 
production, J. Mech. Eng. Res. Dev., 43 (7), 213–221. 

[3] Ke, L., Liu, X., Du, B., Wang, Y., Zeng, Y., and Li, 
Q., 2019, Component analysis and risk assessment 
of biogas slurry from biogas plants, Chin. J. Chem. 
Eng., In Press, Pre-proof. 

[4] Budiyono, Widiasa, I.N., Johari, S., and Sunarso, 
2010, The kinetic of biogas production rate from 
cattle manure in batch mode, Int. J. Chem. Biol. 
Eng., 3 (1), 39–44. 

[5] Forster-Carneiro, T., Pérez, M., and Romero, L.I., 
2008, Anaerobic digestion of municipal solid waste: 
Dry thermophilic performances, Bioresour. Technol., 
99 (17), 8180–8184. 

[6] Budiyono, Wicaksono, A., Rahmawan, A., Matin, 
H.H.A., Wardani, L.G.K., Kusworo, D.T., and 
Sumardiono, S., 2017, The effect of pretreatment 
using sodium hydroxide and acetic acid to biogas 
production from rice straw waste, MATEC Web. 
Conf., 101, 02011. 

[7] Uzodinma, E.O., 2015, Effect of fresh cow dung 
starter culture treatment on the onset of flammable 
and gas yield from pumpkin stalk and maize bract-
pig dung biogas systems, Niger. J. Sol. Energy, 26, 
123–128. 

[8] Kythreotou, N., Florides, G., and Tassou, S.A., 2014, 
A review of simple to scientific models for anaerobic 
digestion, Renewable Energy, 71, 701–714. 

[9] Yong, Z., Dong, Y., Zhang, X., and Tan, T., 2015, 
Anaerobic co-digestion of food waste and straw for 
biogas production, Renewable Energy, 78, 527–530. 

[10] Bhat, R.D.V., Kuipers, J.A.M., and Versteeg, G.F., 
2000, Mass transfer with complex chemical reactions 
in gas-liquid systems: Two-step reversible reactions 
with unit stoichiometric and kinetic orders, Chem. 
Eng. J., 76 (2), 127–152. 

[11] Awe, O.W., Lu, J., Wu, S., Zhao, Y., Nzihou, A., 
Lyczko, N., and Minh, D.P., 2018, Effect of oil 
content on biogas production, process performance 
and stability of food waste anaerobic digestion, 
Waste Biomass Valorization, 9 (12), 2295–2306. 



Indones. J. Chem., 2021, 21 (5), 1221 - 1230   
        
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

 

 

Fahmi Arifan et al.   
 

1230 

[12] Igoni, A.H., Ayotamuno, M.J., Eze, C.L., Ogaji, 
S.O.T., and Probert, S.D., 2008, Designs of anaerobic 
digesters for producing biogas from municipal solid-
waste, Appl. Energy, 85 (6), 430–438. 

[13] Montañés, R., Pérez, M., and Solera, R., 2014, 
Anaerobic mesophilic co-digestion of sewage sludge 
and sugar beet pulp lixiviation in batch reactors: 
Effect of pH control, Chem. Eng. J., 225, 492–499. 

[14] Olugbemide, A.D., Lajide, L., Adebayo, A., and 
Owolabi, BJ, 2016, Kinetic study of biogas 
production from raw and solid-state organosolv 
pretreated rice husk, J. Biofuels, 7 (2), 110–118. 

[15] Syaichurrozi, I., Budiyono, and Sumardiono, S., 
2013, Predicting kinetic model of biogas production 
and biodegradability organic materials: Biogas 
production from vinasse at variation of COD/N 
ratio, Bioresour. Technol., 149, 390–397. 

[16] Deepanraj, B., Sivasubramanian, V., and Jayaraj, S., 
2015, Experimental and kinetic study on anaerobic 
digestion of food waste: The effect of total solids and 
pH, J. Renewable Sustainable Energy, 7 (6), 063104. 

[17] Möller, K., and Müller, T., 2012, Effects of anaerobic 
digestion on digestate nutrient availability and crop 
growth: A review, Eng. Life Sci., 12 (3), 242–257. 

[18] Zhang, Q., Hu, J., and Lee, D.J., 2016, Biogas from 
anaerobic digestion process: Research updates, 
Renewable Energy, 98, 108–119. 

[19] Sumardiono, S., Adisukmo, G., Hanif, M., Budiyono, 
B., and Cahyono, H., 2021, Effects of pretreatment 
and ratio of solid sago waste to rumen on biogas 
production through solid-state anaerobic digestion, 
Sustainability, 13 (13), 7491. 

[20] Ramaraj, R., Unpaprom, Y., and Dussadee, N., 2016, 
Potential evaluation of biogas production and 
upgrading through algae, Int. J. New Technol. Res., 2 
(3), 128–133. 

[21] Razzak, S.A., Ali, S.A.M., Hossain, M.M., and deLasa, 
H., 2017, Biological CO2 fixation with production of 
microalgae in wastewater – A review, Renewable 
Sustainable Energy Rev., 76, 379–390. 

[22] Abdullahi, I., Isma'il, A., Musa, A.O., and Galadima, 
A., 2011, Effect of kinetic parameters on biogas 

production from local substrate using a batch 
feeding digester, Eur. J. Sci. Res., 57 (4), 626–634. 

[23] Rahmat, B., Hartoyo, T., and Sunarya, Y., 2014, 
Biogas production from tofu liquid waste on treated 
agricultural wastes, Am. J. Agric. Biol. Sci., 9 (2), 
226–231. 

[24] Bharde, N.M., Shivay, Y.S., and Singh, S., 2003, 
Effect of biogas slurry and neem oil-treated urea 
sources on rice (Oryza sativa)-wheat (Triticum 
aestivum) cropping system, Indian J. Agron., 48 (2), 
73–77. 

[25] Arifan, F., Muhammad, F., Winarni, S., Devara, 
H.R., and Hanum, L., 2018, Optimization of 
methane gas formation rate with the addition of 
EM4 starter-made from tofu liquid waste and husk 
rice waste using biogas reactor-fixed dome in 
Langensari West Ungaran, E3S Web Conf., 3, 02016. 

[26] Brandi, J., and Wilson-Wilde, L., 2013, "Standard 
Methods" in Encyclopedia of Forensic Sciences, Vol. 
3, 2nd Ed., Eds. Siegel, J.A., and Saukko. PJ, 
Academic Press, Waltham, Massachusetts, 522–527. 

[27] Prasetyo, T., Sumardiono, S., Aji, H.A., and 
Pratama, A.Y., 2017, Effect of C/N ratio and pH on 
biogas production from industrial cassava starch 
wastewater through anaerobic process, Adv. Sci. 
Lett., 23 (6), 5810–5814. 

[28] Zhai, N., Zhang, T., Yin, D., Yang, G., Wang, X., 
Ren, G., and Feng, Y., 2015, Effect of initial pH on 
anaerobic co-digestion of kitchen waste and cow 
manure, Waste Manage, 38, 126–131. 

[29] Arifan, F., Abdullah, A., and Sumardiono, S., 2021, 
Effect of organic waste addition into animal manure 
on biogas production using anaerobic digestion 
method, Int. J. Renewable Energy Dev., 10 (3), 623–
633. 

[30] Latinwo, G.K., and Agarry, S.E., 2015, Modelling 
the kinetics of biogas production from mesophilic 
anaerobic co-digestion of cow dung with plantain 
peels, Int. J. Renewable Energy Dev., 4 (1), 55–63. 

[31] Ponugoti, P.V., and Janardhanan, V.M., 2020, 
Mechanistic kinetic model for biogas dry reforming, 
Ind. Eng. Chem. Res., 59 (33), 14737–14746. 

 


	■ INTRODUCTION
	■ EXPERIMENTAL SECTION
	Materials
	Procedure
	Experimental variables
	Experimental procedure
	Experimental analysis
	Kinetic study


	■ RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	Biogas Production
	Kinetic Study

	■ CONCLUSION
	■ REFERENCES

