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A study on influencing factors of AT, experiment for the assessment
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ABSTRACT

In this study, as a tool of evaluating biological stability of landfilled waste, influencing factors of
AT, method was studied for standardizing the method. As influencing factors, initial lag time,
exchanging period of CO. absorbing agent, and interval of pressure measurement were discussed,
and also the relationship between content of dried food waste and ATy value were compared.
Considering heterogeneity of landfilled waste and statistical error range of measurement, authors
suggest that the criteria of stabilized landfill waste is 10 mg Osx/g DM by AT, method.
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[Fig. 11 AT, experiment apparatus.

[Table 11 Sample Used for AT4 Experiment

type of waste organic carbon (%) | TKN (mg/kg) pH
Dried food waste (F100) 28.3 29400 4.4
F50+C50 10.1 10010 5.8
F25+C75 8.09 3733 5.5
F10+C90 7.74 2240 6.4
F5+C95 7.09 2870 6.3
Compost (C100) 5.74 1418 7.2

* F © dried food waste, C : compost.
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[Fig. 21 AT4 value for dried food waste with or
without exchange of alkali agent.
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[Table 21 Comparison of AT4 Value with Different Ratio of Dried Food Waste

type of waste AT4 (mgO./gDM) standard deviation coefficient of variation
dried food waste (F100) 18.8 2.88 15.3 %
F50+C50 16.55 1.85 111 %
F25+C75 24.95 4.76 19.1 %
F10+C90 31.17 2.56 8.2 %
F5+C95 18.25 2.20 12.0 %
Compost (C100) 2.66 0.64 24.2 %

= coeff. of variation = (standard deviation/average) X 100
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