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stwirahmndrfunnihanalaenssurunissinuuune warfnwufAsermsaaunacans
Y09nsTUIUNISHARTInuTianzmunzan wWeldlunisussfiuszsezinandnifiu (Hydraulic
retention time) ka¥dNIINTLUTINNATDUYSE (Organic loading rate) dwsuldlunszuiunis
winuuuseiiles nansnaassuandliidiuiinssuiunisgessussninahnndfuninina
FrefiulszavsnmnswasiinusarUsyavsnmnistidaAdles (Chemical oxygen demand:
COoD) 1‘mawumawlsJ‘UmJmﬁmmmaanﬂuaummmwawumme Tnednsdnenining
fenininaa wavAnudufuvesduaasniivane aa,mam A9 3:2 uaz 10 gvolatile solid
(VS)/L pudnsiu lmﬂimml,maumuauauLLaumma"Lmsuammquqmmmu 3,847 mL/L uag
385 mL/g-VS AuaRU ﬁﬂiz?{'m%ﬂ’lwiuﬂWiﬁ’lé’mﬁ’l%Iaﬁqqﬁzjmwhﬁ’u 91.59% 21NN15ANEN
UfRTemnasaunamaniueanszuunsndnaiivufianngiviangan wui A1eeiiveddniinis
Faufisen (0 Aldanaunsujisordusumiedidinfu 0135 d° Tasanunsaussidu
FragAANAU wazdnsn1szuUsNansdundlawiniu 30 d uaz 0.34 gVS/Ld musdu
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Abstract

The objective of this study was to enhance methane production by anaerobic
co-digestion of vinasse and molasses in batch fermentation. Kinetic reaction of
methane production at optimum conditions was further studied in order to estimate
hydraulic retention time (HRT) and organic loading rate (OLR) for continuous
fermentation. Results revealed that the co-digestion of vinasse and molasses enhanced
methane production efficiency and chemical oxygen demand (COD) removal efficiency

in comparison to the mono-digestion of vinasse. The optimum ratio of vinasse to
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molasses and substrate concentration were 3:2 and 10 g-volatile solid (VS)/L,
respectively. The maximum cumulative methane production and methane yield of
3,847 mL/L and 385 mL/g-VS, respectively, were obtained. COD removal efficiency of
91.59% was achieved. The study on kinetic reaction of methane production at the
optimum conditions revealed that reaction rate constant (k) obtained from the first
order reaction was 0.135 d " at the estimated HRT and OLR of 30 d and 0.34 g-VS/L.d,

respectively, were obtained.
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miwﬁmLamuaaLﬁasl%lfﬂul,%aLwéwmLmuslumﬂﬂwmueimﬁuqmmummﬁﬁﬁé’qLﬁu‘[m
Fusthasailoslulssnelneg Tssnundnoniuealulssmalnediusdunsnanugaly
TagUudl 26 15991 dfMdensuansiundt 6 a1uanseiedu (Department of Altemative Energy
Development and Efficiency, 2017) n1swameniusaannszuaunisvain taneldininde
NNITVINIHARTISENT Yinindn (vinasse) Wusuauann Taenisudneniuea 1 ans
xilthnnafieanunannsyuIumMskanyszanas 14 aas (Albanez et al, 2016) fatis Tu 1
SusrihnindUszanm 86 d1udns vhlimanedieldnsendndymuduandeuitens
Antuainlssunanieniueamantl 1n1na1ainnszuIunsNanenueaidnvas iy
youmartu dasounsdifussdusznaundn flasiusenouveaswauesiusildilatiaia
wWuaudenn wazdulvgdnilen@led (chemical oxygen demand) @it 100 nSudledsofing
(Wilkie et al, 2000) ?Tuagiﬁ’umzmumimam i llssnuRdnen1ueannlssuneiissuy
Yathnngn Tilendlefanaundelaliiu 120 Sadndusedns muﬂ"]mmgmmaqﬁ’lﬁqmﬂ
Iﬁdmuqmmﬂiﬁuﬁrﬁ’mumimﬂimw@maﬁw izuuﬂﬂﬁmﬁ’lmﬂdwﬁﬁiﬁﬁuagﬁulﬂ AasyuUy
inidemensyuaunsdesuuul¥ennia (anaerobic digestion) @vorfEnsvaLes
Qauvidlunstesameansdunisluthnmndrngldaniglienmea szuutidauwuud uenan
sxtrpanAdlonluindsldug Sdlufadmud wuiademaadunanassldainssuuiiasn
e udegslsinu nsanAdlenlutinnindidrenssuiunisdesnuuliennialaesiilugad
UsgAndnine lesnnniinndrdndansuszneulundudamn wasflueaiussdusenay
(Moraes et al., 2015) Faduasnguitdudmaiasnydulnvesgdunidlunszuiumsdesuuuls
9 md (Xu et al, 2018) thnndieunszuIunstosuuulionnanuaisssndudosin
sruuttindetsBuduindn telildamnmihnsmuiasgiudeutdeseengaundon
Faudumsiiindildinelfiulssnu uenand dinndrdlngdefiddnsidrunisvoude
Tulnsiau (C/N ratio) agﬂwﬁaqﬂizmm 10-15 (Naspolini et al., 2017; Mariano et al., 2009;
Parnaudeau et al, 2008) FwninAilmunzausenszuiun1sgesnuulionia Wesin
msndunueuselulnsauiivanzauniseelutis 20-30 (Esposito et al,, 2012) WU
wilifiazreifinuszaninmvesnszuiunisteswuulionnield Aenisliisnisdessau
(co-digestion) Ingldduamsvadinduiiawsaiiinysyavsnmussnszuiunisgesuuulfonnie
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dhnsaulunszurumsuwin (Xia et al, 2012) slaeluudanisldnseuiunisgessiusening
duawmsvuianng 9 Tinguszasivaleysens wu Hreviuaidnsidmnisveuselulasiauln
ogflutiefimnzay Haeidonsansusznouidanuduiiviegdunisluduamsmiin Paeasy
ﬁ’w;mmﬁﬁfﬁ']L‘TJué’m%’Uﬁgauﬁé LLazﬁu";&JLﬁué’mmﬁéaaaawma%uw%ﬁﬁ@aéﬁu (Angelidaki
& Ellegaard, 2003)

mnmaduduansnedanisidanumunzausenisiunldlunssuaunisedes
$ufuthmnditefinyssansameinssuiunistosaatsanssunsduasnanuiainu
dosnninthmaduinguiifiesdusznoundniduthmanglesa faduuvdmdsnuddnyues
qaunidlunszuiumsgesuuuliorna uenaini mmiaadalvgSsdiadnsndunisueu
solulnsiauegluyiegeUseauna 40-60 (Parnaudeau et al.,, 2008; Lutz et al., 1998) ¥inlvin1s
tmntaauldlunssuaumsgessauiuiiningr Wunisdreusuasnsidiuansuouse
ulnsiuldogludrsiinganld niniiaaiaduduamsniitaelinszuiunsgosaais
assunidfulegnaiussans nmmennd st

i’mqﬂixmﬁwé’ﬂmmmuﬁaﬁﬁqL“ﬁlumsLﬁuﬂsxﬁwﬁmwmﬁmﬁmﬁmumﬂﬁ’]mﬂdwé’w
nsdessaufunIntInia Inefnwsnsndiusaranududuresinnindiwaznininniadi
wilnzausan1sanTmy warusyansninlunisanAdlefvesnszuiunisgeeiuulioinid
uanani ETJﬁmsﬂﬂaﬁ%&n‘mwauwamami‘mmmiwamﬁmuﬁam’;xmm:ﬁaumﬂmimam
TneldaunmsufAzendusunils (firstorder kinetic reaction) lunsvAtasiivessnrmsinfizen
() dmsuldlumsuseiiusyoziiandnifiu (hydraulic retention time; HRT) WAZENIINTLUTINN
@159Un38 (organic loading rate; OLR) (Linke, 2006) TUMEENLUUNTE U UM SN UUA DL D9
fedeyatildausailulifuuumdunafisdssavsnmuagoonuuuszuudidaining,
PnlsuRaaenIueals

AU
1. mawssuduamsuazialeqaunas

dnndildiduduamsy tiusiusamanainlsenundnieniueavasus e
WNSERAL 91179 0.01AF 9.uATAITIA Imaﬂwﬁﬂmﬂa'w%ﬁu%miuﬁ@uqmwgﬁ 4°C
rounstald nanthamaiiiiuldlunszuaumsgessiu Soamniuregunsainisinuesly
Jandafivaglan 137mﬂﬂ"lLLazmﬂﬁwmadawﬁdgﬂﬁ’mﬁmiwﬁﬁhﬁaﬁéfﬁ&ﬁ% Closed reflux
ipsviavesudsianun (Total solid; TS) wavAwesudassiveds (Volatile solid; VS) ans3s
1MSFILV09 American Public Health Association (1995) ilellunsimuannuidutuyes
Fuawsmsudulunszuiunsudn S191nnsieszsinudn mnhanatiendled A1 TS wazen
VS Wi 770.12, 719.65 uay 646.61 n3usiedns anuasu luvneiivhnndriendlen a1 TS
LagAT VS AU 135.69, 126.87 Waz 99.17 nSUADEAST HNNA6U

Lﬁ@mmauqﬁum%‘émm:wﬁwﬁmﬁﬂLﬁmwulwaﬁau‘fu (upflow anaerobic sludge
blanket; UASB) 109U3 $MwauuAuU3 1083 51199 o.1iles 2. 9euuiu TP uodmiunszunums
wandmu lnoidanzneugdunidiusiusiuanls gniwfvinuilugifugungi a°c
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founstuld wardrunisldthuniiaszsien TS wag VS muiSuinsgiuved American
Public Health Association (1995) tigl#lunissmunUsinuiaudesdunie Susulunszuaums
wiin Fsnnsiaseinui @ TS way VS mmLﬁmmzﬂau‘\;ﬁuvﬁéﬁﬁmamwm fAnvniu
139.92 way 124.89 nfusiRlanduminden mudd
2. AszuauMsKARTmuaINtnngsamAUnIna

mMsiteiutsennidu 2 msneaes nsnaesii 1 fe msAnwmavessasd
gesinIndrdeniniinnadiddenisnanin Tnen1suusiudasdiusznitainindide
MATENaRaLs 0:5, 1:4, 2:3, 3:2, 4:1 wag 5:0 TaeUSums (vA) wagldmnududusuduminiy
5 gVS/L uagnsnnaesil 2 fie nMsfnwavesmuduturesduamsniifirensudndmu Tng
AMIuUsFuANUES LR sFUaM IR 5, 10, 15 WAy 20 o VS/L waglddnmaiuiimunsauves
dhnndeninihnasinmsnaaed 1 msneaesunszuiumsnsiiuuung (batch) Tuaan
F5urn 120 mL U3assvianusindu 70 mL

Funouusn Aomsimsuduansndmiunszuiumminlaedonainnnduas
mnhanagethndy wdhuraufunusnsduwasaududuiidmualiluwunsvaaes
Ufuen pH Wiy 7.0 faearsazans NaOH 9ty Saiadeqdunisldadluindsuaue
120 mL ludnsn 1% VS @iy 0.7 ¢Vs sie 1 13n) wdiSansduamsniinienlildasiulu
vemsin Usinmsvinas 70 mL Yashiegnesuazshegiiden vinnslaenmefimdesgluvin
Feufdlulnsiauuians Woassusseniauwuulionie Wuiedrsiwiinludaluadudu e
iludinszsiandled udrFminiislifgangiives TnsTnusuasufatanmilindunn 24
Fluasaeds plunger displacement (Owen et al, 1979) f18 syringe LUUWAD wazLiu
fegnaufatanmussgadiurindsivuin 10 mL Ieeldidufvufa Fuiviivndousiunis
dudtedestuufasilva Metrufainmilivlizgninluiesgivesidudveafading
Fewe3ee Gas chromatography (GC) m1333NM5ves Pattra et al. (2008) dwsuldlunisduan
USumsuiadinuazan (Cumulative methane  production) Immﬁaguqmﬂismumwﬁﬂ
felaifiufadanmiatuuds asvinsdadviadn uwasfiusegraiminlulinssien pH
78 pH meter wagdiszsiandlenlutniingae3s Closed reflux

3. mMsfnw Uiz meaunanans

nMsfnwUiisemaaunamanfitomainiiivesdnsnisiiaufizen (0 ves
nMsuandimuianzvmzananmmeasslunszuiumminuuung Tdaunsuiazesusiu
Wil (First order reaction) fauansluaunisfl 1

T e (1)
Minax

8 Awaldvealinugean Smhelu mL/gvs

Awalsvasiny s Yaananeieg Smhedu mL/g-vs
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dlothen M., waz M Tuusiaztianatunuamadiuaunis udmdonnsimlaunis
dunseszrinsaiidwanddd (wnu Y) Weudunan W X) azilildan k Faduanuduues
AFINENNSLEAURNTS

A k il anwnsadanldmuanmen Hydraulic retention time (HRT) @lnhendu
d wde Tu) dmduldlunisesnuuunszuiunisuinuuuseiies Tnefwialdainaunisi 2
(Linke, 2006)

HRT = P, 2)
k.(1—p)

We p Ao absolute proportion VBIAT M, WIBNLIBEL AINALAUDS
finufinninegldannssuviunisuinuuudadeniedisuiuan
waldvosdinugeaniildainnszuiuniandauuung unisided
MuuaA p b3 80% n3awinfu 0.8)

WeumiA HRT Tauad amnsainaAn HRT wnld@iuianial Organic loading rate
(OLR) w0snszuiunmsuiinuuuseiies @wheodu ¢-vs/L.d) Ineldaunisi 3

OLR = S i, (3)
HRT

Mo Cp  AB Amududuvesdvainsniinunzau (ldannisnaaedy
C% = 1 I
ATTUIUNSTINLUUNE Antewlu ¢-VS/L)

NAN15398
1. mMswausEansamnsrdaiimulaeldnszurumsudniauuuulanniasendng
drnndrduninthana
1.1 wavassandrumazanudutuveduanmiifideusunsuiaiinuazay
Tunmsnnassit 1 nansvnaemuin nimwudildinnanduduansnuia
e (Ensnau 5:0) Wsseznamsiiauainuuunivimausildnisdessauiunniina
Tneufafivugnuantuluiud 5 veamavsin Tuvueivivsusidudundaufaimumelutui 1
gasmsnsin it 1A (Figure 1A) wandlidiuiminausilddhmadnluduansmaiingie
Qzilszzin (lag phase) madqaum%'éﬂfjmamﬁmumuﬂ’j'm%'wLuuﬁﬁ%’ﬂﬁaiaaﬁ'amﬁ’umﬂﬁfwma
Tagnwuin miLﬁué’mwdaummmﬂﬁ%mﬂﬁgqﬁu AnensE 4:1 Ju 3:2 vilidsuinsuia
fuazauiuiuain 1,674 10y 1,769 mU/L usileifiugnsidrmvosnininmaaindnsiau
32 w23 dmaiﬁﬂ?mmuﬁaﬁmuazaugqqmamﬁwm Fatu smsrdruvestinningse
ﬂ’lmfwmaﬁl,wwauﬁqm?jqwi’lﬁ’u 3:2 lé’fﬂ%mmuﬁ"aﬁmuazaugnﬁqmﬁ’lﬁu 1,769 mL/L
fagannslithnmndmdenimimaduduamsmsiafier @rsdn 50 uag 0:5 nud)
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Figure 1 Cumulative methane production (mL/L)

A) Experiment 1 - Effect of vinasse to molasses ratio by fixing substrate concentration of 5 g-VS/L

B) Experiment 2 — Effect of substrate concentration by fixing vinasse to molasses ratio of 3:2

mimaaw 2 masuaqmmLmumuauaLmiwwumaﬂsmml,mauLmuauam Tagla
SnsEuIeRinnawenINImamnzanannIsneassd 1 Wity 3:2 wandunwil 18
(Figure 1B) Fsaziiuldinanududuresduansniiunndieiu lildanarasverinvaqiunid
naunAnTImuY Luaamﬂwﬂmmuummmimammwumsﬂmw 1 veanswiin Tnadlewfiuans
Wuduvesduamsman 5 Wy 10 oVS/AL  dwaliusumsuiaiinuavauiiniuan 1,769
D 3,807 ml/L viorfiududssanm 22 i LL@iLﬁaLﬁmmmL‘ﬁu%usuaaé’ualmﬂﬁqmdw 10
oS/l dwmaliiusinmsufaiinuavauiivnliuiiandias nswnizes 19 widnmudildany
LTNTUVBIFUALATNYINAY 20 g-VS/L ddmaiﬁﬂ%mmuﬁaﬁmuaxauﬁﬂ"]ﬁaaﬁqmﬁﬁu 2,601

mL/L
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1.2 wavassnsrdiunazalntuduvesduamsnifidodinaldvosdny
Uszansamlunisindnandled wazen pH vasiamsin
Amaldvosdion Ustdvsamlunisidaidlen wazar pH vesiminndeain
nszuuMsWn (effluent) Wielddnsdweniinnddenmitmauayeududuresduainsm
Fumnsnaiiu T,mawmwmmuumwuﬂﬁmmLmaumuaxauqa %umwa"lmammquqmulﬂma
Famdmuudildsnsrdruseninmndrenininnawiiy 3:2 wavldaududuresduansn
WU 10 gVS/L ﬁmwalé’suaqﬁmuqaﬁqmwhﬁu 384.7 mL/gVS lunugiivsnuusiildanuidudu
YosduaaT 20 ¢VS/L Trmaldvosimusifiganiniu 130.1 mL/gVs famns1eit 1 (Table 1)

Table 1  Methane yield, COD removal efficiency, and pH of fermentation effluent

COD
Vinasse to  Substrate Methane COD (g-COD/L)
. . Removal pH of
molasses concentration yield
. . efficiency effluent
ratio (g-VS/L) (mL/g-Vs) Initial Effluent
(%)
0:5 5 258.8+4.2 5.88+0.08 2.07+£0.07 64.79+1.25 6.83+0.05
1:4 5 2855+2.4 5.82+0.09 1.69+0.04 70.96+0.32 6.96+0.07
2:3 5 328.0+2.4 5.77+0.04 1.13+£0.04 80.41+0.72 7.01+£0.07
3:2 5 353.8+2.7 5.71+0.04 0.66+0.03 88.44+0.57 7.19+0.06
4:1 5 334.8+4.3 5.65+0.10 1.03+0.06 81.77+0.81 7.15+£0.06
5:0 5 320.9+1.9 5.62+0.08 1.14+0.08 79.71+1.17 7.09+0.09
3:2 5 353.8+2.7 5.71+0.05 0.66+0.06 88.44+1.06 7.19+£0.06
3:2 10 384.7+5.2 11.42+0.06 0.96+0.07 91.59+0.65 7.08+0.08
3:2 15 203.2+1.5 16.41+0.07 8.18+0.10 50.15+0.39 5.83+0.08
3:2 20 130.1+5.8 21.80+0.10  14.79+0.13 32.15+0.31 4.80+0.09

UszanSnmlunsminadlafveduaas nIniuus SA1LANANNTUAINSRIIEILLAY
AUt uredUanIn faanslumsad 1 (Table 1) Fsfiwunludululuiiamadeatuiv
Usumsuiaiivuazay wasAmaldvesiivuy nanfe vimwusidusunsuiaivuasaunas
walduoainugs axfiuszdvBanlunsiidnddlefigenniluse Taeninwuddlisndiu
Yonhmnasemnmawiiy 32 wasldmnudiduresduamsmiviniu 10 e VS Siszdvsam
Tumsihinelefgetanvintu 91.59% uagiien pH vasimsinvdannnszuauntsvsinuiiy
7.08 afannzidunans lnefie pH geamindannssuunsunasiimfiaonndosiu
fuuszansnnlunisidna@len lnsaziulaiminuudildanududure sduamsmintu
20 ¢VS/L fiszavsawlumsindndrdledsnigauiniu 32.15 % wazdldn pH infu 4.80
Faflanzfunse
2. miﬁnmﬂﬁﬁ‘%mmqaauwamam%maqmiwamﬁmw‘/’iaqummzamﬁa
Usziliuszezinaniniuuazdnsnssussnnasduneo
A k1@1mﬂmmwmummﬂﬁfwxlaumiLaumNﬂgﬂﬁmaumwuwmmimammmuw
anmzzay Ae NslEnsdweninndrenIntaawiniy 32 warldanududuves
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]
Fuamsvivindu 10 g-VS/L 91na il 2 (Figure 2) aziiuldin aunnsufAzendusunilsannsa
IHihunednsnisiinujisevenssuiunsndadnu uazmal k anaA1Auduls laalia
R® wasaunisidunsaindu 0.901 waglde k wiiu 0.135d"

dlothen k wwnualuaunisd 2 wWenen HRT wagihan HRT waéuaamian
OLR Tneldaun1sdi 3 wuine HRT fidwaadls danindu 30 d wazdn OLR fawvindu 0.34

g-VS/L.d sudsiu
Time (d)

3 y = -0.135x + 0.953
-4 Rz = 0.901

In [(Mmax-M)/Mmax)]

Figure 2 Linear graph of first-order reaction of methane production at optimum conditions

anUsewa

nslémnihnagessaufutiiningr Tasanszesiin (lag phase) vesgdunidngunin
fnuliduas dswaliviumsufaiimuazaniasanaldvosdinugduiiodioutunslé
nndnduduawmsnaiiafe iewinniniaafiesduszneundnduinaglasafidesaais
#e Faduminsedunisinuvesydunidlunssuiunsdesiuulionmeligetu uasdu
n13¥IIeasarsusenavlunguidames LLav?\luaaﬁaﬂIuﬁwmﬂdw Faduasnguilduds
N154935Yv839aUN3Y (Xu et al, 2018) Imauamﬂmwaammﬂmmmﬂmmawmmuam
Wiy 32 Fafleufusasdmreninindseninimaidu 23 uay 1:4 wuUsinasuia
fuaraunazAwalavesdinuiinianas LLamsLm'wumm{ifzjmmwmaiuamwquwu
dwmansznusegdunislunszurunsdesuvulionnia iesanlummirmadiumnniiseq
Loy (Na)  waglnunaden (K)  anududugegluyie 1050 niusedns vilwinsly
mmimalusnsaiuigs andunsfiuszalnfeuasinumadoulunssuiuntsvsinauiia
msufanszuaunisnanuiadanwld (Fang et al, 2011) fedu Famaslénnimnaly
Snaduiingan weldifunssudinisinuresgdunislunssuiumsgosuuuliennie
FeenATeves Vrieze et al. (2015) Wsenunanislninimaduduanslunssuaunmseos
sufunnanewssnszuutidninde TnevihmsuiuuusesiiosuSouiioussrinadmsin
Adnnazneusensruuiidndndeiiowidaies fudminiildnisdossausewinanin
arneusnszuuiidadideduniniiana nan1sitenuin Sasdauesninmitmiadenin
prneusansruuIdaLdeTiurauviitu 19 dwaldsnsnisuanutaiinuiudui
67% Imﬁé’mwmimﬁmﬁaﬁmugqﬁqmvhﬁ’u 1.01 dnseednsdandnaaiu wufeaiuuide
283 Albanez et al. (2016) &slddnwnszuiunsdeswuulionmeadiendaufialelasiau lngld
nsgessausznintahnndazniniiana Snsulstudandiusazanududuilmnzay
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]
NansRRRIUIMATmatisfiulssansimweinssuaunstesuuuldene dwalisng
nsndnlelnsauuasUsyavsnmlunisdesaaeduanmgeiu Ssdmsnduveatiinindisie
MntaaTiIzaTiniy 66% sio 33% mudiy wazauiduveduaAsTI Nzl
AU 6 g-COD/L

Tusuanududuvesduamsm nuinduladvddyiidmadieusinaswiadmuazan
Amaldvasding uazUseansamlunisiidnadled Tnadleiuanudiduresduamsmain 5
Hu 10 gvs/L wuilsunasuiadmuazaunarawaldvosiimufintuge 22 war 1.1 wh
pudd esnnmsifiuaududuresduansilunsiuuain fuouliiunguaduvidiu
nszuIumstasuulionnie Avnssunisgesaatwasnanuialivuyeagiunsdaiiusyansnmn
fladtuaailudae faziuldandsyansnmlumatdaadlefveminamsidldanududy
10 ¢-VS/L ﬁﬂ'ﬂqq‘ﬁ'qm Fam13797 1 (Table 1) wiiilornududuvesduamsmiinduein 10 g
vS/L Wu 15 way 20 ¢-VS/L Usunmsuiaimuasaunasamalavesiimuliiianamiuginu
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