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Abstract

:

The positive effects of conductive material supplementation on anaerobic digestion have been mainly investigated for single synthetic substrates, while its significance for real and complex organic wastes such as food waste has not been sufficiently investigated. This study investigated the effect of conductive material (biochar and magnetite) and trace metal supplementation on the anaerobic digestion of food waste by means of biochemical methane potential assays. The results indicated that the supplementation of biochar and trace metals improved both total biogas production and methane yields. A biochar dose of 2.0 and 5.0 g/L resulted in 11.2 ± 6.5 and 27.3 ± 9.5% increase in biogas and 8.3 ± 6.8 and 33.2 ± 2.8% increase in methane yield, respectively. Moreover, the same reactors demonstrated high food waste stabilization performance of over 80% chemical oxygen demand removal efficiency. These results indicate that biochar supplementation leads to more enhanced anaerobic digestion operation that could be through increased surface area for microbial growth and/or direct interspecies electron transfer mechanism. In turn, food waste will not only be stabilized but also valorized by anaerobic digestion at higher efficiencies that support sustainable waste management through both environmentally safe disposal and value-added generation.
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1. Introduction


Sustainability calls for achieving closed-loop systems to maximize the recovery of bioenergy and bio-based materials derived from the waste at end-of-life. Therefore, waste should be considered as “renewable resources” that can be used again to generate valuable and marketable products, replacing the non-renewable fossil-based resources.



Food waste (FW) is not only a very significant environmental problem but also presents ample opportunities for valorization. About one-third of all food produced worldwide in 2011—some 1.7 billion tons/year—is lost or wasted along the food value chain [1]. This amount is comparable to the total agricultural production (for food and non-food uses), which is about 6 billion tons. In developing countries, this wastage occurs mainly in the post-harvest phase due to lack of adequate infrastructure, while in developed countries wastage occurs mainly at the retail and consumption levels due to overly constraining regulations and unsustainable consumption patterns [1,2].



The carbon footprint of wasted food is estimated to be 3.3 billion tons of CO2 equivalent [2]. Globally, the blue water footprint (i.e. the consumption of surface and groundwater resources) of food wastage is about 2.5 x 1011 m3, which is equivalent to the annual water discharge of the Volga river, or three times the volume of Lake Geneva. Finally, produced but uneaten food occupies almost 1.4 billion hectares of land; this represents close to 30 percent of the world’s agricultural land area [2].



The reduction of food wastage at all levels of value chain is the optimal approach to deal with this problem. However, there will be a significant FW generation for a quite while even with better management practices of source reduction. The landfilling of FW has been banned in most developed countries, leaving incineration as the preferred method [3]. Considering the adverse environmental impacts of the incineration and composting of FW [4,5], its valorization represents an opportunity not only to mitigate the relevant environmental impacts but also to generate value added products [6,7,8].



Anaerobic digestion (AD) of organic wastes is not only a waste management but also waste valorization technique which offers energy recovery, nutrient reclamation as well as bio-based product generation [9,10,11,12,13].



FW can originate both from the food processing industry as residue and wasted food from residential and commercial activities. It is characterized as easily biodegradable substrate with a low pH and a very high organic and moisture content. Due to the wide range of sources and types, the composition of FW is very variable both in time and space. These properties make the AD of FW a continuing challenge. Pre-treatment, co-digestion, improving reactor configurations and operational conditions (e.g. temperature, retention time, and recirculation) are the most widely investigated methods to improve the AD and thus the biogas production from FW [14,15,16]. FW contains high levels of easily degradable carbohydrates which may result in the accumulation of volatile fatty acids (VFAs) due to unbalance of the acidogenesis/acetogenesis and methanogenesis steps [3,9,15,16,17]. This leads to rapid acidification, that is one of the main causes of process failure during the AD of FW.



The problem of VFA accumulation thus rapid acidification can be overcome by the direct interspecies electron transfer (DIET) mechanism which can be facilitated by conductive material (biochar, magnetite, granular activated carbon, etc.) supplementation. DIET is a more effective mechanism for interspecies electron exchange under anaerobic conditions than interspecies electron transfer (IIET) via reduced molecules such as hydrogen and formate [18]. Conductive material (biochar, magnetite, granular activated carbon, etc.) supplementation to AD may facilitate DIET that has been considered as an alternative to indirect interspecies electron transfer (IIET) via hydrogen and formate transfer [18]. DIET is an alternative to IIET in which the electrons are transferred between the electron-donor and acceptors. DIET is a faster and more efficient electron transfer mechanism than IIET [18,19]. Moreover, the degradation of VFAs during AD is thermodynamically dependent of the concentrations of hydrogen or formate [20]. Thus, the application of conductive materials to favor DIET and thus avoid VFA accumulation during AD of high-strength and complex substrates (such as FW) could significantly elevate the existing benefits of AD. For example, it was already shown that conductive materials could enhance the syntrophic transformation of alcohols and VFA to methane through DIET by means of co-cultures of G. metallireducens and Methanosarcina barkeri [21,22] and mixed cultures [18,23]. It was indicated that while DIET is an efficient electron transfer pathway compared with IIET, its potential positive effects on AD were mainly investigated for single synthetic substrates (such as acetate, propionate, butyrate, etc.), while its significance for real and complex organic wastes such as FW was not sufficiently investigated [24,25].



Syntrophic hydrogenotrophic methanogenesis requires the synthesis of enzymes, particularly for the production of formate dehydrogenase for formate cleavage [26]. This process requires the presence of trace metals (iron, selenium, cobalt, molybdenum, nickel, tungsten, etc.) in the system. The essential metals for AD include nickel (Ni), cobalt (Co), molybdenum (Mo), iron (Fe), selenium (Se), and tungsten (W) for methanogens, and zinc (Zn), copper (Cu), and manganese (Mn) for the hydrolytic bacteria [27]. A deficiency of these essential elements may affect the functions and activities of key enzymes, and change the environmental conditions, such as the oxidative-reductive potential, for microbial growth [27], and result in digester failure, e.g., caused by excessive accumulation of VFAs and ammonia. Thus, trace metal supplementation is another approach to reduce VFA accumulation during the AD of FW since it contains low concentrations of trace metals [26,28,29].



The objective of this study was to investigate the effect of conductive material (biochar and magnetite) and trace metal supplementation on the AD performance of FW by means of biochemical methane potential (BMP) assays.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Anaerobic Seed


Anaerobic seed was obtained from the anaerobic digester of Michigan State University in East Lansing, Michigan. It was kept undisturbed at ambient temperature for starvation and solids settling. The supernatant was discarded, and the remaining sludge was used as anaerobic seed for BMP tests. The seed had a total and volatile solid (TS and VS) concentration of 33,500 ± 300 and 21,400 ± 200 mg/L, respectively. The total chemical oxygen demand (COD) concentration of the seed was measured as 8883 ± 46 mg/L (Table 1).




2.2. Food Waste


FW was collected from Central Michigan University’s (CMU) campus. It was mixed to achieve a homogenous mixture and the ingredients were blended until a slurry was formed. The slurry was refrigerated at 4 °C prior to characterization and BMP assays. Total chemical oxygen demand (COD) of food waste slurry was 62,810–91,455 mg/L, with total solids (TS) and volatile solids (VS) contents that were 77,200–118,700 and 71,500–111,900 mg/L, respectively (Table 1). The FW samples for the first and second experimental setup were collected from the resident halls and a restaurant in CMU campus, respectively. The difference in the characterization of the FW samples (Table 1) was due to different sources of collection.




2.3. Conductive Material


The biochar was made from dried wastewater biosolids (i.e., Milorganite) composed of raw waste activated sludge and anaerobically digested primary sludge at the water resource reclamation facility in Milwaukee, WI (Jones Island WRRF). The dried biosolids were pyrolyzed at 700 °C for 15 min in a rotary pyrolyzer at Norris Thermal Technologies, Tippecanoe, IN. High purity (>99.9%) synthetic magnetite fine black powder (2–4 µm) was obtained from MiniScience Inc., Clifton, NJ.




2.4. Analytical Methods


Standard methods have been followed for total solids (2540 B) and volatile solids (2540 E) [30]. Chemical oxygen demand (HACH/EPA Method 8000), total nitrogen (HACH/EPA Method 10072) and Total phosphorus (HACH/EPA Method 8190) were conducted by using Hach test kit vials (Hach, Loveland, CO, USA). During the BMP assays, biogas production in each reactor was measured by the water displacement method [31].



Biogas composition was quantified using a gas chromatography (GC) device (SRI Instruments, 310C, CA, USA) equipped with flame-ionization detector (FID) and packed column HayeSep D (Agilent, 80/100, 1/8, 2 mm) to detect CH4 content. The temperatures of the oven, injector, and detector were maintained at 150 °C. Helium was employed as a carrier gas at a constant pressure of 21 psi. All quantifications were performed in triplicates.




2.5. Biochemical Methane Potential Assays


Batch reactors with 250 mL volumes were operated to determine the anaerobic degradability and biogas production potential of the FW samples with and without conductive materials and trace metals.



The first experimental setup was run to determine the effect of biochar (20 g/L) and trace metals on the AD of FW. Four control (seed and FW) and four test (seed, FW, biochar and/or trace metals) reactors were run in triplicates (Table 2). All reactors contained 4280 mg/L anaerobic seed as VS and 6000 mg/L NaHCO3 as alkalinity source. The effect of biochar was investigated in the absence (T1 and T3) and presence (T2 and T4) of trace metals (Table 2). The trace metal solution contained 100 mg/L FeCl2; 4H2O, 20 mg/L CoCl2; 6H2O, 20 mg/L NiCl2; 6H2O, 2 mg/L CuCl2; 2H2O, 2 mg/L ZnCl2, 6 mg/L Na2MoO4; 2H2O, and 2 mg/L NaWO4; 2H2O. Two different COD concentrations were tested in the first experimental setup, namely, 4520 (C1, C2, T1, and T2) and 7264 mg/L (C3, C4, T3, and T4).



After observing the positive impact of biochar supplementation in the first setup, the second experimental setup was run to observe the effect of lower range of biochar and magnetite doses (2.0–10.0 g/L) in the presence of trace metals. Blank (seed but no FW), control (seed and FW) and six test (seed, FW, trace metals, biochar or trace metals) reactors were run in triplicates (Table 2). All reactors contained 2853 mg/L anaerobic seed as VS and 6000 mg/L NaHCO3 as alkalinity source. The effect of 2.0, 5.0, and 10.0 g/L biochar supplementation was investigated with reactors T5, T6 and T7, respectively. While, the effect of 2.0, 5.0, and 10.0 g/L magnetite supplementation was investigated with test reactors T8, T9 and T10, respectively (Table 2). All the reactors received trace metal solution identical to the first experimental setup. The COD concentration in all reactors was 7467 mg/L.



After addition of all the constituents, pH values of the reactors were adjusted to 7.1 ± 0.2 by 2 N HCl and NaOH solutions. Reactors were purged with N2 gas for 4 minutes and capped with rubber septa. Immediately after purging, the reactors were incubated in an environmental chamber at 35 ± 1°C with constant mixing at 120 rpm. The daily gas production was measured, and the gas compositions were analyzed.





3. Results and Discussion


3.1. Biogas Production


The methane (CH4) contents of the biogas produced in reactors were determined on Days 42 and 34 for the first and second experimental setups. The average methane content ranged between 41.0 ± 1.8 and 68.1 ± 0.9% (Table 3). Biogas production was observed in all reactors at different levels, which was based on initial COD concentrations as well as biochar, magnetite and trace metals supplementation (Figure 1, Figure 2 and Figure 3).



Biogas production was observed right after incubation in reactors C1–C4 and T1–T4 at a high rate for the first two days. Then, it levelled off on Day 3 for five days. This can be explained by the low initial soluble COD of the feedstock and the need for hydrolysis and consecutive biogas production from the insoluble part of the organics later [32]. Beyond Day 8, a steady biogas production was observed in C1–C4 and T1–T2 until Day 22 and in T3–T4 until Day 26 (Figure 1 and Figure 2). Then, the biogas production reduced gradually in all reactors (C1–C4 and T1–T4) for several more days and levelled off on Day 40 (Figure 1 and Figure 2).



A high initial biogas production rate was also observed for reactors C5 and T5–T10 (Figure 3). However, unlike reactors C1–C4 and T1–T4, the biogas production did not level off after this high initial rate. On the contrary, an exponential increase was observed in the biogas production rate beyond Day 8. Then the biogas production in C5 and T5–T10 was stabilized on Day 29 (Figure 3).



The total biogas production values for all reactors are depicted in Table 3. In order to evaluate the effect of different supplementations, the biogas values in test reactors were normalized relative to the control reactors that were identical to test reactors except for the supplementation of trace metals, biochar, and/or magnetite.



BMP tests are commonly used for the determination of the methane potential and biodegradability of different wastewater and waste biomass. Due to the biological nature of the assay and heterogeneity of the feedstocks, high standard deviation values up to 34% are reported [33,34]. Similarly, the normalized biogas production values obtained in this study are relatively high (up to 22.4%, Table 3). However, the results still clearly indicate the effect of different supplementations on the AD process performance. As seen from Table 3, both biochar and magnetite supplementation improved the AD of FW. 20 g/L of biochar supplementation increased the biogas production by 4.3 ± 1.0% (T3, Table 3), while the methane yield for the same reactor decreased by 3.7±5.6%. This inconsistency can be explained by experimental errors as reflected by high standard deviation values. Higher biochar doses were not investigated since biochar was reported to be inhibitory to AD at concentrations above 32 g/L [35,36]. A decrease in biochar dose to 2.0 and 5.0 g/L resulted in 11.2 ± 6.5 and 27.3 ± 9.5% increase, respectively (T5 and T6, Table 3). On the other side, the improvement observed by the supplementation of magnetite was relatively lower compared to biochar for the same doses. Namely, 5.0 and 10.0 g/L magnetite addition led to 1.2 ± 8.2 and 9.5 ± 1.8% increase in biogas production relative to control reactors, respectively (T9 and T10, Table 3).



It must be noted at this point that even though the investigated biochar and magnetite concentrations are relatively high, they are produced from agricultural and food wastes as well as forestry residues [37,38,39]. Thus, their use in these concentration ranges would not translate to prohibitively high operational costs for the AD process.




3.2. Methane Yields


Methane yield, or the volume of methane produced per mass of volatile solids, is a commonly used parameter to assess the energy generation potential of several feedstocks. Moreover, methane yield offers a unified basis to compare different feedstock due to their varying levels of solids content [39,40]. Methane yields for the reactors operated in this study were calculated and presented in Table 3. Similar to the total biogas production values, methane yield values in test reactors were also normalized relative to the control reactors (Table 3).



The methane yields of reactors supplemented with trace metals, biochar, and/or magnetite ranged between 272.9 ± 43.2–545.2 ± 36.2 mL CH4/g VS. These values are in agreement with the methane yield ranges of 160–350 and 460–530 mL CH4/g VS reported for fruit and vegetable [41,42,43,44] and household and restaurant food waste [3,40,41,45,46], respectively. Similar to the total biogas production values, biochar supplementation improved the AD of FW. Biochar dose to 2.0 and 5.0 g/L resulted in 8.3 ± 6.8 and 33.2 ± 2.8% increase, respectively (T5 and T6, Table 3). However, magnetite did not lead to a statistically significant improvement.




3.3. Anaerobic Stabilization


The AD of FW does not only serve for renewable energy generation in the form of methane but also the treatment or stabilization of FW for environmentally safe disposal. COD removal is the commonly used parameter to assess the level of treatment or stabilization of FW [15,29,43]. The AD was reported to be both an efficient technology for food waste treatment and disposal and a promising source of renewable energy [38,45,46,47]. COD removal ranged between 60.0 ± 1.0–88.0 ± 0% (Figure 4). The efficiency of COD removal during the AD of FW was reported to be 47–77% in the relevant literature [40,42,47,48,49,50]. Therefore, conductive material supplementation improved the COD removal efficiency along with biogas production and methane yield.





4. Conclusions


The supplementation of biochar and trace metals were found to favor biogas production and methane yields. Namely, a biochar dose of 2.0 and 5.0 g/L resulted in 11.2 ± 6.5 and 27.3 ± 9.5% increase in biogas and 8.3 ± 6.8 and 33.2 ± 2.8% increase in methane yield, respectively. The same reactors demonstrated high FW stabilization performance of over an 80% COD removal efficiency. These results indicate that biochar supplementation leads to improved AD operation that could be through the increased surface area for microbial growth and/or the DIET mechanism. In turn, FW will not only be stabilized but also valorized by AD at higher efficiencies that support sustainable waste management through both environmentally safe disposal and value-added generation.
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Figure 1. The effect of 20 g/L biochar supplementation on biogas production in the absence and presence of trace metals at chemical oxygen demand (COD) of 4520 mg/L. 
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Figure 2. The effect of 20 g/L biochar supplementation on biogas production in the absence and presence of trace metals at COD of 7264 mg/L. 
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Figure 3. The effect of 2.0–10.0 g/L biochar and magnetite supplementation on biogas production in the presence of trace metals at COD of 7467 mg/L. 
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Figure 4. The COD removal efficiency observed in reactors. 
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Table 1. Characterization of microalgal biomass, food waste and anaerobic seed samples.
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Parameter

	
Seed

	
Food Waste




	
First Exp. Setup

	
Second Exp. Setup






	
COD (mg/L)

	
8883 ± 46

	
91,455 ± 12,065

	
62810 ± 7710




	
TS (mg/L)

	
33,500 ± 300

	
118,700 ± 7700

	
77,200 ± 2500




	
VS (mg/L)

	
21,400 ± 200

	
111,900 ± 7200

	
71,500 ± 2700




	
Total N (mg/L)

	
265 ± 66

	
561 ± 66

	
595 ± 85




	
Total P (mg/L)

	
686 ± 140

	
464 ± 127

	
1792 ± 78




	
pH

	
8.9

	
4.2

	
6.3








Notes: COD: Chemical oxygen demand; TS: Total solids; VS: Volatile solids;.N: Nitrogen; P: Phosphorus.
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Table 2. The experimental setups and biogas production observed in reactors.
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Reactor

	
Trace Metals

	
Biochar (g/L)

	
Magnetite (g/L)






	
First Experimental Setup

	
C1

	
-

	
0

	
0




	
C2

	
+

	
0

	
0




	
T1

	
-

	
20

	
0




	
T2

	
+

	
20

	
0




	
C3

	
-

	
0

	
0




	
C4

	
+

	
0

	
0




	
T3

	
-

	
20

	
0




	
T4

	
+

	
20

	
0




	
Second Experimental Setup

	
C5

	
+

	
0

	
0




	
T5

	
+

	
2.0

	
0




	
T6

	
+

	
5.0

	
0




	
T7

	
+

	
10.0

	
0




	
T8

	
+

	
0

	
2.0




	
T9

	
+

	
0

	
5.0




	
T10

	
+

	
0

	
10.0
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Table 3. Methane yield observed in reactors.
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Reactor

	
Biogas Production

	
Methane Yield




	
Methane Content (%)

	
Volume (mL)

	
Change Relative to Control (%)

	
mL CH4/g VS

	
Change Relative to Control (%)






	
C1

	
45.6 ± 6.8

	
245.8 ± 40.0

	
-

	
293.0 ± 12.0

	
-




	
C2

	
41.0 ± 1.8

	
226.8 ± 10.2

	
-

	
238.4 ± 5.2

	
-




	
T1

	
-

	
209.2 ± 2.0

	
-12.7 ± 18.9

	
-

	
-




	
T2

	
-

	
160.9 ± 26.2

	
−29.4 ± 11.8

	
-

	
-




	
C3

	
60.8 ± 2.0

	
441.4 ± 12.6

	
-

	
372.0 ± 6.8

	
-




	
C4

	
64.0 ± 0.3

	
436.2 ± 32.6

	
-

	
386.4 ± 12.3

	
-




	
T3

	
55.6 ± 6.9

	
460.6 ± 16.3

	
4.3 ± 1.0

	
358.5 ± 21.2

	
-3.7 ± 5.6




	
T4

	
58.5 ± 0

	
400.9 ± 98.7

	
−9.3 ± 22.4

	
386.6 ± 16.8

	
0.0 ± 1.6




	
C5

	
65.5 ± 0.6

	
241.4 ± 31.0

	
-

	
408.9 ± 21.2

	
-




	
T5

	
63.7 ± 0.5

	
267 ± 23.3

	
11.2 ± 6.5

	
442.0 ± 3.4

	
8.3 ± 6.8




	
T6

	
68.1 ± 0.9

	
305.1 ± 23.2

	
27.3 ± 9.5

	
545.2 ± 36.2

	
33.2 ± 2.8




	
T7

	
61.2 ± 0.7

	
246.0 ± 19.8

	
2.5 ± 7.0

	
389.7 ± 19.4

	
−4.7 ± 0.3




	
T8

	
59.8 ± 1.1

	
181.4 ± 32.4

	
−25.3 ± 5.4

	
272.9 ± 43.2

	
−33.6 ± 10.0




	
T9

	
58.1 ± 0.9

	
246.2 ± 45.4

	
1.2 ± 8.2

	
370.0 ± 35.4

	
−9.7 ± 5.6




	
T10

	
60.2 ± 1.0

	
264.0 ± 30.8

	
9.5 ± 1.8

	
413.3 ± 24.2

	
1.0 ± 0.9












© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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