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A B S T R A C T

Sewage sludge management is now becoming a serious issue all over the world. Anaerobic digestion is a simple
and well-studied process capable of biologically converting the chemical energy of sewage sludge into methane-
rich biogas, as a carbon-neutral alternative to fossil fuels whilst destroying pathogens and removing odors.
Hydrolysis is the rate-limiting step because of the sewage sludge complex floc structure (such as extracellular
polymeric substances) and hard cell wall. To accelerate the rate-limiting hydrolysis and improve the efficiency of
anaerobic digestion, various pretreatment technologies have been developed. This paper presents an up-to-date
review of recent research achievements in the pretreatment technologies used for improving biogas production
including mechanical (ultrasonic, microwave, electrokinetic and high-pressure homogenization), thermal,
chemical (acidic, alkali, ozonation, Fenton and Fe(II)-activated persulfate oxidation), and biological options
(temperature-phased anaerobic digestion and microbial electrolysis cell). The effectiveness and relative worth of
each of the studied technologies are summarized and compared in terms of the resulting sludge properties, the
digester performance, the environmental benefits and the current state of real-world application. The challenge
and technical issues encountered during sludge cotreatment are discussed, and the future research needs in
promoting full-scale implementations of those approaches are proposed.

1. Introduction

Sewage sludge is increasingly produced during wastewater biologi-
cal treatment process. It contains a myriad of toxic substances such as
pathogens, heavy metals and some organic contaminants, which
creates odors and hygiene concerns. Improper use and disposal of
sewage sludge causes severe environmental impacts and health hazard
to the public. The water industry is facing unprecedented economic and
environmental constraints because of not only increasingly stringent
regulations [1] but large amounts of sewage sludge produced. The
disposal of sewage sludge is one of the expensive items in a wastewater
treatment plant (WWTP), usually accounting for up to 50% of the total
operating costs of the plant [2]. Thus, the promotion of economically
feasible treatment methods represents one of the most critical missions
for waste management authorities.

Nowadays, there have been several representative techniques for
sewage sludge disposal applied in practice, e.g. landfill, compost,
drying-incineration, anaerobic digestion, land application and recy-
cling as building materials. Amongst them, anaerobic digestion is of
great promise for sewage sludge treatment as it removes odors and
pathogens, stabilizes sludge and more importantly, produces renewable
energy in the form of methane. This can either cover part of the energy
requirements for sewage sludge treatment or, to a certain degree,
alleviate human's dependence on fossil fuels. For these reasons,
anaerobic sludge digestion reduces the capital costs of a wastewater
treatment plant (WWTP) and is deemed as an essential part of a
modern WWTP. Anaerobic digestion involves a series of steps, i.e.
hydrolysis, acidogenesis (fermentation), acetogenesis and methanogen-
esis. Many researchers in the literature agree that hydrolysis is the rate-
limiting step in sewage sludge anaerobic digestion because of the
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complex floc structure (such as extracellular polymeric substances) and
hard cell wall, leading to high retention times, low organic solids
degradation and unsatisfactory methane output [3,4]. To accelerate the
hydrolysis and enhance subsequent methane productivity, a variety of
sludge pretreatment options, such as mechanical, thermal, chemical,
biological processes or integrations of these, have been developed at
laboratory or pilot level so far with various levels of success [4–7]. If
properly designed, pretreatments can facilitate the release of intracel-
lular substances by rupturing the cell wall and make them more
accessible to subsequent microbial actions. The favorable character-
istics of pretreatment in improving microbial cell lysis, bioavailability,
organic solids degradation, methane production, mass reduction and
avoidable costs of digestate dewatering have been repeatedly docu-
mented.

In the view of the beneficial role in sludge disintegration, pretreat-
ment has gained much more concerns within scientific communities in
the past decade, inducing great progresses in both journal publications
and the field. The ScienceDirect shows that the number of publications
per year with sludge “pretreatment (pre.)” and “anaerobic digestion
(AD)” as topics increased sharply: only 36 papers published in 2000,
over 100 papers per year since 2006 and up to 609 papers in 2015, with
the corresponding percentage of “sludge pre.-AD”-based papers in all
papers related to “sludge AD” rising from 24.5% in 2000 into 43.6% in
2015 (Fig. 1). This shows the ever-growing importance of pretreatment
played in sewage sludge anaerobic digestion. Pretreatment seems have
become an indispensable step nowadays prior to anaerobic digestion of
sewage sludge. In the recent past, Carrere et al. [8,9], Pilli et al. [10,11],
Cano et al. [12], Le et al. [13], Meyer and Edwards [14], and Joo et al.
[15] have made the state of the art overview of most reported
pretreatment techniques with unique favor or emphasis so as to
evaluate the potentials and effectiveness of pretreatment in accelerat-
ing sludge anaerobic digestion.

This review is an attempt to comprehensively review and analyze
the relative worth of each pretreatment alternative in terms of principle
mechanisms, recent developments, potentials, current state of com-
mercial operations and possible benefits. Recently emerging pretreat-
ments as well as novel approaches are firstly reviewed. Furthermore,
the possible technical issues stated in several studies are summarized
to critically outline different aspects of pretreatment technologies. In
addition, a significant consideration for selecting a pretreatment
technology is economic-environmental benefit. Pretreatment has the
ability to enhance sludge reduction and methane recovery, but mean-
while leads to additional energy input and greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions. A systematic assessment of different pretreatment technol-
ogies for biogas production is quite necessary and imperative for
deciding which one would be the most suitable from an industrial

point of view. Therefore, this review will also propose a “cost-benefit
analytic method” to assess the technical availability of each pretreat-
ment method from the energetic, economic and environmental per-
spectives of view, with the aims of providing valuable guidelines for
their feasibility for further applications on a pilot- and full-scale, and
helping the industry to determine the most cost-efficient cotreatment
route to ensure the optimal sludge conversion and energy recovery.

2. Sewage sludge production and anaerobic digestion

2.1. Sewage sludge production

In biological wastewater treatment process, the part of chemical
oxygen demands (COD) removed is converted into biosolids, which
makes up sewage sludge. Sewage sludge usually represents 1−2% of the
treated wastewater volume. As per UN-Habitat's statistics [16], the
existing WWTPs in USA, for instance, generate over 6.5 million tons
dry solids (Mt DS) annually; it is estimated to be around 3.0 and 2.0 Mt
per year produced in China and Japan, respectively (Fig. 2). The figures
are naturally anticipated to increase in the near future when consider-
ing the growing applications of wastewater treatment plants in devel-
oping countries. The main disposal routes and rates are different in
different countries, heavily depending upon the economic development
level. As illustrated in Fig. 2, in developed countries such as USA the
reuse and disposal rate reaches up to 94% and it is roughly 97% in
Japan, where more than half (52%) of sewage sludge is being recycled
to produce building materials and 12% anaerobically digested for
bioenergy recovery. Comparatively, the situation of sewage sludge use
and disposal in developing countries is far beyond optimism. For
example, in China over 80% of sewage sludge is dumped improperly.
Even for landfill, the most commonly used method in China, a majority
of sludge is being disposed of directly after mechanical dewatering with
higher than 80% moisture content and very low compressive strength.
Note that for a sanitary landfill, the threshold of sludge water content is
60% from the view of safety regulations [17]. The simple disposal not
only causes the wasting of resources but also brings about a series of
secondary disasters (e.g. landslide, environmental pollution, etc.).
Sewage sludge management is highly complex and costly, representing
a stern global challenge. It is apparent that more efforts devoted to
sludge management are still urgently required in developing countries.

2.2. Basic principles of anaerobic digestion

Anaerobic digestion, as stated before, comprises several successive
biochemical processes (i.e. hydrolysis, acidogenesis, acetogenesis and
methanogenesis) involving different groups of microbes (Fig. 3)
[2,19,20]. In the first step, complex organic matters such as proteins,
polysaccharides and lipids are solubilized and hydrolyzed into simple
soluble components (e.g. amino acids, long-chain fatty acids (LCFAs),
sugars and alcohols) under the assistance of extracellular enzymes. Key
bacteria involved in hydrolytic phase include Clostridium,
Cellulomonas, Bacteroides, Succinivibrio, Prevotella, Ruminococcus,
Fibrobacter, Firmicutes, Erwinia, Acetovibrio, Microbispora, etc.
[19,21]. The hydrolyzed molecules in the second step are converted
by acidogenic (or fermentative) bacteria such as Peptoccus,
Clostridium, Lactobacillus, Geobacter, Bacteroides, Eubacterium,
Phodopseudomonas, Desulfovibrio, Desulfobacter, Sarcina, etc.
[20,22], to short-chain volatile fatty acids (VFAs) and other minor
by-products such as ammonia (NH3), H2 and CO2. During acetogenesis
process, acetogens further decompose the higher organic acids (e.g.
propionic and butyric acids) to form primarily acetic acid, and H2 via β-
oxidation; however, the conversions are only favorable thermodyna-
mically under particularly low concentrations of the reaction products
(acetate and H2) (i.e. acetate concentration: 10−4–10−1 mol/L; H2

partial pressure required for propionate: 10–6–10–4 atm; and for
butyrate: (1.0–7.0)×10–3 atm) [23,24]. Typical acetogenic bacteria

Fig. 1. ScienceDirect bibliometric study with the topics “sludge AD”, or “sludge pre.-AD”

(February 2016); sludge AD: sludge “anaerobic digestion” alone; “sludge pre.-AD”: the
combination of sludge “pretreatment” with “anaerobic digestion”.
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comprise for example Syntrophobacter, Syntrophus, Pelotomaculum,
Syntrophomonas, Syntrophothermus, Moorella, and Desulfovibrio
[21,25]. Finally, a myriad of methanogenic archaea metabolize acetate
via acetoclastic methanogenesis (CH3COOH+H2O→CH4+H2CO3, ΔG

0’

=–31 kJ/mol) with Methanosarcina and Methanosaeta as the main
microbes, as well as the mixture H2/CO2 via hydrogenotrophic
methanogenesis (CO2++4H2→CH4++2H2O, △G0′ =–136 kJ/mol)
with Methanobacterium and Methanoculleus being the main organ-
isms to produce methane [26,27]. For a long time, scientists have been
agreeing that acetate is the most preferred methanogen substrate,

producing 70% of the methane with the remaining 30% from the redox
reaction of H2 and CO2 [19]. However, the statement is being
questioned and challenged when using complex biomass such as energy
crops [28], beet silage [29], or maize silage [30] as the feedstocks, in
which researchers discovered the predominance of hydrogenotrophic
methanogens over acetoclastic methanogens for methane evolution.

2.3. Special features of sewage sludge and “high difficulty with
digestion”

Sewage sludge floc is a multiphase medium, and constitutes the vast
majority of components including microbial aggregates, filamentous
bacterial strains, organic and inorganic particles, extracellular poly-
meric substances (EPS) and large amount of water [32] (Table 1). The
composition of sewage sludge varies, depending upon the type and
original components of the raw wastewater. EPS, originating from the
microbial activity (secretion and cell lysis) and/or from the wastewater
itself, i.e. from the adsorption of organic matter (e.g. cellulose, humic
acids, etc.), are the major constituent of sludge organic fraction [33],
mainly composed of proteins (PN), polysaccharides (PS), nucleic acids,
humic substances, lipids, etc. Depending on the spatial distribution
within sludge floc matrixes, EPS are usually divided into three
categories: slime EPS (S-EPS), loosely bound EPS (LB-EPS) and tightly
bound EPS (TB-EPS). S-EPS are evenly distributed in the aqueous
phase and LB-EPS extend from TB-EPS and are characterized by a
highly porous and dispersible structure; comparatively, TB-EPS adhere
to the surface of the bacterial cells inside the sludge flocs [34,35]. The
presence of these three-dimensional, gel-like and negatively charged
biopolymers govern the surface physicochemical properties of sludge
matrixes [36]. EPS provide the protective shielding and prevent the cell
rupture and lysis, thereby influencing sludge functional integrity,
strength, flocculation, dewaterability and even biodegradability.
Besides the protection from EPS, microbial cells themselves possess a
hard cell envelope composed of glycan strands crosslinked by peptide
that presents physical and chemical barriers to direct anaerobic
digestion. In consequence, the sewage sludge with high EPS and cells
content has the stiff structure and will be more difficult to hydrolyze

Fig. 2. Estimated sewage sludge production as per the statistics of UN-Habitat [16] and the situation of sewage sludge use and disposal in USA (“U.S. Wastewater Treatment Factsheet.”
Pub. No. CSS04-14, 2015), China [18] and Japan (Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism, Japan), etc.

Fig. 3. Proposed metabolic pathway for methane production from sewage sludge
anaerobic digestion (modified from Mu and Chen [31].

G. Zhen et al. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 69 (2017) 559–577

561



and digest. This explains the low overall volatile solids (VS) destruction
efficiency (30−50%) of raw sludge in conventional mesophilic anaero-
bic digesters even at very long retention time of 20−30 d [2].

3. Pretreatment of sewage sludge to improve anaerobic
biodegradability

The complex microstructure and components make sewage sludge
especially difficult to hydrolyze. Owing to the high resistance of sludge
to biodegradation, pretreatments are often adopted before undergoing
anaerobic digestion. The main goal of pretreatment is to disrupt EPS
matrix and cell wall and to make the available nutrients accessible to
microbes thus speeding up the conversion of organic solids and
methane productivity. In this section, five approaches including
mechanical, thermal, chemical, biological as well as several combina-
tion of different processes are briefly reviewed.

3.1. Mechanical pretreatment

3.1.1. Ultrasonic pretreatment
Ultrasonication is a well-established mechanical technology for

sludge disintegration. Ultrasound waves cause the periodical compres-
sion and rarefaction when propagating through the medium [37,38]
(Fig. 4a). The microbubbles formed during this process violently
collapse within a few microseconds after reaching a critical size,
inducing the occurrence of cavitation. The sudden and violent collapse
leads to extreme conditions (a local temperature of around 5000 K and
a pressure above 500 bars) [39] and initiates powerful hydro-mechan-
ical shear forces and highly reactive radicals (H· and ·OH). Both the
hydro-mechanical shear forces and the oxidizing effect of H· and ·OH
contribute to the break-up of sludge flocs and the liberation of
intercellular material. In comparison, hydro-mechanical shear forces
nonetheless is stronger in sludge rupture than radicals. More detailed
descriptions of the method are provided in Pilli et al. [10] and Le et al.
[13].

Low-frequency (20−40 kHz) ultrasound, first applied in lab-scale
cell lysis study in the 1960s, has been frequently adopted on lab, pilot
and full-scale level to sludge disintegration [40,41] (Table 2). Martín
et al. [42] reported that ultrasonication effectively improved anaerobic
digestion of sewage sludge. Methane yield of sewage sludge after
ultrasonication pretreatment increased from 88 to 172 mL STP/g VS,
increasing by around 95%. The biodegradability of pretreated sewage
sludge reached 81% in VS, which gave a maximum OLR of 4.1 kg VS/
m3 d and a methane production rate of 1270 L STP/m3 d. Sludge
solubilization efficiency relies on specific energy (SE) input
( JSE = , /kg TSP ×t

V × TS
US ) [43]. For complete disaggregation of sludge flocs

around 80 kJ/L is required, while for the damage and death of the
released free cells, higher levels need to be applied [44]. The threshold
of specific energy usually reported in literature is between 1000 and
16,000 kJ/kg TS [8,9]. For instance, Feng et al. [43] investigated the
effect of ultrasound the physical-chemical characteristics of sludge and
confirmed that a SE of 1000 kJ/kg TS may be the optimal energy for
improving sludge settleability while for sludge disintegration and
solubilization, a SE dose >5000 kJ/kg TS should be poised. Further
increase in the applied SE to 26,000 kJ/kg TS contributes more to the
destruction of sludge flocs and the transformation of insoluble organics
into soluble form, but it exhausts much higher energy. In order to
reduce energy consumption, in the case of Chu et al. [39], they used
‘‘weak’’ ultrasonic pretreatment at 20 kHz and 0.33 W/mL for 20 min
to enhance waste activated sludge anaerobic digestion, which affected a
104% increase in ultimate methane yield from 143 to 292 g CH4/kg DS.
Notwithstanding less efficient release of insolubles into the suspension,
insufficient ultrasound dose allows the organics to be more easily
attacked by the hydrolyzed enzyme. It is worth noting that for a given
specific energy, higher power was more efficient than a longer treat-
ment time but lower power [45]. It is reported that ultrawave system
has at least 20 full-scale and 17 pilot-scale installations for the
pretreatment of sludge, mostly in Germany. These ultrasound installa-
tions may result in a 15−35% increase in volatile solids destruction and
a 15−35% increase in biogas production [46].

Besides the use in sewage sludge anaerobic digestion, ultrasound
also has been used for enhancing sludge dewaterability [47,48]. For
example, Feng and co-workers [49] found that the optimal specific
energy to give maximal dewaterability characteristics was 800 kJ/kg
TS, which generated sludge with optimal EPS concentration
(400−500 mg/L) and particle size distribution (80−90 microm dia-
meter).

3.1.2. Microwave irradiation
Like ultrasonication, microwave (MW) irradiation is considered as

a popular alternative to the conditional heating (CH) technology. In the
electromagnetic spectrum, MW irradiation operates in wavelengths of
1 mm−1 m with corresponding oscillation frequencies 0.3−300 GHz
[37,66]. In industry, a shorter frequency either close to 900 MHz or at
2450 MHz is often adopted [68]. Damages to sludge cells with MW
irradiation may occur in two ways (Fig. 4b): (i) thermal effect that is
generated through the rotation of dipoles under oscillating electro-
magnetic fields, which heats the intracellular liquor to boiling point and
brings out the break-up of bacterial cells [69]; and (ii) athermal effect
that is induced by the changing dipole orientation of polar molecules,
giving rise to the possible breakage of hydrogen bonds and unfolding
and denaturing of complex biological molecules [70], which kills

Table 1
Basic characteristics of different sludge types: primary, activated, mesophilic anaerobically digested and thermophilic anaerobically digested sludge (adopted from [36]).

Parameters Primary sludge Activated sludge Mesophilic Thermophilic

VSS/SS 0.77 ± 0.07 0.75 ± 0.05 0.60 ± 0.02 0.67 ± 0.11
Proteins (mg/g SS) 140 ± 6 346 ± 111 248 ± 12 155 ± 62
Polysaccharides (mg/g SS) 198 ± 93 101 ± 35 70 ± 5 78 ± 10
Humics (mg/g SS) 80 ± 55 58 ± 35 112 ± 108 188 ± 92
Total EPS (mg/g SS) 75 ± 55 130 ± 65 78 ± 49 41 ± 9
EPS proteins (mg/g SS) 33 ± 9 76 ± 32 40 ± 7 20 ± 12
EPS polysaccharides (mg/g SS) 5.0 ± 2.3 11.9 ± 4.5 6.5 ± 2.0 5.9 ± 1.3
EPS humics (mg/g SS) 36 ± 46 42 ± 39 31 ± 44 15 ± 5
Fe (mg/L) 71 ± 71 212 ± 172 202 ± 53 158 ± 91
Ca (mg/L) 235 ± 215 362 ± 575 801 ± 792 139 ± 167
EPS surface charge (meq/g SS) 0.18 ± 0.24 0.33 ± 0.29 0.21 ± 0.23 0.08 ± 0.05
Zeta-potential (mV) −35 −29.6 ± 8.5 −30.7 ± 10.5 −26.5 ± 4.4
Sludge surface charge (meq/g SS) 0.21 0.13 ± 0.07 0.17 ± 0.12 0.17 ± 0.18
Floc size (μm) 53 125 ± 109 51 ± 21 57 ± 11
Shear sensitivity kSS 0.125 0.062 ± 0.049 0.244 ± 0.016 0.418 ± 0.337
Surface area CS (m2/g SS) 21.8 15.6 ± 8.6 66.3 −
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microorganisms at lower temperatures.
Previous investigations have verified that MW irradiation is applic-

able in sewage sludge disintegration before anaerobic digestion with
high efficiency [71,72] (Table 2). Appels et al. [55] studied the influence
of microwave pre-treatment on sludge solubilization and pilot scale
semi-continuous anaerobic digestion and they found that microwave
pre-treatment resulted in an effective solubilization of the organic
matter in the sludge and a 50% increase in biogas production. Beszedes
et al. [73] concluded that MW pretreatment of food industrial sewage
sludge resulted in 3.1-fold higher solubility and 1.7-fold increased
biogas production. Ahn et al. [74] reported that the solubilization
degree (SCOD/TCOD) of sludge increased from 2% (control) to 22%
and the biochemical acidogenic potentials increased from 3.58 to
4.77 g COD/L after MW pretreatment (2450 MHz, 700 W for
15 min). Applying MW irradiation (175 ◦C) to pretreat sewage sludge,
Eskicioglu et al. [75] observed 35 ± 1% and 31 ± 6% improvement in
solubilization degree and biogas production, respectively. The intensive
MW irradiation leads to the rapid disruption of EPS and simultaneous
lysis of residue cells of sludge.

Nevertheless, there are conflicting conclusions on the athermal
effect of MW irradiation in the literature. Eskicioglu et al. [65]
pretreated WAS by MW and CH under identical heating profiles to
study the athermal effect of MW; the results indicated that although
MW athermal effect did not exert discernable effect on the COD
solubilization, it substantially upgraded the mesophilic anaerobic
biodegradability of activated sludge and biogas production. In contrast
to this study, Mehdizadeh et al. [76] compared the influence of MW
(2.45 GHz, 1200 W) and CH pretreatments to dewatered sludge
solubilization and anaerobic digestion. It is reported that heating
method (CH versus MW) had no statistically significant effect (p
>0.05) on biosolids solubilization and methane production. There was
no pattern of microwave heated digesters showing enhanced perfor-

mance over conventionally heated digesters due to the athermal effect.
This creates the need for more efforts to determine whether and/or to
what extent the athermal effect influences sludge physicochemical
characteristics as well as biodegradability.

In addition to the improvement in methane recovery pretreatment
with microwaves can also effectively destruct the pathogen present in
sludge. A work conducted by Hong et al. [77], for instance, reported
≥2.66 log removal of fecal coliforms that was achieved by the anaerobic
digester fed with irradiated sludge with 2450 MHz microwaves.
Likewise, Kuglarz et al. [78] confirmed that single microwave pretreat-
ment resulted in 50% reduction of C. perfringens while the quantity of
C. perfringens present in the digested sludge without MW pretreat-
ment was almost the same as in raw sludge. Additionally, several lines
of evidences also confirmed the favorable potential of MW irradiation
in improving dewaterability of digested sludge [75,79].

3.1.3. Electrokinetic disintegration
Electrokinetic disintegration (or pulsed electric field) is one of the

high-voltage electric field methods [80]. During disintegration process,
the charges created by the high-voltage field induce the sudden
disruption of rigid sludge flocs and cellular membranes, thereby
making the nutrients easily available to the fermenting bacteria
(Table 2). Lee and Rittmann [61] achieved 110–460% increase in
soluble compounds (NH3-N, VFAs, sugar, and protein) after electro-
kinetic treatment at a specific energy input of ~34 kWh/m3, which
provoked 33% and 18% increase in CH4 production and TCOD
removal, respectively, in an anaerobic CSTR with a SRT of 20 d. In
particular, the electrokinetic treatment saved 40% digester size with a
CH4 conversion of 0.23 g CH4-COD/g COD. According to Choi et al.
[58], electrokinetic disintegration of activated sludge resulted in 4.5
times increase in SCOD/TCOD ratio and 2.5 times higher biogas
production at 19 kV, 110 Hz for 1.5 s

Fig. 4. Configurations of ultrasonication [10] (a), microwave irradiation [63,64] (b), electrokinetic disintegration (the BioCrack module, http://www.engineered-to-work.com/web/
infomaterialien/biocrack_bga_ka_en.pdf) (c) and high-pressure homogenizer (HPH) (the MicroSludge™ module) [65] (d).
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Electrokinetic disintegration, as a newly developed sludge pretreat-
ment technology, has been implemented extensively in industry. For
example, a full-scale installation in a WWTP sludge digestion has been
described by Rittmann et al. [59]. Electrokinetic pretreatment of 63%
of the input waste sludge increased biogas production by over 40% and
reduced the biosolids requiring disposal by 30%. They further esti-
mated that for a plant treating 76,000 m3/d of wastewater (380 m3-
sludge/d), electrokinetic treatment generated an annual economic

benefit of approximately $540,000 net of electricity and other operat-
ing and maintenance costs. Most recently, Chiavola et al. [81] applied
the electrokinetic disintegration in a full-scale WWTP for sludge
reduction. The electro-kinetic disintegration was able to drastically
reduce the amount of biological sludge produced by the plant, without
affecting its treatment efficiency, which gave rise to a considerable net
cost saving for the company. In another full-scale implementation at
the Northwest Water Reclamation Plant (NWWRP) in Mesa, Ariz., it

Table 2
Summary of typical studies of mechanical pretreatments on sludge solubilization and subsequent anaerobic digestion.

Type of sludge Pretreatment Anaerobic digestion References

Conditions Effects Conditions Performances

(a) Ultrasonication
Activated sludge (35.5 ± 0.7 g TS/L) 3380 kJ/kg TS DDCOD: 21% TPAD-BMP assay (55 °C→35 °C) >+42% methane production,

+13% VS removal
[50]

Secondary sludge (31.4 g TS/L) 20 kHz, 750 W,
5742 kJ/kg TS

Increase of SCOD/
TCOD from 0.02 to 0.10

Batch, 35 °C, 30 d +16.9% VS removal,+7.89
×10−6 kWh/g energy output,
1.0 energy ratio

[51]

Activated sludge (23 g TS/L) 24 kHz, 300 W,
~5000 kJ/kg
TS

DDCOD: 9% Semi-continuous, 37◦C, HRT 20 d, 80 d +35% methane yield, 0.86
energy ratio

[52]

Mixed sludge (132 ± 1 g TS/kg) 150 W, 45 min Increase of TOC:
81.5%, increase of TN:
50.0%

Batch, 35 °C, OLR 0.9 ± 0.1 kg VS/m3 d +95% methane yield [42]

Thickened sludge (43.6 g TS/kg) 100 W, 8 min,
96 kJ/kg TS

Increase of SCOD:
1741%

Semi-continuous, 37 °C, HRT 20 d, 67 d +27% biogas production [7]

(b) Microwave
Activated sludge (14.2 ± 0.7 g TS/kg) 14,000 kJ/kg

TS
Increase of SCOD/
TCOD from 2% to 21%

Batch, 35 °C, 35 d +570.7% biogas production [53]

Dairy activated sludge (11.66 g TS/L) 2450 MHz, 900
W, 12 min,
1814 kJ/L

Increase of SCOD: 19% Semi-continuous, 37 °C, SRT 15 d, 170 d +57% biogas production,
+64% VS removal

[54]

Thickened sludge (43.6 g TS/kg) 2.45 GHz, 800
W, 1 min,
96 kJ/kg TS

Increase of SCOD:
117%

Semi-continuous, 37 °C, HRT 20 d, 67 d + 20%biogas production [7]

Activated sludge (40.8 g TS/kg) 800 W,
3.5 min,
336 kJ/kg TS

Increase of SCOD:
214%

Semi-continuous, 37 °C, SRT 20 d, 42 d +50% biogas production,
+66.6% DS removal

[55]

Thickened sludge 1250 W,
2450 MHz,
100% intensity

Increase of SCOD/
TCOD from 0.06 to 0.2

Semi-continuous TPAD +106% biogas production, the
maximum VS removal:
53.1%, eliminating pathogens
and enhancing sludge
dewaterability

[56]

(c) Electrokinetic disintegration
Activated sludge 10 kWh/m3 Increase of SCOD/

TCOD to 10%, increase
of SCOD from 20 to
>1000 mg/L

Batch, 25–30 d +100% methane production [57]

Activated sludge 19 kV, 110 Hz,
1.5 s

Increase of SCOD/
TCOD: 4.5 times,
increase of exocelluar
polymers: 6.5 times

Batch, 35 °C, 20–30 d +2.5 times higher biogas
production

[58]

Mixed sludge Increase of SCOD:
160%, increase of DOC:
120%

Full-scale WWTP +40% biogas production,
biosolids requiring disposal
reduced by 30%

[59]

Primary sludge 33 kWh/m3 Accumulation of acetate
increased by 2.6-fold

MEC, anode potential: −0.3 V vs Ag/AgCl +2.4-fold current density
(~3.1 A/m2)

[60]

Activated sludge ~34 kWh/m3 Increase of SCOD:
220%

CSTRs, 37 ± 1 °C, SRT 20 d +33% methane production,
+18% TCOD removal, –40%
digester size

[61]

(d) High-pressure homogenization (HPH)
Mixed sludge 12,000 psi,

0.009 g NaOH/
g TS

SCOD/TCOD: > 4.0 2TPAD, SRT 14 d, OLR 1.24 ± 0.05 g VS/L d 0.61–1.32 L CH4/L d
methane production, 43–64%
VS removal, pathogen
removal, net energy output

[62]

Sewage sludge (23 g TS/L) 50 MPa, 2
cycles

SCOD: 2167 mg/L,
DDCOD: 7.7%

Batch, 35 °C, 7 d +115% biogas production,
+41.17% VS removal,
+61.89% TCOD removal

[63]

Concentrated sludge (40 g/L) 150 bar, flow
rate 2.7 m3/h

Full-scale, 36–38 °C +30% biogas production,
+23% sludge reduction

[64]

DDCOD: sludge disintegration degree (DD =COD
SCODpre. − SCOD0

TCOD − SCOD0
); SCOD: soluble chemical oxygen demand; TCOD: total chemical oxygen demand; TPAD: temperature-phased anaerobic

digestion; BMP: biochemical methane potential; HRT: hydraulic retention time; OLR: organic loading rate; WWTP: wastewater treatment plant; MEC: microbial electrochemical cell.
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similarly confirmed the net positive economic benefit as a result of the
energy offsets from the increase in biogas (60%) and reduction in bio-
solids disposal (40%) [46]. Besides, German Vogelsang is one of the
representative electrokinetic disintegration device producers (called as
“BioCrack module”). The BioCrack module is composed of a system of
pipes with alongside electrodes that applied a voltage of around
30−100 kV (Fig. 4c). The company claims that the application of
BioCrack module to pretreat sludge increases biogas yields by up to
20% at poised power 35 W per module while offering roughly 30%
downstream energy savings (pumping, mixing, etc).

3.1.4. High-pressure homogenization
The major principle of high-pressure homogenization (HPH) relies

on abrupt pressure gradient, high turbulence, cavitation as well as
strong shearing forces, which are aroused under strong depressuriza-
tion of highly compressed sludge suspensions (up to 900 bar) [8]
(Fig. 4d). During this process, sludge flocs break and cell membrane
ruptures releasing the intracellular substances. Hence, HPH can bring
improvement in sludge disintegration and biodegradation perfor-
mance.

There are many lab-scale investigations or full-scale demonstra-
tions nowadays reporting the effect of HPH pretreatment on sludge
solubilization and biogas production (Table 2). Zhang et al. [82]
investigated the effects of homogenization pressure (20–80 MPa) and
homogenization cycle (1−4) on sludge solubilization. The increase of
homogenization pressure from 20 to 80 MPa or homogenization cycle
from 1 to 4 was favorable to sludge solubilization. HPH treatment at
30 MPa with one homogenization cycle for the sludge sample with a TS
of 2.48% was the most energy-efficient. Rai et al. [83] also observed
that sludge DDCOD increased to 4.5%, 10.7% and 12.5% at 200, 300
and 400 bar treatments, respectively; however, there was no further
improvement for higher homogenization pressure. In a lab-scale semi-
continuous experiment, Wahidunnabi et al. [62] compared two-phased
anaerobic digestion (2PAD) with HPH pretreatment (HPH++2PAD) to
conventional anaerobic digestion (i.e. single-stage (control) and 2PAD)
of municipal sludge. Homogenizing pressure was found as the most
significant factor (p <0.05) affecting solubilization of particulate COD
and biopolymers in sludge. At 12,000 psi and 0.009 g NaOH/g TS,
HPH++2PAD system achieved the maximum methane production
(0.61–1.32 L CH4/L digester-d) and VS removals (43–64%), as well
as significant pathogen removals and positive energy balance. HPH
option is characterized by easy operation, low investment, and high
energy-efficiency and accordingly has been in high popularity in large-
scale implementations over the past years. In a demonstration project
as described by Onyeche [64], a modified homogenizer at 150 bar with
flow rate of 2.7 m3/h was employed to pretreat concentrated sludge;
the results indicated about 23% sludge reduction with more than 30%
increased biogas production, leading to enormous savings in sludge
disposal costs. Besides, Rabinowitz and Stephenson [67] applied a
patented MicroSludge™ unit in a demonstration project in Los Angeles
WWTP in October 2005. The process uses chemical pre-treatment to
weaken cell membranes and a HPH to burst the cells.

3.2. Thermal hydrolysis

Thermal hydrolysis (TH) is a well-established and commercially
implemented pretreatment technology that, originally used to enhance
sludge dewaterability [84,85], has been extensively studied in an effort
to improve digestibility of sewage sludge (Table 3). Some of these
efforts have been well documented recently in detail [86,87]. The
performance of the TH process heavily relies upon treatment tempera-
ture and time used. In the early 1990s, Li and Noike [88] investigated
the effect of TH temperature (62–175 °C) and time (15–60 min) on the
biological degradation of waste activated sludge in batch and contin-
uous experiments. They observed that sludge solubilization increased
with increasing temperature and the TH effect impacted more on

carbohydrates and proteins than on lipids. For an anaerobic sludge
treatment system comprised of TH, the optimal temperature for TH
was 170 °C under treatment time of 30–60 min, reducing SRT by 5 d
and increasing biogas production. No inhibitory effect appeared at the
temperature studied. Hereafter, TH pretreatment of sludge has in-
creasingly drawn the attention of environmental researchers at large.
Carrère and co-workers [89] applied TH process (60–210 °C) to
pretreat six different waste sludges and found that sludge solubilization
increased with treatment temperature up to 190 °C. In the studied
temperature range, biodegradability enhancement or methane produc-
tion increase by thermal hydrolysis showed a function of sludge COD
solubilization. Further increasing TH temperature (i.e. to 210 °C)
reversely weakened biodegradability. They attributed this to the
formation of recalcitrant compounds in the Maillard reactions, i.e.
melanoidins (high-molecular-weight heterogeneous polymers) which
are particularly difficult to degrade and even inhibit the biodegradation
of other organics [90]. They further concluded that thermal treatment
time had less impact on sludge solubilization in comparison with
temperature. Sludge solubilization did not seem to be different even if
its treatment was longer (4 h vs. 30 min). On contrary, if temperatures
are not high enough, hours to several days of heating period may be
required [91]. Kinnunen et al. [92] investigated the effect of thermal
pretreatments on the solubility and methane production of nine paper
biosludge (2 h at 80 °C, 20 min at 105 °C, 121 °C, or 134 °C). Thermal
pretreatments at 105–134 °C increased biosludge solubility and en-
hanced the BMP by 39–88% while pretreatment at 80 °C did not affect
the final BMP; in continuous mesophilic anaerobic process, thermal
pretreatment at 121 °C increased methane yield by 77% (138 NL CH4/
kg VS), shortening HRT to 10 d (OLR 2.2 kg VS/m3 d), while the
digestion of the untreated biosludge failed with 10-d HRT due to slow
hydrolysis. Shorter HRT enables smaller reactor size, decreasing
energy consumption. In the case of Climent et al. [90], they documen-
ted that the TH time for secondary sludge when pretreated at 70 °C
reached up to 9 h. In another study coupling TH with mesophilic
anaerobic digestion, Xue et al. [93] noted that in contrast to low-
temperature TH (60–90 °C), high-temperature TH (120–160 °C) ac-
celerated the digestion rate and increased the biogas yield of high solid
sludge while simultaneously reducing SRT from 18 to 20 to 12–14 d. In
consequence, most of the studies in literature agree that the optimal
conditions for TH pretreatment are temperatures of 160–180 °C and
time in the range 30–60 min [88,94]. The major benefits of TH
pretreatment include pathogens destruction, odor removal, reduction
of sludge volume, improved dewaterability with subsequent enhance-
ment of sludge handling as well as positive energy balance [9,95].

Owing to the inherent advantages, several kinds of full-scale TH
processes such as CambiTHP™ and Biothelys® have been commercia-
lized world-wild. The main operating parameters are 150–165 °C, 20–
30 min, 8–9 bar for CAMBI, and 165 °C, 30 min, 9 bar for BIOTHELYS
[87,96]. Fig. 5 illustrates the TH flow diagrams of CambiTHP™ and
Biothelys®. The CambiTHP™ is a proven and reliable process that has
been used in projects around the world since 1995. The main merits of
this patented technology, as provided in Cambi homepage, include: (i)
increased sludge bio-degradability and biogas production, (ii) signifi-
cant sludge cake volume reduction, (iii) 2–3 times increase in digester
capacity, (iv) eliminated foaming problems, (v) improved sludge
dewaterability (up to 40% dry solids after being dewatered) and (vi)
pathogen-free bio-solids (class A) with no regrowth or reactivation of
bacteria. The performances of CambiTHP™ process installed in several
countries are given on the web site http://www.cambi.com/References.
With 51 plants worldwide ranging from 1200 to 135,000 t DS/year
committed to the CambiTHP™ process, and 19 countries adopting
CambiTHP™ process. The Biothelys® TH process was originally
developed by Veolia in the late 1990s. A number of full-scale
Biothelys® TH plants with throughputs of between 1000 and 32,000 t
DS/year were built in France, Italy, UK, etc., from 2006 to 2013, which
fully demonstrated the capabilities and reliability of the process [96].
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The Biothelys® TH process offers better performance relative to the
conventional anaerobic digestion system, such as 25–35% less dry
matter, 30–50% more biogas production, no odors, safe agricultural
reuse, etc. (for more detail see http://technomaps.
veoliawatertechnologies.com/biothelys/en/references.htm).

3.3. Chemical pretreatment

Chemical pretreatment employs strong reagents to deform the cell
wall and membrane, favoring the availability of sludge organic matter
for enzymatic attacks. The major reagents employed in the literature
include acids, alkali and oxidants (ozonation and peroxidation).

3.3.1. Acidic and alkali pretreatment
Acidic and alkali pretreatment have shown of great promise in

biomass solubilization because of their multiple advantages, e.g. a
simple device, ease of operation, high methane conversion efficiency
and low cost [4]. Acidic hydrolysis is performed using acids such as
HCl, H2SO4, H3PO4 and HNO3 while alkali pretreatment usually
employs several alkaline solutions, inducing NaOH, KOH, Ca(OH)2,
Mg(OH)2, CaO and ammonia. The addition of acid or base avoids the
necessity of high temperature and thus can be operated at ambient or
moderate temperatures [2]. The effectiveness of acidic or alkali
pretreatment may vary with the types and characteristics of the studied
substrates because of their distinct affinity to organic components.
Acidic pretreatment is indicated to be more effective for lignocellulosic
biomass. The main reaction that occurs in this process is the hydrolysis
of hemicellulose, which releases the monomeric sugars and soluble
oligomers from cell wall matrix into the hydrolysate thereby improving
the enzymatic digestibility [114]. The method offers good performance
in hemicellulose removal but hardly has impact on lignin hydrolysis,
and the lignin condensates and precipitates. Besides, it may induce the
formation of toxic by-products, such as furfural and hydroxymethyl
furfural (HMF), strong inhibitors to microbial fermentation [114].
Other drawbacks associated with acidic method includes great toxicity
and strong corrosivity because of extremely low levels of pH, therefore
special materials are required for the reactor construction. For
instance, for a 14.3% increase in methane yield of waste activated
sludge, pH as low as 2 was required [100] (Table 3). Hence, in order to
solve the above problem, the integration of acidic-thermal pretreat-
ment has been presented in the literature, e.g. Neyens et al. [115] with
thickened sewage sludge, Nielsen et al. [116] with waste activated
sludge as well as Takashima and Tanaka [101] with anaerobically
digested sludge.

Alkali pretreatment is comparatively suitable for lignin breakdown.
The basic principles of the alkali hydrolysis are based on solvation and
saponification [117], which induce depolymerization and cleavage of
lignin-carbohydrate linkages [8] accordingly rendering the un-easily
biodegradable substances more accessible to the extracellular enzyme.
In addition, it solubilizes the xylan hemicellulose by saponifying the
intermolecular ester bonds (e.g. acetyl and uronic acid substitutions,
etc.) [114], though to a less degree than acidic pretreatment. Alkali
method gains higher popularity in sludge disintegration before being
sent to the digesters when considering its unique benefits in providing
additional alkalinity that increases the buffer capacity of systems,
specific methanogenic activity and process stability. Table 3 lists the
pretreatment conditions and performance improvements in methane
production, and the results are relatively encouraging. Amongst the
alkaline reagents, NaOH is the most effective in sludge solubilization
and enhancing biogas production, with a ranking of efficacy being
(NaOH>KOH>Mg(OH)2 and Ca(OH)2) [118,119]. Lin et al. [103]
studied the NaOH pretreatment of pulp and paper sludge (8 g NaOH/
100 g TS) and reported an 83% increased methane productivity.
However, results tend to underline that the alkali-pretreated sludge
with overloading NaOH is not compatible with anaerobic biological
digestion [9,105,120]. Too high dose of Na+ might interfere with theT
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metabolic pathway of anaerobic microflora and deteriorate methane
output [4,105]. Moreover, Penaud et al. [121] attributed the limitation
to the formation of refractory molecules as a consequence of pH
modifications. Other drawbacks of single alkali hydrolysis include
necessity of treated sludge re-neutralization (also for acidic pretreat-
ment) [2], increased mineral content of digested sludge [9], etc.

Of late, alkali pretreatment has been combined with other sludge
disintegration methods such as ultrasound [122], microwave [123],
thermal [102], HPH [124] and electrolysis [4], with the purpose of
reducing alkali consumption and maximizing methane recovery. In
addition, alkali conditions (especially pH 10) have also exhibited
particularly high attractiveness in promoting sludge fermentation and
production of short-chain fatty acids (SCFA), which can be recovered as
the organic reactants necessary for biological nutrient removal (BNR)
in WWTPs [125–127].

3.3.2. Ozonation
Of the oxidation techniques which have been referred to in the

literature, ozonation is the most widely used peroxidation process. It
can damage the cell membrane, disintegrate the zoogloea structure and
has been successfully put into practice in excess sludge solubilization
and reduction [128,129], as well as recirculation of valuable products
for improved biological nutrients removal (BNR) in the activated
sludge process [130]. In a nitrifying sequencing batch reactor operated
in alternating anoxic/aerobic conditions, Dytczak et al. [131] recorded
a 14.7% decrease in sludge production and up to 60% improvement in
denitrification rate when a pre-ozonation of 0.08 mg O3/mg TSS was
applied. Nie et al. [132] even achieved a zero sludge production system
with an ozone dose of 0.1 g O3/g SS.

Ozonation has been also combined with anaerobic sludge digestion
to bypass the hydrolysis step and upgrade biogas production [107,133]
(Table 3). Sludge solubilization efficiency is dose-dependent and
linearly correlates with the amount of applied ozone in a moderate
range [133]. On the other hand, the efficiency of the ozonation process
is closely related to both the mass transfer and reaction kinetics of
ozone. Kinetic reactions taking place between dissolved ozone and
sludge mixed liquor have a lower average rate and as a consequence, in
spite of the increase in applied zone dose, it is not possible to observe

an ever-increasing COD solubilization [134]. Moreover, too high ozone
dose could cause the partial or even complete mineralization of the
liberated cellular materials, impacting ultimate methane productivity
[9]. The optimal dose of ozone for sludge solubilization varies from
0.05 to 0.5 g O3/g TS [135], depending on the characteristics of sludge
and the pretreatment conditions employed. In addition, sludge ozona-
tion is energy-intensive because it requires high energy for ozone
production (12.5 kWh/kg O3), transfer to the sludge (2.5 kWh/kg O3)
and energy consumption to produce liquid oxygen (0.5 kWh/Nm3 O2)
[136]. In order to achieve high performances for reducing the costs
involved in sludge ozonation, Chu et al. [137] developed a microbubble
ozonation process; sludge solubilization efficiency rose from 15–30%
for the bubble contactor to 25–40% at ozone doses of 0.06–0.16 g O3/g
TSS, with ozone utilization improving from 72% to 99%. The applica-
tion of microbubble ozonation accelerates the formation of hydroxyl
radicals and speeds up sludge solubilization, thus reducing the impact
of high capital requirements. Principles, advantages, drawbacks as well
as cost and energy aspects of ozonation process have been described by
Chu et al. [130].

Several ozone systems for sludge solubilization and reduction are
commercially available, such as (i) Aspal SLUDGE™ (Air Liquide) that
offers high solid content of excess sludge, improved dewaterability and
low energy consumption; and (ii) Praxair® Lyso™ (Praxair Technology,
Inc.) that allows up to 80% sludge reduction, 75% reduction in ozone
use, as well as an improvement in the settling and dewatering
characteristics of sludge.

3.3.3. Fenton oxidation
Another well-established oxidation technology is Fenton process,

which involves reactions of hydrogen peroxide (H2O2) with catalyst
iron ions (Fe2+) to produce highly active hydroxyl radicals (·OH).
Hydroxyl radicals have a higher oxidation potential of+2.80 V (in acidic
conditions) than hydrogen peroxide (+1.36 V) and ozone (+2.07 V)
[11,85] and are particularly effective for the disintegration of sludge
EPS and the cell lysis of microorganisms, resulting in the release of
both intracellular materials and bound water. In this context, Fenton
oxidation has been intensively applied for enhancing sludge dewatering
[138–141].

Fig. 5. Thermal hydrolysis process flow diagram: CambiTHP™ (a) and Biothelys® (b).
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Additional to its application in sludge dewatering, Fenton process
enhances biogas production and minimizes sludge weight that needs to
be disposed of (Table 3). The effectiveness of this process depends on
several variables, namely reagents concentrations (H2O2 and Fe2+),
Fe2+/H2O2 ratio, treatment time as well as initial pH and temperature
[85,142]. Dewil et al. [143] proved the effect of Fenton oxidation using
50 g H2O2/kg DS and 0.07 g Fe2+/g H2O2 at pH 3. This pretreatment
improved SCOD by roughly 5.0 times, with 75% higher biogas
production over the control. Recently, Pilli et al. [113] treated
secondary sludge with 60 g H2O2/kg TS, 0.07 g Fe2+/g H2O2 and pH
3, at which they noticed 15% increase in methane yield (from 430 to
496 m3 CH4/Mg VSdegraded), 3.1 times increase in net energy as well as
considerably reduced GHG emissions (0.128 Mg CO2/Mg).
Furthermore, Sahinkaya et al. [112] investigated and compared the
efficiency of conventional Fenton (Fe2+/g H2O2, CFP) and Fenton-type
(Fe°/g H2O2, FTP) processes in sludge disintegration and enhancement
of anaerobic biodegradability, and stated that CFP was a more effective
process because of using catalyst ferrous iron (Fe2+) in the dissolved
form. Under the optimal conditions of 4 g Fe2+/°/kg TS, 40 g H2O2/kg
TS and pH 3 within 1 h oxidation period, CFP and FTP enhanced
methane production by 26.9% and 38.0% respectively, relative to the
untreated reactor. Also, 10% improvement in methane production was
found by Zhou et al. [111] with 50 mg H2O2/g TS, 7 mg Fe/g TS and
pH 2.0 for 30 min; in this case, the researchers applied indigenous iron
in sludge as the catalyst. For more detail of Fenton oxidation in
enhancing anaerobic sludge digestion, the reader is referred to Pilli
et al. [11]. A major drawback for Fenton reagent is the necessity of low
pH values (pH <4.0) [2,144] to avoid hydrolysis and precipitation of
Fe3+ [138]; moreover, treated sludge needs neutralization before
digestion. Apart from this, excess H2O2 or Fe

2+ dose may also scavenge
hydroxyl radicals, lowering the concentration of •OH radicals.

3.3.4. Fe(II)-activated persulfate oxidation
Fe(II)-activated persulfate (Fe(II)-S2O8

2–) oxidation is a newly
emerging sludge pretreatment technology that was launched firstly by
Zhen et al. [35,145] in 2012 to condition and enhance waste sludge
dewatering. Persulfate (S2O8

2–) can be activated by heat, UV light or
transition metals (Men+) to generate sulfate free radicals (SO4

−·) which
are extremely strong oxidants (redox potential 2.60 V). Under the
optimal conditions of 1.5 mmol Fe(II)/g VSS, 1.2 mmol S2O8

2–/g VSS
and pH 3.0–8.5, this process eliminated capillary suction time (CST) by
up to 88.8% within only 1 min. They attributed this to the powerful
oxidation and the attack of SO4

−· to EPS and bacterial cells. The SO4
−·

destroyed the particular functional groups of fluorescing substances
(i.e. aromatic protein-, tryptophan protein-, humic- and fulvic-like
substances) in EPS and caused cleavage of linkages in the polymeric
backbone and simultaneous destruction of bacterial cells, resulting in
the release of EPS-bound water, intracellular materials and water of
hydration inside the cells, and subsequent enhancement of dewater-
ability [35].

Afterwards, Zhen and co-workers further investigated the synergis-
tic effect of Fe(II)-S2O8

2– oxidation in combination with mild-tem-
perature thermal treatment [146] as well as with electrolysis [147].
Compared to hydroxyl radicals, sulfate radicals own higher oxidation
potentials at a wider pH range (3.0–8.5) and are more selective for
oxidation at acidic conditions and as a consequence, can be a more
cost-effective and alternative approach for improving dewaterability
and increasing sludge dry weight from process engineering. Due to the
superior features and good performances, Fe(II)-S2O8

2– oxidation has
been attracting unprecedented attention most recently [148–152].
Zero valent iron (Fe°) can also be used as the catalyst in this process
[149,153], but its performance may be not comparable to Fe(II) since
Fe0 needs to dissolve before reaction with S2O8

2–. Unlike in dewater-
ing, to date the literature relation to the application of Fe(II)-S2O8

2–

oxidation in anaerobic sludge digestion is still very scare [154].
Additional research is thus required.

3.4. Biological pretreatment

3.4.1. Temperature phased anaerobic digestion (TPAD)
Biological pretreatment comprises the approaches such as, but not

limited to, enzymatic hydrolysis, pre-digestion, as well as the use of
fungi or bio-surfactants. Pre-digestion, e.g. temperature phased anae-
robic digestion (TPAD) which combines a thermophilic pretreatment
unit prior to mesophilic anaerobic digestion (AD), is an effective
strategy. The combination of both temperature regimes in TPAD
promotes the hydrolysis of feedstocks and acidogenesis in thermophilic
range and ensures higher syntrophic acetogenesis and methanogenesis
in the subsequent mesophilic stage [155]. As a result, this technology
possesses several advantages over single-stage mesophilic digestion
process, including higher methane production, better solids destruc-
tion, use of low-quality thermal energy, low energy input [156], and
sterilization of pathogens [157,158]. There have been a majority of
studies evaluating TPAD systems so far. Bolzonella et al. [159] reported
the highest specific methane yield of 370 mL/g VSadded in TPAD (70 °C,
HRT 2–3 d, and 37 °C), 30−50% higher than the mesophilic and
thermophilic single-stage tests. Skiadas et al. [160] noted a VS
destruction with TPAD system (70 °C, HRT 2 d and 55 °C) of 55%
and 43% for primary and secondary sludge respectively, increasing by
43% and 6% than those achieved in the single-stage thermophilic
(55 °C) anaerobic digestion. Ge et al. [161] optimized thermophilic
pretreatment conditions (temperature, pH and retention time) to
improve overall degradability in TPAD and obtained methane produc-
tion of up to 300 mL/g VSadded (HRT 14 d, 35 °C) after thermophilic
pretreatment at 1–2 d, pH 6–7 and 65 °C. Besides increasing methane
production (0.62 L/g VS), TPAD (55 °C, HRT 3 d, and 35 °C, 15 d)
helped obtain Class A biosolids with faecal coliform 103 MPN/g TS, and
Salmonella spp. 1 MPN/4 g TS [162].

In addition, TPAD has been also integrated with other pretreatment
methods such as microwave [56], ultrasound [50] prior to thermophilic
phase, or ozonation between thermophilic and mesophilic stage [163].
A recent study carried out by Coelho et al. [56] established 10 semi-
continuous reactors to test the influence of MW pretreatment, phase
separation, digestion temperature and SRT on process performance
(Fig. 6). Microwaving coupled with staged digestion enhanced solids
destruction, upgraded biogas production, shortened HRT, eliminated
pathogens indicators completely, and/or improved dewaterability of
digestate. Despite the promising perspectives outlined above, it should
be noted that, TPAD process is still in its infancy. Works related to
parameter optimization, analysis of energy balance, especially system
upscaling, etc. [155], needs to be further conducted before considering
its large scale operations. Attention should be also paid to the
composition and functional diversity of resident bacterial communities
involved in TPAD process, aiming to provide biokinetic parameters for
design and optimization of the digesters [164].

3.4.2. Microbial electrolysis cell (MEC)
Microbial electrolysis cell (MEC) that is modified from microbial

fuel cell (MFC), is a recent emerging technique for methane production
via electromethanogenesis. In a MEC process, exoelectrogenic bacteria
in anode consume organic matters anaerobically while releasing
electrons to the anode and protons into solution; with a small voltage
input, the electrochemically active microorganisms (i.e. electrotrophs)
in cathode [165] can accept electrons transferring to cathode through
the external circuit [166–168], or alternatively use cathodic H2 as
electron carriers to drive methane formation [169–172]. Moreover, it
has been demonstrated that the integration of MEC with anaerobic
digesters (or called “bioelectrochemical reactor, BER”) can substan-
tially enhance the production of methane and system stability [173–
175], and even remediate AD systems that exhibit process failure
[176]. Very recently, several technical attempts have been conducted to
couple MEC with AD systems for methane production; indeed, the
relatively positive results have been achieved. Sasaki et al. [177]
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configured a bioelectrochemical reactor (BER) containing carbon fiber
fabric (CFF) (BER+CFF) for methane fermentation of thickened
sewage sludge. Biogas production in BER+CFF was 3.57 L/L d at
HRT of 4 d, increasing by 3.3 times when compared with the control
(0.83 L/L d). In a single-chamber MEC fed with sewage sludge, Guo
et al. [178] investigated bioelectrochemical enhancement in hydrogen
and methane production. 1.7–5.2 and 11.4–13.6-fold increment in
hydrogen and methane production were noticed at 1.4 and 1.8 V,
respectively. Likewise, Liu et al. [179] reported that with the stimula-
tion of microbial electrolysis (ME), methane production rate was
enhanced to 91.8 g CH4/m

3-reactor d in ME-AD reactor, improving
the rate by 3 times compared to the control conditions (30.6 g CH4/m

3

reactor d in AD). In addition to methane, MEC has been also
introduced into bioelectrocatalytic reduction of CO2 towards the
production of other commodities such as formate, acetate [180,181],
bioalcohols [182], etc. Regarding the external power supply, besides
the commonly used DC power, other alternative power sources such as
solar and wind can be also used in this unique anaerobic system, via
which both solar/wind and bioenergy is stored simultaneously.

In spite of the promising perspectives outlined above, unlike the
other forms of biological processes, there are still many critical
challenges associated with MEC-based option that need to be ad-
dressed, including slow start-up, pH issues, electrode corrosion/
deterioration, high ohmic loss and high overpotentials [174].
Moreover, the performances of this system may differ greatly due to
the variations in cells configuration, electrode materials, inoculum
sources, substrate compositions and operational conditions. All of
these factors have discounted the repeatability and reliability of
experimental results, which ultimately restricts the commercial im-
plementation and even up-scaling of this system. Thus, how to virtually
use the MEC for real-world application remains a vital challenge.
Additionally, though there is a general recognition for electron transfer
mechanisms occurring between bacterial cells and electrodes [183–
187], a more detailed exploration in microbial community dynamics as
well as syntrophic interactions between fermenting bacteria and
electroactive bacteria (e.g. exoelectrogens in anode and electrotrophs
in cathode) is yet to be performed.

4. Challenges and future perspectives

Anaerobic digestion holds the numerous potential as a substantial
approach to harvest bio-methane from sewage sludge. A number of
pretreatments as mentioned before have been proposed to enhance this
process. At present, mechanical, thermal and chemical pretreatments

have been intensively investigated. There are a few patented technol-
ogies that have been applied in practical sludge treatment:
CambiTHP™, Biothelys® (TH), Biosonator (ultrasonication), Aspal
SLUDGE™, Praxair® Lyso™ (microwave), BioCrack (electrokinetic
disintegration), MicroSludge™, and Cellruptor (HPH) (Table 4).
However, the work on biological techniques (TPAD, MEC) are not
exhaustive and have still been undergoing lab-scale experiments
(Fig. 7a-b). System up-scaling is extremely necessary in order to make
the biological processes practically applicable for industrial applica-
tions. Besides, to maximize resources recovery from sewage sludge, the
digestate has been post-treated to produce value-added byproducts (i.e.
struvite (MgNH4PO4·6H2O) by chemical precipitation [188] (Fig. 7d),
or pyrochar and activated carbon via pyrolysis (Fig. 7e) [189]). A recent
work also reported the successful struvite crystallization through MEC
process, with 20–40% of phosphorus recovery [190]. To our knowl-
edge, up to now no researches have investigated the feasibility of
adopting MEC to harvest struvite from the digestate liquor. MEC can
also be employed to reduce CO2 to CH4 by means of electromethano-
genesis [168,169,172], and digestate-derived pyrochar to adsorb the
volatile toxic contaminants in biogas, i.e. siloxanes, for biogas purifica-
tion [2] (Fig. 7c).

Furthermore, pretreatments have the potential to enhance methane
productivity, however it does not always strictly speaking. An early
work carried out by Climent et al. [90], for instance, has ever claimed
that an increment in organic matter solubilization cannot be directly
related to an enhancement of the anaerobic digestion of sludge in terms
of biogas production. The findings were supported subsequently by
Kim et al. [191] with alkali-ultrasonication and Zhen et al. [4] using
electrical-alkali process. Likewise, in another separate study, Appels
et al. [192] also noticed that soluble organics (SCOD, soluble carbohy-
drates and soluble proteins) have not influence on the BMP in the
observed region. Concomitant liberation of unwanted substances (i.e.
biorefractory components [193], excess ammonia [194]) impairs the
system stability, inhibiting methane conversion. The opposite observa-
tions reflect that for an objective assessment of pretreatment effective-
ness, in addition to the commonly used disintegration degree reflected
by DDCOD, other parameters such as the feature of pretreatment
methods provided, the chemical compositions of liberated soluble
organics as well as the microbial communities of inoculums added
(i.e. methanogenesis activity), have to be considered [4] (Fig. 7a-b).

In addition, a systematic assessment of different pretreatment
options is quite necessary for deciding which one would be the most
suitable from an industrial point of view. Making a comparison,
however, is a very hard task since multiple influencing factors should

Fig. 6. Schematic diagram of ten digester configurations and the corresponding performances at total SRT 5 d: VS removal (%) and biogas production (L/kg VSremoved) (A: acidogenic
thermophilic reactor, M: mesophilic reactor, and T: thermophilic reactor) (further modified from Coelho et al. [52]).
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be considered (Table 4). The technical feasibility of one method is
dependent upon not only the degree of sludge disintegration and
methane conversion efficiency, but energetic and environmental ben-
efits. Besides to increase methane conversion efficiency, pretreatment
can also affect the energy required for anaerobic digestion, dewatering,
transportation, and ultimate disposal (landfill, incineration, compost,
or land application) as well as corresponding GHG emissions [98].
Unfortunately, until yet most of previous studies dealing with sludge
pretreatment have mainly focused on the former with hardly consider-
ing energetic and environmental issues [12,51,55,59,113]. To simplify
the evaluation procedure, researcher often ignore some factors such as
dewatering, etc., which are also important costs for the WWTP and
could influence the final outcome [7]. The lack of standardization when
reporting on the effectiveness of digestion systems remains a huge
barrier to meaningful comparison across the literature. The recent
works conducted by Pilli and co-workers [51,98,113] proposed an
approach to evaluate the effectiveness of pretreatment methods. This
calculation involves the energy input for pretreatment, anaerobic
digestion, dewatering of the digestate, transporting the dewatered

solids from the WWTP to the disposal site and during final disposal
(Fig. 7f). They estimated the energy balance of various individual
pretreatment processes, e.g. thermal pretreatment (+840 kWh/Mg TDS
at 134–140 °C and 3.4 bar for 30 min) [98], Fenton pre-treatment
(+285 kWh/Mg TDS at pH 3, 60 g H2O2/kg TS and 0.07 g Fe2+/g H2O2

for 1 h) [113] and ultrasonication (+7.89 kWh/Mg TDS at 750 W and
20 kHz for 15 min) [51].

The general parametric values considered for the calculations are
summarized in Table 5. An example was also given in this study to
evaluate the mass-energy balance and GHG emissions in the integrated
process of thermal pretreatment (CambiTHP™), mesophilic digestion
and land application. In this scenario, assume land application site is
50 km away from the WWTP on the basis of the actual distance
between agriculture lands and industries [113,195]. The vehicles used
for digested sludge transport are 3 axle semi-trailer with a loading
capacity of 14.1 t and fuel efficiency of 35 L of diesel/100 km [195].
The emission coefficients of GHG relative to sludge transport and
subsequent land application are estimated according to the actual
scenarios from existing facilities [98,195–197]. The corresponding

Table 4
Summary of the advantages and disadvantages of different pretreatment methods (further modified from [9,12,26,37,200]).

Pretreatment Mechanisms Controlling
parameters

Advantages Disadvantages Commercial
technologies

(a) Mechanical
Ultrasonication Cavitation (hydro-mechanical shear

forces, oxidizing effect)
Power input,
exposure time

Increased methane yield,
effective in the degradation of
cellular wastes, low operational
cost, easy maintenance

High energy demand, unsuitable
for lignocelluloses, probes require
replacement every 1.5–2 years

Biosonator, Sonix, Iwe.
Tec, Smart DMS,
Sonolyzer, Hiescher

Microwave Thermal effect (heat intracellular
liquor), athermal effect (break up
hydrogen bonds, etc.)

Power input,
frequency,
exposure time

Quick and uniform heating,
increased methane yield,
pathogen removal, ease of
control

High energy demand, scalability,
limited to microbial cell-based
substrates

Aspal SLUDGE™,
Praxair® Lyso™

Electrokinetic
disintegration

High-voltage field Voltage, frequency,
exposure time

Increased biogas production,
economic benefits

High energy demand, complex
equipment, complex operation
and maintenance

BioCrack, OpenCEL,
PowerMod

HPH Turbulence, cavitation, shearing
forces

Pressure, exposure
time, cycle

Easy operation, low cost,
increased methane yield,
popularity on large scale

High energy demand, complex
operation and maintenance

MicroSludge™, Crown,
Cellruptor

(b) Thermal Heating in the range of 100~ °C Temperature,
exposure time,
pressure

Increased methane yield,
sanitation, odor removal,
sludge reduction, improved
dewaterability

High energy demand and capital
cost, risk of recalcitrant
compounds formation, release of
ammonia

CambiTHP™,
Biothelys®, Exelys,
Turbotec, Lysotherm,
Biorefinex

(c) Chemical
Acidic Hydrolysis of hemicellulose Dose, exposure

time
Increased methane yield,
simple device, easy operation,
low cost, effective for
lignocellulosic biomass

Chemical cost, corrosion, special
materials for reactor construction,
neutralization before digestion

Alkali Solvation, saphonication Dose, exposure
time

Increased methane yield,
simple device, easy operation,
low cost, suitable for lignin
breakdown

Chemical cost, corrosion, special
materials for reactor construction,
toxicity of Na+, risk of recalcitrant
compounds formation,
neutralization before digestion

Ozonation Formation of hydroxyl radicals, etc. Dose, exposure
time

Increased methane yield,
pathogens removal, sludge
reduction, flexible operation

High energy demand, risk of the
liberated cellular materials
mineralization, increased polymer
demand for dewatering

Full-scale operations in
excess sludge reduction
of WWTP

Fenton Hydroxyl radicals Dose, Fe2+/H2O2

ratio, exposure
time, pH

Increased methane yield,
simple device, easy operation,
low energy demand

Chemical cost, low pH (~3.0),
chemical contamination, risk of
scavenging hydroxyl radicals

Fe(II)-activated
persulfate

Sulfate free radicals Dose, exposure
time, pH

Simple device, easy operation,
highly improved
dewaterability, wide pH range

Chemical cost, chemical
contamination, limited data in
anaerobic digestion

(d) Biological
TPAD Hydrolysis and acidogenesis in

thermophilic stage, acetogenesis
and methanogenesis in mesophilic
stage

Thermophilic
temperature, HRT

Increased methane yield,
better solids destruction, use of
low-quality thermal energy,
low energy demand,
sterilization of pathogens

Limited data in parameter
optimization, analysis of energy
balance and system up-scaling

MEC Electromethanogenesis
(electrohydrogenesis)

Voltage, pH,
temperature

Increased methane yield,
purification of biogas,
improved process stability

Slow start-up, pH issues, high
ohmic loss and overpotentials,
highly affected by cells design,
electrode materials, etc.

Pilot-scale in
wastewater treatment
[201,202]
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computation results are demonstrated in Fig. 8. The resultant informa-
tion would help the industry to determine the performance of one
cotreatment route for achieving the optimal sludge conversion and
energy recovery as well as the minimum GHG emissions. The emerging
approach shows a potential to alleviate such problem (i.e. the lack of
standard cost-benefit optimization tool), but further researches are still
required to confirm their real potentials. Besides, it is important to
admit that for the same pretreatment option, the performance may
vary considerably with sludge characteristics, pretreatment conditions,
and anaerobic digestion process parameters, increasing the difficulty in
comparison. Even worse is that nowadays, the active attempts in the
combination of different pretreatment processes, such as alkaline-
ultrasound [1], electrical-alkali [4], ultrasound-ozonation [198], micro-
wave-H2O2 [199], thermal-NaOH [120], etc., make the comparison
more difficult. Other factors that will impact the evaluation results
include the operation skill of operator, the maintenance frequency of
devices, the local circumstance of labor, land price, the market for
renewable energy exchange, etc., in real world scenario. Apparently, for
a reliable comparison, supplementary information (e.g. “standard cost-
benefit optimization tool”) are urgently needed to evaluate such
technologies from the energetic, economic and environmental perspec-
tives of view (Fig. 7f).

5. Conclusions

Slow hydrolysis remains a vital constraint on harvest and utilization
of chemical energy from sewage sludge. Various disintegration meth-
ods have been explored to accelerate the sludge hydrolysis rate and
boost the efficiency of anaerobic digestion. Pretreatments can degrade
the three-dimensional polymeric backbone (i.e. EPS) and break up
rigid cell wall, resulting in the release of intracellular materials whilst
enhancing or altering subsequent digester performance. Of the com-
monly reported approaches, mechanical, thermal and chemical pro-
cesses have been frequently studied simultaneously with a number of
patented technologies being commercially implemented; whereas up to
now the research on biological techniques (e.g. TPAD, MEC) is not
exhaustive, and more investigations have to been performed to push
forward the application of such options from bench experiments to real
world sludge treatment. Also there is a potential that the increased
solubilization by pretreatment does not conduce to enhanced digestion
efficiency, due to the formation and/or introduction of undesired
compounds. Further research is needed to clarify clearly the liquor
components variations of waste sludge caused by pretreatment (in
particular the chemical compositions and biodegradability of each

Fig. 7. Process flowchart of the sludge processing steps.

Table 5
General parameters used in mass-energy balance and GHG emissions.

Parameters Values References

Volume of sludge to be
treated

100,000 m3/d

Step (i): pretreatment
Sludge temperature 12 °C [195]
Influent DS

concentrations
15%

VS (% of DS) 75% [203]
Specific gravity 1.023
Pretreatment conditions 150–165 °C, 20–30 min, 8–9 bar CambiTHP™
Specific heat of sludge 4200 kJ/m3 °C [204]
CO2 emission due to

energy utilization
530 g CO2/kWh [98]

Step (ii): anaerobic
digestion

Mesophilic 35 °C
SRT 20 d
Energy consumed for

mixing
0.005 kW/m3, 20 min mixing/h [205]

VS removal control 55%
VS removal pretreated ~65% CambiTHP™
CH4 yield 0.67 m3 CH4/kg VS degraded [203]
Heating value of CH4 35.8 MJ/m3 CH4 [206]
CO2 emission during CH4

combustion
1964 g/m3 CH4

Heat loss during
operation

150.84 kJ/d m3 [207]

Step (iii): dewatering
Energy consumed for

dewatering
101.4 kWh/103 kg DS [197]

DS content control 20–25% CambiTHP™
DS content pretreated 40% CambiTHP™
Step (iv): transportation
Distance (WWTP→land

application site)
50 km [195]

Diesel consumed for
transportation

35 L/100 km (3 axle semi-trailer
vehicles), 14.1 t of capacity

[195]

CO2 emission 2730 g CO2/L-diesel [195]
CH4 emission 12 × 10–2 g CH4/L-diesel [195]
N2O emission 8 × 10–2 g N2O/L-diesel [195]
Step (v): land application
Energy consumed for land

application
351.68×10–3 kWh/kg DS [208]

CO2 emission 17.20 g CO2/kg DS [98,196,197]
CH4 emission 3.18 g CH4/kg DS
N2O emission 30 g CO2/kg DS

Note: the heat trapping potential of CH4 and N2O are about 21 and 310 times of CO2 on a
per molecule basis, respectively [195].
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portion) as well as the resulting impact on digestion kinetics. More
importantly, there is a lack of “standard cost-benefit optimization tool”
to assess the technical availability of each pretreatment method from
the energetic, economic and environmental perspectives of view,
limiting a reliable comparison across the literature. The necessity to
establish such standardization should become a vital research issue in
the future so as to help the industry to determine the most cost-efficient
cotreatment route to ensure the optimal sludge conversion and energy
recovery. Besides, several substitutable techniques, such as electro-
methanogenesis and pyrochar adsorption to enrich biogas, and micro-
bial electrosynthesis to recover nitrogen and phosphorous from
digestate liquor, are also proposed.

Acknowledgements

The first author of this paper was supported by the postdoctoral
fellowship (ID No. PU 14016) of the Japan Society for the Promotion of
Science, Japan. The second author was supported by the postdoctoral
fellowship (ID No.: P 16352) of the Japan Society for the Promotion of

Science.

References

[1] Park ND, Helle SS, Thring RW. Combined alkaline and ultrasound pre-treatment
of thickened pulp mill waste activated sludge for improved anaerobic digestion.
Biomass Bioenergy 2012;46:750–6.

[2] Appels L, Baeyens J, Degreve J, Dewil R. Principles and potential of the anaerobic
digestion of waste-activated sludge. Prog Energy Combust 2008;34:755–81.

[3] Abelleira-Pereira JM, Perez-Elvira SI, Sanchez-Oneto J, de la Cruz R, Portela JR,
Nebot E. Enhancement of methane production in mesophilic anaerobic digestion
of secondary sewage sludge by advanced thermal hydrolysis pretreatment. Water
Res 2015;71:330–40.

[4] Zhen GY, Lu XQ, Li YY, Zhao YC. Combined electrical-alkali pretreatment to
increase the anaerobic hydrolysis rate of waste activated sludge during anaerobic
digestion. Appl Energy 2014;128:93–102.

[5] Kinnunen V, Yla-Outinen A, Rintala J. Mesophilic anaerobic digestion of pulp and
paper industry biosludgeelong-term reactor performance and effects of thermal
pretreatment. Water Res 2015;87:105–11.

[6] Kim DH, Jeong E, Oh SE, Shin HS. Combined (alkaline+ultrasonic) pretreatment
effect on sewage sludge disintegration. Water Res 2010;44:3093–100.

[7] Houtmeyers S, Degreve J, Willems K, Dewil R, Appels L. Comparing the influence
of low power ultrasonic and microwave pre-treatments on the solubilisation and
semi-continuous anaerobic digestion of waste activated sludge. Bioresour Technol

Fig. 8. Mass-energy balance and GHG emissions for the control and thermal pretreated sludge at mesophilic digestion: (a) mass balance and (b) energy balance and GHG emissions
(TW: total weight; WC: water content).

G. Zhen et al. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 69 (2017) 559–577

573

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref7


2014;171:44–9.
[8] Carrere H, Antonopoulou G, Affes R, Passos F, Battimelli A, Lyberatos G, et al.

Review of feedstock pretreatment strategies for improved anaerobic digestion:
from lab-scale research to full-scale application. Bioresour Technol
2016;199:386–97.

[9] Carrere H, Dumas C, Battimelli A, Batstone DJ, Delgenes JP, Steyer JP, et al.
Pretreatment methods to improve sludge anaerobic degradability: a review. J
Hazard Mater 2010;183:1–15.

[10] Pilli S, Bhunia P, Yan S, LeBlanc RJ, Tyagi RD, Surampalli RY. Ultrasonic
pretreatment of sludge: a review. Ultrason Sonochem 2011;18:1–18.

[11] Pilli S, Yan S, Tyagi RD, Surampalli RY. Overview of Fenton pre-treatment of
sludge aiming to enhance anaerobic digestion. Rev Environ Sci Bio
2015;14:453–72.

[12] Cano R, Perez-Elvira SI, Fdz-Polanco F. Energy feasibility study of sludge
pretreatments: a review. Appl Energy 2015;149:176–85.

[13] Le NT, Julcour-Lebigue C, Delmas H. An executive review of sludge pretreatment
by sonication. J Environ Sci 2015;37:139–53.

[14] Meyer T, Edwards EA. Anaerobic digestion of pulp and paper mill wastewater and
sludge. Water Res 2014;65:321–49.

[15] Joo SH, Dello Monaco F, Antmann E, Chorath P. Sustainable approaches for
minimizing biosolids production and maximizing reuse options in sludge man-
agement: a review. J Environ Manag 2015;158:133–45.

[16] LeBlanc RJ, Matthews P, Richard RP. Global Atlas of excreta, wastewater sludge,
and biosolids management, moving forward the sustainable and welcome uses of a
global resource UN-Habitat. 〈http://mirror.unhabitat.org/pmss/listItemDetails.
aspx?publicationID=2551 & AspxAutoDetectCookieSupport=1〉; 2008

[17] Zhen GY, Yan XF, Zhou HY, Chen H, Zhao TT, Zhao YC. Effects of calcined
aluminum salts on the advanced dewatering and solidification/stabilization of
sewage sludge. J Environ Sci 2011;23:1225–32.

[18] Yang G, Zhang G, Wang H. Current state of sludge production, management,
treatment and disposal in China. Water Res 2015;78:60–73.

[19] Jain S, Jain S, Wolf IT, Lee J, Tong YW. A comprehensive review on operating
parameters and different pretreatment methodologies for anaerobic digestion of
municipal solid waste. Renew Sust Energy Rev 2015;52:142–54.

[20] Gonzalez-Fernandez C, Sialve B, Molinuevo-Salces B. Anaerobic digestion of
microalgal biomass: challenges, opportunities and research needs. Bioresour
Technol 2015;198:896–906.

[21] Guo JH, Peng YZ, Ni BJ, Han XY, Fan L, Yuan ZG. Dissecting microbial
community structure and methane-producing pathways of a full-scale anaerobic
reactor digesting activated sludge from wastewater treatment by metagenomic
sequencing. Microb Cell Fact 2015;14:33.

[22] Sun L, Pope PB, Eijsink VGH, Schnürer A. Characterization of microbial
community structure during continuous anaerobic digestion of straw and cow
manure. Microb Biotechnol 2015;8:815–27.

[23] McCarty PL, Smith DP. Anaerobic wastewater treatment. Environ Sci Technol
1986;20:1200–6.

[24] Dhar BR, Elbeshbishy E, Hafez H, Lee HS. Hydrogen production from sugar beet
juice using an integrated biohydrogen process of dark fermentation and microbial
electrolysis cell. Bioresour Technol 2015;198:223–30.

[25] Cai MW, Wilkins D, Chen JP, Ng SK, Lu HY, Jia YY, et al. Metagenomic
reconstruction of key anaerobic digestion pathways in municipal sludge and
industrial wastewater biogas-producing systems. Front Microbiol 2016;7:778.

[26] Okudoh V, Trois C, Workneh T, Schmidt S. The potential of cassava biomass and
applicable technologies for sustainable biogas production in South Africa: a
review. Renew Sust Energy Rev 2014;39:1035–52.

[27] Lu XQ, Zhen GY, Chen M, Kubota K, Li YY. Biocatalysis conversion of methanol to
methane in an upflow anaerobic sludge blanket (UASB) reactor: long-term
performance and inherent deficiencies. Bioresour Technol 2015;198:691–700.

[28] Scherer P, Neumann L. "Methano-compost", a booster and restoring agent for
thermophilic anaerobic digestion of energy crops. Biomass Bioenergy
2013;56:471–8.

[29] Krakat N, Schmidt S, Scherer P. Mesophilic fermentation of renewable biomass:
does hydraulic retention time regulate methanogen diversity?. Appl Environ
Microbiol 2010;76:6322–6.

[30] Bauer C, Korthals M, Gronauer A, Lebuhn M. Methanogens in biogas production
from renewable resources - a novel molecular population analysis approach. Water
Sci Technol 2008;58:1433–9.

[31] Mu H, Chen YG. Long-term effect of ZnO nanoparticles on waste activated sludge
anaerobic digestion. Water Res 2011;45:5612–20.

[32] Subramanian SB, Yan S, Tyagi RD, Surampalli RY. Extracellular polymeric
substances (EPS) producing bacterial strains of municipal wastewater sludge:
isolation, molecular identification, EPS characterization and performance for
sludge settling and dewatering. Water Res 2010;44:2253–66.

[33] Frolund B, Palmgren R, Keiding K, Nielsen PH. Extraction of extracellular
polymers from activated sludge using a cation exchange resin. Water Res
1996;30:1749–58.

[34] Liu XM, Sheng GP, Luo HW, Zhang F, Yuan SJ, Xu J, et al. Contribution of
extracellular polymeric substances (EPS) to the sludge aggregation. Environ Sci
Technol 2010;44:4355–60.

[35] Zhen GY, Lu XQ, Li YY, Zhao YC, Wang B, Song Y, et al. Novel insights into
enhanced dewaterability of waste activated sludge by Fe(II)-activated persulfate
oxidation. Bioresour Technol 2012;119:7–14.

[36] Mikkelsen LH, Keiding K. Physico-chemical characteristics of full scale sewage
sludges with implications to dewatering. Water Res 2002;36:2451–62.

[37] Harris PW, McCabe BK. Review of pre-treatments used in anaerobic digestion and
their potential application in high-fat cattle slaughterhouse wastewater. Appl

Energy 2015;155:560–75.
[38] Tiehm A, Nickel K, Zellhorn M, Neis U. Ultrasonic waste activated sludge

disintegration for improving anaerobic stabilization. Water Res 2001;35:2003–9.
[39] Chu CP, Lee DJ, Chang BV, You CS, Tay JH. "Weak" ultrasonic pre-treatment on

anaerobic digestion of flocculated activated biosolids. Water Res 2002;36:2681–8.
[40] Hogan F, Mormede S, Clark P, Crane M. Ultrasonic sludge treatment for enhanced

anaerobic digestion. Water Sci Technol 2004;50:25–32.
[41] Zhang ZL, Zhang L, Zhou YL, Chen JC, Liang YM, Wei L. Pilot-scale operation of

enhanced anaerobic digestion of nutrient-deficient municipal sludge by ultrasonic
pretreatment and co-digestion of kitchen garbage. J Environ Chem Eng
2013;1:73–8.

[42] Martin MA, Gonzalez I, Serrano A, Siles JA. Evaluation of the improvement of
sonication pre-treatment in the anaerobic digestion of sewage sludge. J Environ
Manag 2015;147:330–7.

[43] Feng X, Lei H, Deng J, Yu Q, Li H. Physical and chemical characteristics of waste
activated sludge treated ultrasonically. Chem Eng Process 2009;48:187–94.

[44] Foladori P, Laura B, Gianni A, Giuliano Z. Effects of sonication on bacteria
viability in wastewater treatment plants evaluated by flow cytometry – fecal
indicators, wastewater and activated sludge. Water Res 2007;41:235–43.

[45] Tyagi VK, Lo SL, Appels L, Dewil R. Ultrasonic treatment of waste sludge: a review
on mechanisms and applications. Crit Rev Environ Sci Technol 2014;44:1220–88.

[46] Long JH, Bullard CM. Waste activated sludge pretreatment to boost volatile solids
reduction and digester gas production: market and technology assessment. Fla
Water Resour J 2014:44–50.

[47] Ruiz-Hernando M, Martinez-Elorza G, Labanda J, Llorens J. Dewaterability of
sewage sludge by ultrasonic, thermal and chemical treatments. Chem Eng J
2013;230:102–10.

[48] Shao LM, Wang GZ, Xu HZC, Yu GH, He PJ. Effects of ultrasonic pretreatment on
sludge dewaterability and extracellular polymeric substances distribution in
mesophilic anaerobic digestion. J Environ Sci 2010;22:474–80.

[49] Feng X, Deng JC, Lei HY, Bai T, Fan QJ, Li ZX. Dewaterability of waste activated
sludge with ultrasound conditioning. Bioresour Technol 2009;100:1074–81.

[50] Riau V, De la Rubia MA, Perez M. Upgrading the temperature-phased anaerobic
digestion of waste activated sludge by ultrasonic pretreatment. Chem Eng J
2015;259:672–81.

[51] Pilli S, Yan S, Tyagi RD, Surampalli RY. Anaerobic digestion of ultrasonicated
sludge at different solids concentrations - Computation of mass-energy balance
and greenhouse gas emissions. J Environ Manag 2016;166:374–86.

[52] Braguglia CM, Gianico A, Mininni G. Laboratory-scale ultrasound pre-treated
digestion of sludge: heat and energy balance. Bioresour Technol
2011;102:7567–73.

[53] Ebenezer AV, Arulazhagan P, Kumar SA, Yeom IT, Banu JR. Effect of defloccu-
lation on the efficiency of low-energy microwave pretreatment and anaerobic
biodegradation of waste activated sludge. Appl Energy 2015;145:104–10.

[54] Rani RU, Kumar SA, Kaliappan S, Yeom I, Banu JR. Impacts of microwave
pretreatments on the semi-continuous anaerobic digestion of dairy waste activated
sludge. Waste Manag 2013;33:1119–27.

[55] Appels L, Houtmeyers S, Degreve J, Van Impe J, Dewil R. Influence of microwave
pre-treatment on sludge solubilization and pilot scale semi-continuous anaerobic
digestion. Bioresour Technol 2013;128:598–603.

[56] Coelho NMG, Droste RL, Kennedy KJ. Evaluation of continuous mesophilic,
thermophilic and temperature phased anaerobic digestion of microwaved acti-
vated sludge. Water Res 2011;45:2822–34.

[57] Salerno MB, Lee HS, Parameswaran P, Rittmann BE. Using a pulsed electric field
as a pretreatment for improved biosolids digestion and methanogenesis. Water
Environ Res 2009;81:831–9.

[58] Choi H, Jeong SW, Chung YJ. Enhanced anaerobic gas production of waste
activated sludge pretreated by pulse power technique. Bioresour Technol
2006;97:198–203.

[59] Rittmann BE, Lee HS, Zhang HS, Alder J, Banaszak JE, Lopez R. Full-scale
application of focused-pulsed pre-treatment for improving biosolids digestion and
conversion to methane. Water Sci Technol 2008;58:1895–901.

[60] Ki D, Parameswaran P, Popat SC, Rittmann BE, Torres CI. Effects of pre-
fermentation and pulsed-electric-field treatment of primary sludge in microbial
electrochemical cells. Bioresour Technol 2015;195:83–8.

[61] Lee IS, Rittmann BE. Effect of low solids retention time and focused pulsed pre-
treatment on anaerobic digestion of waste activated sludge. Bioresour Technol
2011;102:2542–8.

[62] Wahidunnabi AK, Eskicioglu C. High pressure homogenization and two-phased
anaerobic digestion for enhanced biogas conversion from municipal waste sludge.
Water Res 2014;63:430–46.

[63] Zhang S, Zhang PY, Zhang GM, Fan J, Zhang YX. Enhancement of anaerobic
sludge digestion by high-pressure homogenization. Bioresour Technol
2012;118:496–501.

[64] Onyeche TI. Economic benefits of low pressure sludge homogenization for
wastewater treatment plants. In: IWA specialist conferences moving forward
wastewater biosolids sustainability. Moncton, New Brunswick, Canada;2007:417-
22.

[65] Eskicioglu C, Terzian N, Kennedy KJ, Droste RL, Hamoda M. Athermal microwave
effects for enhancing digestibility of waste activated sludge. Water Res
2007;41:2457–66.

[66] Tyagi VK, Lo SL. Microwave irradiation: a sustainable way for sludge treatment
and resource recovery. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2013;18:288–305.

[67] Rabinowitz B, Stephenson R. Full-scale demonstration of waste activated sludge
homogenization at the Los Angeles County Joint Water Pollution Control Plant.
In: Proceedings of the water environment federation, residuals and biosolids

G. Zhen et al. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 69 (2017) 559–577

574

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref15
http://mirror.unhabitat.org/pmss/listItemDetails.aspx?publicationID=&	AspxAutoDetectCookieSupport=,0,0,2
http://mirror.unhabitat.org/pmss/listItemDetails.aspx?publicationID=&	AspxAutoDetectCookieSupport=,0,0,2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref64


management; 2006:445–59.
[68] Elagroudy S, El-Gohar F. Microwave Pretreatment of Mixed Sludge for Anaerobic

Digestion Enhancement. Int J Therm Environ Eng 2013;5:105–11.
[69] Tang B, Yu L, Huang S, Luo J, Zhuo Y. Energy efficiency of pre-treating excess

sewage sludge with microwave irradiation. Bioresour Technol 2010;101:5092–7.
[70] Toreci I, Kennedy KJ, Droste RL. Evaluation of continuous mesophilic anaerobic

sludge digestion after high temperature microwave pretreatment. Water Res
2009;43:1273–84.

[71] Ara E, Sartaj M, Kennedy K. Effect of microwave pre-treatment of thickened waste
activated sludge on biogas production from co-digestion of organic fraction of
municipal solid waste, thickened waste activated sludge and municipal sludge.
Waste Manag Res 2014;32:1200–9.

[72] Kenge A, Liao PH, Lo KV. Solubilization of municipal anaerobic sludge using
microwave-enhanced advanced oxidation process. J Environ Sci Heal A
2009;44:502–6.

[73] Beszedes S, Laszlo Z, Szabo G, Hodur C. Effects of microwave pretreatments on
the anaerobic digestion of food industrial sewage sludge. Environ Prog Sustain
2011;30:486–92.

[74] Ahn JH, Shin SG, Hwang S. Effect of microwave irradiation on the disintegration
and acidogenesis of municipal secondary sludge. Chem Eng J 2009;153:145–50.

[75] Eskicioglu C, Kennedy KJ, Droste RL. Enhanced disinfection and methane
production from sewage sludge by microwave irradiation. Desalination
2009;248:279–85.

[76] Mehdizadeh SN, Eskicioglu C, Bobowski J, Johnson T. Conductive heating and
microwave hydrolysis under identical heating profiles for advanced anaerobic
digestion of municipal sludge. Water Res 2013;47:5040–51.

[77] Hong SM, Park JK, Teeradej N, Lee YO, Cho YK, Park CH. Pretreatment of sludge
with microwaves for pathogen destruction and improved anaerobic digestion
performance. Water Environ Res 2006;78:76–83.

[78] Kuglarz M, Karakashev D, Angelidaki I. Microwave and thermal pretreatment as
methods for increasing the biogas potential of secondary sludge from municipal
wastewater treatment plants. Bioresour Technol 2013;134:290–7.

[79] Eskicioglu C, Droste RL, Kennedy KJ. Performance of anaerobic waste activated
sludge digesters after microwave pretreatment. Water Environ Res
2007;79:2265–73.

[80] Krzemieniewski M, Zieliński M, Dębowski M. Technology of electrokinetic
disintegration of virginia fanpetals (sidahermaphrodita) biomass in a biogas
production system. Int J Energy Power Eng 2016;3:759.

[81] Chiavola A, Ridolfi A, D'Amato E, Bongirolami S, Cima E, Sirini P, et al. Sludge
reduction in a small wastewater treatment plant by electro-kinetic disintegration.
Water Sci Technol 2015;72:364–70.

[82] Zhang YX, Zhang PY, Guo JB, Ma WF, Fang W, Ma BQ, et al. Sewage sludge
solubilization by high-pressure homogenization. Water Sci Technol
2013;67:2399–405.

[83] Rai CL, Rao PG. Influence of sludge disintegration by high pressure homogenizer
on microbial growth in sewage sludge: an approach for excess sludge reduction.
Clean Technol Envir 2009;11:437–46.

[84] Haug RT, Stuckey DC, Gossett JM, McCarty PL. Effect of thermal pretreatment on
digestibility and dewaterability of organic sludges. J (Water Pollut Control Fed)
1978;50:73–85.

[85] Neyens E, Baeyens J. A review of thermal sludge pre-treatment processes to
improve dewaterability. J Hazard Mater 2003;98:51–67.

[86] Hii K, Baroutian S, Parthasarathy R, Gapes DJ, Eshtiaghi N. A review of wet air
oxidation and Thermal Hydrolysis technologies in sludge treatment. Bioresour
Technol 2014;155:289–99.

[87] Pilli S, Yan S, Tyagi RD, Surampalli RY. Thermal pretreatment of sewage sludge to
enhance anaerobic digestion: a Review. Crit Rev Environ Sci Tec
2015;45:669–702.

[88] Li YY, Noike T. Upgrading of anaerobic-digestion of waste activated-sludge by
thermal pretreatment. Water Sci Technol 1992;26:857–66.

[89] Carrere H, Bougrier C, Castets D, Delgenes JP. Impact of initial biodegradability
on sludge anaerobic digestion enhancement by thermal pretreatment. J Environ
Sci Heal A 2008;43:1551–5.

[90] Climent M, Ferrer I, Baeza MD, Artola A, Vazquez F, Font X. Effects of thermal
and mechanical pretreatments of secondary sludge on biogas production under
thermophilic conditions. Chem Eng J 2007;133:335–42.

[91] Borges ESM, Chernicharo CAL. Effect of thermal treatment of anaerobic sludge on
the bioavailability and biodegradability characteristics of the organic fraction. Braz
J Chem Eng 2009;26:469–80.

[92] Kinnunen V, Yla-Outinen A, Rintala J. Mesophilic anaerobic digestion of pulp and
paper industry biosludge-long-term reactor performance and effects of thermal
pretreatment. Water Res 2015;87:105–11.

[93] Xue YG, Liu HJ, Chen S, Dichtl N, Dai XH, Li N. Effects of thermal hydrolysis on
organic matter solubilization and anaerobic digestion of high solid sludge. Chem
Eng J 2015;264:174–80.

[94] Bougrier C, Delgenes JP, Carrere H. Effects of thermal treatments on five different
waste activated sludge samples solubilisation, physical properties and anaerobic
digestion. Chem Eng J 2008;139:236–44.

[95] Wilson CA, Tanneru CT, Banjade S, Murthy SN, Novak JT. Anaerobic Digestion of
Raw and Thermally Hydrolyzed Wastewater Solids Under Various Operational
Conditions. Water Environ Res 2011;83:815–25.

[96] FCIWEM RT. Esholt STW – Thermal hydrolysis plant-new process provides
‘green’ energy from sewage sludge. 〈www.WaterProjectsOnline.com〉. UK Water
Projects; 2012:23–5

[97] Oosterhuis M, Ringoot D, Hendriks A, Roeleveld P. Thermal hydrolysis of waste
activated sludge at Hengelo Wastewater Treatment Plant, The Netherlands. Water

Sci Technol 2014;70:1–7.
[98] Pilli S, More T, Yan S, Tyagi RD, Surampalli RY. Anaerobic digestion of thermal

pre-treated sludge at different solids concentrations-Computation of mass-energy
balance and greenhouse gas emissions. J Environ Manag 2015;157:250–61.

[99] Morgan-Sagastume F, Pratt S, Karlsson A, Cirne D, Lant P, Werker A. Production
of volatile fatty acids by fermentation of waste activated sludge pre-treated in full-
scale thermal hydrolysis plants. Bioresour Technol 2011;102:3089–97.

[100] Devlin DC, Esteves SRR, Dinsdale RM, Guwy AJ. The effect of acid pretreatment
on the anaerobic digestion and dewatering of waste activated sludge. Bioresour
Technol 2011;102:4076–82.

[101] Takashima M, Tanaka Y. Acidic thermal post-treatment for enhancing anaerobic
digestion of sewage sludge. J Environ Chem Eng 2014;2:773–9.

[102] Valo A, Carrere H, Delgenes JP. Thermal, chemical and thermo-chemical pre-
treatment of waste activated sludge for anaerobic digestion. J Chem Technol Biot
2004;79:1197–203.

[103] Lin YQ, Wang DH, Wu SQ, Wang CM. Alkali pretreatment enhances biogas
production in the anaerobic digestion of pulp and paper sludge. J Hazard Mater
2009;170:366–73.

[104] Shao LM, Wang XY, Xu HC, He PJ. Enhanced anaerobic digestion and sludge
dewaterability by alkaline pretreatment and its mechanism. J Environ Sci
2012;24:1731–8.

[105] Li H, Li CC, Liu WJ, Zou SX. Optimized alkaline pretreatment of sludge before
anaerobic digestion. Bioresour Technol 2012;123:189–94.

[106] Wonglertarak W, Wichitsathian B. Alkaline pretreatment of waste activated sludge
in anaerobic. Dig J Clean Energy Technol 2014;2:118–21.

[107] Weemaes M, Grootaerd H, Simoens F, Verstraete W. Anaerobic digestion of
ozonized biosolids. Water Res 2000;34:2330–6.

[108] Beszedes S, Kertesz S, Laszlo Z, Szabo G, Hodur C. Biogas production of ozone
and/or microwave-pretreated canned maize production sludge. Ozone Sci Eng
2009;31:257–61.

[109] Cheng CJ, Hong PKA. Anaerobic digestion of activated sludge after pressure-
assisted ozonation. Bioresour Technol 2013;142:69–76.

[110] Kumar MSK, Kumar TK, Arulazhagan P, Kumar SA, Yeom IT, Banu JR. Effect of
alkaline and ozone pretreatment on sludge reduction potential of a membrane
bioreactor treating high-strength domestic wastewater. Desalin Water Treat
2015;55:1127–34.

[111] Zhou X, Wang QL, Jiang GM. Enhancing methane production from waste
activated sludge using a novel indigenous iron activated peroxidation pre-
treatment process. Bioresour Technol 2015;182:267–71.

[112] Sahinkaya S, Kalipci E, Aras S. Disintegration of waste activated sludge by
different applications of Fenton process. Process Saf Environ 2015;93:274–81.

[113] Pilli S, More TT, Yan S, Tyagi RD, Surampalli RY. Fenton pre-treatment of
secondary sludge to enhance anaerobic digestion: energy balance and greenhouse
gas emissions. Chem Eng J 2016;283:285–92.

[114] Harmsen PFH, Huijgen WJJ, López LMB, Bakker RRC. Literature review of
physical and chemical pre-treatment processes for lignocellulosic biomass. A
review report published by Wageningen UR Food & Biobased Research. NL-6700
AA; 2010.

[115] Neyens E, Baeyens J, Weemaes M, heyder BD. Hot acid hydrolysis as a potential
treatment of thickened sewage sludge. J Hazard Mater 2003;B98:275–93.

[116] Nielsen HB, Thygesen A, Thomsen AB, Schmidt JE. Anaerobic digestion of waste
activated sludge-comparison of thermal pretreatments with thermal inter-stage
treatments. J Chem Technol Biot 2011;86:238–45.

[117] Ariunbaatar J, Panico A, Esposito G, Pirozzi F, Lens PNL. Pretreatment methods
to enhance anaerobic digestion of organic solid waste. Appl Energy
2014;123:143–56.

[118] Kim J, Park C, Kim TH, Lee M, Kim S, Kim SW, et al. Effects of various
pretreatments for enhanced anaerobic digestion with waste activated sludge. J
Biosci Bioeng 2003;95:271–5.

[119] Jin B, Wang S, Xing L, Li B, Peng Y. Long term effect of alkali types on waste
activated sludge hydrolytic acidification and microbial community at low tem-
perature. Bioresour Technol 2016;200:587–97.

[120] Zhang ST, Guo HG, Du LZ, Liang JF, Lu XB, Li N, et al. Influence of NaOH and
thermal pretreatment on dewatered activated sludge solubilisation and subse-
quent anaerobic digestion: focused on high-solid state. Bioresour Technol
2015;185:171–7.

[121] Penaud V, Delgenes JP, Moletta R. Thermo-chemical pretreatment of a microbial
biomass: influence of sodium hydroxide addition on solubilization and anaerobic
biodegradability. Enzym Microb Technol 1999;25:258–63.

[122] Rani RU, Kumar SA, Kaliappan S, Yeom IT, Banu JR. Enhancing the anaerobic
digestion potential of dairy waste activated sludge by two step sono-alkalization
pretreatment. Ultrason Sonochem 2014;21:1065–74.

[123] Jang JH, Ahn JH. Effect of microwave pretreatment in presence of NaOH on
mesophilic anaerobic digestion of thickened waste activated sludge. Bioresour
Technol 2013;131:437–42.

[124] Fang W, Zhang PY, Zhang GM, Jin SG, Li DY, Zhang MX, et al. Effect of alkaline
addition on anaerobic sludge digestion with combined pretreatment of alkaline
and high pressure homogenization. Bioresour Technol 2014;168:167–72.

[125] Yuan HY, Chen YG, Zhang HX, Jiang S, Zhou Q, Gu GW. Improved bioproduction
of short-chain fatty acids (SCFAs) from excess sludge under alkaline conditions.
Environ Sci Technol 2006;40:2025–9.

[126] Zhang P, Chen YG, Zhou Q, Zheng X, Zhu XY, Zhao YX. Understanding short-
chain fatty acids accumulation enhanced in waste activated sludge alkaline
fermentation: kinetics and microbiology. Environ Sci Technol 2010;44:9343–8.

[127] Zhao JW, Wang DB, Li XM, Yang Q, Chen HB, Zhong Y, et al. Free nitrous acid
serving as a pretreatment method for alkaline fermentation to enhance short-

G. Zhen et al. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 69 (2017) 559–577

575

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref81
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref90
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref91
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref92
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref92
http://www.WaterProjectsOnline.com
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref93
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref94
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref94
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref94
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref98
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref102
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref109
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref118
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref122


chain fatty acid production from waste activated sludge. Water Res
2015;78:111–20.

[128] Sakai Y, Fukase T, Yasui H, Shibata M. An activated sludge process without excess
sludge production. Water Sci Technol 1997;36:163–70.

[129] Campos JL, Otero L, Franco A, Mosquera-Corral A, Roca E. Ozonation strategies
to reduce sludge production of a seafood industry WWTP. Bioresour Technol
2009;100:1069–73.

[130] Chu LB, Yan ST, Xing XH, Sun XL, Jurcik B. Progress and perspectives of sludge
ozonation as a powerful pretreatment method for minimization of excess sludge
production. Water Res 2009;43:1811–22.

[131] Dytczak MA, Londry KL, Siegrist H, Oleszkiewicz JA. Ozonation reduces sludge
production and improves denitrification. Water Res 2007;41:543–50.

[132] Nie Y, Qiang Z, Ben W, Liu J. Removal of endocrine-disrupting chemicals and
conventional pollutants in a continuous-operating activated sludge process
integrated with ozonation for excess sludge reduction. Chemosphere
2014;105:133–8.

[133] Bougrier C, Battimelli A, Delgenes JP, Carrere H. Combined ozone pretreatment
and anaerobic digestion for the reduction of biological sludge production in
wastewater treatment. Ozone Sci Eng 2007;29:201–6.

[134] Manterola G, Uriarte I, Sancho L. The effect of operational parameters of the
process of sludge ozonation on the solubilisation of organic and nitrogenous
compounds. Water Res 2008;42:3191–7.

[135] Salihu A, Alam MZ. Pretreatment methods of organic wastes for biogas produc-
tion. J Appl Sci 2016;16:124–37.

[136] Tyagi VK, Lo SL. Application of physico-chemical pretreatment methods to
enhance the sludge disintegration and subsequent anaerobic digestion: an up to
date review. Rev Environ Sci Bio 2011;10(215):42.

[137] Chu LB, Yan ST, Xing XH, Yu AF, Sun XL, Jurcik B. Enhanced sludge
solubilization by microbubble ozonation. Chemosphere 2008;72:205–12.

[138] Zhen GY, Lu XQ, Wang BY, Zhao YC, Chai XL, Niu DJ, et al. Enhanced dewatering
characteristics of waste activated sludge with Fenton pretreatment: effectiveness
and statistical optimization. Front Environ Sci Eng 2014;8:267–76.

[139] Tony MA, Zhao YQ, Fu JF, Tayeb AM. Conditioning of aluminium-based water
treatment sludge with Fenton's reagent: effectiveness and optimising study to
improve dewaterability. Chemosphere 2008;72:673–7.

[140] Neyens E, Baeyens J, Weemaes M, De Heyder B. Advanced biosolids treatment
using H2O2-oxidation. Environ Eng Sci 2002;19:27–35.

[141] Liu H, Yang JK, Zhu NR, Zhang H, Li Y, He S, et al. A comprehensive insight into
the combined effects of Fenton's reagent and skeleton builders on sludge deep
dewatering performance. J Hazard Mater 2013;258:144–50.

[142] Erden G, Filibeli A. Improving anaerobic biodegradability of biological sludges by
Fenton pre-treatment: effects on single stage and two-stage anaerobic digestion.
Desalination 2010;251:58–63.

[143] Dewil R, Appels L, Baeyens J, Degr`eve J. Peroxidation enhances the biogas
production in the anaerobic digestion of biosolids. J Hazard Mater
2007;146:577–81.

[144] Badawy MI, Ali MEM. Fenton's peroxidation and coagulation processes for the
treatment of combined industrial and domestic wastewater. J Hazard Mater
2006;136:961–6.

[145] Zhen GY, Lu XQ, Zhao YC, Chai XL, Niu DJ. Enhanced dewaterability of sewage
sludge in the presence of Fe(II)-activated persulfate oxidation. Bioresour Technol
2012;116:259–65.

[146] Zhen GY, Lu XQ, Wang BY, Zhao YC, Chai XL, Niu DJ, et al. Synergetic
pretreatment of waste activated sludge by Fe (II)–activated persulfate oxidation
under mild temperature for enhanced dewaterability. Bioresour Technol
2012;124:29–36.

[147] Zhen GY, Lu XQ, Li YY, Zhao YC. Innovative combination of electrolysis and
Fe(II)-activated persulfate oxidation for improving the dewaterability of waste
activated sludge. Bioresour Technol 2013;136:654–63.

[148] Shi Y, Yang J, Yu W, Zhang S, Liang S, Song J, et al. Synergetic conditioning of
sewage sludge via Fe2+/persulfate and skeleton builder: effect on sludge char-
acteristics and dewaterability. Chem Eng J 2015;270:572–81.

[149] Zhou X, Wang QL, Jiang GM, Liu P, Yuan ZG. A novel conditioning process for
enhancing dewaterability of waste activated sludge by combination of zero-valent
iron and persulfate. Bioresour Technol 2015;185:416–20.

[150] Ren WC, Zhou Z, Zhu YY, Jiang LM, Wei HJ, Niu TH, et al. Effect of sulfate radical
oxidation on disintegration of waste activated sludge. Int Biodeterior Biodegrad
2015;104:384–90.

[151] Waclawek S, Grubel K, Chlad Z, Dudziak M, Cernik M. Impact of peroxydisulphate
on disintegration and sedimentation properties of municipal wastewater activated
sludge. Chem Pap 2015;69:1473–80.

[152] Oncu NB, Mercan N, Balcioglu IA. The impact of ferrous iron/heat-activated
persulfate treatment on waste sewage sludge constituents and sorbed antimicro-
bial micropollutants. Chem Eng J 2015;259:972–80.

[153] Hu LL, Liao Y, He C, Pan WQ, Liu SK, Yang YC, et al. Enhanced dewaterability of
sewage sludge with zero-valent iron-activated persulfate oxidation system. Water
Sci Technol 2015;72:245–51.

[154] Zhen GY, Lu XQ, Niu J, Su LH, Chai XL, Zhao YC, et al. Inhibitory effects of a
shock load of Fe(II)-mediated persulfate oxidation on waste activated sludge
anaerobic digestion. Chem Eng J 2013;233:274–81.

[155] Lv W, Schanbacher FL, Yu ZT. Putting microbes to work in sequence: recent
advances in temperature-phased anaerobic digestion processes. Bioresour
Technol 2010;101:9409–14.

[156] Han Y, Dague RR. Laboratory studies on the temperature phased anaerobic
digestion of domestic primary sludge. Water Environ Res 1997;69:1139–43.

[157] Riau V, De la Rubia MA, Perez M, Martin A, Borja R. Modelling of the

temperature-phased batch anaerobic digestion of raw sludge from an urban
wastewater treatment plant. J Environ Sci Heal A 2012;47:221–7.

[158] Ge HQ, Jensen PD, Batstone DJ. Pre-treatment mechanisms during thermophilic-
mesophilic temperature phased anaerobic digestion of primary sludge. Water Res
2010;44:123–30.

[159] Bolzonella D, Pavan P, Zanette M, Cecchi F. Two-phase anaerobic digestion of
waste activated sludge: effect of an extreme thermophilic prefermentation. Ind
Eng Chem Res 2007;46:6650–5.

[160] Skiadas IV, Gavala HN, Lu J, Ahring BK. Thermal pre-treatment of primary and
secondary sludge at 70 degrees C prior to anaerobic digestion. Water Sci Technol
2005;52:161–6.

[161] Ge HQ, Jensen PD, Batstone DJ. Increased temperature in the thermophilic stage
in temperature phased anaerobic digestion (TPAD) improves degradability of
waste activated sludge. J Hazard Mater 2011;187:355–61.

[162] Riau V, De la Rubia MA, Perez M. Temperature-phased anaerobic digestion
(TPAD) to obtain class A biosolids: a semi-continuous study. Bioresour Technol
2010;101:2706–12.

[163] Kobayashi T, Li YY, Harada H, Yasui H, Noike T. Upgrading of the anaerobic
digestion of waste activated sludge by combining temperature-phased anaerobic
digestion and intermediate ozonation. Water Sci Technol 2009;59:185–93.

[164] Zamanzadeh M, Parker WJ, Verastegui Y, Neufeld JD. Biokinetics and bacterial
communities of propionate oxidizing bacteria in phased anaerobic sludge diges-
tion systems. Water Res 2013;47:1558–69.

[165] Schröder U, Harnisch F, Angenent L. Microbial electrochemistry and technology:
terminology and classification. Energy Environ Sci 2015;8:513–9.

[166] Selembo PA, Perez JM, Lloyd WA, Logan BE. High hydrogen production from
glycerol or glucose by electrohydrogenesis using microbial electrolysis cells. Int J
Hydrog Energy 2009;34:5373–81.

[167] Montpart N, Rago L, Baeza JA, Guisasola A. Hydrogen production in single
chamber microbial electrolysis cells with different complex substrates. Water Res
2015;68:601–15.

[168] Zhen GY, Lu XQ, Kobayashi T, Kumar G, Xu KQ. Promoted electromethano-
synthesis in a two-chamber microbial electrolysis cells (MECs) containing a hybrid
biocathode covered with graphite felt (GF). Chem Eng J 2016;284:1146–55.

[169] Cheng S, Xing D, Call DF, Logan BE. Direct biological conversion of electrical
current into methane by electromethanogenesis. Environ Sci Technol
2009;43:3953–8.

[170] Nevin KP, Woodard TL, Franks AE, Summers ZM, Lovley DR. Microbial
electrosynthesis: feeding microbes electricity to convert carbon dioxide and water
to multicarbon extracellular organic compounds. mBio 2010;1:e00103–e00110.

[171] Villano M, Aulenta F, Ciucci C, Ferri T, Giuliano A, Majone M. Bioelectrochemical
reduction of CO2 to CH4 via direct and indirect extracellular electron transfer by a
hydrogenophilic methanogenic culture. Bioresour Technol 2010;10:3085–90.

[172] Zhen GY, Kobayashi T, Lu X, Xu KQ. Understanding methane bioelectrosynthesis
from carbon dioxide in a twochamber microbial electrolysis cells (MECs)
containing a carbon biocathode. Bioresour Technol 2015;186:141–8.

[173] Sasaki K, Morita M, Sasaki D, Hirano S, Matsumoto N, Watanabe A, et al. A
bioelectrochemical reactor containing carbon fiber textiles enables efficient
methane fermentation from garbage slurry. Bioresour Technol
2011;102:6837–42.

[174] Pant D, Singh A, Bogaert GV, Olsen SI, Nigam PS, Diels L, et al.
Bioelectrochemical systems (BES) for sustainable energy production and product
recovery from organic wastes and industrial wastewaters. RSC Adv
2012;2:1248–63.

[175] Zhen GY, Kobayashi T, Lu XQ, Kumar G, Xu KQ. Biomethane recovery from
Egeria densa in a microbial electrolysis cellassisted anaerobic system: perfor-
mance and stability assessment. Chemosphere 2016;149:121–9.

[176] Vrieze JD, Gildemyn S, Arends JBA, Vanwonterghem I, Verbeken K, Boon N, et al.
Biomass retention on electrodes rather than electrical current enhances stability
in anaerobic digestion. Water Res 2014;54:211–21.

[177] Sasaki D, Sasaki K, Watanabe A, Morita M, Matsumoto N, Igarashi Y, et al.
Operation of a cylindrical bioelectrochemical reactor containing carbon fiber
fabric for efficient methane fermentation from thickened sewage sludge. Bioresour
Technol 2013;129:366–73.

[178] Guo X, Liu J, Xiao B. Bioelectrochemical enhancement of hydrogen and methane
production from the anaerobic digestion of sewage sludge in single-chamber
membrane-free microbial electrolysis cells. Int J Hydrog Energy 2013;38:1342–7.

[179] Liu W, Cai W, Guo Z, Wang L, Yang C, Varrone C, et al. Microbial electrolysis
contribution to anaerobic digestion of waste activated sludge, leading to acceler-
ated methane production. Renew Energy 2016;91:334–9.

[180] Nevin KP, Hensley SA, Franks AE, Summers ZM, Ou J, Woodard TL, et al.
Electrosynthesis of organic compounds from carbon dioxide is catalyzed by a
diversity of acetogenic microorganisms. Appl Environ Microbiol 2011;77:2882–6.

[181] Modestra JA, Navaneeth B, Mohan SV. Bio-electrocatalytic reduction of CO2:
enrichment of homoacetogens and pH optimization towards enhancement of
carboxylic acids biosynthesis. J CO2 Util 2015;10:78–87.

[182] Kondaveeti S, Min B. Bioelectrochemical reduction of volatile fatty acids in
anaerobic digestion effluent for the production of biofuels. Water Res
2015;87:137–44.

[183] Koch C, Kuchenbuch A, Kretzschmar J, Wedwitschka H, Liebetrau J, Müllera S,
et al. Coupling electric energy and biogas production in anaerobic digesters -
impacts on the microbiome. RSC Adv 2015;5:31329–40.

[184] Wang HM, Ren ZYJ. A comprehensive review of microbial electrochemical
systems as a platform technology. Biotechnol Adv 2013;31:1796–807.

[185] Zhang Y, Angelidaki I. Microbial electrolysis cells turning to be versatile
technology: recent advances and future challenges. Water Res 2014;56:11–25.

G. Zhen et al. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 69 (2017) 559–577

576

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref134
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref134
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref134
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref136
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref136
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref136
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref137
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref137
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref137
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref139
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref139
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref139
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref142
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref142
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref142
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref143
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref143
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref143
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref144
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref144
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref144
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref146
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref146
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref146
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref147
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref147
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref147
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref148
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref148
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref148
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref149
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref149
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref149
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref151
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref151
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref152
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref152
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref152
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref153
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref153
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref153
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref154
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref154
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref154
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref156
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref156
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref156
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref157
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref157
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref157
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref158
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref158
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref158
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref159
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref159
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref159
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref161
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref161
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref161
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref162
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref162
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref162
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref163
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref163
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref163
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref164
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref164
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref164
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref166
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref166
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref166
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref167
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref167
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref167
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref168
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref168
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref168
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref168
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref169
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref169
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref169
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref169
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref171
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref171
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref171
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref172
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref172
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref172
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref172
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref173
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref173
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref173
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref174
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref174
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref174
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref176
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref176
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref176
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref177
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref177
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref177
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref178
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref178
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref178
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref179
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref179
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref180


[186] Logan B. Exoelectrogenic bacteria that power microbial fuel cells. Nat Rev
Microbiol 2009;7:375–81.

[187] Zhen GY, Takuro K, Lu XQ, Kumar G, Hu Y, Bakonyi P, et al. Recovery of
biohydrogen in a single-chamber microbial electrohydrogenesis cell using liquid
fraction of pressed municipal solid waste (LPW) as substrate. Int J Hydrog Energy
2016;41:17896–906.

[188] Uludag-Demirer S, Othman M. Removal of ammonium and phosphate from the
supernatant of anaerobically digested waste activated sludge by chemical pre-
cipitation. Bioresour Technol 2009;100:3236–44.

[189] Monlau F, Sambusiti C, Ficara E, Aboulkas A, Barakata A, Carrèred H. New
opportunities for agricultural digestate valorization: current situation and per-
spectives. Energy Environ Sci 2015;8:2600–21.

[190] Cusick RD, Logan BE. Phosphate recovery as struvite within a single chamber
microbial electrolysis cell. Bioresour Technol 2012;107:110–5.

[191] Kim DH, Cho SK, Lee MK, Kim MS. Increased solubilization of excess sludge does
not always result in enhanced anaerobic digestion efficiency. Bioresour Technol
2013;143:660–4.

[192] Appels L, Lauwers J, Gins G, Degreve J, Van Impe J, Dewil R. Parameter
identification and modeling of the biochemical methane potential of waste
activated sludge. Environ Sci Technol 2011;45:4173–8.

[193] Stasinakis AS. Review on the fate of emerging contaminants during sludge
anaerobic digestion. Bioresour Technol 2012;121:432–40.

[194] Rajagopal R, Masse DI, Singh G. A critical review on inhibition of anaerobic
digestion process by excess ammonia. Bioresour Technol 2013;143:632–41.

[195] Gassara F, Brar SK, Pelletier F, Verma M, Godbout S, Tyagi RD. Pomace waste
management scenarios in Quebec-Impact on greenhouse gas emissions. J Hazard
Mater 2011;192:1178–85.

[196] Hospido A, Moreira MT, Martin M, Rigola M, Feijoo G. Environmental evaluation
of different treatment processes for sludge from urban wastewater treatments:
anaerobic digestion versus thermal processes. Int J Life Cycle Assess
2005;10:336–45.

[197] Brown S, Beecher N, Carpenter A. Calculator tool for determining greenhouse gas

emissions for biosolids processing and end use. Environ Sci Technol
2010;44:9509–15.

[198] Tian X, Wang C, Trzcinski AP, Lin L, Ng WJ. Interpreting the synergistic effect in
combined ultrasonication–ozonation sewage sludge pretreatment. Chemosphere
2015;140:63–71.

[199] Eskicioglu C, Prorot A, Marin J, Droste RL, Kennedy KJ. Synergetic pretreatment
of sewage sludge by microwave irradiation in presence of H2O2 for enhanced
anaerobic digestion. Water Res 2008;42:4674–82.

[200] Rodriguez C, Alaswad A, Mooney J, Prescott T, Olabi AG. Pre-treatment
techniques used for anaerobic digestion of algae. Fuel Process Technol
2015;138:765–79.

[201] Heidrich ES, Dolfing J, Scott K, Edwards SR, Jones C, Curtis TP. Production of
hydrogen from domestic wastewater in a pilot-scale microbial electrolysis cell.
Appl Microbiol Biotechnol 2013;97:6979–89.

[202] Cusick RD, Bryan B, Parker DS, Merrill MD, Mehanna M, Kiely PD, et al.
Performance of a pilot-scale continuous flow microbial electrolysis cell fed winery
wastewater. Appl Microbiol Biotechnol 2011;89:2053–63.

[203] Turovskiy IS, Mathai PK. Wastewater Sludge Processing. Hoboken, New Jersey:
John Wiley & Sons, Inc; 2006.

[204] Metcalf E. Wastewater engineering: treatment, disposal, reuse. New York: Metcalf
& Eddy Inc., McGraw-Hill; 2003.

[205] Lubken M, Wichern M, Schlattmann M, Gronauer A, Horn H. Modelling the
energy balance of an anaerobic digester fed with cattle manure and renewable
energy crops. Water Res 2007;41:4085–96.

[206] Tervahauta T, Bryant IM, Leal LH, Buisman CJN, Zeeman G. Improved energy
recovery by anaerobic grey water sludge treatment with black water. Water Air
Soil Poll 2014;6:2436–48.

[207] Taricska JR, Long DA, Chen JP, Hung Y, Zou S. Anaerobic digestion. In: Wang
LK, Pereira NC, Hung Y, editors. Biological treatment processes. New York, USA:
Humana Press; 2009. p. 589–634.

[208] Wang LK, Shammas NK, Hung YT. Biosolids engineering and management. New
YorK, USA: Humana Press; 2008.

G. Zhen et al. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 69 (2017) 559–577

577

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref181
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref181
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref182
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref182
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref182
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref182
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref183
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref183
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref183
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref184
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref184
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref184
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref186
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref186
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref186
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref187
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref187
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref187
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref188
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref188
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref189
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref189
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref191
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref191
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref191
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref191
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref192
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref192
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref192
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref193
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref193
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref193
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref194
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref194
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref194
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref196
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref196
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref196
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref197
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref197
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref197
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref198
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref198
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref199
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref199
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref201
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref201
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref201
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref202
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref202
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref202
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref203
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1364-16)30935-sbref203

	Overview of pretreatment strategies for enhancing sewage sludge disintegration and subsequent anaerobic digestion: Current advances, full-scale application and future perspectives
	Introduction
	Sewage sludge production and anaerobic digestion
	Sewage sludge production
	Basic principles of anaerobic digestion
	Special features of sewage sludge and “high difficulty with digestion”

	Pretreatment of sewage sludge to improve anaerobic biodegradability
	Mechanical pretreatment
	Ultrasonic pretreatment
	Microwave irradiation
	Electrokinetic disintegration
	High-pressure homogenization

	Thermal hydrolysis
	Chemical pretreatment
	Acidic and alkali pretreatment
	Ozonation
	Fenton oxidation
	Fe(II)-activated persulfate oxidation

	Biological pretreatment
	Temperature phased anaerobic digestion (TPAD)
	Microbial electrolysis cell (MEC)


	Challenges and future perspectives
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References




