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The effect of sodium oleate on acetate methanation in two-phase food waste
anaerobic digestion
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Abstract: In order to study the effect of long-chain fatty acid, which was mainly present as oleate in food waste oil, on the process of acetate metabolism
in two-phase anaerobic digestion of food waste, batch fermentation experiments were conducted at 35 °C to investigate the variation of cumulative methane
yields , methanogens abundance and the effect on acetate and H, metabolism with different sodium oleate added, which used food waste anaerobic digestion
effluent (10 g+L™") as inoculum and acetate as substrate respectively. The results indicate: (Dthe lag phase of anaerobic digestion was prolonged with the
increasing concentration of sodium oleate, 2) when the load of sodium oleate was lower than 6.0 g+L™" | the acetate metabolism returned to normal and part
of sodium oleate was converted to methane after lag phase, whereas, the acetate metabolism was inhibited severely and sodium oleate conversion was
completely inhibited when the load of sodium oleate were higher than 8.0 g-L™!, @) sodium oleate had significant adverse effect on methanogens and was
main reason for inhibiting acetate metabolism that the quantity of methanogens sharply decreased, @ sodium oleate with concentration beyond 6.0 g+ L™
would result in the raise of hydrogen partial pressure in the initial stage of experiment, which also indicated the inhibition effect of sodium oleate again.
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1 5|5 (Introduction)

BT BRI S A IR DS AR IR
SR TEIFRE T R 25 0 7 FRBe v ) e 1 AH [R) 0T o
AR K AL S ) ( Angelidaki and Sanders,2004) , T L)
TEIR 48 & W 2 A b A Bl T W e 7 & 0 T (Li
et al.,2002) fHJ2E , YRR FEAEFEAL R = YK BE NG
iR (LCFA ) SRR B — 2 Wk B i B4, o &5 3 30K
E R BN A, B be 1 B R [ (Silva et al.
2014 ; fEFEWRE, 2015; Meng et al. ,2015).

B XA i T 1 X R 4 TR AU il A 8 R4 il
HLERBIBIFFE 0 R T W G — B U 5. o] Tk e 56 i F 5
W IR (C18.: 1) P4 il ¥k BE (1C50) {H 4 1.8
g L7 (JEHEIR 4 | 2002) ARYE Chen 5 (4RI , AR
(C18: 1) IC50 {E M 1.2 g-L™'( Chen et al.,2008).
TR 7E K FPMEV , Palatsi 25 % | LCFA B9 4H R
CIMPREN AR RN AR ENIE G W) iF 1T T HE 2%
) e I DR AR T P 0 4 S50, & L LCFA TR A
B E R T 1.0 g+ L7, 23 5% DR G A T s 1l 410 7
(Palatsi et al. ,2009).Hwu 55855 T LCFA %I UASB
SN A HR UKL T U8 4 R ML 5T, 2 AE LCFA
AOFE R AT L3 52 I 4 F 0= 40 e 200 Lk 4

MIBE AV % (Hwu et al. ,1998) . A FH R T A
[FIZE AU S 0 2% 1 LCFA X IR 5815 e 52 i, TA K &
LCFA TR b BRI T 5 F= Y B A% 4 , )\
M6 T 354 9 ) 42 K (Pereira et al. , 2005; Mm
Alves,2001).

H AT, 28 S 7 3% 22 % IR AH IR 480 & T8 T 20 Ak 31
(BRE5E, 2015) 48 5 57 3 i v ) 4 B i g 1 %o
FIFH TR 7 HY o 3k R 1 410 o A7 2 T AH PR 4R i
TMMER Z—  H R MR ARE I A 2. K A
SCR S S, e R (35+1) CA&RMER BT T
TR ERXT A E 7 7 R e T R LA S R T
bR CRRARRN E o3 Fe i 52l , LAY O 4 o o I
B IRAAH A H AR I AL AR I 2%

2 57 E (Materials and methods)

2.1 LB AR

VEFELEIEAT 1 A7 IR o B30 AT DR 28U 1
B PR RS AR 2L s L KA Ry A (P S5 L3
1) RS MBI E AR (35 1) CHEFRM By
I BN IR GEHT, I T BR 40
AR S 3 AR 22 1 PR B R e A kPR
BRI 2 BRI R Fh 23 AT Al KIS TR P AL

R1 EMRAER

Table 1 The Characteristics of inoculated solution

. NH}-N/ TS Vs 7.’/ 7 T AR M AR
Y (gL ‘ ‘ (mg-1™") (4wl (4 -mL7)
7.5 1235.3 1.15% 1.01% 16.1 3.36x10° 2.34x10°

22 EHEE

SEG R AR & B, 500 mL (LT AR A &
PEAS A%, R T SR e 28 SR 3 9% 5, A 0k IR
R 300 mL.
2.3 Lkt

SCHUEE 6 AN FRA B R E 3 ATATEESE,
A3 0.27 mol - L™ ZL ¥ 50 mL A RIS, i
A 250 mL ¥EJE N 10 g- L™ B4 6 b7 0 R 8 R B
H e AR KPR SR R, TS 43 3 I AR B4 0.0,
2.0.4.0.6.0.8.0,10.0 g- L™ By BRENAVE 4 i 9
(W2 2) fe)a , A PALE A KA S min, FFHT 3
PR FE AR B3 11 A Y 35 F72 40 vh it A7 IR AR
TR H ORI AR i & R VFA
HAFRTE 30 d G5 e A A AL B R R
BB D7 IR B A , DR A 4 e AR H e o TR R
AT RUE T

F2 Emwigit
Table 2 Experimental set-up

N A 2 T
(g-L7) (gg)
0.0(CK) 250.0 50.0 0.0

2.0 250.0 50.0 0.6

4.0 250.0 50.0 1.2

6.0 250.0 50.0 1.7

8.0 250.0 50.0 2.3

10.0 250.0 50.0 3.0

Ve o B/MOCAHLRTS) = A AREN g COD i/ B %

KBS E(VS).
2.4 HMFE

H A0 R K 4R A BB IR e sk
TR F e 2 | AR Al 5 S0 0 i i
ARG R BS B i GC-2010, (i 2 1F
SH .60 m Parapak-QX @1%*5,1?:%@@1&50 C ,ﬂ:ﬁé
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ari 150 °C , A6 A% I B2 . 200 °C 5 4 & 1 R TR
(VFA) & 50 5 >R A s 2 (LA S . b
73 GCLI12A (a3 5 F 4 : 1.5 m GDX103+5% i iR (4,
TEAE FEIR 160 °C, HEAEARIREE 210 °C 60 #% 5 EE
230 °C (WX 243545 2013) 5 pH H % JH B 4 PHS-25
B pH I  KAEERR TR (LCFA ) & 800 2k HS
AR 5 B I B HUSS 30 d 45 A B2 & RV
B AR BV S R L SR SR R
H 3 A R 75 K VR A D BRAR TS LCFA , ]
FITARAF (%) LCFA A& a8 i BSTFA X777 A= Ak )5
AL HT. GC-MS 5y . L HEAR 7890A-5975C, it
TR F NIST11 it ( Sparkman et al.,2013).LCFA
K FH < A SCAFR (C B850 AR50 7 1Y
RGN, BN R (C18:1) , EIMM AR A 18 Nk It
T, — A RN SR T R SOk (ks &
S5, 2011) F AR LAY T | LR SRR e T
R F o0 Bl 1T LAFE SR AMETUR T & OB I R A
(RMERS, 575, 1984) , 43 e v WO FIAE 28 4h
R T S g 5 B e TR A SR T
155048 I F SPSS #] A4 3#E 47 43 #7, i Origin9. 0
Al
2.5 WERMAWERELE(CR)WITE

TR 44 ) B B be e (2K 3), AT DL
Buswall 24 3 (3 1) 8 (Li et al., 2013; Meng
et al. ,2015) . 3 R 4 A HY B 75 AL % (CR) A 28 (8
4), Al f PRI ER AN = b (EMY ) TS 7 F e
#(TMY) (20 3) A EFAs .

a b n a b n
CnHaoﬁ(ﬂ—Z—?)Hz():(?—§+Z>Coz+(?+
a b
———)CH 1
) CH, (1)
C,H,,0,+8.5H,0=5.25C0,+12.75CH, (2)
T™MY =22.4x10000%x12.75N (3)
EMY
CR= x100% (4)
™Y

Kin.a.b >l C H, O JEFAE TMY Sy i iR 0 3
W BE g (mL) 5 N 25 A0 21 2H Tl IR B A BE JR 8K
(mol) s EMY Ay v 2 1 S s 7 HH o i (46 T 45 b 28
H BB BE = w2 CK A Z2FH B~ &) (ml) ;
CR Ay HIRR M R iff 3.

3 R 548 (Results and discussion)

3.1 R W ORI AR Y B

PET 1 Ay it i ks DR AR e T 7 PP o ok A 1) 52
MEHRTE i, CK 27 S 5 0 d, i H A 4k
FHLZH I T R B R T e A% S g A 7 A i DA
UHERK RSN N 2.0 4.0 6.0 g- L™ A HHL /35
AT 5 d 12 d A9 d B7= H BE eI, 2800 EVHE
WS AT IE 8 7 S MR AN 2l 8.0 ¢+ L7V 10.0
g- LT AL AH 7 AT A B0 T 30 d DL B IRAR
KT &M H]. Z AL Cavaleiro 25 W5 3 = H
o J0E af7 HE 7o T2 A 140 34 D0 EE A 7 245 SR AH 1)
( Cavaleiro et al.,2008).

ML 1 HAR ] L& I, AN [ e B ) d R A ) 2R
TR e ™= it A7 o EE 2 A 52 IR B2 56 30 d A, CK
2H BRI B 310 mL; IR IE N 2.0~ 6.0
g LT AbPRZE ) RAR H e iR 738 mL 1126 mL Al
1233 mlL, 435l J& CK ZH%f 30 d S EL™ B kg i 1Y
238% 367%H1397% ;8.0 g-L"'F1 10.0 g- L' ZbFHZH
(B 1 BB R R E S ) 2125 30 d REU=H
Y B, A 9 A 14 mL A1 4 mL. A 34 ¥ 25 78
IR S8 & e S rh e B, 249 g A 67 o i 2k —
T PRI, 2% IR 4Rk B = AR M E L, S8R
F e & I 5 ([R5, 2015).

00 —&—CK —A—20gL"  ——40gL?!
H —v—60gL! ——80gL? —=—100gL"!
1200 b——— 6.0 g-L™! ZE R : Ty
2 1000 |— 4.0 gL ZE#E — i i 1
.| .
a8 800 - 2.0 gL T gEE I }
B L ; PE™
ﬂz 600 | i
S A
400 ¥
»
200
.
LU oo o e s ool oo oo oo oo ool
002 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

st f)/d

B1 FRERERBRAXRRBR~EHHZN
Fig.1 Variation of cumulative methane yields at different sodium

oleate concentration

IRGER IR RN EER 2.0~6.0 g- L7 Ab
P BRI T CK 41, SRR TInAM &
iR T ARG A0 R R Be A ek R ikt T DA A Ak A H
J5t. 2R Buswall 23 36T 7 82 44 19 B e 5% ALK (CR)
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HEATUTAE 5 R L3¢ 3. (i 3% 3 W LAE IRk
H2.0~6.0 g+ L AEFRL CR {H 5 51N 76% . 72% Fl
55% ; IR AN E 4 8.0 g+ L7 A1 10.0 g- L7 b P4
CR {E} 0, Ui IX P A9 IR S0k I 7 R Jot 2o i 37 3]
TPEEE A A A T R B, IR AR K
Z BRI BT, I B JC Tk 1E H A F b (R
B, 2012).

F3 MEBMHFRELE(CR)
Table 3 Conversion rate of sodium oleate

QbR

(g11) TMY */mL EMY */mL.  CR" SD*
CK N/A N/A N/A N/A
2.0 563.68 428 76% 0.02
4.0 1127.37 816 72% 0.02
6.0 1691.05 923 55% 0.02
8.0 2254.74 0 0 0
10.0 2818.42 0 0 0

W o TMY EE ™ e it s EMY g SEB = i bt ; CR Sl
b3, SD WAL R AR

3.2 T ER AN T A A By o

AHFFE R FH 98 0 AU BE T B0 T 1 % 4% A 3
2= B ety BB EA TSR, DR DA Y TR A X
AW BRI (255 WL 4) . R BESE 30 d B AR it
B woR S A2 B SR MR A R
(p=0.241>0.01) , 1M #5434 2 [] 7= F ot by 1 450 o 2
S (p=0.00<0.01) , 156 W 3k PR A 143 o ALK 7 Y
Jot Ty DAL T BT AR R e o R R R
P LeAs (A/M) B s AL BEZE R CK 4, Jr 5 e
4 23.88%. VN N T I FR AN A 45 LB 4 A/M
BT CK 41, B A/M {ERE TR0 5 0 T = i
B TR, N 6.31% .7.49% .6.72% . 2.18% Al
1.38%.

R4 WEMITHER

Table 4 Result of microorganism count

L0311 VAN Gt Y6 AN [P Ty 6 M P
(gl (AmL7h) (AmL7h) BREY R
CK 1.01x10° 2.40x108 23.88%

2 1.07x10° 6.75x107 6.31%

4 1.56x10° 1.17x108 7.49% 0241  0.000
6 1.26x10° 8.48x107 6.72%

8 1.12x10° 2.45x107 2.18%

10 1.41x10° 1.95x107 1.38%

T SRR e AR TR A/M = (7 B e TR AL
/BB YRUR ) x100% ;p<0.01 N2 5 B3,

RS REE G 3.1 A R UL TR A IR A
ST R B oy R A R R U/ I 7 R ot ot AR
ZEIN WA E RN GZIS Y Angelidaki 55 78 0F
FEH B E , S ER AN A i A X 7 B o oy B A T
VR R 57 FR e vl o 250 KR B 0 Y B 4 — 3
(Angelidaki and Ahring,1992).

3.3 HERHA I AR A AT

3.1 T EE S R v R 1 T R 2 o R
SR TP W BEd B I AR v B B4 T R M mT DA A IR
SRR 0k S A 0 R o R ik A % T 3 e v T
PUE G Bk & 42 AR BUAS 7] A 25 19 i 107 2 ( Long
et al., 2012) , KIHASTHFERTIN T i FR AN AE R 480K 1
Frg R = . 8 2 S5 ORI A SRR R Y
ARG IR (C18:1) , BAHATM AR (C18:1) 7] LAk
W53 I A 2 5 2 v 8 I HH AR AR R (C16:0)
FIRE TR (C18:0) , 3X A& H F S5 R F & AR &
Joi 7 3 IR AR IR VR AR Ry B P, L e 3% B /D i A
iR (C16:0) A JEAER (C18:0) , ELIX 19 Fb i fify ik X L
TEDREAH ALt 78 TR R (Rasit ex al. ,2015).

RGP K 2 FNEE 3 AT LLE W Tl R A vk R N
2.0 g-L7'F14.0 g- L7 4bBRA | Z NI 4 %, Gt 4k
T AT IR B ARG I 2 T 1R A At
E AR 7= , A3 4 2L 9ol T A 2 IR AR e oot A v R
BES AL B A 5 T AE MR EA R Bl 6.0 g L7 b HH A
32 BIER A ] 28 0 A A A T 0TS T O R
F e, I LRG0 21 5 5 3% Y412 (C€10:0) , (4 It
TR PR B %) R e 5 A SR AT T 2 5 e R vk
JEH 8.0 g-L 7' 1 10.0 g- L™ Kb FHZH W3 FR A 58 4 410
il S 30 d 5K IEH 7 F b, HR I 2] £ Fh g
R Hirp 8.0 g« L™ AL BRLH A4 IS D R LA C R ( C6:0)

22 c5:0 c70 [ co:0 []ci6:0
m c6:0 : | :

100%
90%
80%
70% H
60%
50% H

FRWERE A i
5
2

30% H
20% H
10% H

CK 20 40 60 80 100
HERANIRIE /(217

B2 HEREEma

Fig.2 Intermediate metabolite analysis
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MBERR (C7:0) b &, 295 S5 &1 60%, 1M 10.0
g L7 A 2] v () i R D) F TR (C8:0) Ml T iR
(C9:0)ME, A S HH 56% X P Hhyh iR 1)
e 62K 0. Cirne 55 ) AN [l Bh 2 g 7 IR 45240
TR K AT IR A R O 2R B ( Cirne et al.
2007 ) K2 RT3 22 18 9k R k2 40 il 7= R e ik
AU B T R A B A i — 2D g AR R T, A
M 2 ARTE L TR .
4000~ —&— CK —a—20gL" —o—40gL"

—%—60gL7" —o—-80gL! —=—100gL!
3500 n

3000

2500 | *

2000

PRI 28
WeJE 2700 mg-L7!

ZFRIRE (mg L7

1500

1000 |

500

ok DANDANANASAN DAL A Al A dle IS I I
0 2 4 6 8 1012 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30
fiffv)/d

B3 mERX 2B SRR
Fig.3 Variation of acetate content at different sodium oleate

concentration

3.4 HEBRAN M ZER AR K pH E W F

FEPIAH IR S0 Ak | 48 Jot 457 35 7 7K A AH Bk 43 i
BARE R AR (FERE LR ) , M 7E R E L = H
P B R R 2 70% B W i IR AR i 1 A= B (3R
FEHS, 1998) , A SLIGAF 5T T AEIMRENIE R T &
FR AR ST FE. ] 3 il R AN X 2 RAR I 52 M, B
IR N SRR IR BE.CK A i T Hasin 1
CIRTES 1 d CIRIRMRBLREAR 2 d J5 AR 5E 4
AL A P . T HAth 16 A B2y R AR T8 2 B
i, & W 78 55 5% W W R B AR, vk BE B
2700 mg- L™ A2 47 AMFRAAVEE R 2.0~6.0 g- L7 Hy4L
PREH 280l 7 e B IS (181 1), ST AR Bk At
32t 13 d.19 d #1228 d J5 3EA Yl 5E Ak k
St AMPRANHE N 8.0 g- L' [10.0 g- L' AYALBHRLH , 2
PRI A= H e (3.1 749) B 8 a4 il , 2 TR vk i 5
GG MG HASBER 168 4. Lalman 5538
A [ R4 88 S HP T il R b S R 1) T A
o3%F Ml & 1R AR 7 A= 4 il /E ] ( Lalman and
Bagley,2001).

TR T B 1 A8 b 2 5 ) R VR Y pHL . &5 &
3 & 4 i LIE MR B R 2.0~ 6.0 g- LY

AbFRZH 285 7 H e S s 3 (181 1) J&, SRR BB i B
W T F%, pH {H 2 Wik &2 3 1E # KF- (6.8~7.2)
55 Kabouris 55 WZ 3] 1R BRI AR SRR B 23
5 & B pH (H A B9 P 5 — 2 ( Kabouris et al. ,
2009) ; HFREAHE N 8.0 - L7 H1 10.0 g- L' Ay AL 3H
A, ISR S (3.1 37) g i, Z iRk
JERZIB N, £5d 30 d 5 pH [H AR FIE
H K

—4—20gL!
—o—80gL!

—v—40gL™!
—a—100gL"!

80

0 2 4 6 8 1012 1416 18 20 22 24 26 28 30
Bt pag/d

B4 HERNXT pH ERIS M

Fig.4  Variation of pH at different sodium oleate concentration

3.5 WEBAMEALENYH

HREAR AR IE | S50 He AR AT 1] IR AU K
PEAT (BEJEAR, #2508, 2012) , A HF 58t x) &
Pt B v A3 R AR A AR T AR, /D S S & R Y
LA B Sa Ha] LI Y 7E 30 d S50 1
W, CK A& o AR R AR A AT, R 77 A2 B
AL BRI E N 2.0 4.0 g- LT AR AR
FEAERCAR KO ELIE Sh AR, AN 4.0 ¢ L7 47
SEYS IR BT B, 6 ] N A5 IR F 29Pa, 1 )
FH,/CO, ™= W Btigs 12 9K 32 24 il ; WK 5b ]
DI IR 6.0 g~ L™ AY AL B A6 52 R
WS He KM B 3, e s A R IR 8 T 117 Pa,
UEEAFIFTH,/CO, ™ H Bt i 4% 32 5% . 76 52 50 )5 1
SRR, Bbe =i (B 1), BRI H,/COo, ™=
FR eI AR I A7 B 5 TR M Mk B 8.0 ¢+ L7 AT 10.0
g L7 AL S 3 I A e R B T B
SUMEA LS T 71 Pa F1105 Pa, JCH e i, 16
TR H,/CO, ™= H i i 45 32 31| ™ 30 i) 52 56 )5 30
Ao RN AU R B (B 1) R R
AR — 5T . b S s Ui, A IR AN
JERIIG I, X H,/ CO, A A2 10 il 4 FH 22 3 i
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YR AN B M 8.0 g - LTV IE, A H,/CO, 77
REIR IR 5 4 4 . Lokshina 45 78 75 7l & 7K 41 i IR
AR SE I rh AR B T A5 R TR I 4
(Lokshina et al., 2003).

120

a.
— A
100 F cK
—A—20gL™!
—v—4.0gL"!
8ot
<
&
H o0t
&
i
40
0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1
02 4 6 8 1012 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 3
A R)/d
1201 b
| —v—60gL!
1007 —o—80gL!
—a—100gL"!
80
< |
&
W 60
& |
i
40
20}
0 C 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30
i fl/d
B 5 BN SSERZIE
Fig.5 Variation of hydrogen partial pressure at different sodium

oleate concentration

4 2518 ( Conclusions)

1) TR EA 2 X0k 7 R o b A 77 A A A T, 2
SO0 I 9 P A A A A 5 R A e AR T 6.0
g LT HAb B, 2 kS O RRACIHR S AR
A RASE AR R T e iR B e T 8.0 g+ L7
AL B2 2 IR AR 32 2 J A ], A D e
Ak

2) IRV AR T 6.0 g« LA, & 43 R 1T 4
FAC e s iR A B2 5 T 8.0 g - L7V, iR 73
I A BE N TR A £ R A5 v ) A3 0 , TR
EALF N 0.

3 ) IR B %8 DR S84 I v (A ) i 5 i AN T
A AR5 PR vy A E B A A A P e et T

B R BE el /D 2 £ TR A AR A2 B Y B

4) IR TS IS 6.0 g« L7 B, 7ESC 50 0]
W25 R = H e A v &0 FE A T v, IR S T R
BT IR A8 & T R 3 i VR .

EEEEEN . FAE(1957—) % R, B 1982 £ 8- F
ZNARFAFR HFFEL A 1982 FXk, —HENEREAH
b JE AR AL TR R F oy 40 Y S Al An LR R T
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