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ABSTRACT: A membraneless microbial electrolysis cell (MEC) has
been developed for perchloroethylene (PCE) removal through the
reductive dechlorination reaction. The MEC consists of a tubular
reactor of 8.24 L equipped with a graphite-granule working electrode
which stimulates dechlorinating microorganisms while a graphite-
granule cylindrical envelopment contained in a plastic mesh
constituted the counter electrode of the MEC. Synthetic PCE-
contaminated groundwater has been used as the feeding solution to
test the nitrate and sulfate reduction reactions on the MEC
performance at different hydraulic retention times (HRTs) (4.1, 1.8,
and 1.2) and different cathodic potentials [−350, −450, and −650 mV
vs standard hydrogen electrode (SHE)]. The HRT decrease from 4.1
to 1.8 d promoted a considerable increase in sulfate removal from 38 ±
11 to 113 ± 26 mg/Ld with a consequent current increase, while a
shorter HRT of 1.2 d caused a partial inhibition of sulfate reduction with a consequent current decrease from −99 ± 3 to −52 ± 6
mA. Similarly, the cathodic potential investigation showed a direct correlation of current generation and sulfate removal in which the
utilization of a cathodic potential of −350 mV versus SHE allowed for an 80% decrease in the sulfate removal rate with a consequent
current decrease from −163 ± 7 to 41 ± 5 mA. The study showed the possibility to mitigate the energy consumption of the process
by avoiding side reactions and current generation, through the selection of an appropriate HRT and applied cathodic potential.

1. INTRODUCTION

The wide diffusion of chlorinated aliphatic hydrocarbons
(CAHs) as perchloroethylene (PCE) and trichloroethylene
(TCE) over the past years and their incorrect disposal and
storage made these substances become one of the most
common contaminants of both subsoil and groundwater in the
world.1−3 These compounds can be naturally degraded directly
in the contaminated matrix by various species of micro-
organisms; in case of anaerobic conditions, the reaction is
known by the name of organohalide respiration or reductive
dechlorination (RD).4,5 This microbial consortium can couple
growth with dehalogenation, but only Dehalococcoides mccartyi
can degrade PCE to a harmless product, ethene.6−9 Indeed, the
RD reaction usually promotes the accumulation of less toxic
chlorinated byproducts like vinyl chloride (VC). Enhanced in
situ bioremediation (EISBR) consists of the stimulation of
dechlorinating microorganisms by adding organic fermentable
compounds to the contaminated aquifer,10−12 which allows
slow H2 release. EISBR represents an effective strategy for
CAH remediation,13,14 particularly when sustainable ferment-
able byproducts are used.15−18 An innovative approach used
for the control of microbial activity is offered by a

bioelectrochemical system (BES) in which the microbial
metabolism is stimulated by the presence of a polarized
electrode. During the years, many environmental applications
of the BES have been developed;19−22 indeed, microbial
electrolysis cells (MECs)23,24 have been used for remediation
applications of contaminants including CAHs and heavy
metals.25−28 Recently, a new membraneless MEC configu-
ration has been successfully adopted for the complete
mineralization of PCE through a sequential reductive/oxidative
step. The introduction of synthetic groundwater, prepared
according to a real groundwater composition, introduced
sulfate and nitrate in the reductive reactor, which were
responsible for the current increase due to the establishment of
sulfate and nitrate bioelectrochemical reduction. Iron, sulfate,
and nitrate reductions29,30 usually compete with CAH RD,
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being reducing-power consuming reactions; moreover, various
studies indicate similar H2 threshold concentrations for
dechlorinating and sulfate-reducing microorganisms.31−34

Sulfate and nitrate reduction reactions under bioelectro-
chemical conditions have been widely described by several
authors.35,36 Under potentiostatic conditions, the establish-
ment of these additional power consumption reactions, along
with bioelectromethanogenesis, promotes a current increase
which is directly linked to an increase in power consumption.
In order to control the sulfate and nitrate reduction reactions
under the adopted operating conditions, hydraulic retention
time (HRT) and cathodic potential (Ecath) effects have been
explored by using synthetic groundwater containing sulfate and
nitrate anions. Furthermore, three different HRTs (4.1 d, 1.8 d,
and 1.2 d) and three different Ecath [−450, −650, and −350
mV vs standard hydrogen electrode (SHE)] have been
adopted for the membraneless reductive reactor to allow the
optimization of PCE RD in terms of the dechlorination rate,
Coulombic efficiency, and energy consumption.

2. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
2.1. Effect of HRT on Reductive Reactor Perform-

ances. The reductive reactor feeding solution, composed of
PCE-contaminated synthetic groundwater, was acclimated to
nitrate and sulfate presence in a previous study, in which the
effects on bioelectrochemical performance of the synthetic
groundwater were highlighted.37 To investigate more in detail
the effects of operating conditions on the RD reaction, the
reductive reactor has been separated from the sequential
bioelectrochemical process to characterize the HRT and
applied cathodic potential effects.39 The first operating
condition explored was the HRT which was decreased from
4.1 to 1.8 and 1.2 days by increasing the synthetic groundwater
flow rate from 2.0 to 4.5 and 7 L/d (i.e.empty volume of the
reductive reactor is 8.24 L). During the HRT effect
investigation, the cathodic chamber of the reductive reactor
was polarized at −450 mV versus SHE. As reported in Figure
1A, under the first operating condition, at 4.1 days, a complete
PCE removal was obtained, with PCE not being present in the
outlet of the reductive reactor. The subsequent HRT decrease
from 4.1 to 1.8 days allowed for the maintenance of complete
PCE removal from the synthetic groundwater, with an average
PCE removal efficiency of 100 ± 3%; however, a further HRT
decrease from 1.8 to 1.2 caused the partial loss of the PCE
removal capacity with a decrease in the PCE removal efficiency
to 95 ± 6%. Even if the HRT of 1.2 days promoted a slight
decrease in PCE removal efficiency, as summarized in Table 1,
the PCE removal rate increased from 22 ± 3 to 74 ± 13 μmol/

Ld according to the HRT decrease. As reported in Figure 1B,
the RD byproduct composition remained stable during the
operating periods of 4.1 and 1.8 days, with a predominance of
medium−low chlorinated RD byproducts such as cisDCE and
VC present at an average concentration of 5 and 4 μmol/L,
respectively. Moreover, by the adoption of an HRT of 1.2 days,
a considerable increase in cisDCE was observed, reaching a
concentration around 35 μmol/L (Figure 1B). As shown in
Figure 1B, the adoption of different HRTs influenced the
byproduct composition, that is, the HRT decrease promoted
the production of medium and high chlorinated PCE
byproducts, showing the possible correlation of the HRT
with the activity of the specific reductive dehalogenase
enzymes involved in each dechlorination step.37 Despite the
predominance of medium chlorinated RD byproducts, the
HRT decrease promoted an increase in terms of reducing
equivalents involved in the RD reaction, which increased from
61 ± 3 to 134 ± 11 μeq/Ld.
The principal effect of the HRT decrease detected during

the reductive reactor operation was the current profile
generated by the cathodic reactions, as shown in Figure 2.
Indeed, while the average current increased from −65 ± 3 to
−99 ± 3 with the decrease in HRT from 4.1 to 1.8 days, a
further HRT decrease to 1.2 days caused a current decrease

Figure 1. PCE removal (A) and CAH RD byproducts (B) during the three operating periods at different HRTs.

Table 1. PCE Removal and RD Rate under the Three
Operating Conditions at Different HRTs

HRT (d) 4.1 1.8 1.2

PCE removal rate (μmol/Ld) 22 ± 5 52 ± 9 74 ± 13
PCE removal efficiency (%) 99 ± 3 100 ± 3 95 ± 6

RD rate (μeq/Ld) 61 ± 3 80 ± 7 134 ± 11
CERD (%) 0.8 ± 0.1 0.7 ± 0.2 2.1 ± 0.5

Figure 2. Average current flow in the reductive reactor during the
three operating periods at different HRTs.
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from −99 ± 3 to −52 ± 6 mA. Under potentiostatic control of
the process, the decrease in the generated current was directly
correlated with the decrease in the reduction reaction rate in
the reactor. The consequent Coulombic efficiency for the RD
reaction (CERD), that is, the amount of electricity involved in
the PCE dechlorination, resulted in the range of 0.8 ± 0.1 to
2.1 ± 0.1%, as reported in Table 1.
As reported in a previous study,38 most of the current

produced in the reductive reactor under evaluation was derived
from the establishment of nitrate and sulfate reduction
reactions. The nitrate concentration in the inlet and outlet of
the reductive reactor during the three different HRT operating
periods is reported in Figure 3A; due to the low concentration
of nitrate in synthetic groundwater (around 15 mg/L), under
all the conditions explored, the nitrate was completely
removed, indicating a complete reduction of the anion by
the bioelectrochemical denitrification pathway. On the
contrary, as reported in Figure 3B, sulfate removal increased
from 38 ± 11 to 113 ± 26 mg/Ld by a HRT decrease from 4.1
to 1.8 days, while a further HRT decrease to 1.2 days caused a
drastic sulfate removal rate decrease to 60 ± 9 mg/Ld. The
sulfate removal rate decrease was probably due to low HRT
and the consequential low contact time between the species
and the biofilm together with a high sulfate load reached by
adopting a flow rate of 6.5 L/d (a theoretical sulfate load rate
of 393 mgSO4

2−/Ld) in the reductive reactor. Interestingly, the
sulfate removal rate correlated with the current−time course
(Figure 2), indicating the current dependence of sulfate
reduction. Indeed, as reported in Table 2, most of the current

flowing in the reductive reactor was justified by the complete
nitrate and sulfate reduction, which presented Coulombic
efficiencies for the nitrate and sulfate reduction of 6 ± 1 and 88
± 13%, respectively, under the 1.8-day HRT condition and 12
± 4 and 89 ± 7% under the 1.2-day HRT condition.
2.2. Effect of the Applied Potential on Reductive

Reactor Performances. The investigation of the effect of the

cathodic potential on the bioelectrochemical reactions has
been performed by using a fixed HRT of 1.8 days, which
represents a more realistic HRT for a full-scale application.
Three different cathodic potentials have been adopted, −450,
−650, and −350 mV versus SHE; −450 mV versus SHE was
replicated after the −450 mV versus SHE condition operated
with an HRT of 1.2 days to assess the capacity of the
bioelectrochemical process in restoring a previous condition.
As described in Figure 4A, the PCE removal was almost
complete under the three explored conditions at different
cathodic potentials; indeed, as also summarized in Table 3, the
resultant PCE removal rates were 28 ± 8, 28 ± 6, and 43 ± 11
μmol/Ld. Besides, the complete PCE removal was not
influenced by the applied potential; as reported in Figure 5,
a strong influence of the cathodic potential was observed with
an average current flow in the reductive reactor. However,
while the current increased from −93 ± 3 to −163 ± 7 mA at
cathodic potentials of −450 and −650 mV versus SHE, a sharp
current decrease from −163 ± 7 to −41 ± 5 mA was obtained
using a cathodic potential of −350 mV versus SHE.
The RD byproduct distribution during the three operating

periods at the three different cathodic potentials was almost
stable. The main RD byproducts consisted of a mixture of cis
DCE and VC at an average concentration of 20 ± 5 and 5 ± 1
μmol/L, respectively. Only during a cathodic potential of −350
mV versus SHE, the less reductive explored condition, was
TCE with an average concentration of 6 ± 1 μmol/L detected
in the reductive reactor effluent. As reported in Table 2, the
resultant RD rate was almost constant in the different
operating periods with average values of 73 ± 5, 62 ± 9,
and 84 ± 7 μeq/Ld for the −450, −650, and −350 mV versus
SHE conditions, respectively. Moreover, the less the reducing
potential applied, the higher the RD Coulombic efficiency; that
is, the Coulombic efficiency at −350 mV versus SHE was 1.8
because of the current decrease promoted by the adoption of a
less reductive potential.
The current profile correlated with the sulfate and nitrate

removal as shown in Figure 6, which reports the influent and
effluent anion concentrations in the reductive reactor.
Although complete nitrate removal was obtained in all the
three cathodic potentials explored (Figure 6A) due to the low
concentration of nitrate in synthetic groundwater, sulfate
reduction was mainly responsible for current generation under
the different potentiostatic conditions explored (Figure 6B). As
reported in Table 4, sulfate reduction Coulombic efficiency
allowed for the justification of 78 ± 12, 59 ± 10, and 58 ± 8%
of the flowing current under the different operating conditions.
Furthermore, the utilization of −350 mV versus SHE in the

Figure 3. Nitrate (A) and sulfate (B) removal in the reductive reactor during the three operating periods at different HRTs.

Table 2. Sulfate and Nitrate Contribution to Current
Generation under the Three Different Operating
Conditions

HRT (d) 4.1 1.8 1.2

SO4
2− removal rate (mg/Ld) 38 ± 11 113 ± 26 60 ± 9

NO3
− removal rate (mg/Ld) 3 ± 1 8 ± 3 9 ± 2

current (mA) −65 ± 3 −99 ± 3 −52 ± 6
CERS (%) 45 ± 5 88 ± 13 89 ± 7
CERN (%) 4 ± 2 6 ± 1 12 ± 4
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reductive reactor caused a strong inhibition of sulfate reduction
reaction which decreased from 124 ± 9 mgSO4/Ld under the
−650 mV versus SHE condition to 28 ± 4 mg/Ld at a
cathodic potential of −350 mV versus SHE. Probably, the less
reducing power available for the reduction reaction promoted
the sulfate-reducing microorganism activity due to the less

availability of reducing equivalents or molecular hydrogen
concentration.
As reported in the literature, sulfate- and nitrate-reducing

microorganisms have a similar hydrogen threshold value with
respect to organohalide-respiring bacteria, that is, the micro-
organisms responsible for PCE RD. This similar hydrogen
threshold value implies that at intermediate and more reducing
potential values, the two types of reactions occur simulta-
neously, while under the lower reducing condition, the
hydrogen production only sustained RD. Even though the
dechlorinating microbial consortium resulted not inhibited by
the less reductive condition, a partial PCE dechlorination with
TCE production was observed, probably indicating the
selection of different microbial species able to perform only
the first step of the PCE dechlorination.37

2.3. Methane Generation under the Explored
Condition. Bioelectromethanogenesis is a well-known scav-
enging reaction of reducing-power consumption, as already
reported in previous studies;40 bioelectromethanogenesis was
responsible for the higher flowing current consumption. Under
all the explored conditions, methane has been detected in the
reductive reactor effluent mainly as a separated gaseous phase.

Figure 4. PCE removal (A) and CAH RD byproducts (B) during the three operating periods at different applied cathodic potentials.

Table 3. PCE Removal and RD Rate under the Three
Operating Conditions at Different Applied Cathodic
Potentials

Ecath (mV vs SHE) −450 −650 −350
PCE removal rate (μmol/Ld) 28 ± 8 28 ± 6 43 ± 11
PCE removal efficiency (%) 96 ± 4 100 ± 2 98 ± 4

RD (μeq/Ld) 73 ± 5 62 ± 9 84 ± 7
CERD (%) 0.7 ± 0.2 0.4 ± 0.1 1.8 ± 0.4

Figure 5. Average current flow in the reductive reactor during the
three operating periods at different applied cathodic potentials.

Figure 6. Nitrate (A) and sulfate (B) removal in the reductive reactor during the three operating periods at different applied cathodic potentials.

Table 4. Sulfate and Nitrate Contribution to Current
Generation under the Three Different Operating
Conditions at Different Applied Cathodic Potentials

Ecath (mV vs SHE) −450 −650 −350
SO4

2− removal rate (mg/Ld) 94 ± 8 124 ± 9 28 ± 4
NO3

− removal rate (mg/Ld) 6 ± 2 6 ± 3 6 ± 2
current (mA) −93 ± 3 −163 ± 7 −41 ± 5
CERS (%) 78 ± 12 59 ± 10 58 ± 8
CERN (%) 5 ± 2 3 ± 1 10 ± 4
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With respect to sulfate and nitrate reduction, methane
generation gave a lower contribution in terms of reducing-
power consumption, with Coulombic efficiencies in the range
of 0.5−9% as reported in Table 5. During the exploration of

the HRT effects on the investigated process, methanogenesis
was considerably higher in terms of the highest production rate
at an HRT of 4.1 d; moreover, the HRT decrease promoted
the decrease in the methane production rate from 94 ± 7 to 27
± 8 μmol/Ld. On the contrary, during the exploration of the
cathodic potential, the methane production rate was much
lower with respect to the HRT conditions with a methane
production rate of 6 μmol/Ld at −450 and −650 mV versus
SHE, while under a less reductive condition of −350 mV
versus SHE, further methanogenesis inhibition has been
detected due to the lower availability of reducing power.
Methanogenesis was inhibited by a lower HRT, below 2 days,
which led to a progressive inhibition during the study of the
cathodic potentials, which was conducted at an intermediate
HRT of 1.8 d. The analysis of the bioelectrochemical methane
production clearly indicates the combined effect of HRT and
cathodic potential in the mitigation of the methanogenesis side
reaction.
2.4. Overall Evaluation of the HRT and Ecathode on the

Reductive Reactor. The overall analysis of the reductive
reactor performance under the investigated operating con-
dition allowed the evaluation of the RD reaction in the
presence of side reactions such as nitrate and sulfate reduction.
With the reductive reactor being operated under a potentio-
static condition, RD and nitrate/sulfate reduction are not
competitive because higher species are able to be reduced and
higher current flowed in the circuit. The current generation in

the reductive reactor was related to the sulfate load rate
available in the cathodic chamber of the reductive reactor
(controlled by HRT) and to the cathodic potential applied to
the electrode. Indeed, Figure 7A shows the RD rates and
current generation as a function of both HRT and cathodic
potential. It is possible to underline that current generation has
been driven mainly by the sulfate reduction reaction; for this
reason, the regulation of the applied cathodic potential and the
HRT allowed for the minimization of competing reactions with
a limited influence on the RD rate. The increase in the flowing
current is directly linked to an increase in the applied cell
voltage and, for instance, to the energy consumption of the
overall process; Table 6 and Figure 7B summarize the different
energy consumptions obtained during the treatment of
synthetic groundwater under all the explored conditions.

Finally, by regulating the HRT and the applied cathodic
potential, the current, generated mostly by sulfate reduction,
can be adjusted to the desired optimum which, in this case,
indicates the necessity to minimize the current and the
consequent Coulombic efficiency of the RD reaction and the
energy consumption of the bioelectrochemical reactor.

3. CONCLUSIONS
In this paper, bioelectrochemical sulfate and nitrate reduction
reactions as side reactions of PCE RD have been investigated
at three different HRTs and cathodic potentials. The HRT
decrease from 4.1 to 1.8 promoted a considerable increase in
sulfate reduction which contributed to the current increase,
while a further decrease in HRT to 1.2 d led to a partial
inhibition of sulfate reduction, promoting the consequent
current decrease. Applying the intermediate HRT of 1.8 days
with three different cathodic potentials (−350, −450, and
−650 mV vs SHE) showed their predominant effect on sulfate
and nitrate reduction and consequently on current generation

Table 5. Methane Coulombic Efficiency Obtained under the
Different Conditions Explored

HRT (d) 4.1 1.8 1.2

CH4 production rate
(μmol/Ld)

94 ± 7 57 ± 4 27 ± 8

CECH4
(%) 9 ± 3 2 ± 1 2 ± 1

Ecath (mV vs SHE) −450 −650 −350
CH

4
production rate
(μmol/Ld)

6 ± 3 6 ± 2 1 ± 1

CECH4
(%) 0.5 ± 0.1 0.44 ± 0.04 0.47 ± 0.12

Figure 7. Current generation and RD reaction rate in the reductive reactor as a function of HRT and cathodic potential (A) and energy
consumption (pumping not included) for the synthetic groundwater treatment as a function of applied cathodic potential and HRT (B).

Table 6. Energy Consumption (kW h/m3) in the Treated
Synthetic Groundwater for the Different Operating
Conditions Explored

Ecath (mV vs SHE) −350 −450 −650
HRT 4.1 (d) 2.2 ± 0.1
HRT 1.8 (d) 0.6 ± 0.1 2.2 ± 0.3 3.6 ± 0.2
HRT 1.2 (d) 0.6 ± 0.1
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and energy consumption. By using the less reductive potential
of −350 mV versus SHE, the sulfate reduction strongly
reduced, promoting a considerable current decrease and
energy consumption minimization. RD Coulombic efficiency
maximized under the −350 mV versus SHE condition with an
HRT of 1.8 d; that is, the RD rate remained almost constant
despite the obtained current decrease. The present research
study suggests that in the bioelectrochemical process under
investigation, side reaction control, mainly represented by
sulfate and nitrate reduction, is fundamental to limit current
generation and energy consumption in favor of a higher
Coulombic efficiency for the RD reaction.

4. EXPERIMENTAL SECTION
4.1. Reactor Setup and the Operating Conditions

Explored. The reductive reactor consisted of a borosilicate
glass column with an empty volume of 8.24 L. Three sampling
ports allowed for the insertion of the Ag/AgCl reference
electrode (3 M KCl +0.199 V vs SHE) and the electric
connections for the working and counter electrode. The
working electrode of the reactor was an external chamber filled
with granular graphite which constituted the cathode, while the
internal counter electrode chamber was made by a tubular
envelopment of a plastic material containing granular graphite.
The two concentric chambers were electrically separated using
a double-layer HDPE web pointed with a nonwoven fabric
membrane, which allowed electrolyte diffusion.
The influent solution, named synthetic groundwater, was

prepared from tap water in which 450 mg/L Na2SO4 and 30
mg/L NaNO3 were added according to the composition of real
groundwater. The synthetic groundwater was contaminated by
PCE at a theoretical concentration of 100 μL. Both influent
and effluent solutions were collected in self-collapsing bags that
allow the containment of the feeding solution without the
creation of a gas phase. More details about the reactor setup
can be also found in previous work.41 The reactor was
polarized by using a three-electrode configuration, controlling
the reductive potential of the external cathodic chamber by
using a VSP300 Biologic potentiostat (BioLogic).
During this study, three different HRTs and three different

cathodic potentials have been used for process performance
characterization. Table 7 summarizes the operating conditions
adopted.

4.2. Analytical Methods. The analysis of the CAHs in the
inlet and in the outlet of the reactor is made by the manual
injection of a 50 μL head space gas phase in a Dani Master gas
chromatograph with a flame ionization detector. The injection
was made by using a gastight syringe (gas-tight syringe,
Hamilton Company USA, Nevada) with a sample lock to
maintain the same pressure of the sampling cells for the
injected volume. The analysis of nitrate and sulfate anions was
made using a ionic liquid chromatograph (Dionex) equipped
with a suppressor and by using a mobile phase that consists of
a solution of Na2CO3 and NaHCO3; the liquid phase for the
anion analysis was sampled directly from the bags.

4.3. Calculation. The Coulombic efficiency represents the
fraction of flowing current generated by proton reduction,
which comes from water autoproteolysis, that is used for
reductive reactions. The RD Coulombic efficiency can be
expressed with the equation

i
CE (%)

RD (mA)
(mA)

100RD = ×

in which RD is the quantification of the RD product in
milliamps, calculated with the subsequent equation

Q F

RD (mA) ( ( TCE 2) ( cDCE 4)

( VC 6) ( Eth 8) /1000)

( /86400)out

= { [ ] × + [ ] ×

+ [ ] × + [ ] × }

× ×

where Qout = liquid flow rate; F= Faraday’s constant = 96,485
C/mol; and 86,400 are the seconds in one day.
The nitrate and sulfate Coulombic efficiencies are calculated

by using the same expressions by replacing the numerator term
with the quantification of the nitrate and sulfate removal and
total reduction in milliamps

i
CE (%)

NR (mA)
(mA)

100NR = ×

i
CE (%)

SR (mA)
(mA)

100SR = ×

in which

Q
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SO SO
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8
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MW 96.06 g/mol

4
2

in 4
2

out
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4
2

4
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{[ ] − [ ] }
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− −

−

−
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Q

F
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NO NO
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5
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3
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The energy consumption in terms of kW h per m−3 of
treated water was calculated using the following equations

i V
kW h

d
(mA) (mV) 10 246= × Δ × ×−

m
i V

Q
kW h (mA) (mV) 10 24

10treatedwater
3

6

in
3= × Δ × ×

×

−

−
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Y.; Rabaey, K. Microbial electrochemistry for bioremediation. Environ.
Sci. Technol. 2020, 1, 100013.
(27) Lohner, S. T.; Becker, D.; Mangold, K.-M.; Tiehm, A.
Sequential reductive and oxidative biodegradation of chloroethenes
stimulated in a coupled bioelectro-process. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2011,
45, 6491−6497.
(28) Pavlostathis, S. G.; Prytula, M. T.; Yeh, D. H. Potential and
limitations of microbial reductive dechlorination for bioremediation
applications. Water Air Soil Pollut. Focus 2003, 3, 117−129.

ACS Omega http://pubs.acs.org/journal/acsodf Article

https://doi.org/10.1021/acsomega.1c03001
ACS Omega XXXX, XXX, XXX−XXX

G

https://pubs.acs.org/action/doSearch?field1=Contrib&text1="Mauro+Majone"&field2=AllField&text2=&publication=&accessType=allContent&Earliest=&ref=pdf
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acsomega.1c03001?ref=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10653-011-9423-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10653-011-9423-1
https://doi.org/10.1021/es061553y?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1021/es061553y?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copbio.2006.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copbio.2006.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-017-8867-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-017-8867-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2018.03.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2018.03.018
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.276.5318.1568
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.276.5318.1568
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01717
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01717
https://doi.org/10.1099/ijs.0.034926-0
https://doi.org/10.1099/ijs.0.034926-0
https://doi.org/10.1099/ijs.0.034926-0
https://doi.org/10.1099/ijs.0.034926-0
https://doi.org/10.1099/ijs.0.034926-0
https://doi.org/10.1099/ijs.0.034926-0
https://doi.org/10.1021/bp980011k?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1021/bp980011k?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2006.09.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2006.09.019
https://doi.org/10.1128/aem.65.12.5212-5221.1999
https://doi.org/10.1128/aem.65.12.5212-5221.1999
https://doi.org/10.1128/aem.65.12.5212-5221.1999
https://doi.org/10.1128/mmbr.56.3.482-507.1992
https://doi.org/10.1128/mmbr.56.3.482-507.1992
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11274-016-2137-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11274-016-2137-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1001-0742(09)60082-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1001-0742(09)60082-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nbt.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nbt.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nbt.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nbt.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2008.073
https://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2008.073
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2012.04.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2012.04.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2012.04.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2012.04.026
https://doi.org/10.3303/CET1649016
https://doi.org/10.3303/CET1649016
https://doi.org/10.3303/CET1649016
https://doi.org/10.3303/CET1649016
https://doi.org/10.1021/es0624321?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1021/es0624321?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1021/es0624321?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1021/es202262y?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1021/es202262y?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1021/es202262y?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2015.03.092
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2015.03.092
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2015.03.092
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2016.11.072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2016.11.072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2016.11.072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2020.05.122
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2020.05.122
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bej.2020.107886
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bej.2020.107886
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2019.06.068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2019.06.068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ese.2020.100013
https://doi.org/10.1021/es200801r?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1021/es200801r?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1023913330677
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1023913330677
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1023913330677
http://pubs.acs.org/journal/acsodf?ref=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1021/acsomega.1c03001?urlappend=%3Fref%3DPDF&jav=VoR&rel=cite-as


(29) Drzyzga, O.; Gerritse, J.; Dijk, J. A.; Elissen, H.; Gottschal, J. C.
Coexistence of a sulfate-reducing Desulfovibrio species and the
dehalorespiring Desulfitobacterium frappieri TCE1 in defined chemo-
stat cultures grown with various combinations of sulfate and
tetrachloroethene. Environ. Microbiol. 2001, 3, 92−99.
(30) Hoelen, T. P.; Reinhard, M. Complete biological dehalogena-
tion of chlorinated ethylenes in sulfate containing groundwater.
Biodegradation 2004, 15, 395−403.
(31) Berggren, D. R. V.; Marshall, I. P. G.; Azizian, M. F.; Spormann,
A. M.; Semprini, L. Effects of sulfate reduction on the bacterial
community and kinetic parameters of a dechlorinating culture under
chemostat growth conditions. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2013, 47, 1879−
1886.
(32) Chen, Y.; Cheng, J. J.; Creamer, K. S. Inhibition of anaerobic
digestion process: A review. Bioresour. Technol. 2008, 99, 4044−4064.
(33) Townsend, G. T.; Suflita, J. M. Influence of sulfur oxyanions on
reductive dehalogenation activities in desulfomonile tiedjei. Appl.
Environ. Microbiol. 1997, 63, 3594−3599.
(34) Mao, X.; Polasko, A.; Alvarez-Cohen, L.; Kelly, R. M. Effects of
sulfate reduction on trichloroethene dechlorination by dehalococ-
coides-containing microbial communities. Appl. Environ. Microbiol.
2017, 83, No. e03384-16.
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