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ABSTRACT

Pig farming activity has an important role in the Brazilian economy and generates effluents 
with a high polluting potential. The covered lagoon biodigester is a simple and suitable alter-
native for the treatment of swine manure. This work aimed to propose improvements to the 
pig effluent treatment system composed by covered lagoon biodigesters. Therefore, a survey of 
a typical plant configuration of pig effluent treatment was accomplished and alternatives were 
suggested in order to get a greater energy sustainability in farms through resource recovery. 
The proposed interventions were based on studies of scientific papers, technical equipment 
manuals, technical research and consultation with professionals of the field. Th e optimiza-
tion of the systems operation considers some criteria, such as: (i) need for solids removal; (ii) 
organic loading; (iii) operation temperature; (iv) effluent recirculation; and (v) biogas energy 
recovery. Firstly, a typical scenario was identified without any improvements, in which the bio-
gas is sent to flares without energy recovery. Subsequently, systems improvement insights were 
proposed, mainly regarding effluent heating through a solar heating system or by recovering 
the thermal energy from biogas and biogas recovering. The treatment optimization would 
increase the efficiency of  organic matter removal and biogas production, as  well as  electric 
energy production and reduction in greenhouse gases emissions. The use of tools such as Life 
Cycle Analysis (LCA) can favor decision making and comparing proposed alternatives.

Cite this article as: Nascimento LA, Oliveira RRM, Sousa IP, Maradini PS, Rosa AP. Insights 
to improve covered lagoon biodigesters through by-products recovery in pig farms. 
Environ Res Tec 2021;4(3):284–292.

*Corresponding author.
*E-mail address: andrerosa@ufv.br

Published by Yıldız Technical University Press, İstanbul, Turkey
Copyright 2021, Yıldız Technical University. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/).

INTRODUCTION

Pig farming is among the main agribusiness activities in 
Brazil. In 2019, the country produced approximately four 
million tons and exported 861 thousand tons of pig meat, 
being the fourth largest producer and exporter in the world, 
and the fifth consumer. Brazil’s Southern region is respon-

sible for 66.0% of the national production, followed by the 
Southeastern region, responsible for about 18.0% [1]. The 
intense swine activity generates large amounts of manure 
rich in organic matter and nutrients such as nitrogen, phos-
phorus, and eventually antibiotics and steroid hormones 
with high polluting potential, thus requiring treatment and 
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an adequate final disposal in order to minimize impacts to 
the environment [2, 3]. Anaerobic digesters stand out as a 
great treatment alternative because of their low costs of im-
plementation and operation, low energy demand, reduced 
sludge yield and the biogas generation, a by-product with 
high energy potential [4].

Anaerobic digesters are available in the market in different 
models and configurations. Their selection must take into 
account local climate conditions, effluent characteristics, 
and financial resources available for their construction, op-
eration and maintenance. The covered lagoon biodigester 
(CLB) is a simple technology, easy to build and operate, be-
ing among the main swine manure treatment alternatives in 
Brazil [5, 6]. Despite the advantages, there are some inher-
ent limitations that can compromise treatment efficiency 
and biogas recovery. For instance, the absence of automat-
ed features to control and optimize the operational tem-
perature and a full understanding of the hydraulic regime, 
which influences the distribution of microorganisms in the 
reactor and the accumulation of inhibitory metabolites by 
the microorganisms [7].

Anaerobic processes are carried out by various Bacteria and 
Archaea. The biological activity of these microorganisms is 
strongly affected by operational and environmental factors 
[4, 8], such as hydraulic retention time, temperature, and 
pH. Therefore, monitoring those factors is important to 
guarantee a stable and efficient treatment process and in-
crease the biogas production, which can be used to generate 
thermal and electric energy.

According to Oliveira et al. [8] and Santos et al. [10], anaer-
obic digestion of swine manure in Brazil can generate en-
ergy in an order of 1,750 TWh.year-1, contributing, for in-
stance, to the generation of electricity from biomass, which 
in 2019 was 52,111TWh [11]. However, such potential isn’t 
utilized. Regarding the state of Minas Gerais, only 34.8% 
of its pig farms have a CLB installed. From those with bio-
digesters, few of them generate decentralized energy from 
biogas recovery. Besides the energy potential, biogas recov-
ery would avoid an average emission of 0.535 Mt CO2.year-

1, making pig farming more sustainable [10]. In addition, 
the biogas recovery in Brazil may collaborate to achieve the 
following goals signed in the Paris Agreement: (i) reduce 
greenhouse gases by 37.0% below emission levels in 2005 
until 2025 and 43.0% below emission levels in 2005 until 
2030; (ii) increase the share of sustainable bioenergy in its 
energy matrix by 18.0% until 2030; and (iii) achieve a 45.0% 
share of renewable energy in the composition of the energy 
matrix until 2030 [12].

The low use of the biogas energy potential is associated with 
the lack of regulation and policies to encourage the devel-
opment of accessible and appropriate technologies for the 
Brazilian context [13]. There are some studies regarding 
the optimization of CLBs treatment efficiency and biogas 

recovery in order to improve pig farms sustainability [8, 
14–20]. Thereby, the implementation of constructive and 
operational improvements in covered lagoon biodigesters 
enables increasing the treatment efficiency and biogas re-
covery. This work aimed to present scenarios and alterna-
tives associated with constructive and operational improve-
ments of covered lagoon biodigesters, as well as integrating 
their by-products recovery in order to improve pig farms 
sustainability.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

The base layout scenario of treatment plants in pig farms, 
as well as the constructive and operational parameters im-
provements and by-products recovery alternatives were 
assessed based on technical literature review, manufactur-
er's manuals, and benchmarking of operational practices, 
experiences reported by pig farm facilities and technical 
reports from government agencies related to pig farming 
and biogas energetic recovery. CLBs optimization strategies 
contemplated technological alternatives and by-products 
recovery. The following aspects were considered: (i) solids 
removal; (ii) organic loading; (iii) operational temperature; 
(iv) effluent recirculation, and (v) biogas energy recovery. 
The possible alternatives to improve the system efficiency 
were described and compared with each other, presenting 
their advantages and disadvantages.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Base Scenario for Pig Farms Using Covered Lagoon 
Biodigesters
The effluent treated by biodigesters requires a certain level 
of post treatment before being discharged into water bodies 
[6]. A stabilization pond is an interesting choice consider-
ing its advantages such as low constructive and manage-
ment investments, as well as treatment efficiency, however 
this alternative requires a large construction area [21]. In 
addition, there are studies regarding the use of a stabiliza-
tion pond to remove hormones present in swine manure 
such as progestogen, which poses potential risk to aquatic 
organisms [22]. Regarding the methane present in the bio-
gas, its global warming potential is 25 times higher than 
that of CO2 in a time span of 100 years [23]. Given that, it 
is environmentally more interesting to transform CH4 into 
CO2 through combustion, which can be done in flares, a 
mandatory equipment for safety purposes [8].

The flowchart in Figure 1 suggests a base layout scenario of 
treatment plants in pig farms in Brazil, featuring a covered 
lagoon biodigester and a post-treatment unit, with final dis-
posal alternatives for the main by-products (Fig. 1). Initial-
ly, swine manure passes through a screen in order to retain 
small rocks, pieces of plastic and other unwanted coarse ma-
terials to get stuck inside the biodigester (Fig. 1, 2). The pass-
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ing liquid effluent is then stored in an equalization tank (Fig. 
1–3). Afterwards, the swine manure is pumped to feed the 
biodigester (Fig. 1–7). The main by-products of anaerobic 
digestion are the effluent and the biogas. The first goes to a 
post-treatment, usually a stabilization pond (Fig. 1–9), being 
subsequently applied in the soil or used for crop fertigation 
(Fig. 1–10). The biogas generated is burned in flares (Fig. 
1–11) [24]. Finally, the CLB’s main source of heat is the inci-
dent solar radiation on the top of the biodigester (Fig. 1–5). 

Improved Pig Farm Base Scenario Flowcharts
Two different layouts containing constructive and oper-
ational improvements and biogas destinations are shown 
in Figure 2 and Figure 3. In Figure 2 the heating system is 
based on solar energy, while in Figure 3 it is based on the 
thermal energy released from biogas combustion.

Figure 2 presents the treatment system indicated in the base 
scenario (Fig. 1), with a proposal of a pre-treatment by a 
solid-liquid separator, in order to reduce the total solids 
content to a range suitable for CLB operation (Fig. 2–4); a 
swine effluent heater ran by solar panels (Fig. 2–6); and a 
biogas purification system that will be designed according 
to the quality required for its use (Fig. 2–12). Finally, the 
biogas energy recovery in three ways: (i) burning in boil-
ers to generate thermal energy (Fig. 2–13); (ii) burning in a 
motor generator to produce electricity (Fig. 2–14); and (iii) 
fuel generation (Fig. 2–15).

Figure 3 presents the treatment system indicated in the base 
scenario of Figure 1 with the proposal of a pre-treatment by 
a solid-liquid separator, in order to reduce the total solids 
content to a range suitable to the CLB operation (Fig. 3, 4); 
a swine effluent heater run by thermal energy released by 
biogas burning (Fig. 3–6); and a biogas purification system 
that will be designed according to the quality required for 
its use (Fig. 3–12). Finally, the biogas energy recovery in 

three ways: (i) burning in boilers to generate thermal ener-
gy (Fig. 3–13); (ii) burning in a motor generator to generate 
electricity (Fig. 3–14); and (iii) fuel generation (Fig. 3–15).

Improvement Alternatives
The aspects related to some treatment stages and their oper-
ational conditions, as well as improvement alternatives for 
these, are detailed below.

Solids Removal
Solids removal objectives the removal of coarse solids, in 
order to avoid abrasion and obstructions in equipment and 
pipes [21]. Pre-treatment alternatives are a function of pig 
farm management, biodigester set up, and effluent char-
acteristics in terms of solids content, which is considered 
a limiting factor. In general, CLB’s operate with low levels 
of total solids, up to 3.0%, and the pre-treatment is recom-
mended for higher levels [8]. The phase separation reduces 
the swine effluent solids contribution, reducing the entry 
of recalcitrant material in the biodigester, allowing it to be 
more conducive to microbial action and, consequently, im-
proving biogas production. There are several pre-treatment 
methods, such as decanting, centrifugation, sieving and/or 
pressing, dehydration by wind, forced air or heated air. The 
most used are decanting and sieving [17, 18, 25]. Decant-
ing pros are the low costs of implementation and mainte-
nance. However, it requires greater manpower. The sieves 
are classified as static, vibrating and rotating. Regarding the 
static sieve, maintenance and cleaning are major issues, as 
the formation of a thin layer of solids on the sieve surface 
can cause operational problems. The rotating and vibrating 
sieves allows continuous operation with little or no ob-
struction of the screens, enabling it to remove coarse and 
fine particles. However, they have a high initial investment 
cost and rely on power to operate [25].

Figure 1. Base scenario for pig farms with covered lagoon biodigester treatment system.
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The best pre-treatment alternative depends on the effluent 
characteristics, number of animals, land area and economic 
resources availability. Considering that rotating sieves are 
available in the market in different sizes and capacities, that 
way attending pig farms from different sizes, this alternative 
was selected and presented in Figure 2–4 and Figure 3, 4. 
The solid fraction retained by the sieve can be composted 
and used as a solid biofertilizer [25].

Biodigester Feeding - Organic Load in Terms of Volatile 
Solids 
The volumetric organic load (VOL) influences anaerobic 
process dynamics, since it directly impacts the optimal 
conditions for microbial growth. CLBs usually treat efflu-
ents with a volumetric organic load of 0.3 to 0.5 kgSV.m-3 
reactor.d-1 [8]. Feeding the biodigester with VOLs above the 
designed capacity can lead to system failure; while feeding 
it below the VOLs designed capacity leads to a low food/mi-
croorganism ratio, resulting in low biological activity, thus 
reducing the treatment efficiency [6].

Many studies have shown an increase in the methane yield 
for the co-digestion (AcoD) of swine manure with other sub-
strates such as microalgae, agricultural and food residues. 
Astals et al. [24] reported an increase in the methane yield 
of microalgae from 0.163 to 0.245 m3

CH4 kg-1VS (volatile sol-
ids) by applying the co-digestion with swine manure [27] 
reached 0.187 m3

CH4 kg-1
VS in pig manure digestion, compared 

to 0.388m3
CH4 kg-1

VS in pig manure and food waste co-diges-
tion, in the ratio 17:83, respectively. This increase is due to 
overcoming ammonia inhibition which is sometimes a fea-
ture in digestion of pure manure and optimizing the carbon 
to nitrogen (C/N) ratio in the feedstock for the AD [28]. Al-
though the C/N ratio is widely used to explain the synergies 
that occur during anaerobic co-digestion, specific microbes 
from pig manure, macro and micronutrients, and alkalinity 
can be also linked [29]. However, the co-digestion of lipid 
rich co-substrates may present operating problems, which are 
usually associated with foaming, clogging, and biomass flota-
tion inside the reactor; and inhibition of the microorganisms 
due to the accumulation of long chain fatty acids [30].

Operational Temperature
Temperature is a parameter of great importance in anaer-
obic treatment, impacting microorganism’s metabolism 
and biochemical reactions rates [8, 25]. Anaerobic reactors 
work under thermophilic (50.0 to 65.0°C) or mesophilic 
(20.0 to 45.0°C) conditions, being the optimal temperature 
for microorganism development the range between 35.0°C 
and 37.0°C [7, 26, 33]. Considering that Brazil is a tropical 
country, most anaerobic reactors operate at temperatures 
close to the lower limit of the mesophilic range. According 
to Sousa [18], the internal temperature of a covered lagoon 
biodigester without temperature control, in the city of Teix-
eiras, Minas Gerais (20º34'07,2" W, 42º52'01,6" S), varied 

Figure 2. Improvements for the anaerobic process considering pre-treatment, swine effluent heating via solar energy and 
alternatives for the use of biogas.
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from 20.5 to 26.8 °C, well below the optimum temperature, 
which may have contributed to decrease the system effi-
ciency in terms of organic matter removal and biogas yield. 
Furthermore, anaerobic microorganisms are particularly 
sensitive to temperature variation; even small changes up to 
2ºC may cause inhibition [8]. Thus, a temperature control 
system will ensure proper conditions for microbial activity, 
increasing treatment efficiency and biogas yield. Some al-
ternatives are shown in Figure 2–5, Figure 2–6, Figure 3–5 
and Figure 3–6 and described below.

The heat required for anaerobic reactions in the CLB comes 
from the effluent itself, from the heat released by microbi-
al activity and, mainly, from the solar radiation on the top 
of the biodigester. The heat released by microbial metabo-
lism does not affect the effluent temperature substantially, 
whereas solar incidence is responsible for up to 84.0% of 
the heat transfer rate to the interior of the biodigesters in 
the summer [17, 34].

Solar radiation plays an important role in CLB temperature 
control. It varies seasonally and along longitude and lati-
tudes. The rate of solar radiation absorption by biodigesters 
varies according to local landscape aspects such as trees, 
buildings and other objects that may block the sunlight, as 
well as the reactor's layout, and the gasometer dome color 
and material properties. According to a study by [33], solar 
reflectance of a digester dome, external ambient tempera-

ture and solar irradiance are the factors that mostly influ-
ence the biodigester internal temperature. The same study 
showed that a black color dome with a reflectance of 4.8% 
lead the biodigester internal temperature close to 46.0 ºC 
in periods of intense solar radiation like summer, while a 
white color dome with a reflectance of 77.6% lead to an in-
ternal temperature of 38.0ºC during the same time of the 
year. The study clarifies that the heat provided by the so-
lar incidence on the gasometer dome is inconveniently af-
fected by different factors, making it difficult to control the 
temperature inside the biodigester. Given that, choosing a 
gasometer dome with a low reflectance is helpful to avoid 
the system overheating during periods of higher solar in-
cidence, as well as adopting other mechanisms of tempera-
ture control are necessary to ensure the system operational 
stability throughout the year.

Han et al. [35] proposes a heating system by installing an 
external tank containing a heat exchanger with continuous 
flow of hot water (Fig. 3–6), which heats the swine effluent 
before it enters the biodigester. The exhaust gases from the 
internal combustion engine (Fig. 3–14) or the steam emit-
ted by a boiler (Fig. 3–13) could also be used as a heating 
source in the heat exchangers. In addition, the heat ex-
changer could be installed inside the biodigester [32, 34]. 

Solar heaters are also an alternative to increase the swine ef-
fluent temperature (Fig. 2–6). Dong and Lu [15] developed 

Figure 3. Improvements for the anaerobic process considering pre-treatment, heating the swine effluent via thermal ener-
gy from burning biogas and alternatives for the use of biogas.
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and integrated a large-scale solar-powered water-heating 
system (SPWHS) to a biogas plant installed in a pig farm 
in China, which increased the biogas yield. Results showed 
an increase of 11.2% in biogas yields generated by the inte-
grated system compared to the biogas plant without the SP-
WHS, as well as an increase of 14.3% in the swine manure 
biomass energy transformation ratio of SPWHS [15]. Duan 
et al. [36] compared, via modeling, three different heating 
systems alternatives for an anaerobic reactor in China pow-
ered by pig slurry at different organic rates: solar energy, 
biogas boiler and cogeneration system. The solar energy 
heating system obtained a better result when the treatment 
system was fed with higher organic loads, reducing solar 
panel area and, consequently, the cost [36]. Zhang et al. 
[37], in turn, simulated a hybrid heating system for an an-
aerobic reactor in China combining solar energy and a bio-
gas boiler in order to provide thermal energy for buildings. 
The proposed system features advantages in energy savings 
(94.9%) and reduction of carbon emissions (2,961.85-ton 
year-1) compared to the traditional fuel sources in the coun-
try (coal) [37]. However, the results also showed that the 
energy contributions are very small during the winter, due 
to the lower incidence of solar radiation and higher vol-
umes of rain and snow, making this kind of system a good 
fit for tropical countries [15, 36, 37].

Internal Effluent Recirculation
The absence of a mixing system may lead to an accumula-
tion of sludge in the bottom of the reactor and less contact 
is provided between microorganisms and substrate. More-
over, the sedimentation reduces the reactor useful volume 
and, consequently, the hydraulic retention time, leading to 
a loss of solids in the effluent [8]. Effluent recirculation (Fig. 
2–8 and 3–8) is an insight that has been shown to be ad-
vantageous in anaerobic digestion, favoring substrate deg-
radation, once it reintroduces methanogenic bacteria in the 
reactor. This process increases cell residence time by allow-
ing a better contact between substrate and microorganisms, 
contributing to keep the effluent in an even temperature 
inside the biodigester [38].

In addition, this feature is theoretically simpler than a mix-
ing structure with a certain number of agitators to maintain 
the effluent suspended, not to mention the energy costs as-
sociated and the complicated maintenance. Furthermore, 
the effluent can be recirculated back into the biodigester 
in different points, helping to keep the system homogene 
in terms of microorganisms and ensure a better contact 
between them and the substrate. In a study developed by 
PROSAB [39], regarding the treatment of landfill leach-
ate in anaerobic reactors, the recirculation attenuated the 
effluent organic load and promoted an endogenous inoc-
ulation of biomass, since it reintroduces microorganisms 
more adapted to the substrate [39]. However, despite the 
advantages of the recirculation process, the studies still do 

not focus on covered lagoon biodigesters. Thereby, this is 
a promising research field as an alternative to improve the 
CLB configuration.

Biogas Energy Recovery
There are several alternatives for biogas energy recovery, 
such as: (i) thermal energy generation through biogas burn 
in boilers and ovens (Fig. 2–13 and 3–13); (ii) electricity 
generation in motor generators (Fig. 2–14 and 3–14); (iii) 
biogas processing for use as vehicular fuel (biomethane) 
(Fig. 2–15 and 3–15); (iv) and injection into the natural 
gas line. Each biogas recovery alternative requires a level 
of purity, which means a higher concentration of methane 
and lower concentration of other components, such as hy-
drogen sulfide (H2S), carbon dioxide (CO2) and humidity. 
In some cases, it is necessary to remove these components 
to prevent damage in equipment and structures such as en-
gines and pipes [40].

Moreover, the economic viability of biogas energy recov-
ery depends on local factors, such as the property's energy 
consumption and the concessionaire's electricity tariff. In 
this way, it is necessary to carry out specific economic stud-
ies for each location involving, for example, the net present 
value and the payback time [41]. The machinery needed 
for energy production can be very expensive for small pro-
ducers [42]. In addition, the biogas flow may be insufficient 
for some generator engines available on the market. For 
instance, the smallest commercial motor generator of the 
ER-BR brand requires a minimum biogas flow with 65% 
methane concentration equal to 14 Nm³ h-1. However, this 
issue may be solved by storing the biogas in a reservoir to 
be fed to the generator when the flow rate is convenient. 
Furthermore, for the engine to function efficiently, biogas 
must have a minimum content of 55% methane [43].

The use of tools such as Life Cycle Analysis (LCA) supports 
decision making on sustainability aspects at environmental 
levels. The LCA allows to evaluate and compare the envi-
ronmental performance of the effluent treatment system, 
quantifying the impacts by categories, such as carbon foot-
print, eutrophication, acidification, among others, in addi-
tion to enabling proportions of improvements to the system 
in order to reduce the impacts [44, 45].

CONCLUSIONS

Covered lagoon biodigester is a simple and suitable alterna-
tive for pig waste treatment. The optimization of this system 
requires evaluations of some constructive and operational 
aspects, such as: (i) analyzing the need to implement a phase 
separation step to retain solids; (ii) developing strategies to 
increase the reactor operational temperature for mesophilic 
or thermophilic ranges, as well as maintaining it stable; and 
(iii) promoting the recirculation of the treated effluent in 
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the system in order to promote a better contact between 
substrate and microorganisms and ensuring an even tem-
perature of the effluent under treatment.

The use of strategies to improve the anaerobic digestion pro-
cess in biodigesters promotes an increase in the treatment ef-
ficiency and in the biogas production. The biogas energy re-
covery depends on some factors such as local and economic 
issues and the amount and composition of biogas produced. 
The main possible biogas uses from the typical scenario cor-
respond to: (i) thermal energy generation through burning 
in boilers and ovens; (ii) electricity generation in motor gen-
erators; (iii) processing for use as vehicular fuel (biometh-
ane); and (iv) injection into the natural gas line.

However, the biogas energy recovery is still not very wide-
spread, which highlights the need to disseminate techniques 
and studies in order to improve the economic viability of 
biogas energy processes. Furthermore, new regulations and 
policies may encourage the development of accessible and 
appropriate technologies for the Brazilian context. The use 
of tools such as the Life Cycle Analysis (LCA) can favor de-
cision making and comparing proposed alternatives.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This study was partially funded by the Coordination for 
the Improvement of Higher Education Personnel - Brazil 
(CAPES) - Finance Code 001, National Council for Sci-
entific and Technological Development - Brazil (CNPq) 
– Grant # 140417/2020-6 and 132402/2019-0, and Minas 
Gerais State Research Foundation (FAPEMIG), Grant # 
APQ-01109-18. Also, thanks to the Agricultural Depart-
ment of the Federal University of Viçosa, campus Viçosa, 
MG, Brazil.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The authors confirm that the data that supports the findings 
of this study are available within the article. Raw data that 
support the finding of this study are available from the cor-
responding author, upon reasonable request.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
The author declared no potential conflicts of interest with 
respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of 
this article.

ETHICS
There are no ethical issues with the publication of this man-
uscript.

REFERENCES

[1]	 The Embrapa Suínos e Aves. https://www.embrapa.
br/suinos-e-aves/cias/estatisticas, [Online]. (Ac-
cessed 2021).

[2]	 A. T. Matos and M. P. Matos. Disposição de águas 
residuárias no solo e em sistemas alagados construí-
dos, 1st ed., Editora UFV, Viçosa, Brazil, 2017.

[3]	 D. Nagarajan, A. Kusmayadi, H.-W. Yen, C.-D. 
Dong, D.-J. Lee, and J.-S. Chang, “Current advances 
in biological swine wastewater treatment using mi-
croalgae-based processes”, Bioresource Technology, 
vol. 289, pp. 121718, 2019.

[4]	 C. A. de L. Chernicharo, Anaerobic reactors, 1st ed., 
IWA publishing, London, 2007.

[5]	 L. F. Calza, C. B. Lima, C. E. C. Nogueira, J. A. C. 
Siqueira and R. F. Santos, “Avaliação dos custos de 
implantação de biodigestores e da energia produz-
ida pelo biogás,” Agricultural Engineering, Vol. 35, 
pp. 990-997, 2015.

[6]	 A. Kunz, R. L. R. Steinmetz, and A. C. do Amaral. 
“Fundamentos da digestão anaeróbia, purificação 
do biogás, uso e tratamento do digestato” 1st ed., 
Embrapa Suínos e Aves Concórdia, Brazil, 2019.

[7]	 R. A. M. García, T. E. Solares, J. F. Velázquez, A. 
R. Aguilar, O. R. Cantera, and A. J. A. Ríos. “Me-
joramiento del desempeño hidrodinámico de un 
digestor anaeróbico de laguna cubierta mediante 
CFD//Improving the hydrodynamic performance of 
a covered lagoon anaerobic digester by CFD,” Bio-
tecnia, Vol. 22, pp. 56–66, 2020. 

[8]	 M. N. Kinyua, J. Zhang, F. Camacho-Céspedes, A. 
Tejada-Martinez, and S. J. Ergas, “Use of physical 
and biological process models to understand the 
performance of tubular anaerobic digesters,” Bio-
chemical Engineering Journal,” vol. 107, pp. 35–44, 
2015.

[9]	 A. C. L. de Oliveira, R. S. Milagres, W. A. Orlando 
Junior, and N. S. Renato, “Evaluation of Brazilian 
potential for generating electricity through animal 
manure and sewage,” Biomass and Bioenergy, vol. 
139, pp. 105654, 2020.

[10]	 I. F. S. dos Santos, N. D. B. Vieira, L. G. B. de Nóbre-
ga, R. M. Barros and G. L. Tiago Filho, “Assessment 
of potential biogas production from multiple organ-
ic wastes in Brazil: impact on energy generation, use, 
and emissions abatement,” Resources, Conservation 
and Recycling, Vol. 131, pp. 54–63, 2017.

[11]	 EMPRESA DE PESQUISA ENERGÉTICA, EPE Em-
presa: Anuário estatístico de energia elétrica 2020. 
https://www.epe.gov.br/sites-pt/publicacoes-da-
dos-abertos/publicacoes/PublicacoesArquivos/
publicacao-160/topico-168/Anu%C3%A1rio%20
Est at%C3%ADst ico%20de%20Energ ia%20
El%C3%A9trica%202020.pdf, [Online]. (Accessed 
2020).

[12]	 The Ministério do Meio Ambiente. https://antigo.
mma.gov.br/clima/convencao-das-nacoes-unidas.
html, website. [Online]. (Accessed 2021).



Environ Res Tec, Vol. 4, Issue. 3, pp. 284–292, September 2021 291

[13]	 L. R. A. Ferreira, R. B. Otto, F. P. Silva, S. N. M. de 
Souza, S. S. de Souza, and O. H. Ando Júnior, “Re-
view of the energy potential of the residual biomass 
for the distributed generation in Brazil,” Renewable 
and Sustainable Energy Reviews, Vol. 94, pp. 440–
455, 2018.

[14]	 C. F. Souza, J. de Lucas Júnior, and W. P. M. Ferrei-
ra, “Biodigestão anaeróbia de dejetos de suínos sob 
efeito de três temperaturas e dois níveis de agitação 
do substrato: considerações sobre a partida,” Engen-
haria Agrícola, vol. 25, pp. 530–539, 2005.

[15]	 F. Dong, and J. Lu, “Using solar energy to enhance 
biogas production from livestock residue e A case 
study of the Tongren biogas engineering pig farm in 
South China,” Energy, Vol. 57 pp. 759–765, 2013. 

[16]	 A. Feiden, J. Reichl, J. Schwab, and V. Schwab, “Aval-
iação da eficiência de um biodigestor tubular na 
produção de biogás a partir de águas residuárias de 
suinocultura,” in Proc. 5th Encontro de Energia no 
Meio Rural e Geração Distribuída, 2004.

[17]	 P. N. Vaz, “Simulação de biodigestor de fluxo tubular 
com e sem sistemas de recirculação e aquecimento,” 
Master thesis, Federal University of Viçosa, Viçosa, 
Brazil, 2019.

[18]	 I. P. Sousa, “Estudo do potencial energético e das 
variáveis do processo em biodigestores anaeróbios 
modelo lagoa coberta,” Master thesis, Federal Uni-
versity of Viçosa, Viçosa, Brazil, 2019.

[19]	 R. O. Batista, R. A. de Oliveira, P. R. Cecon, J. A. R. 
de Souza, J. A. R., and R. O. Batista, “Nota Técnica 
– Filtração de água residuária de suinocultura em 
peneiras estacionárias inclinadas,” Engenharia na 
Agricultura, Vol. 16, pp. 465–470, 2008.

[20]	 A. C. Amaral, A. Kunz, R. L. R. Steınmetz, L. A. 
Scussıato, D. C. Tápparo and T. C. Gaspareto, “In-
fluence of solid–liquid separation strategy on biogas 
yield from a stratified swine production system,” 
Journal of Environmental Management, Vol. 168, 
pp. 229–235, 2016.

[21].	 M. von Sperling, “Wastewater characteristics, treat-
ment and disposal” 1st ed, IWA Publication, Lon-
don, England, 2007.

[22]	 S. S. Liu., G. G. Ying, Y. S. Liu, Y. Y. Yang, L. Y. He, 
J. Chen, W. R. Liu, and J. J. Zhao, “Occurrence and 
removal of progestagens in two representative swine 
farms: effectiveness of lagoon and digester treat-
ment,” Water Research, Vol. 77, pp. 146–154, 2015.

[23]	 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change - IPCC 
Fourth assessment report (AR4). Climate change 
2007: the physical science basis. Contribution of 
working group I to the fourth assessment report of 
the IPCC. https://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-re-
port/ar4/wg1/ar4_wg1_full_report.pdf, [Online]. 
(Accessed 2020).

[24]	 Y. Qi, B. Veatch, N. Beecher and M. Finn, “Biogas 
production and use of water resource recovery facil-
ities in the United States,” Water Environment Fed-
eration, Alexandria, VA, National Biosolids Partner-
ship, 2013. 

[25]	 P. A. V. de Oliveira, B. Saviotti, C. Pazinato, F. Coser, 
and F. Leitão, “Suinocultura de baixa emissão de car-
bono.” Ministério da Agricultura, Pecuária e Abaste-
cimento, Brasília/DF, pp. 96, 2016.

[26]	 S. Astals, R. S. Musenze, X. Bai, S. Tannock, S. Tait, 
S. Pratt, and P. D. Jensen, “Anaerobic co-digestion of 
pig manure and algae: Impact of intracellular algal 
products recovery on co-digestion performance,” 
Bioresource Technolology, Vol. 181, pp. 97–104, 
2015.

[27]	 L. Zhang, Y.-W. Lee, and D. Jahng, “Anaerobic co-di-
gestion of food waste and piggery wastewater: Fo-
cusing on the role of trace elements,” Bioresource 
Technology 2011, vol. 102, pp. 5048–5059, 2011.

[28]	 S. Xie, P. G. Lawlor, P. Frost, C. D. Dennehy, Z. Hu, 
and X. Zhan, “A pilot scale study on synergistic ef-
fects of co-digestion of pig manure and grass silage,” 
Int. Biodeterior. Biodegrad., vol. 123, no. 2017, pp. 
244–250, 2017.

[29]	 M. Solé-Bundó, F. Passos, M. S. Romero-Güiza, I. 
Ferrer, and S. Astals, “Co-digestion strategies to en-
hance microalgae anaerobic digestion: a review,” Re-
newable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, Vol. 112, 
pp. 471–482, 2019.

[30]	 J.Fierro, E. J. Martínez, A. Morán, and X. Gómez. 
“Valorisation of used cooking oil sludge by codiges-
tion with swine manure,” Waste Management, Vol. 
34, pp.1537–1545, 2014.

[31]	 A. Dennis, and P. E. Burke, Dairy Waste Anaero-
bic Digestion Handbook, 1st ed., Olympia: Envi-
ronmental Energy Company, Washington, United 
States, 2001.

[32]	 G. Náthia-Neves, M. Berni, G. Dragone, S. I. Mus-
satto and T. Forster-Carneiro, “Anaerobic digestion 
process: technological aspects and recent develop-
ments,” International Journal of Environmental Sci-
ence And Technology, Vol. 15, pp. 2033–2046, 2018.

[33]	 M. Bavutti, L. Guidetti, G. Allesina, A. Libbra, A. 
Muscio and S. Pedrazzi, “Thermal stabilization of 
digesters of biogas plants by means of optimization 
of the surface radiative properties of the gasometer 
domes,” Energy Procedia, Vol.45, pp.1344–1353, 
2014.

[34]	 M. A. Casarin, “Microgeração distribuída de ener-
gia elétrica a partir do biogás de dejetos suínos: uma 
contribuição para a sustentabilidade da suinocultu-
ra,” M. Eng. Thesis, Federal University of Santa Ca-
tarina, Florianópolis, Brazil, 2016.

[35]	 R. Han, K. Hagos, X. Ji, S. Zhang, J. Chen, Z. Yang, 



Environ Res Tec, Vol. 4, Issue. 3, pp. 284–292, September 2021292

X. Lu. and C. Wang, “Review on heat-utilization 
processes and heat-exchange equipment in biogas 
engineering,”. Journal of Renewable and Sustainable 
Energy, Vol. 8, pp. 032701, 2016.

[36]	 N. Duan, D. Zhang, C. Lin, Y. Zhang, L. Zhao, H. 
Liu and Z. Liu, “Effect of organic loading rate on an-
aerobic digestion of pig manure: Methane produc-
tion, mass flow, reactor scale and heating scenarios,” 
Journal of environmental management, Vol. 231, pp. 
646–652, 2019.

[37]	 C. Zhang, J. Sun., M. Lubell, L. Qiu and K. Kang, 
“Design and simulation of a novel hybrid solar-bio-
mass energy supply system in northwest China,” 
Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 233, pp. 1221–
1239, 2019.

[38]	 P. Ni, T. Lyu, H. Sun, R. Dong and S. Wu, “Liquid di-
gestate recycled utilization in anaerobic digestion of 
pig manure: Effect on methane production, system 
stability and heavy metal mobilization,” Energy, Vol. 
141, pp. 1695–1704, 2017.

[39]	 S. Cassini, “Digestão de resíduos sólidos orgânicos e 
aproveitamento do biogás” PROSAB, 1st ed., ABES, 
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, 2003.

[40]	 A. Petersson, “Biogas cleaning”, in The Biogas Hand-
book, 1st ed., Elsevier Inc, Sweden, 2013.

[41]	 R. G. Cervi, M. S. T. Esperancini and O. de C. Bueno, 
“Viabilidade econômica da utilização do biogás pro-
duzido em granja suinícola para geração de energia 
elétrica,” Engenharia Agrícola, Vol. 30, pp. 831–844, 
2010.

[42]	 C. H. Coimbra-Araújo, L. Mariane, C. Bley Júnior, E. 
P. Frigo, M. S. Frigo, I. R. C. Araújo and H. J. Alves, 
“Brazilian case study for biogas energy: Production 
of electric power, heat and automotive energy in 
condominiums of agroenergy,” Renewable and Sus-
tainable Energy Reviews, Vol. 40, pp. 826–839, 2014.

[43]	 ER-BR Energias Renováveis Ltda. Catálogo - Grupo 
geradores a gás. https://www.erbr.com.br/produ-
tos/1/grupo-geradores, [online]. (Accessed 2020).

[44]	 L. Lijó, S. González García, J. Bacenetti, M. Negri, M. 
Fiala, G. Feijoo and M. T. Moreira, “Environmental 
assessment of farm-scaled anaerobic co-digestion 
for bioenergy production,” Waste Management, Vol. 
41, pp. 50–59, 2015.

[45]	 J. W. de Vries, T. M. W. J. Vinken, L. Hamelin, and 
I. J. M. de Boer, “Comparing environmental con-
sequences of anaerobic mono- and co-digestion of 
pig manure to produce bio-energy – A life cycle 
perspective,” Bioresource Technology, Vol. 125, pp. 
239–248, 2012.


