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Abstract  

This review presents a bird-eye assessment of the supply chain (excluding regasification) of major 

units of liquefied biomethane. The digestion technologies for biogas production are analyzed in terms 

of their important operating and performance parameters corresponding to optimum digester 

operation. Further, the cleaning and upgrading technologies are assessed with energy and costs 

analyses corresponding to their competitive factors. Merits and demerits are also discussed to evaluate 

the process efficiency of each technology for future applicability and advancement. Low-cost ionic 

liquids represent a remarkable breakthrough for competitive and energy-efficient absorption-based 

upgrading of biogas. Resonance radiation effect and novel materials for membrane synthesis will lead 

to further reduction in the unit cost of membrane-based biogas upgrading. Cryogenic separation is 

advantageous if the final goal is liquefaction. Since liquefaction itself is an energy- and cost-intensive 

process, cryogenic separation is synergistic to obtaining upgraded and liquefied biomethane in a 

single process unit, instead of integrating liquefaction with other upgrading technologies. 

Furthermore, this study suggests that there is a need to design energy-efficient small-scale biomethane 

liquefaction processes following biogas upgrading. Thus, incorporating biogas in the energy mix 

would result in economic, environmental, and climate benefits, globally. 

Keywords: Biogas; digestion systems; cleaning and upgrading; liquefaction technologies; liquefied 

biogas; biomethane 
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Nomenclature and Abbreviations 

kJ kilo Joule  EDTA Ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid 

NOx Nitrogen oxides KI Potassium iodide 

SOx Sulphur oxides PSA Pressure swing adsorption 

NG Natural gas  PG/Selexol Polyethylene glycol 

LBM Liquefied biomethane  DME Dimethyl ether 

LNG Liquefied natural gas IL Ionic liquid 

AD Anaerobic digestion [bmim][Br] 1-Butyl-3-methylimidazolium 

bromide 

OMs Organic materials  [Emim][Tf] 1-ethyl-3-methylimidazolium 

trifluoromethanesulfonate 

CSTR Continuous stirred tank reactor [Bmim][Tf2N] 1-butyl-3-methylimidazolium 

bis(trifluoromethylsulfonyl)imide 

HRT Hydraulic retention time Bmim][PF6] 1-butyl-3-methylimidazolium 

hexafluorophosphate 

OLR Organic loading rates [Hmim][Tf2N] 1-hexyl-3-methylimidazolium 

bis(trifluoromethylsulfonyl)imide 

MABB Modified anaerobic baffled 

bioreactor 

ChCl Choline chloride 

FBR Fluidized bed reactor [Amim][HCOO] 1‐allyl‐3‐methylimidazolium 

formate 

UASB Up-flow anaerobic sludge blanket [BDiMIM][TCM] 1-Butyl-2,3-dimethylimidazolium 

tricyanomethanide 

SRT Solid retention time MEA Monoethanol amine 

ABR Anaerobic baffled reactor DMEA Dimethylethanolamine 

UASFF Up-flow anaerobic sludge fixed-

film 

DGA Diglycol amine 



 

EGSB Expanded granular sludge bed PZ Piperazine 

VFA Volatile fatty acids VPSA Vacuum pressure swing 

adsorption 

IA Intermediate alkalinity TSA Temperature swing adsorption 

PA Partial alkalinity ESA Electric swing adsorption 

IEA International energy agency CPB Cryogenic packed beds 

SMR Single mixed refrigerant STP Standard temperature and pressure 

MR Mixed refrigerant   

DMR Dual mixed refrigerant   

C3MR Propane-precooled mixed 

refrigerant 

  



1. Introduction  

Currently, 80% of the global energy demand is fulfilled by the fossil-based energy sources 

[1], mainly owing to their high heating values, availability, and ease of retrieval. However, the 

environmental degradation (through greenhouse gas emissions) and public health concerns (air 

pollutant emissions) are the major issues associated with fossil fuels. Figure 1 presents a general 

analysis and comparison between well-known fossil-based energy sources with respect to their air 

pollutant emissions, corresponding to energy production of 1 billion kJ [2]. 

 

 

Figure 1. Analysis of air pollutant emissions of fossil-based energy sources [2]. 
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According to Figure 1, all fossil fuels (natural gas, oil, and coal) emit significant amounts of 

greenhouse gases, such as NOx, SOx, and CO2, which are mainly responsible for climate change 

and global warming.  

Several renewable and sustainable energy sources have been matured to produce bioenergy, 

with the current contribution corresponding to about 10% of the global energy consumption [1,3]. 

It has been predicted that the share of bioenergy sources will rise by 10–50% by 2050, mainly 

owing to their green nature [3,4]. Among all renewable and sustainable energy sources, biogas has 

gained plenty of attention as an important biofuel from energy policy makers, practitioners, and 

researchers. In general, biogas is produced from farm animal waste [5], livestock [6,7], 

slaughterhouse waste [6], municipal waste [8], maize [8], sewage treatment plants [8], grass [9], 

and different organic (carbohydrate-rich, protein-rich, and fat-rich) materials [10]. Owing to the 

variety and abundance of its sources, biogas has great potential to serve as a replacement energy 

source to overcome the dependency on fossil fuels. A biogas mainly consists of methane (50–70%) 

and carbon dioxide (30–50%), with small fractions of water, hydrogen sulfide, hydrogen, nitrogen, 

and oxygen [9,11]. The composition of a biogas depends on the type of feedstock, associated 

technology, environmental conditions, and operating parameters. The use of biogas as a fuel or a 

main energy source depends totally on its composition.  

There has been a long history of more than 100 years of household production of biogas and 

its utilization without any processing or purification treatment [12]. However, there is a mandatory 

need for biogas processing (cleaning and upgrading), which results in the production of ≥97% 

biomethane to make it a more suitable candidate as a gaseous vehicle fuel, power-generation 

source, and feedstock for the production of value-added chemicals [13–15]. Apart from biogas 

upgrading (CO2 removal), successful conversion of CO2 into CH4 through the well-known 



“methanation,” has also been investigated [16–18] to improve the biomethane yield from biogas. 

A biogas with methane content ≥ 97% [19] (also called as biomethane) is the only biofuel that 

possesses properties superior to those of the fossil fuels, which can reduce the dependency on 

fossil-based energy sources.  

The transportation of conventional natural gas (NG) in liquid form is considered the most 

promising approach for long distance (over 3500 km) transportation, in terms of economy and 

cleanliness [20,21]. Similar to conventional NG, biomethane may also be transported in its liquid 

form, that is, as liquefied biomethane (LBM), at ~600-times lower volume than its gaseous volume. 

A simple supply chain of LBM is shown in Figure 2.  

 

Figure 2. A simple supply chain (excluding regasification) of liquefied biomethane (LBM). 

According to Figure 2, the production of LBM is a multistage process involving pretreatment, 

anaerobic digestion, biogas cleaning, upgrading to biomethane, and liquefaction. Several detailed 

reviews are available in open literature regarding the biogas production [10,22], progress and 

perspective of biogas conversion to transportation fuels [11], biogas processing (in terms of 



cleaning and upgrading) [19,23–26], and alternative materials for biogas upgrading technologies 

[27]. However, to the best of our knowledge, a detailed assessment of the supply chain of liquefied 

biomethane is not available in open literature. Although, the supply chain of LBM is simpler 

compared to that of a conventional LNG value chain, which involves complex processing of 

natural gas including exploration, production, dehydration, mercury removal, acid gas removal, 

natural gas liquid recovery, followed by liquefaction [28]. However, sustainable scale-up of 

biomethane to overcome the dependency on fossil natural gas is still not matured, fundamentally 

owing to its production and availability at a lower pressure (i.e., atmospheric) as compared to that 

of the conventional natural gas, which is in the pressure range of 40–80.0 bars. This low-pressure 

production of biomethane makes it less attractive for its scale-up, mainly owing to the high energy 

requirements for feasible and economical use as a transportation fuel. 

However, many technological advancements that can be implemented to design energy-

and cost-efficient small- to large-scale schemes to produce LBM have been introduced recently, 

which are still far away from real-life application, primarily owing to the lack of effective 

communication between the technical experts, energy policy makers, and the research community. 

Hence, from a commercial and research viewpoint, a detailed assessment of the biogas production 

and processing leading to liquefied biomethane is required. In this context, this is a fundamental 

assessment that specifically aims to offer an overview of the potential of biogas production, 

cleaning technologies, upgrading technologies, and possible biomethane liquefaction 

technologies. A comprehensive statistical, economic, and energy analyses of biogas upgrading 

technologies with their merits and demerits are presented. The aim of this review is to analyze and 

highlight the potential of biogas as an attractive high-heating-value green fuel, which may 

potentially reduce our dependency on fossil natural gas. This review also addresses the technical 



open issues associated with large-scale adaptation of biomethane, which requires serious attention 

to enable wider implementation of biomethane to save the environment and public health. Future 

aspects of the biogas-to-LBM processing are also discussed from the viewpoints of both 

commercial and academic research. We believe that, the current analysis can aid researchers in 

better aligning their research directions and goals according to the requirements of renewable and 

sustainable energy (especially biogas) imposed by policy makers and design engineers. 

 

2. Production of biogas  

The biogas production process is divided into various categories: (i) based on the number of 

stages, it is categorized into a one-stage and two-stage digestion process, (i) on the basis of 

operation, it is categorized into a batch and continuous digestion process, and (ii) on the basis of 

configuration, it is categorized into a wet and dry digestion process [29]. Anaerobic digestion (AD) 

involves anaerobic decomposition of complex organic materials (OMs) (mainly polysaccharides, 

proteins, and lipids) into a variety of smaller organic components that are further degraded to 

produce biogas [30]. A simple mechanistic scheme of AD is illustrated in Figure 3, while the 

complete mechanism of AD is presented in Figure 4 [31,32]. It is a multiple-step process involving 

four consecutive series and parallel reactions: hydrolysis, acidogenesis, 

acetogenesis/dehydrogenation, and methanation. Each step is carried out by the combined action 

of several groups of microorganisms with unique metabolic activities [33]. These microbial 

consortia can be grouped into hydrolytic-acidogenic bacteria, syntrophic acetogenic bacteria, and 

methanogenic archaea [33]. During the hydrolysis step, the hydrolytic and fermentative bacteria 

break down the complex OM into soluble monomers (sugars, amino acids, and fatty acids) that 

can pass through the bacterial cell walls and membranes. The newly formed soluble monomers are 



then converted into short-chain fatty acids, alcohols, H2, and CO2 in a process called acidogenesis 

(fermentation). During fermentation, the short chain fatty acids and alcohols are further converted 

to acetate in the acetogenic step [34]. The produced H2 and CO2 are also converted to acetate by 

homoacetogens. The final step involves methanation carried out by the methanogenic archaea, in 

which the end products of previous reactions (acetic acid and H2/CO2) are metabolized by 

aceticlastic and hydrogenotrophic methanogens to produce biogas [31,34].  

 

Figure 3. A simple anaerobic digestion mechanism. 
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Figure 4. Mechanism of the AD process.
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2.1. Brief sketch of biogas digestion systems  

Table 1 gives a brief sketch of the different digestion systems and the corresponding important 

parameters to be considered for biogas production. In one-stage digestion, anaerobic digestion occurs 

in one tank, whereas the two-stage digestion involves two phases for the complete microbial process 

[35,36]. The two-stage process provides an optimized digestion that eventually ensures higher biogas 

yields [37]. The one-stage digestion is favorable for the industrial scale owing to its operational 

simplicity, cost effectiveness, and lesser technical issues, whereas the two-stage process is usually 

conducted at lab and pilot scales [38].  

In dry digesters, the feedstock usually consists of 20–40 % dry matter, whereas in wet digesters, 

the feedstock comprises less than 20% of dry matter [35]. In few cases, pretreatments are also 

necessary when considering wet digesters [39]. Dry digesters are less energy-intensive than the wet 

digesters. Further, one-stage and dry continuous and batch digesters are considered relatively new 

digesters and are used for several types of substrates [29,39].  

In batch digesters, the loading is done only once for a specific time interval, and the digester is 

then sealed and left until complete degradation [40]. In continuous digesters, the substrate is fed 

continuously and regularly, while batch digesters deal only with hybrid batch, one stage and 

sequential batch [39,41]. More than 90% of the industrial-scale digesters (especially in Europe) 

employ continuous configuration, whereas, owing to reduced parasitic energy demands, the batch 

configuration can be advantageous in some cases. For this purpose, more than one batch digester 

should be used with different startup times to ensure continuous yield of the biogas [42]. 
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Table 1. A brief sketch of the different digestion systems along with their important parameters 

 Digester type Main components Advantages Disadvantages COD removal 
efficiency (%) 

HRT 
(days) 

OLR (kg 
COD/m3 
day) 

Ref 

1 Anaerobic  
filtration 

 Vessel (air free) 
 Digester (completely 

mixed) 
 Septic tank 
 Temperature controller 

 

 Able to handle 
extensive loads 

 Cost effective 
 Volume is small 
 Efficient for 

removing 
suspended solids 

 Longer Startup 
time  

 Not suitable for 
highly 
suspended 
solids 

 Continuous 
water source is 
mandatory 

94 15 4.5 [43] 

2 Continuous  
stirred tank  
reactor(CSTR) 

 Mixer 
 Mechanical agitator 
 Digester (closed tank) 

 

 Simple 
 Cheap 
 Large biogas 

production 
 Provide large 

heat transfer area 
 Low maintenance 

cost 

 Biomass 
retention is 
lower 

 Less efficient 
(at low HRT) 

 Addition of 
further 
reactants can 
affect the 
quality 

80 18 3.33 [44,45] 

3 Anaerobic  
digester 

 Scrapper set  
 Torque tube  
 Gear motor  
 Draft tube 

 

 Low cost 
(operating, 
capital and 
maintenance) 

 Can handle large 
range of OLR 

 Lower methane 
emissions  

 Require large 
volume  

 Longer 
retention times 

70 14 2.43 [46] 
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4 Modified anae
robic baffled 
bioreactor (M
ABB) 

 Peristaltic pump 
 Bottle for the collection of 

effluents and gas 
 Feed tank 
 Stirrer (Magnetic) 
 Water bath 

 Able to hold high 
retention time 

 Efficient 
treatment of a 
variety of feeds 

 
 

 Less cost-
effective 

 Large area is 
required 

 Energy-
intensive 

87.4–95.3 3–10 1.60–5.33 [47] 

5 Fluidized bed 
reactor (FBR) 

 Peristaltic and recycle 
pump 

 Separator (for gas-liquid) 
 Vessel (conical shaped) 
 Settlement compartment 

 Can maintain 
high biomass 
concentration (at 
long SRT) 

 Have well mixed 
conditions 

 Contain large 
surface area for 
biomass transfer 

 Less energy-
efficient 

 Difficulty in 
capturing 
produced 
biogas 

 Not suitable for 
highly 
suspended 
solids 

65–75 8 7.31–18.5
2 

[48] 

6 Up-flow anaer
obic sludge bl
anket (UASB) 

 Pump (for feeding) 
 Effluent collector and 

overflow 
 Gas outlet and collector 
 Discharge valve (for gas) 
 Separator (three-phase) 

 Can handle 
highly suspended 
solids 

 Nutrients 
requirement is 
less 

 Provides high 
CH4 production 

 Capable of 
stabilizing the 
waste 

 Startup time is 
longer 

 Biogas quality 
is low 

 Relies on 
sludge 
concentration 

98.4 4 10.63 [49] 
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7 Anaerobic baf
fled reactor (
ABR) 

 Four compartments 
(containing baffles) 

 Baffles facilitate the 
movement (up and down 
flow) 

 Sludge blanket 
 Pipe (for effluent) 

 

 High cell 
retention time  

 Simple 
 Economical 
 Able to stabilize 

the waste 

 Nutrients 
stability is 
compulsory 

 Recycling is 
necessary 

 

90.7 10 1.2 [50] 

8 Up-flow anaer
obic sludge fi
xed-film (UA
SFF) 

 Pump 
 Tank (feed and settling) 
 Gas separator 
 Combination of UASB and 

anaerobic filter 

 Less chances of 
clogging 

 Biomass 
retention is 
higher 

 Methane 
emission is high 

 Can bear shock 
loading 

 Poor separation 
 Pretreatment is 

needed for 
suspended 
solids 

97 3 11.58 [51] 

9 Anaerobic con
tact digestion 

 Contact process involves a 
digester and a 
sedimentation tank pipe 
(for effluent) 

 Settlement zone 
 
 
 

 High quality of 
effluents 

 Steady state is 
obtained in a 
short time 

 Hydraulic 
retention time is 
short 

 Less stable 
 Biomass 

settlement is 
difficult 

93.3 (BOD) 4.7 3.44 [52,53] 

10 Expanded gra
nular sludge b
ed (EGSB) 

 Modified form of UASB 
 Phase separator 
 Liquid distributor 

 

 Easy sludge 
separation 

 Suspended solids 
can be removed 

 Effluent can be 
recirculated’ 

 For anaerobic 
sludge, active 
biomass is 
required 

 Can be used 
mainly for low-
strength 
wastewater 

 Particulate 
organic matter 
is difficult to 

91 2 1.45–17.5 [54] 
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remove at high 
upflow velocity 
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2.2. Important operating parameters and optimum digester operation 

Important parameters for the AD process and the requirement for an optimum bioreactor 

operation for biogas production are predicted in Figure 5. AD process can be operated under 

mesophilic (35–42 °C) and thermophilic conditions (46–60 °C), depending on the nature of 

influent streams [33]. The microbial activity of methanogens depends on temperature of the AD 

process. Small fluctuations in temperature (+/−3 °C) under mesophilic conditions will not have a 

significant effect on the microbial growth; however, slight changes in temperature for thermophiles 

would significantly affect the growth of methanogenic bacteria. AD operation under thermophilic 

conditions is usually faster and more efficient (low HRT), but the methanogenic diversity becomes 

very low [30]. Production of pathogens also reduces at the thermophilic temperature [33]. 

Moreover, a high temperature may lead to the production of the undissociated form of ammonia, 

which acts as an inhibitor at concentrations 0.08 g/L or higher [30]. The optimal pH for the AD 

process is between 6.5 and 7.5 [33]. Increase in the volatile fatty acids (VFA) during the process 

lowers the pH, while increase in pH is caused by NH3 accumulation. AD operation below pH 6 

and above pH 8.5 will be inhibited [30]. Notably, inhibition caused by VFA accumulation is higher 

for undissociated propionic and butyric acids than for acetic acid [30]. Therefore, it is necessary 

to maintain a constant temperature and pH over an optimal range to achieve higher microbial 

growth. In order to obtain a stable microbial growth, a continuous supply of macro- (C, N, P, and 

S) and micro-nutrients (Fe, Ni, Co, Se, Mo, and W) is required [30]. The TS content, state (liquid, 

solid, or semi-solid), and OLR are key parameters for an optimal digester choice. A stable digester 

operation can be achieved at low OLR, and by maintaining the ratio of intermediate alkalinity (IA) 

and partial alkalinity (PA) at ≤ 0.3 [33].  
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Figure 5. Important parameters and their requirements for an ideal digester operation.  
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3. Biogas to LBM: Processing–Cleaning and upgrading 

Various technologies are incorporated to bring the biomethane stream concentration close enough 

to the quality standards (concentration and heating value) set for the conventional natural gas, so as 

to use the upgraded biogas as a fuel in transportation or inject it into the natural gas grid [55]. The 

most commonly used cleaning and upgradation technologies involve membrane separation, 

absorption (physical and chemical), adsorption, and cryogenic treatment. Figure 6 elucidating the 

transformation of biogas to biomethane, which will be explained in the forthcoming section. 

 

Figure 6. A schematic illustrating the conversion of biogas to biomethane. 

3.1.  Biogas cleaning 

Along with CH4 and CO2, biogas can also contain H2O, H2S, O2, N2, NH3, siloxanes, and solid 

particles. The concentration of these substances depends on the substrate from which the gas is 

produced [11,19,56,57]. These impurities must be removed from the biogas stream, depending on 

further processing and the subsequent use of biogas [11,57–59]. The permissible limit of impurities 

for the production of LBM is listed in Table 2.  
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Table 2. Purity requirements for the LBM [60,61] 

Components Impurity limit in LBM 

H2O < 1 ppmv 

H2S < 4 ppmv 

CO2 < 25 ppmv 

 

The importance of biogas cleaning becomes more evident for the production of liquefied 

biomethane, considering that high-purity methane is desired [60,61]. In addition, it can be 

advantageous to perform biogas cleaning during the upgradation and liquefaction processes to avoid 

corrosion and other mechanical issues of the equipment [18,19,62]. The impact of impurities is 

presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Biogas impurities and their impacts to the equipment used in LBM production [18,19,62]  

Components Impacts 
H2O - corrosion of apparatuses and pipelines due to acid formation 

- damage of instruments caused by condensation 

- freezing at high-pressure and low-temperature conditions 

H2S - corrosion (reaction with H2O produces sulfuric acid) 

- SOX formation as a result of combustion 

- formation of flammable mixtures (4.5 – 45.0 vol% H2S in air) 

CO2 - corrosion of metallic parts 

- decrease in the calorific value of biogas 

NH3 - corrosion due to base formed when dissolved in H2O 

O2 and N2 - Reduce liquefaction rate of biomethane  

- Cause entropy during liquefaction 

- decrease the calorific value of biogas 

Siloxanes - formation of SiO2 and microcrystalline quartz 

- abrasion 

Dust - clogging in compressors, exhausts, and vents 

Cl− and F− - corrosion 

 

Several technologies for biogas cleaning are available in the market. They differ depending on the 

quality and conditions of the inlet gas, the desired purity level of the produced biogas, the process 

efficiency, and their operational bottlenecks. 

3.1.1. Removal of H2O 

The techniques usually applied for water removal are condensation, adsorption, and absorption. Upon 

increasing the pressure and/or decreasing the temperature, the water condenses from the biogas, and 
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can thus be removed by means of devices such as demisters, cyclones, moister traps, and water taps. 

Physical drying is often used as a pretreatment step before other techniques [19]. Other methods 

include adsorption and absorption, which are usually applied at elevated pressures to achieve high 

water removal. 

The most common process is adsorption on SiO2, activated carbon, or molecular sieves [25]. These 

materials are regenerated by heating and/or by a pressure spring. Adsorption of water with molecular 

sieves can reduce the water content to less than 1 ppm, which satisfies the water content limit required 

in the case of LBM production. 

Chemical drying technologies involve absorption with glycol solutions or the use of hygroscopic salts. 

However, these other technologies are only suitable for the production of biogas that meets a less 

strict specification on the H2O content, such as a gas for grid injection [19].  

3.1.2. Removal of H2S 

Techniques available for the removal of H2S in the market can be classified into two categories: 

removal during digestion and removal after digestion [19]. In the digesters, H2S can be removed by 

air injection or the addition of iron chlorides. However, these technologies are not suitable for 

producing LBM, because the concentration of remaining H2S is still too high, i.e. 100–300 ppm. In 

the case of removal of H2S after digestion, desulfurization by reaction with iron oxide or hydroxide, 

adsorption on activated carbon (often impregnated with KI or H2SO4 to increase the reaction rate), 

and absorption with liquids (e.g., diluted NaOH-solution, FeCl2-solution, Fe(OH)3-solution, and 

Fe(III)-EDTA catalyst solution) have traditionally dominated the market [19]. 

Increasing attention has been paid to biotechnological methods for the biological degradation of 

H2S, as well as the combination of physico-chemical processes with biotechnological processes (e.g., 

Thiopac process [63]). However, when the H2S concentration is required to be below 100 ppm, post-

treatment or refinement (chemical scrubbing or adsorption with activated carbon) is regularly 
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required after the biological process, [56].  

In order to meet the LBM specifications of H2S concentration (< 3 ppm), activated carbon filters 

are typically used to remove H2S when the concentration of H2S in the raw biogas is low. Otherwise, 

when the concentration of H2S in the raw biogas is high, alkaline scrubbers are normally used with 

the integration of regeneration processes at high flows and/or high concentrations [56]. 

3.1.3. Removal of siloxanes, oxygen, nitrogen, and ammonia 

Siloxanes can be removed from biogas through adsorption on activated carbon, activated 

aluminum, silica gel, molecular sieves, or polymer pellets [18,25]. When cryogenic upgrading 

technologies are used, siloxanes can be removed directly in the upgrading section [19]. Cooling the 

biogas to −25 °C allows 26% removal and cooling to −70 °C allows 99% removal [25]. In addition, 

an absorption process using non-volatile organic solvents has also been reported [64].  

Oxygen and nitrogen can be present in landfill gases, if the gas is collected through permeable 

tubes by applying a slight vacuum [19]. These gases can be removed by adsorption with activated 

carbon, molecular sieves, or membranes [11,25]. They can also be removed to some extent during 

desulfurization processes or during some of the biogas upgrading processes. 

The amount of NH3 present in the gas depends on the composition of the substrate and the pH in the 

digester. Ammonia is usually separated when the gas is dehydrated or upgraded. As a result, an ad 

hoc cleaning phase is usually not necessary.
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3.2. Biogas upgrading 

To date, several approaches have been proposed to upgrade (CO2 removal) the cleaned biogas through 

physical and chemical processing such as physical absorption, chemical absorption, pressure swing 

adsorption (PSA), and cryogenic separation, and through membrane-based removal technologies. 

These techniques are briefly illustrated in upcoming sections.     

3.2.1 Physical absorption 

CO2 and H2S removal through water or organic solvent scrubbing is the most common approach. 

The mechanism of physical absorption with water as an absorbing agent (also called water scrubbing) 

is shown in Figure 7.  

 

Figure 7. Process flow diagram of a water-based scrubbing unit for biogas upgrading. 

 

The higher absorption rate of CO2 than CH4 in water is due to the solubility difference between both 

species; the solubility of CO2 in water is approximately 26 times higher than that of CH4 (Henry’s 

law) [65]. At elevated pressures, the solubility of CO2 increases, but the biomethane loss is estimated 

to be 3–5% [25]. Biomethane loss up to 1–2% [66] and 18% [67,68] has been reported in water 

scrubbing methodology. Rimika et al. [69] reported that higher pressures (10 bar) and high pressure 
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difference between the absorption column and desorption tank are the main reasons of CH4 loss. 

However, other factors, such as water flow in the scrubbing column, pressure of the desorption vessel, 

biomethane content in the biogas feed, and water seal in the bottom area of the column, are also 

responsible for the loss of CH4. Moreover, fresh water make-up is required for the continuity of the 

process. 

The mechanism of physical absorption with an organic solvent rather than water is shown in 

Figure 8.  

 

Figure 8. Process flow diagram of a physical absorption unit for biogas upgrading. 

 

The organic solvent can be polyethylene glycol (Selexol) or dimethyl ether (DME) with remarkable 

absorption capability, which is 5 times higher than that of water [70]. However, the corrosive nature, 

the lower solubility of acidic gases, and the huge thermal load requirement in the solvent regeneration 

step are the main concerns associated with the use of organic solvents [27]. Furthermore, some 

organic solvents have a solubility tradeoff between H2S and CO2, which ultimately leads to increased 

cleaning and upgrading cost [71]. Alternatively, a class of green solvents referred to as ionic liquids 

(ILs) is introduced in as a replacement for conventional amines and water scrubbing. As discussed 
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by Yajing et al. [72], among water, amine, and IL-based scrubbing, IL showed the highest value of 

green degree production, energy efficiency, and required lowest make-up during the regeneration 

process. Numerous designs have been made by considering ILs as absorption solvents to remove 

undesired components such as H2S, CO2, and SO2 from natural and flue gases [73,74]. Additionally, 

ILs have gained equal importance in the purification of valuable biochemicals in the biofuel industry 

[75,76].  

Recent studies on ILs are carried out owing to their green and energy-efficient characteristics 

[73,77,78]. However, absorption using IL is still not mature and needs special attention for 

commercialization, either in the upgrading of biogas or carbon capture from the natural gas. The 

salient features of the ionic liquids are their low vapor pressure, higher potential to absorb acidic 

gases, high thermal stability, easy recovery during regeneration (mainly due to negligible vapor 

pressure), and environment-friendliness [78–80]. Christian et al. [81] used imidazolium-based IL 

[bmim][Br], both singly and together with an aqueous amine solution for upgrading biogas. The 

results indicated that the low volatility and chemical stability of ILs are the leading characteristics, 

while the absorbing capacity of Br-based ILs is very low as compared to those of the amines, even 

when the IL is mixed with amine. Manuel et al. [82] reported that [Emim][Tf] dissolves CO2 more 

than water, and presents a higher H2S absorption rate, thus reducing the cost of biogas cleaning. 

Generally, regeneration under vacuum allows control over the oxygen take-up by the biogas, which 

solves the common issues arising in biogas purification when air is used as a stripping gas during the 

regeneration process [83]. Elena et al. [78] studied the absorbent selection for biogas upgrading 

applications and showed that ILs provide superior results in terms of absorption and regeneration. 

Moreover, most of the solvents lose their efficiency after regeneration: for example, amines lose 

approximately 26–43% of their basic absorption efficiency, while that of IL is very low or negligible 

[78]. Yujiao et al. [84] studied imidazolium-based ionic liquids and found that the total energy 

required for scrubbing operation follows the order, [Bmim][Tf2N]<[Bmim][PF6]<[Hmim][Tf2N]. 
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The simulation results reveal that the reduction in energy consumption approaches 29% and 11% 

upon using ChCl/urea and [Bmim][Tf2N], respectively, as compared to that of water scrubbing. 

Recently, advanced ILs such as [Amim][HCOO] [85], [BDiMIM][TCM] [86], ChCl/urea [87], and 

Cholonium-based IL [88], which present lower viscosity and higher capacity for CO2 adsorption, have 

been introduced. Despite the merits of ILs, their high viscosity and high cost are the key concerns 

hindering their application on a commercial scale, so far [89]. In this context, researchers are focusing 

on blending these emerging ILs with other physical solvents in order to not only to reduce the 

viscosity but also to enhance the efficiency of the process [77,89–91]. 

 

3.2.2. Chemical Absorption 

The mechanism of chemical absorption is quite different than that of physical absorption; the 

absorbent reacts with the acid media of the feed gas, which is then regenerated in a stripping column, 

as shown in Figure 9 [92,93]. Monoethanol amine (MEA), dimethylethanolamine (DMEA), diglycol 

amine (DGA), and piperazine (PZ) are the most widely used absorbents for chemical scrubbing of 

biogas. Since the amines are viscous and expensive, suppression of the corrosion potential and 

economic feasibility are the key concerns of this methodology. In addition, CH4 is highly selective 

towards water (used with amines), and excess energy (thermal load) may be required to regenerate 

the amines. Therefore, the problems and challenges associated with the amine-based removal of CO2 

are the high thermal load in the regeneration step, and corrosive nature and degradation of amines 

[94]. The thermal load can be reduced by adjusting the amine-to-feed ratio by increasing the 

absorption capacity of the absorbent [95]. It is known that the regeneration of tertiary amines is easier 

than the regeneration of primary and secondary amines [96]. Recently, Mengna et al. [97] utilized 

non-aqueous phase-changing amines for enhancing the absorption rate. The analysis indicated that, 

absorption of CO2 with a mixture of amines and ethanol results in the precipitation of carbamates, 

which have a decomposition temperature of 90 °C. The heat required for regenerating amine from 
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ethylene diamine-carbamate and PZ-carbamate are lower by 25.6 and 20.5%, respectively, than those 

of MEA-based carbamates. Owing to the main obstacle in the energy and environmental sustainability, 

amines are recently recommended to be replaced with novel solvents.  

 

Figure 9. Process flow diagram of a chemical absorption unit for biogas upgrading. 

 

Caustic solvents can also be used as chemical absorbents, instead of amines [98,99]. The main 

advantage of alkaline absorbents is their higher CO2 absorption capacity than that of amines. 

Moreover, solvent loading is reduced by up to 35% as compared to that of MEA during absorption. 

In comparison to amines, aqueous alkaline solvents are preferred because of their easy availability 

and low cost. Methane with ≥99% purity can also be obtained, owing to the higher selectivity of the 

solvent towards CO2 [93,99]. 

 

3.2.3. Pressure swing adsorption 

In an adsorption process, selected molecules are adsorbed on materials at high pressures and 

desorbed at low pressures. A general process flow diagram of a PSA process is shown in Figure 10.  
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Figure 10. Process flow diagram of pressure swing adsorption for biogas upgrading [19]. 

 

Several adsorption technologies are commercially available for the removal of CO2 from biogas, and 

these differ according to the method used to regenerate the adsorbing material. In particular, they are 

designated as [100], 

• PSA or vacuum PSA (VPSA) 

• Temperature swing adsorption (TSA) 

• Electric swing adsorption (ESA) 

The currently most used of these technologies is PSA: in Sweden, of the 55 biogas upgrading units, 

8 were using this technology in 2013 [61]. In PSA method, CO2 is separated from the biogas by means 

of adsorption on a surface at an elevated pressure; more gas is adsorbed if the operation is carried out 

at higher pressures [101]. This method is also used to upgrade landfill gas [102], and according to 

Grande [103], its development is likely to occur in small farms, where a part of the biogas stream can 

be upgraded to fuel. 

The adsorbing material needs to be regenerated, which is accomplished by a sequential decrease in 

pressure, before the column is loaded again. Thus, an upgrading plant that uses this technology has 

some vessels that work in parallel, so that the feeding of the raw gas is switched from one vessel, 
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where the adsorbing material is saturated, to another vessel in which the adsorbent has been 

regenerated. Typically, three, four [19,104], or six [100] vessels working in parallel are used to 

emulate a continuous process, and each vessel works on a different stadium of the so-called Skarstrom 

cycle [61]: pressurization, adsorption, depressurization, and desorption. 

PSA and VPSA are similar adsorption technologies, but VPSA also involves a vacuum pump [19] 

that allows desorption of the adsorbate under vacuum. Typical adsorption temperatures and pressures 

are in the range of 50-60 °C and 4–10 bar [103], respectively, and regeneration pressures are of 

approximately 100–200 mbar. The cycle typically lasts for ~3–5 min [105]. 

Most of the companies consider a 10-year lifetime for biogas plants involving the PSA technology. 

The capacities of the installed plants range from 10 to 2000 Nm3 raw biogas/h. However, this 

upgrading method is reported to be actually suitable starting from 200 Nm3/h [100]. The fact that the 

PSA technology does not require many resources makes it suitable for many applications. Indeed, it 

is a dry process that does not involve either water consumption or the production of contaminated 

waste water [61]. In addition, no heat is required by the process. However, this technology is 

characterized by a significant electricity demand owing to the relatively high pressures reached in the 

process. Furthermore, a cooling machine may be needed for gas demoisturization and for cooling the 

main compressor when no external cooling water is available. According to the producers of PSA 

systems, the electricity consumption related to biogas upgrading by means of PSA is 0.15–0.3 

kWh/Nm3 of raw biogas [61]. Similar figures can be found in other literature, namely, 0.2 kWh/Nm3 

of raw biogas for the upgrading step and an additional 0.17 kWh/Nm3 of product gas for drying and 

final compression [106]. Process values from PSA units in Sweden show an energy demand of 0.25–

0.3 kWh/Nm3, which suggests that the electric energy demand for these units is well verified: the 

lowest values can be probably reached if external cooling water is available, whereas the somewhat 

highest values are probable for a system in which a cooling machine is used [61]. The energy demand 
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can be higher (probably close to 0.3 kWh/Nm3 [61]) when a catalytic oxidizer is used. 

The adsorbent material represents the core of the PSA system. Carbon molecular sieves are widely 

employed for biogas upgrading, while other adsorbents that are normally utilized are activated 

carbons and zeolites [103]. 

When PSA is applied to biogas upgrading, an important fact to be taken into account is the presence 

of several trace components such as siloxanes, sulfides, and halide, which must certainly be abated 

before [107]. Further, the presence of H2S and water in the biogas should be carefully considered. As 

for H2S, it adsorbs irreversibly on the adsorbent and poisons it. Therefore, the PSA process requires 

the removal of H2S (and other trace components) upstream and a dry gas as a feed stream, depending 

on the type of the adsorbing material used. 

The waste exhaust gas (obtained from the blowdown step), which leaves from the bottom of the PSA 

unit, includes 2–4% methane and may require gas cleaning, depending on the emission requirements 

of the country [19,100]. This gas can be dealt with in several ways [61]. One possibility, applicable 

when the methane content is high enough, is to torch it; otherwise, it can be oxidized in the presence 

of a catalyst for preventing methane leakages. Other possible ways of dealing with the vent gas are 

its combustion together with the raw biogas from the digester or its use for heat supply to a local heat 

demand. 

3.2.4. Cryogenic biogas upgrading 

Cryogenic biogas upgrading technologies [19,25,61,93,104,108,109] can be classified into two 

main groups, depending on whether the formation of solid CO2 is allowed or not. In the former case, 

the CO2 removal is generally accomplished by desublimation, which may occur on appropriately 

designed exchanger surfaces (as in the Cryo Pur process [110]), in cryogenic packed beds (CPB 

process) [111] or in spray towers, while the latter group relies on low-temperature technologies 
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mainly used for natural gas purification and based on distillation, as in the Ryan-Holmes process [112] 

and the dual-pressure low-temperature distillation process DCCDTM  [113,114]. A case apart is the 

CFZTM process [115] consisting of a distillation column, where solidification is allowed in a dedicated 

section without blocking the operation of the column. 

The most energy-saving cryogenic processes are those based on distillation, and in particular, the 

dual-pressure low-temperature distillation process, DCCDTM [116,117]. However, cryogenic 

separation technologies based on distillation are not yet used commercially for biogas upgrading 

[118]. 

The Cryo Pur process is an integrated process for biogas cleaning, upgrading, and biomethane 

liquefaction. CO2 is frosted as the gas passes through a heat exchanger (temperatures between −90 

and −120 °C), which allows the achievement of the methane purity level required for liquefaction, 

i.e., a drop in the CO2 content in the gas below 0.3% [119]. The Cryo Pur technology was selected in 

2013 for the “BioGNVal” project, and a demonstration plant was established. The first commercial 

contract was signed in 2016 for a unit with a capacity of 300 Nm3/h of biogas to be started mid-2017 

in Northern Ireland. Another unit with a larger capacity, i.e. 500 Nm3/h of biogas, was planned to be 

built in 2018 at Doué Métha, Angers, France [119,120]. 

The GPP® processing unit [121] consists of a compression stage and some cleaning stages to remove 

water, hydrogen sulfide, halogens, siloxanes, and other unwanted components. After the cleaning 

stages, different vessels at different temperatures allow removal of CO2 by condensation and 

solidification (no description of how solidification occurs inside the vessel is found in the literature). 

After recompression to 48 bar, the biogas is flown into a vessel at −95 °C, where CO2 is removed 

further. Then, in the GPP® Plus process, the purified biogas is flashed, thus allowing the removal of 

nitrogen and oxygen from the biogas and obtaining LBM with >99.5% purity [122]. Two LBM plants 

(both in Sweden) were operated to produce LBM based on this technology, but both have suffered 
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several problems [122]. Currently, there is only one smaller demonstration plant situated close to the 

headquarters of the company [118]. 

CryoSep [123,124] is a process used by Biofrigas, Sweden to upgrade and liquefy raw gas to LBM 

in the same plant. In literature, the only information found on the upgrading process is that it is 

cryogenic and is able to purify biogas to biomethane with a purity of 99%. 

In the dual-pressure low-temperature distillation process DCCDTM, the purification section consists 

of two distillation units: the first one operated at high pressure (50 bar) serves as the stripping section, 

while the second one operated at low pressure (40 bar) serves as the enrichment section. In order to 

avoid the solidification of CO2, the gaseous overhead product of the high-pressure column (or part of 

it), which is enriched in the lightest natural gas component, is heated above its dew point at the 

working pressure of the low-pressure column. Then, before its entry into the column, the pressure of 

the stream is reduced while avoiding the occurrence of solid deposition. The produced gas stream at 

the top of the low-pressure distillation section is methane at the purity specification required for 

entering the liquefaction train. Unlike conventional upgrading technologies [57], the bottom product 

from the high-pressure distillation column is a high-pressure, liquid CO2 stream. Currently, a pilot 

plant is in operation at Piacenza in Italy [114]. 

The Ryan-Holmes process exploits the fact that the addition of a heavier hydrocarbon, usually      n-

butane, at the top of the distillation column lowers the temperature of the S-L-V equilibrium locus, 

thus avoiding the formation of solid CO2. An additional column for the regeneration of n-butane is 

required, thus increasing the operating expense and capital expense [125]. 

For the sake of brevity, only the diagrams of the GPP® and DCCDTM processes, as examples of 

methods based on desublimation and cryogenic distillation, respectively, are shown in Figure 11 and 

Figure 12, respectively. 
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Figure 11. Process flow diagram of the GPP® process (Courtesy of GPP®) [130]. 

 

 

Figure 12. Process flow diagram of the DCCDTM process [123]. 

 

Recent years have seen the development of hybrid technologies that try to exploit the advantages of 

different upgrading technologies [126]. 
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Pentair [127] has commercialized a hybrid process combining membranes and a cryogenic technology. 

No further detail on the process lay-out is available. 

Terracastus Technologies holds the license of the CO2Wash® process [61], a combination of cryogenic 

and conventional technologies, developed by the US-based company, Acrion’s Technologies. The raw 

gas stream is cleaned with a liquid carbon dioxide stream, which efficiently absorbs impurities such 

as siloxanes, halogenated compounds, and non-methane organic compounds (“CO2Wash”). The CO2 

present in the cleaned gas, ~25%, and any existing O2 are then separated by a membrane treatment 

process [60,100]. 

Table 4 lists the emerging cryogenic separation technologies for biogas upgrading. It includes the 

information about the development stage of each technology, the inventor, and the location where it 

is being developed. The performances of these technologies are also summarized in the Table 4. 

Cryogenic biogas upgrading processes are emerging technologies with great potential, although they 

are still under development with only few facilities operating at the commercial scale [93,122]. They 

produce a methane stream at a high purity level at a low-temperature; they are therefore synergistic 

with the LBM production [25,104,109,119,122] and are suitable for this application also, because 

highly purified biomethane can be obtained. Another general advantage of cryogenic upgrading is 

that no additional fluid is required and very pure CO2 is produced as a liquid [19].
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Table 4. Cryogenic separation technologies for biogas upgrading that are currently available. 

 
 Processes Current development 

stage 
Inventor Separation methods Operating condition (reported 

only for the cryogenic section) 

Cryo Pur [110,119,120] Commercial plant Cryo Pur, France (2001) 
 

CO2 desublimation T = −90 to −120 °C 

P = atmospheric pressure (CO2 
frosting) and 4 - 6 bar (CO2 solid 
melting) 

GPP® [121,122]  Demonstration plant Gastreatment Services, 
Netherlands (2007) 

CO2 desublimation T = −50 to −95 °C 

P = 26 bar 

CryoSep [123,124] Pilot plant Biofrigas, Sweden 
(2017) 

No information No information 

Cryogenic packed-bed [111]  Simulation study Eindhoven University 
of Technology, 
Netherlands (2012) 

CO2 desublimation T = −110 °C 

P = 5 bar (CO2 desublimation) and 
1 bar (bed regeneration) 

DCCDTM [113,114]  Pilot plant Politecnico di Milano, 
Italy (2014) 

Distillation  T = −74 to –88 °C 

P = 50 bar (stripping section) and 
40 bar (enrichment section) 

Ryan Holmes [125,128] Commercial plant for 
natural gas 

Koch Process Systems, 
Inc., Westborough, 
Mass., USA (1979) 

 Distillation T = −128 to –106 °F at 500 psia 
with n-butane as entrainer 
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Pentair Haffmans [127] Commercial plant Pentair Haffmans, 
Netherlands 

Membranes permeation 
and CO2 liquefaction 

T= −24 °C  

P= 17.5 bar 

CO2 Wash [60,61,100] Commercial plant Terracastus 
Technologies/Acrion’s 
Technologies 

Treatment with liquid 
CO2 and membranes 

No information  
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3.2.5. Membrane technology  

 Membrane technology for biogas upgrading is a competitive alternative to other 

technologies. Membrane is a selective permeable filter that can separate gases at the molecular 

level. The basic principle of this technology relies on the selective permeation of biogas 

components through the membrane, which permits their separation. The permeation across the 

membrane takes place when a difference in pressure is induced on both the feed and the 

permeate sides of the membrane module [129]. Gas permeation through polymeric membranes 

can be explained by the solution diffusion model. The diffusion coefficient decreases with 

increasing molecules size, and thus, small molecules such as CO2 condense less and pass 

through the membrane more favorably in comparison to large molecules such as methane [129]. 

Different gases in the biogas can permeate at different rates, and they can be arranged in a 

hierarchical manner according to increasing permeation rate, as follows: CH4, N2, H2S, CO2, 

and H2O [61,130], as shown in Figure 13.  

 

Figure 13. Relative permeation rates of different gases through membranes. 

For biogas upgrading, methane is recovered at the inlet side, while H2S and CO2 are collected 

at the permeate side after passing through the membrane. Some molecules of biomethane can 



39 
 
 

also pass through the pores of the membrane in attempts to achieve a higher purity, leading to 

a larger methane slip, which is a bottleneck to be overcome in membrane-based upgrading [25].

  

Yang et al. [11] were amongst the first to apply polymeric membranes to upgrade the biogas 

in the early 1980s and to report the first scientific study with a synthetic gas mixtures. When 

raw gas consisting of CH4, H2S, and CO2 is passed through membranes by compressing it at 

5–20 bar, it will split into two streams, one rich in CH4 and the other containing CO2 and H2S, 

as shown in Figure 14 [122]. Two strategies can be adopted for the removal of H2S: either 

pretreatment of the biogas or the permeation of both CO2 and H2S through the membrane. The 

selection of the membrane is a basic factor that determines the efficiency of the system. Basu 

et al. [131] reviewed commercially applicable membrane-based technologies for biogas 

upgrading and reported that cellulose acetate and polyimide membranes are the most suitable 

commercial membranes for this purpose. Conversely, membranes made of cellulose acetate are 

susceptible to water vapors and are unsuitable for biogas upgrading without pretreatment [132]. 

Membranes of a variety of materials such as organic polymers, inorganic materials, and mixed 

matrices have been tested for biogas upgrading [133]. However, only polymeric membranes 

are used at the industrial scale, because of their low cost than those of inorganic materials. 

However, major bottlenecks for the membrane technology are the degradation of membranes 

with time and change in membrane behavior due to higher partial pressures of carbon dioxide 

resulting in free volume development within the polymer matrix, which leads to membrane 

swelling. This phenomenon is called plasticization, and it results in increased permeation of 

methane through the membrane and consequent loss of selectivity [109]. The high permeability 

difference between CH4 and CO2, as well as high selectivity of the membrane material are 

required to minimize the biomethane losses and to purify the biogas in an efficient way. Current 
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ongoing studies on membrane-based biogas upgrading are aimed at making 

plasticization-resistant membrane materials to increase their permeability without 

compromising the selectivity. 

 Figure 14 shows the basic flow sheet of the membrane technology for biogas upgrading 

along with unit operations. The raw biogas is compressed and fed into the heat exchanger to 

maintain the temperature required for the membrane system. The raw biogas is usually 

pretreated to remove water and hydrogen sulfide. The water is removed by cooling and 

condensation before biogas upgrading to avoid condensation during compression, and H2S is 

removed with activated carbon because it may not be sufficiently separated by the membranes 

[59]. In cases where siloxanes, volatile organic carbons, and ammonia are expected, 

pretreatment is carried out to remove these components before the biogas upgrading. In 

addition, a particle filter is also installed to protect the compressor and the membranes [130].  

 

Figure 14. Process flow design of a membrane-based biogas upgrading unit. 
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Presently, there are four major configurations of membrane technology for biogas 

upgrading, including the single-stage, two-stage with recirculation, three-stage combined with 

a sweeping biogas stream, and four-stage integrated with a stream of sweep biogas, as shown 

in Figure 15 [134]. There is no need for internal circulation in the first design, which decreases 

the energy demand. However, the CH4 loss is high; hence, a membrane with a high selectivity 

is required. In the second design, the permeate is extracted in the first stage, whereas the 

permeate from the second stage is recirculated to the compressor to decrease the methane loss 

and enhance its recovery. However, this will increase the energy expenditure. The third and 

fourth designs provide methane gas with higher than 97% purity [93]. An upgrading plant for 

biogas employing polyimide membranes was installed for the production of biomethane 

(100 m3STP/h) to be injected into the gas grid [135]. This plant employed a two-stage design 

combined with the recycling of second permeate in the feed and the separation of the permeate 

from the first stage as an off-gas.  
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Figure 15. Four different configurations of the membrane technology available in the market.  

According to the IEA Bioenergy Task 37, the number of membrane technology plants for 

biogas upgrading under operation has steadily increased in recent years, as shown in Figure 16. 

However, researchers are currently focusing on understanding the effect of resonance radiation 

in the application of membrane technology for gas mixtures, without the requirement of 

membrane regeneration, which could reduce the cost involved in the membrane-based 

upgrading technology. 
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Figure 16. The distribution of the membrane-based upgrading technology as compared with 

other technologies for the reported biogas upgrading plants in the IEA Bioenergy Task 37 

group of countries for 2015 and end of 2017. 

 

The energy consumption for a biogas upgrading plant based on permeation through 

membranes depends on several factors such as the methane slip, concentration of the produced 

biomethane, the required CO2 removal, applied pressure, and installed membrane area [126]. 

It is mainly determined by the energy expenditure related to the compressor. A higher pressure 

is required to achieve a high purity of biomethane, and consequently, the installed membrane 

area determines the pressure required to treat a specified volume of the biogas [25]. A low 

pressure is required if a membrane with a larger surface area is installed, because a lower flux 

can be accepted. The electrical energy requirements for the membrane technology for biogas 

upgrading can be guaranteed in the range of 0.2–0.3 kWh/Nm3 [61], which is valid for major 

applications and is independent of the size [126]. 
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4. Comparison of different technologies for biogas upgrading 

The processes that are used for the purification of biogas are based on the consistency, 

purity, and losses of methane. Each technology faces some challenges precluding commercial 

scale implementation. Among the available technologies, membrane-based separation and 

pressure swing adsorption offer promising results in terms of purity. The benefits and 

challenges associated with each technology are summarized in Table 5, whereas, Table 6 

summarizes the features of each technology, including the energy requirements and economic 

performances based on the unit cost.  

 

Table 5. Merits and challenges of different technologies for biogas upgrading 

Technique Merits Challenges 

Water scrubbing -Pre-cleaning is not required -Excess fresh water requirement 

Physical absorption - Simple operation - Requirement of chemicals  

Chemical absorption - Cost effective -Biological contamination 

 -High biomethane purity -Regeneration is required 

 - Low methane loss  

PSA -Dry process -Pre-treatment is required 

 

  -Chemical-free process -Complex  

 

 - Free of microbial contamination  -High investment costs 

   

Membranes - Dry process -Pre-treatment is required 

 - Chemical-free process -Capital intensive 

 -Compactness -Energy intensive 

 -Low mechanical wear -Unstable over the long term 



45 
 
 

Cryogenic  

separation 

-Highest methane purity -Pre-treatment is required 

 - Chemicals free process -Capital and energy intensive 

 -High-pressure upgrading 
facilitates the LBM production 

 

In situ methane 
enrichment 

 -Cheap - Loss of methane is low 

 -Simple in operation -Suitable for small scale 
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Table 6. Features of typical approaches to upgrade biogas to biomethane 

Technology Mechanism 

Investment 
Cost (€/y) 
for 1000 

m3 

CH4 
Purity 

(vol 
%) 

CH4 
loss 
(%) 

P (bar) T 
(°C) 

Energy 
consumption 
(kWh/Nm3) 

Efficiency 
of the 

process 
(%) 

Capacity-based economic aspects 

Ref. Capacity 
(m3/h) 

Capital 
cost 

($/kWh) 

Operating and 
maintenance 
cost ($/kWh) 

Water 
scrubbing + 
regeneration 

Physical 
absorption 10,00,000 93–98 >2 4–10 - 0.2–0.45 92.7–96.0 100 1339 1.872 [13,25,30,61,

136] 

Cryogenic 
separation 

Multistage 
compression 

and 
condensation 

- 95–99 <0.1 80 −196 0.45–0.76 84.9–96.7 161 1248 6.24 [13,25,30,61,
93] 

Physical 
absorption 

Physical 
absorption 10,00,000 95–99 <4 4–8 55–80 0.2–0.3 90–95.5 100 1259.7 1.846 [30,61,136] 

Chemical 
absorption 

Chemical 
absorption 20,00,000 97–99 <0.5 Normal 100–

180 0.05–0.18 88.5–97.7 100 1259.7 1.924 [13,30,61,13
6] 

Pressure 
swing 

adsorption 
Adsorption 17,50,000 95–99 <3 3–10 - 0.23–0.3 84.8–93.6 100 1379.3 1.703 [13,61,136] 

Membrane 
technology Permeation 20,00,000 80–99 <5 4–6 - 0.18–0.35 82.4–98.0 100 988 1.443–2.119 [13,30,61] 
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5. Liquefied biomethane (LBM) 

Biomethane can be transported in gaseous form through pipelines or in the liquid form 

(LBM) through cargo ships. In general, the fossil natural gas is liquefied (by reducing its 

volume to 1/600th at pressures slightly higher than the atmospheric one) for safe and economic 

transportation over long distances [28,137]. Similarly, biomethane can also be transported in 

the liquid form (LBM). Biomethane can either be liquefied using conventional liquefaction 

cycles (SMR, N2 expander, etc.) or by coupling the small liquefaction plant with low-

temperature upgrading technologies. This latter possibility has certain advantages over the 

conventional liquefaction processes, owing to the synergy between the low temperatures at 

which the upgrading process is operated and those that characterize the liquefaction process 

[138]. However, the overall integrated cryogenic upgrading and liquefaction process is 

operated at very low temperatures and uses a refrigeration cycle that is by itself a highly energy-

intensive process. The pressure letdown technique can also be considered as one of the 

liquefaction technologies, but it will not be feasible for biomethane liquefaction owing to the 

initial compression.  

The conventional LNG processes are categorized into two classes, namely, N2 expander 

and mixed refrigerant (MR)-based processes. The MR liquefaction processes are further 

classified on the basis of the involved refrigerants and number of refrigeration cycles. The 

liquefaction process, which uses only one refrigeration loop with a mixture of nitrogen, 

methane, ethane, and propane, is referred to as the single mixed refrigerant (SMR) process. 

Similarly, a process that involves two refrigeration loops with two different mixed refrigerants 

is referred to as the dual mixed refrigerant (DMR) liquefaction. The propane-precooled mixed 

refrigerant (C3MR) uses pure propane as a precooling refrigerant in a separate loop. However, 

cascade processes [139] use three refrigeration cycles for precooling, liquefaction, and 
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subcooling with three different MRs. Table 7 [140] compares the different available 

commercial liquefaction processes that have been established for the production of LNG. In 

general, MR-LNG processes have high energy efficiency because of sensible and latent heat 

transfers, which compel to reduce the gap between cold and hot composite curves, but they 

need high capital investment than that of the N2 expander-based processes. However, the use 

of highly flammable hydrocarbons makes MR-liquefaction processes less attractive at a small 

scale, because of safety and environmental concerns. Comparatively, the N2-expander-based 

process uses N2 as a refrigerant that is maintained in the gaseous state throughout the process, 

which makes it safer and simpler, but has high operating costs, which is the major issue so far 

[20]. However, the selection of the liquefaction process highly depends on the energy 

efficiency, environmental impact, capacity of the system, and complexity [28,141]. A detailed 

description and analysis of the conventional liquefaction processes (at both large scale and 

small scale) can be found in the literature [28,142,143].  
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Table 7. Comparison of LNG processes [140]  

Process 
requirements and 

specifications 
SMR DMR Cascade C3MR N2-expander 

Heat Exchanger Precooling 
(Plate-fin) 

Liquefaction 
(Plate-fin) 

Precooling 
(Spoolwound) 
Liquefaction 

(Spoolwound) 

Precooling 
(Core-in-kettle) 

Liquefaction 
(Core-in-kettle) 

Precooling 
(kettle) 

Liquefaction 
(Spoolwound) 

Precooling 
(kettle) 

Liquefaction 
(Plate-fin) 

Electricity 
requirement 

(20 MW turbo 
generators) 

3 3 3 2 3 

Production (t/d) 11300 13100 10000 11900 6540 
Specific power 
(kW/(t/d LNG 

rundown)) 14.5 12.5 14.1 12.2 15.6 

Fuel efficiency (%) 91.6 92.7 91.2 92.9 90.4 
Annual production 

(MTPA) 7.4 8.7 6.6 7.9 4.3 

Specific cost 
(C3MR = 100) 97 116 119 100 95 
SMR: single mixed refrigerant; DMR: dual mixed refrigerant, C3MR: propane-precooled mixed refrigerant 

 

Based on the information presented in Table 7, it is possible to conclude that for biomethane 

liquefaction, N2-expander liquefaction processes can be the most preferable and feasible candidates 

owing to smaller investments required and safe and easy implementation of the process technology. 

Therefore, Fan et al. [144,145] utilized a N2 expander to liquefy biomethane for evaluating the 

economic feasibility of the process. The capacity of the process was kept at 5000 Nm3/d with a 

specific compression power of 0.763 kWh/m3. The outcomes of the process were impressive to 

overcome the energy crisis and for the development of a sustainable economy in China.  

6. Biogas to LBM: Prospects 

Considering the environmental and public health issues associated with the fossil fuels, the debate 

over the utilization of fossil fuels has become hot and serious. The policy makers and technical experts 

are finding satisfactory answers to different questions regarding fossil fuel utilization. For instance, 
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• Is it right to further use fossil fuels to fulfill the increasing global energy demand?  

• How much energy should be obtained from fossil fuels?  

• Should we try to cut down their use? 

• Which renewable and sustainable energy sources have the potential to completely or partially 

replace the fossil fuels? 

At this stage, it is difficult to provide satisfactory answers to all the above-mentioned questions. 

However, the biogas as one of the potential renewable energy sources has shown rapid growth over 

the last decade, so as to reduce the dependency on fossil fuels. Globally, the generation capacity for 

biogas reached 16.9 GW in 2017, up from 6.7 GW in 2008 [146,147]. Depending on each country’s 

environment and energy programs, different types of biogas production and processing systems have 

been developed with different sizes of biogas production units, from small-scale household units to 

the major ones [146,148]. The development of biogas capacity globally is summarized in Table 8 

[146,147]. Europe has become a world leader in biogas-based electricity generation with more than 

60% of the global capacity for producing electricity from biogas-connected grids [149]. The European 

Biogas Association reported that, Europe had 6227 biogas plants in 2009 and this number has grown 

up to 17662 plants in 2016 [150,151]. According to Green Gas Grids [152], until 2010, the 

development of the European biogas industry was mainly in the production of “green” energy for 

electricity generation. The primary reason is that, in most of the European countries, financial support 

was provided for generating “green” electricity in the form of guaranteed feed-in-tariffs. 
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Table 8. Development of biogas capacity globally [MW] [146,147]  

Year World Africa Asia C. America 

+ Caribbean 

Eurasia Europe Middle East N. America Oceania S. America 

2008 6699 14 83 4 34 4474 12 1715 260 103 

2009 8241 14 152 4 56 5873 16 1728 267 131 

2010 9467 14 261 4 72 6871 24 1793 270 159 

2011 11358 16 337 10 91 8471 32 1946 271 184 

2012 13137 19 435 10 134 9752 34 2257 275 222 

2013 13872 20 585 12 163 10141 39 2425 265 223 

2014 14880 20 764 11 205 10770 47 2547 274 243 

2015 15482 35 860 19 253 11183 58 2524 278 273 

2016 16440 36 978 20 298 11620 58 2610 278 543 

2017 16915 40 1115 23 347 12064 58 2634 279 355 
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In recent years, biogas upgrading to biomethane has started to gain major attention among 

European countries. Biomethane production in Europe has greatly increased from 752 GWh in 

2011 to 17264 GWh in 2016, as shown in Figure 17 [151].  

 

 

Figure 17. Biomethane production in Europe between 2011 and 2016 [in GWh] [151]. 

 

In 2016 alone, biomethane production in Europe increased by 4971 GWh (+40%). The most 

significant development in biomethane production in 2016 was observed in Germany (+900 

GWh), France (+133 GWh), and Sweden (+78 GWh). Currently, Germany has the highest 

number of operational plants (10,000) that produce 100 TWh of CH4.  

In many other countries, e.g. China and India, biogas is produced at the household level. In 

China, between 2003 and 2013, 42 million small biogas plants for household use (8–12 m3) 
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were built. There are around 4 million household units in India, while there are many other 

projects in progress in Asia and Africa [148]. The biogas industry in South-east Asian countries 

like Thailand, Malaysia, and Indonesia is growing according to the country’s bioenergy 

production targets. Thailand has set a bioenergy capacity target of 5,570 MW by 2036, while 

Malaysia’s goal is 1,065 MW by 2020, and Indonesia aims to achieve 810 MW by 2025 [153]. 

Asia Biogas [154] reported that, ten projects were operated in Thailand, Laos, and Indonesia 

in 2017, from which, 24.2 million Nm3 CH4 was produced [155,156]. 

Scarlat et al. [149] reported that biogas production can be increased by utilizing a wider 

range of raw materials: food waste, crop residues, sewage sludge from waste water treatment, 

or micro- and macro-algae (freshwater and marine). New techniques for biological digestion 

(e.g., ultrasonic treatment or enzymatic reactions), use of new enzymes and substrates, use of 

bacterial strains with a greater tolerance to process changes and feedstock type can also 

contribute to the advancement in biogas production. The well-established anaerobic digestion 

is likely to see improvements through developments in biological processes, dry fermentation, 

and thermophilic processes, which would increase the process efficiency and biogas yield. 

The biogas upgrading market will face a harder competition due to the establishment of 

new upgrading technologies (e.g., cryogenic technologies) and further advancement of the 

mature ones. The upgrading plants will seek process optimization to minimize the cost and 

energy requirements, as well as further integration of biogas upgrading with end-user 

applications [61,122]. Furthermore, to satisfy the global energy demand in an ecological 

manner, the biomethane in liquid form (LBM) has remarkable properties to compete with the 

conventional LNG, as well as other available biofuels. In comparison to compressed 

biomethane, LBM provides improved vehicle efficiency by beating the former by 3 times in 

energy density and space efficiency [157]. The demand of LBM is expected to increase after 
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the world’s outlook towards renewable and sustainable energy demand and supply changes. 

However, further developments in energy-and cost-efficient small-scale biomethane 

liquefaction schemes are required. A tremendous amount of energy (operating cost) required 

for compression units involved in the liquefaction of biomethane is a major issue so far, and 

demands serious attention in order to obtain clean and green energy globally, in an economic 

way.       

 

7. Conclusion  

We successfully analyzed and presented the major units (production, cleaning, upgrading, 

and liquefaction) involved in the production of liquefied biomethane. We also presented the 

mechanism of biogas production with a brief sketch of the different digestion systems 

considering their important performance parameters. The technological trend for cleaning and 

upgrading biogas was assessed. The economics of each upgrading technology was presented 

to compare their energy and investment costs. Commercial-scale upgrading units have been 

highlighted. Liquefaction has been suggested for the feasible and economic transportation of 

upgraded biogas (biomethane) over long distances. The current trend and future perspectives 

of the global biogas usage was also presented. Currently, Europe leads in the biogas production 

and utilization for electricity generation, as well as for vehicle fuel. However, Asian countries 

also have great potential to move on to the biogas-based power generation plants. Biomethane 

can also potentially replace natural gas as a green fuel and feedstock for producing a variety of 

chemicals.  

 

Declaration 

The authors declare no competing financial interest. 



55 
 
 

 

Acknowledgments 

This work was supported by the Basic Science Research Program through the National 

Research Foundation of Korea (NRF) funded by the Ministry of Education 

(2018R1A2B6001566) and the Priority Research Centers Program through the National 

Research Foundation of Korea (NRF) funded by the Ministry of Education 

(2014R1A6A1031189).  

 

References  

[1] ExxonMobil. 2018 Outlook for Energy: A view to 2040. 2018. 

[2] Qyyum MA, Chaniago YD, Ali W, Qadeer K, Lee M. Coal to clean energy: Energy-

efficient single-loop mixed-refrigerant-based schemes for the liquefaction of synthetic 

natural gas. J Clean Prod 2018. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.11.233. 

[3] P B. BP Statistical Review of World Energy 2018. 

[4] Kumar S, Paritosh K, Pareek N, Chawade A, Vivekanand V. De-construction of major 

Indian cereal crop residues through chemical pretreatment for improved biogas 

production: An overview. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2018;90:160–70. 

doi:10.1016/J.RSER.2018.03.049. 

[5] Abdeshahian P, Lim JS, Ho WS, Hashim H, Lee CT. Potential of biogas production from 

farm animal waste in Malaysia. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2016;60:714–23. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2016.01.117. 

[6] Afazeli H, Jafari A, Rafiee S, Nosrati M. An investigation of biogas production potential 

from livestock and slaughterhouse wastes. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2014;34:380–6. 



56 
 
 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2014.03.016. 

[7] Noorollahi Y, Kheirrouz M, Asl HF, Yousefi H, Hajinezhad A. Biogas production 

potential from livestock manure in Iran. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2015;50:748–54. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.04.190. 

[8] Igliński B, Buczkowski R, Cichosz M. Biogas production in Poland—Current state, 

potential and perspectives. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2015;50:686–95. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.05.013. 

[9] Rodriguez C, Alaswad A, Benyounis KY, Olabi AG. Pretreatment techniques used in 

biogas production from grass. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2017;68:1193–204. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2016.02.022. 

[10] Hagos K, Zong J, Li D, Liu C, Lu X. Anaerobic co-digestion process for biogas 

production: Progress, challenges and perspectives. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 

2017;76:1485–96. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2016.11.184. 

[11] Yang L, Ge X, Wan C, Yu F, Li Y. Progress and perspectives in converting biogas to 

transportation fuels. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2014;40:1133–52. 

doi:10.1016/J.RSER.2014.08.008. 

[12] Chen Y, Yang G, Sweeney S, Feng Y. Household biogas use in rural China: A study of 

opportunities and constraints. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2010;14:545–9. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2009.07.019. 

[13] Starr K, Gabarrell X, Villalba G, Talens L, Lombardi L. Life cycle assessment of biogas 

upgrading technologies. Waste Manag 2012;32:991–9. 

[14] Baccioli A, Antonelli M, Frigo S, Desideri U, Pasini G. Small scale bio-LNG plant: 



57 
 
 

Comparison of different biogas upgrading techniques. Appl Energy 2018;217:328–35. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2018.02.149. 

[15] Zain MM, Mohamed AR. An overview on conversion technologies to produce value 

added products from CH4 and CO2 as major biogas constituents. Renew Sustain Energy 

Rev 2018;98:56–63. doi:10.1016/J.RSER.2018.09.003. 

[16] Stangeland K, Kalai DY, Li H, Yu Z. Active and stable Ni based catalysts and processes 

for biogas upgrading: The effect of temperature and initial methane concentration on 

CO2 methanation. Appl Energy 2018;227:206–12. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.08.080. 

[17] Witte J, Settino J, Biollaz SMA, Schildhauer TJ. Direct catalytic methanation of biogas 

– Part I: New insights into biomethane production using rate-based modelling and 

detailed process analysis. Energy Convers Manag 2018;171:750–68. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2018.05.056. 

[18] Khan IU, Othman MHD, Hashim H, Matsuura T, Ismail AF, Rezaei-DashtArzhandi M, 

et al. Biogas as a renewable energy fuel – A review of biogas upgrading, utilisation and 

storage. Energy Convers Manag 2017;150:277–94. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2017.08.035. 

[19] Ryckebosch E, Drouillon M, Vervaeren H. Techniques for transformation of biogas to 

biomethane. Biomass and Bioenergy 2011;35:1633–45. 

doi:10.1016/J.BIOMBIOE.2011.02.033. 

[20] Abdul Qyyum M, Qadeer K, Lee M. Closed-loop self-cooling recuperative N2 expander 

cycle for the energy efficient and ecological natural gas liquefaction process. ACS 

Sustain Chem Eng 2018;6:5021–33. doi:10.1021/acssuschemeng.7b04679. 



58 
 
 

[21] Watson HAJ, Vikse M, Gundersen T, Barton PI. Optimization of single mixed-

refrigerant natural gas liquefaction processes described by nondifferentiable models. 

Energy 2018;150:860–76. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2018.03.013. 

[22] Grando RL, de Souza Antune AM, da Fonseca FV, Sánchez A, Barrena R, Font X. 

Technology overview of biogas production in anaerobic digestion plants: A European 

evaluation of research and development. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2017;80:44–53. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.05.079. 

[23] Morero B, Groppelli ES, Campanella EA. Evaluation of biogas upgrading technologies 

using a response surface methodology for process simulation. J Clean Prod 

2017;141:978–88. 

[24] Demirbas MF, Balat M. Progress and Recent Trends in Biogas Processing. Int J Green 

Energy 2009;6:117–42. doi:10.1080/15435070902784830. 

[25] Sun Q, Li H, Yan J, Liu L, Yu Z, Yu X. Selection of appropriate biogas upgrading 

technology-a review of biogas cleaning, upgrading and utilisation. Renew Sustain 

Energy Rev 2015;51:521–32. doi:org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.06.029. 

[26] Niesner J, Jecha D, Stehlík P. Biogas upgrading technologies: State of art review in 

european region. Chem Eng Trans 2013;35:517–22. doi:10.3303/CET1335086. 

[27] Zhou K, Chaemchuen S, Verpoort F. Alternative materials in technologies for Biogas 

upgrading via CO2 capture. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2017;79:1414–41. 

doi:10.1016/J.RSER.2017.05.198. 

[28] Qyyum MA, Qadeer K, Lee M. Comprehensive Review of the Design Optimization of 

Natural Gas Liquefaction Processes: Current Status and Perspectives. Ind Eng Chem 



59 
 
 

Res 2018;57:5819–5844. doi:10.1021/acs.iecr.7b03630. 

[29] Shah FA, Mahmood Q, Rashid N, Pervez A, Raja IA, Shah MM. Co-digestion, 

pretreatment and digester design for enhanced methanogenesis. Renew Sustain Energy 

Rev 2015;42:627–42. doi:10.1016/J.RSER.2014.10.053. 

[30] Weiland P. Biogas production: current state and perspectives. Appl Microbiol Biotechnol 

2010;85:849–60. doi:10.1007/s00253-009-2246-7. 

[31] B. van Lier J, Mahmoud N, Zeeman G. Anaerobic Wastewater Treatment. Biol. 

Wastewater Treat. Princ. Model. Des., London, UK: IWA Publishing; 208AD, p. 41. 

[32] MAMUN MR Al, TORII S. Anaerobic Co-Digestion of Biodegradable Biomass for 

Biomethane Generation. J Japan Inst Energy 2015;94:588–93. doi:10.3775/jie.94.588. 

[33] Schnürer A. Biogas Production: Microbiology and Technology. In: Hatti-Kaul R, Mamo 

G, Mattiasson B, editors. Anaerobes Biotechnol., Cham: Springer International 

Publishing; 2016, p. 195–234. doi:10.1007/10_2016_5. 

[34] Costa JC, Sousa DZ, Pereira MA, Stams AJM, Alves MM. Biomethanation Potential of 

Biological and Other Wastes. In: Gupta VK, Tuohy MG, editors. Biofuel Technol. 

Recent Dev., Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg; 2013, p. 369–96. 

doi:10.1007/978-3-642-34519-7_15. 

[35] Vandevivere P, Baere L De, Verstraete W. Types of anaerobic digesters for solid wastes. 

Biomethanization Org. Fraction Munic. Solid Waste, 2002, p. 31. 

doi:10.1049/ji.3.2.1947.0013. 

[36] CALLANDER IJ, BARFORD JP. Recent advances in anaerobic digestion technology. 

Process Biochem n.d.;18:24–37. 



60 
 
 

[37] Weiland P. Production and Energetic Use of Biogas from Energy Crops and Wastes in 

Germany. Appl Biochem Biotechnol 2003;109:263–74. doi:10.1385/ABAB:109:1-

3:263. 

[38] B. K. Chemicals. Upflow anaerobic sludge blanket reactor ( UASBR ) 2016. 

[39] Demirbas A, Ozturk T. Anaerobic Digestion of Agricultural Solid Residues. Int J Green 

Energy 2005;1:483–94. doi:10.1081/GE-200038719. 

[40] Barnett A, Pyle L, Subramanian SK. Biogas technology in the third world : a 

multidisciplinary review. International Development Research Centre; 1978. 

[41] Bouallagui H, Touhami Y, Ben Cheikh R, Hamdi M. Bioreactor performance in 

anaerobic digestion of fruit and vegetable wastes. Process Biochem 2005;40:989–95. 

doi:10.1016/J.PROCBIO.2004.03.007. 

[42] Lettinga G. Anaerobic digestion and wastewater treatment systems. Antonie Van 

Leeuwenhoek 1995;67:3–28. doi:10.1007/BF00872193. 

[43] Borja R, Banks CJ. Treatment of palm oil mill effluent by upflow anaerobic filtration. J 

Chem Technol Biotechnol 1994;61:103–9. doi:10.1002/jctb.280610204. 

[44] Tong, S.L, Jaafar A-B. POME Biogas Capture, Upgrading and Utilization. Palm Oil Eng 

Bull 2006:11–7. 

[45] Poh PE, Chong MF. Development of anaerobic digestion methods for palm oil mill 

effluent (POME) treatment. Bioresour Technol 2009;100:1–9. 

doi:10.1016/J.BIORTECH.2008.06.022. 

[46] Chotwattanasak J, Puetpaiboon U. Full Scale Anaerobic Digester for Treating Palm Oil 

Mill Wastewater. J Sustain Energy Environ 2013;2:133–6. 



61 
 
 

[47] Faisal M, Unno H. Kinetic analysis of palm oil mill wastewater treatment by a modified 

anaerobic baffled reactor. Biochem Eng J 2001;9:25–31. doi:10.1016/S1369-

703X(01)00122-X. 

[48] Feng Y, Lu B, Jiang Y, Chen Y, Shen S. Anaerobic degradation of purified terephthalic 

acid wastewater using a novel, rapid mass-transfer circulating fluidized bed. Water Sci 

Technol 2012;65:1988–93. doi:10.2166/wst.2012.098. 

[49] Borja R, Banks CJ. Anaerobic digestion of palm oil mill effluent using an up-flow 

anaerobic sludge blanket reactor. Biomass and Bioenergy 1994;6:381–9. 

doi:10.1016/0961-9534(94)E0028-Q. 

[50] Gopala Krishna GVT, Kumar P, Kumar P. Treatment of low-strength soluble wastewater 

using an anaerobic baffled reactor (ABR). J Environ Manage 2009;90:166–76. 

doi:10.1016/J.JENVMAN.2007.08.017. 

[51] Najafpour GD, Zinatizadeh AAL, Mohamed AR, Hasnain Isa M, Nasrollahzadeh H. 

High-rate anaerobic digestion of palm oil mill effluent in an upflow anaerobic sludge-

fixed film bioreactor. Process Biochem 2006;41:370–9. 

doi:10.1016/J.PROCBIO.2005.06.031. 

[52] Ibrahim A, Yeoh BG, Cheah SC, Ma AN, Ahmad S, Chew TY, et al. Thermophilic 

Anaerobic Contact Digestion of Palm Oil Mill Effluent. Water Sci Technol 

1985;17:155–66. doi:10.2166/wst.1985.0127. 

[53] Ohimain EI, Izah SC. A review of biogas production from palm oil mill effluents using 

different configurations of bioreactors. Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2017;70:242–53. 

doi:10.1016/J.RSER.2016.11.221. 



62 
 
 

[54] Yejian Z, Li Y, Lina C, Xiuhua L, Zhijian M, Zhenjia Z. Startup and operation of 

anaerobic EGSB reactor treating palm oil mill effluent. vol. 20. 2008. 

[55] Vijayanand C, Singaravelu M. Refinery Technologies in Upgradation of Crude Biogas 

to Biomethane-A Review. Adv Life Sci 2016;5:715–24. 

[56] Hernández JR. Biogas Cleaning and Conditioning: A Requirement for Optimal 

Operation of CHP Systems. In: Pasupathy R, editor. Biogas Dir. Volume 04, Singapore: 

International Clean Energy & Sustainability Network (ICESN); 2017, p. 18–21. 

[57] Pellegrini LA, De Guido G, Consonni S, Bortoluzzi G, Gatti M. From Biogas to 

Biomethane: How the Biogas Source Influences the Purification Costs. Chem Eng Trans 

2015;43:409–14. doi:10.3303/CET1543069. 

[58] Anaerobic Digestion and Bioresources Association. Producing and Using Biogas. In: 

Sharpe K, O’Reilly K, editors. Pract. Guid. to AD. First, London: Anaerobic Digestion 

& Biogas Association; 2014, p. 59–80. 

[59] Kadam R, Panwar NL. Recent advancement in biogas enrichment and its applications. 

Renew Sustain Energy Rev 2017;73:892–903. doi:10.1016/J.RSER.2017.01.167. 

[60] Johansson N, Carlsson C. Production of liquid biogas, LBG, with cryogenic and 

conventional upgrading technology -Description of systems and evaluations of energy 

balances. Master Thesis 2008:92. 

[61] Bauer F, Hulteberg C, Persson T, Tamm D. Biogas upgrading-Review of commercial 

technologies. Svenskt gastekniskt center; 2013. 

[62] Strauch S, Krassowski J, Singhal A. Biomethane Guide for Decision Makers. 

Oberhausen: 2013. 



63 
 
 

[63] THIOPAQ®, https://en.paques.nl/products/featured/thiopaq [Accessed 01 Feb 2019] 

2019. 

[64] Accettola F, Guebitz GM, Schoeftner R. Siloxane removal from biogas by biofiltration: 

biodegradation studies. Clean Technol Environ Policy 2008;10:211–8. 

doi:10.1007/s10098-007-0141-4. 

[65] Wilhelm E, Battino R, Wilcock RJ. Low-pressure solubility of gases in liquid water. 

Chem Rev 1977;77:219–62. doi:10.1021/cr60306a003. 

[66] Petersson A, WeLLInGer A. Biogas upgrading technologies–developments and 

innovations. IEA Bioenergy 2009;20:1–19. 

[67] Rasi S, Läntelä J, Rintala J. Upgrading landfill gas using a high pressure water 

absorption process. Fuel 2014;115:539–43. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2013.07.082. 

[68] Persson M, Owe J, Arthur W. Biogas upgrading to vehicle fuel standards and grid 

injection. 2006. 

[69] Kapoor R, Subbarao PMV, Vijay VK, Shah G, Sahota S, Singh D, et al. Factors affecting 

methane loss from a water scrubbing based biogas upgrading system. Appl Energy 

2017;208:1379–88. doi:10.1016/J.APENERGY.2017.09.017. 

[70] Tock L, Gassner M, Maréchal F. Thermochemical production of liquid fuels from 

biomass: Thermo-economic modeling, process design and process integration analysis. 

Biomass and Bioenergy 2010;34:1838–54. doi:10.1016/J.BIOMBIOE.2010.07.018. 

[71] Persson M. Evaluation of upgrading techniques for biogas. 2003. 

[72] Xu Y, Huang Y, Wu B, Zhang X, Zhang S. Biogas upgrading technologies: Energetic 



64 
 
 

analysis and environmental impact assessment. Chinese J Chem Eng 2015;23:247–54. 

doi:10.1016/J.CJCHE.2014.09.048. 

[73] Zhai H, Rubin ES. Systems Analysis of Physical Absorption of CO 2 in Ionic Liquids 

for Pre-Combustion Carbon Capture. Environ Sci Technol 2018;52:4996–5004. 

doi:10.1021/acs.est.8b00411. 

[74] Nguyen TBH, Zondervan E. Ionic Liquid as a Selective Capture Method of CO 2 from 

Different Sources: Comparison with MEA 2018. doi:10.1021/acssuschemeng.7b04247. 

[75] Bharathiraja B, Jayamuthunagai J, Chakravarthy M, Kumar RP. Bioprocessing of 

Biofuels for Green and Clean Environment. Bioprocess Eng a Green Environ 2018:237–

49. 

[76] Zhang Y, Ji X, Xie Y, Lu X. Thermodynamic analysis of CO 2 separation from biogas 

with conventional ionic liquids. Appl Energy 2018;217:75–87. 

[77] Shang D, Liu X, Bai L, Zeng S, Xu Q, Gao H, et al. Ionic liquids in gas separation 

processing. Curr Opin Green Sustain Chem 2017;5:74–81. 

doi:10.1016/J.COGSC.2017.03.015. 

[78] Privalova EI, Mäki-Arvela P, Murzin DY, Mikkhola J-P. Capturing CO2: conventional 

versus ionic-liquid based technologies. Russ Chem Rev 2012;81:435. 

[79] Thaim TM. Study on the Foaming Tendency of Ionic Liquids of Different Anion and 

Nmethyldiethanolamine (MDEA) for the Removal of Carbon Dioxide. UMP, 2015. 

[80] Fredlake CP, Crosthwaite JM, Hert DG, Aki SNVK, Brennecke JF. Thermophysical 

properties of imidazolium-based ionic liquids. J Chem Eng Data 2004;49:954–64. 

[81] Bidart C, Jiménez R, Carlesi C, Flores M, Berg Á. Synthesis and usage of common and 



65 
 
 

functionalized ionic liquids for biogas upgrading. Chem Eng J 2011;175:388–95. 

doi:10.1016/J.CEJ.2011.07.024. 

[82] Götz M, Ortloff F, Reimert R, Basha O, Morsi BI, Kolb T. Evaluation of Organic and 

Ionic Liquids for Three-Phase Methanation and Biogas Purification Processes. Energy 

& Fuels 2013;27:4705–16. doi:10.1021/ef400334p. 

[83] Graf F. Biogas Upgrading for Injection into the Gas Grid Quality aspects, technological 

and ecological consideration. 2009. 

[84] Xie Y, Ma C, Lu X, Ji X. Evaluation of imidazolium-based ionic liquids for biogas 

upgrading. Appl Energy 2016;175:69–81. doi:10.1016/J.APENERGY.2016.04.097. 

[85] Xie Y, Björkmalm J, Ma C, Willquist K, Yngvesson J, Wallberg O, et al. Techno-

economic evaluation of biogas upgrading using ionic liquids in comparison with 

industrially used technology in Scandinavian anaerobic digestion plants. Appl Energy 

2018;227:742–50. doi:10.1016/J.APENERGY.2017.07.067. 

[86] Ortloff F, Roschitz M, Ahrens M, Graf F, Schubert T, Kolb T. Characterization of 

functionalized ionic liquids for a new quasi-isothermal chemical biogas upgrading 

process. Sep Purif Technol 2018;195:413–30. doi:10.1016/J.SEPPUR.2017.12.014. 

[87] Ma C, Xie Y, Ji X, Liu C, Lu X. Modeling, simulation and evaluation of biogas 

upgrading using aqueous choline chloride/urea. Appl Energy 2018;229:1269–83. 

doi:10.1016/J.APENERGY.2017.03.059. 

[88] Yuan S, Chen Y, Ji X, Yang Z, Lu X. Experimental study of CO2 absorption in aqueous 

cholinium-based ionic liquids. Fluid Phase Equilib 2017;445:14–24. 

doi:10.1016/J.FLUID.2017.04.001. 



66 
 
 

[89] Zhang X, Zhang S, Bao D, Huang Y, Zhang X. Absorption degree analysis on biogas 

separation with ionic liquid systems. Bioresour Technol 2015;175:135–41. 

doi:10.1016/J.BIORTECH.2014.10.048. 

[90] Iliuta I, Hasib-ur-Rahman M, Larachi F. CO2 absorption in diethanolamine/ionic liquid 

emulsions – Chemical kinetics and mass transfer study. Chem Eng J 2014;240:16–23. 

doi:10.1016/J.CEJ.2013.11.063. 

[91] Huang Z, Deng Z, Ma J, Qin Y, Zhang Y, Luo Y, et al. Comparison of mass transfer 

coefficients and desorption rates of CO2 absorption into aqueous MEA + ionic liquids 

solution. Chem Eng Res Des 2017;117:66–72. doi:10.1016/J.CHERD.2016.10.012. 

[92] Rochelle GT. Amine scrubbing for CO2 capture. Science 2009;325:1652–4. 

doi:10.1126/science.1176731. 

[93] Angelidaki I, Treu L, Tsapekos P, Luo G, Campanaro S, Wenzel H, et al. Biogas 

upgrading and utilization: Current status and perspectives. Biotechnol Adv 

2018;36:452–66. doi:10.1016/J.BIOTECHADV.2018.01.011. 

[94] Litonjua R, Cvetkovski I. Biogas : production, consumption, and applications. Nova 

Science Publishers; 2012. 

[95] Pellegrini LA, Moioli S, Gamba S. Energy saving in a CO2 capture plant by MEA 

scrubbing. Chem Eng Res Des 2011;89:1676–83. doi:10.1016/J.CHERD.2010.09.024. 

[96] ZHANG P, SHI Y, WEI J, ZHAO W, YE Q. Regeneration of 2-amino-2-methyl-1-

propanol used for carbon dioxide absorption. J Environ Sci 2008;20:39–44. 

doi:10.1016/S1001-0742(08)60005-4. 

[97] Tao M, Gao J, Zhang P, Zhang W, Liu Q, He Y, et al. Biogas Upgrading by Capturing 



67 
 
 

CO 2 in Non-aqueous Phase-Changing Diamine Solutions. Energy & Fuels 

2017;31:6298–304. doi:10.1021/acs.energyfuels.7b00456. 

[98] Lombardia L, Corti A, Carnevale E, Baciocchi R, Zingaretti D. Carbon dioxide removal 

and capture for landfill gas up-grading. Energy Procedia 2011;4:465–72. 

doi:10.1016/J.EGYPRO.2011.01.076. 

[99] Yoo M, Han S-J, Wee J-H. Carbon dioxide capture capacity of sodium hydroxide 

aqueous solution. J Environ Manage 2013;114:512–9. 

doi:10.1016/J.JENVMAN.2012.10.061. 

[100] Allegue LB, Hinge J. Biogas and bio-syngas upgrading. Aarhus: 2012. 

[101] Zhao Q, Leonhardt E, MacConnell C, Frear C, Chen S. Purification Technologies for 

Biogas Generated by Anaerobic Digestion. Compress Biomethane, CSANR, Ed 2010. 

doi:10.1007/s11554-007-0070-9. 

[102] Cavenati S, Grande CA, Rodrigues AE. Upgrade of methane from landfill gas by 

pressure swing adsorption. Energy and Fuels 2005. doi:10.1021/ef050072h. 

[103] Grande CA. Biogas Upgrading by Pressure Swing Adsorption. In: Dr. Marco Aurelio 

Dos Santos Bernardes, editor. Biofuel’s Eng. Process Technol., Rijeka: Intech; 2011, p. 

Ch. 3. doi:10.5772/18428. 

[104] Krich K, Augenstein D, Batmale JP, Benemann J, Rutledge B, Salour D. Biomethane 

from dairy waste A Sourcebook for the Production and Use of Renewable Natural Gas 

in California. California: 2005. 

[105] Zetterberg H, Jonsson M, Rasulzada A, Popa C, Styrud E, Hietala MA, et al. No 

neurochemical evidence for brain injury caused by heading in soccer. Br J Sports Med 



68 
 
 

2007;41:574–7. doi:10.1136/bjsm.2007.037143. 

[106] Pertl A, Mostbauer P, Obersteiner G. Climate balance of biogas upgrading systems. 

Waste Manag 2010;30:92–9. doi:10.1016/j.wasman.2009.08.011. 

[107] Montanari T, Finocchio E, Salvatore E, Garuti G, Giordano A, Pistarino C, et al. CO2 

separation and landfill biogas upgrading: A comparison of 4A and 13X zeolite 

adsorbents. Energy 2011;36:314–9. doi:10.1016/j.energy.2010.10.038. 

[108] Andriani D, Wresta A, Atmaja TD, Saepudin A. A Review on Optimization Production 

and Upgrading Biogas Through CO2 Removal Using Various Techniques. Appl 

Biochem Biotechnol 2014. doi:10.1007/s12010-013-0652-x. 

[109] Miltner M, Makaruk A, Harasek M. Review on available biogas upgrading technologies 

and innovations towards advanced solutions. J Clean Prod 2017;161:1329–37. 

doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.06.045. 

[110] Cryopur. A ground-breaking technology, Transforming biogas into bio-LNG and liquid 

bio-CO2. 2018. 

[111] Tuinier MJ, Van Sint Annaland M. Biogas purification using cryogenic packed-bed 

technology. Ind Eng Chem Res 2012;51:5552–8. doi:10.1021/ie202606g. 

[112] Holmes AS, Ryan JM. Cryogenic Distillative Separation of Acid Gases From Methane. 

US Patent 4,318,723, 1982. doi:10.1002/jmri.22000. 

[113] Pellegrini LA. “Process for the removal of CO2 from acid gas.” W.O. Patent 

2014/054945A2, 2014. 

[114] Pellegrini LA, De Guido G, Langè S, Moioli S, Picutti B, Vergani P, et al. The Potential 

of a New Distillation Process for the Upgrading of Acid Gas. Abu Dhabi Int Pet Exhib 



69 
 
 

Conf 2016:12. doi:10.2118/183154-MS. 

[115] Valencia JA, Denton RD. Method and Apparatus for Separating Carbon Dioxide and 

Other Acid Gases from Methane by the Use of Distillation and a Controlled Freezing 

Zone. US Patent 4,533,372, 1985. 
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