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Featured Application: This paper studies the production and amount of by-products of an
emerging industry in a small region of Spain, dealing with their possible treatment and
valorization through anaerobic digestion. Thus, some guidelines could be taken from it and
applied in similar cases in other regions where alcoholic beverage production is an important
economic resource.

Abstract: The industry of alcoholic beverage production has been, historically, both an important
economic engine and a source of wastes and pollution (due to the production processes by themselves
and to the energy requirements) in a number of countries. In the small region of Cantabria, in
northern Spain, the production of alcoholic beverages as an economic sector has been growing in
importance in recent years. Thus, there is a new flow of waste for which specific management plans
have yet to be developed. The result is an increase in the total amount of urban waste to be disposed.
Anaerobic digestion can be a suitable in-situ solution for the treatment of the generated wastes
providing a source of renewable energy which can be a supply for the processes in these industries,
reducing the emission of greenhouse gases associated to the use of fossil fuels, all of this benefitting
both environment and economy. In this work the authors present the information gathered about
waste generation and the biomethanogenic potential of the most important wastes generated in the
industries. As a result, specific strategies could be designed for the industrial sector in the region, of
which other small agro-industries can benefit.

Keywords: biochemical methane potential (BMP); methanogenesis; anaerobic digestion; waste
valorization; food and drink industry; bioeconomy

1. Introduction

1.1. Generalities

Cantabria is a small region in the north of Spain. Agri-food industry in Cantabria is an important
economy sector both in terms of economic relevance and of social interest, with sales around € 1B
(1000 million €) which amounts 6% of the GDP of the region and provides 10% of the jobs [1].

The total production of waste in 2014 in Spain and in the industrial subsector of food, drinks and
tobacco was of 2595.5 thousand tons, being the most of it (2586.2 thousand tons) non-hazardous wastes.
This sub-sector is the fifth in total amount of waste production [2]. Environmental and economical
rationality suggest following the circular economy principles making the generated wastes useful as
raw materials for other processes. They could be used eitherin the same industrial sector or in other
sectors, associated or not, pre-existent or newly created. In that sense it would be necessary to count
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on robust tools to differentiate between wastes and co-products or by-products as in Springer and
Schmitt [3], using the rectangular choice-of-technologies model. Life cycle assessment (LCA) and other
techniques [4] are useful instruments to focus on the creation of different by-products throughout the
production processes and helps to develop strategies for reuse, recycling or treatment [5].

As shown by research and experience, it is a fact the by-products of the industry can produce
the raw material for a series of final products of higher added value [6–8] fulfilling the principles of
circular economy. However it is necessary to exert caution due to the fact that, in some cases, though
the processes could be feasible, the environmental cost of the valorization of some by-products can be
very high, making the process economical and environmentally unviable [9].

In Cantabria, the total amount of vegetable waste originating from agri-food industries which
includes those of alcoholic beverage production and distillation amounted to 799 thousand tons in
2010 [1] (the last year for which we have statistics). All this waste was qualified as non-hazardous
materials, making it susceptible of being subject of biological treatment for their management and
possible valorization [10]. In this sense anaerobic treatment could be a valid option as, not only it is a
proven and reliable waste management and treatment option but also a source of energy in the shape
of biogas, which can be an interesting option to fulfil the energetic needs of the industry while, at the
same time, reducing the need of fossil fuels and the emissions of greenhouse gases.

In recent times, the Cantabrian industry of alcoholic beverage production has undergone
remarkable changes, both in terms of an increase in production and varieties of available products as
the importance of the sector in the productive framework of the region, with a growing number of new
companies working in this field.

1.2. Historical and Current Situation

Historically, the beverages produced which had the biggest importance in produced volume were
wine and cider, with the implantation of beer breweries at the beginning of the 19th century with most
of their production being export product. However, and with the phylloxera (Dactylosphaera vitifoliae)
infestation that arrived in the region at the beginning of the 20th century, most vine cultivation and
wine production was resumed until recent times [11]. Cider production disappeared as a result of
drinking trends, as its consumption was substituted for that of wines imported from other Spanish
regions [12]. And all beer breweries ended up closing as the exportation to Latin American countries
of food and beverages suffered a sharp decrease through the second half of the 19th century and the
beginning of the 20th [13].

Among the traditional beverages produced in Cantabria, only the “orujo de Potes” remained as a
significant production. “Orujo” is a grape marc spirit (as defined by the Regulation(EC) No 110/2008
of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 January 2008 [14]) which originally was made
through the fermentation and distillation of winemaking by-products as well as of low-quality wines
in the region of Liébana within Cantabria, where the last vineyards were maintained in the region. This
spirituous drink has seen an increase both in terms of quality and of the production amount, becoming
a flagship of the regional gastronomy. Since September 23rd of 2010 and under the nomination “CC
Calidad Controlada” (controlled quality) [15], orujo has to be made exclusively by distillation of grape
marc of locally produced grapes. This, in turn, has caused an increase in grape production and the
reestablishment of wine production in the zone as a way to make the most of grape musts, which
ironically had become by-products of the spirit production, reversing the historical roles of product
and by-product.

While the market demand for orujo has remained stable or slightly increased along the years,
the distillers and producers have widened the range of products in order to increase their sales and
presence in the market. Thus, several alcoholic beverages are produced, being distilled orujo the main
ingredient for all of them. A number of liqueurs and crèmes (as defined by the Regulation(EC) No
110/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 January 2008 [14]) are produced using
orujo as the distillate of agricultural origin providing the alcoholic content of the beverage. The sales of
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these liquors and crèmes more than quadruplicate those of orujo per se, increasing the production of
the original beverage and the demand of grape marc in order to produce them.

On the other hand and after the decrease in viability of small dairy cattle farms and subsequently
the lack of use and/or abandonment of a number of hectares of arable land used until then as meadows
for dairy cattle feeding, has brought an interest in new ways of making the land profitable and so wine
production in other parts of the region is knowing a renewed interest. New cultivars and varieties of
grapevines are being used, as well as different production and agricultural techniques. There has also
been a resurgence in cider production, due to ethno-cultural reasons.

In recent times, a number of small artisan beer breweries have appeared throughout the region
with varied rates of success. Nevertheless, some of them have reached a respectable consumption rate,
with a growth in production and an expanding distribution network.

Finally, the appearance of some new distilleries in non-traditional zones which manufacture
spirits other than the traditional ones (mainly gins and dry gins) which have had a good acceptance,
has triggered a change in the spirit production philosophy, with more and more of the traditional
distillers of orujo and grape marc spirits widening their range of products and so creating new business
opportunities for the companies.

As could be expected, this rising trend (in range and production amount in general) in alcoholic
beverage production, has brought an increase in wastes and by-products from such a dynamic industrial
sector [16]. Most of these waste sources work as micro-floods of potentially highly polluting products,
which have no specific treatment due to their small size. Solids are usually incorporated into the usual
chain of treatment of urban wastes or used as feedstock for farm animals, while liquids normally enter
the net of urban and industrial wastewater treatment.

The aforementioned wastes and by-products have a number of common characteristics: a high
COD (chemical oxygen demand) and biodegradability and an acidic pH. They are well suited for
anaerobic treatment, provided that, in some cases, certain conditioning might be performed [17,18].
In an industry in which there is always a usage of energy, mainly in the shape of heat, the biogas
generated in anaerobic treatments could be a welcome asset, beneficial not only from an environmental
point of view but also as a help for the economics of the factory by itself.

The by-products generated can be solids or liquids, of which we may cite:

- Among solids, grape marc, raw or fermented and distilled from wine and orujo production, as well
as apple pomace from cider manufacturing; brewers and distillers spent grains in beer breweries
and from ethyl alcohol of agricultural origin production (the basis for a number of spirits); and
botanics and aromatics for some distilled beverages.

- Among liquids, trub from breweries; pot ales and washes from distillation; and wash and
process waters.

Under the point of view of the treatment and possible utilization of these by-products through
anaerobic treatment, a characterization of them is necessary in order to know their potential methane
yield, as well as possible particular characteristics which could pose as setbacks in case industrials
systems are implemented [19–21]. While for some of them (winery wastes) there is a wide knowledge
of the field, for some others (as exhausted grape marc or distilled gin wash) there is no literature
available. As each industry works in a framework of scale economies, these data are crucial to assess
the feasibility of the processes and allows knowing the minimum amount of wastes which could make
the investment on the system a profitable one. Also, there’s a lack of quantification of the waste flow,
both at the present time and in a future horizon of production.

This article deals with a number of wastes and by-products from different beverage production
industries using BMP (biochemical methane potential) tests on each one, so these questions could be
answered [22–25].
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Substrates

A number of substrates were chosen as representative of the most significant part of the wastes
produced in the alcoholic beverage production in Cantabria. Spent brewer’s grains were collected at
the facilities of Cervezas Artesanales de Cantabria S.L. (which operates under the brand “Dougall’s”)
sited in the municipality of Liérganes. Grape marcs, both unused for distillation (which could be
representative of wine production) and exhausted (after distillation for the production of orujo) were
collected at the distillery of Orujo de Liébana S.A. (also known by the company acronym Orulisa) in
Tama. The wastes from dry gin production, both solid and liquid, were obtained from the distillery of
Destilería Siderit S.L. in Puente Arce. Finally, as this latter distillery is immersed in a process for the
production of whisky in the region, with the University of Cantabria working under an agreement for
its production and development, the pot ale generated in the research and assays carried out in the
university laboratories was also tested. The characteristics of these substrates are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Characteristics of wastes and by-products analyzed in the study (TS and VS are expressed as a
percentage of the total mass).

Wastes and By-Products TS (%) VS (%) TKN (g/kg TS) P (g/kg TS)

Pot ale 6.06 5.55 - -
Trub 9.51 8.69 - -

Gin spent wash 8.32 7.68 1.44 0.36
Gin spent botanics 35.6 34.3 1.56 0.17

Brewers’ spent grains 25.2 24.2 3.59 0.56
Grape marc 44.1 38.3 2.21 0.22

Exhausted grape marc 31.9 29.1 2.43 0.24

2.2. Inoculum and Conductive Material

The inoculum used consisted in the anaerobic effluent from a lab-scale digester treating liquid
dairy manure and food waste (manure inoculum-MI). Characteristics of the inoculum are shown in
Table 2.

Table 2. Characteristics of the inoculum used in the study (TS and vs. are expressed as a percentage of
the total mass).

Inoculum

TS (%) 2.23
VS (%) 1.16

COD (g L−1) —
pH 7.9

Alkalinity (g CaCO3 L−1) 12.1
TAN (g NH4

+-N L−1) 2.7

Powdered Activated Charcoal (PAC, 75–150µm) was used as conductive material in a number of
experiments. The use of a conductive material in addition to the inoculums has proven to be a significant
factor maximizing the biomethanogenic performance of the processes for some substrates [26].

2.3. Experimental Set-up: Batch Experiments

All batch experiments were conducted in triplicate in anaerobic 250 mL serum bottles capped with
rubber septum sleeve stoppers. Bottles were filled with the amount of substrate containing 0.5 g vs.
and the amount of inoculum to provide an inoculum to substrate ratio of 2 (based on volatile solids).
Blanks were also tested with and without PAC. After filling the bottles, nitrogen was flushed to remove
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the oxygen in the headspace. Afterwards, the bottles were capped and placed in an incubator at 38 ◦C.
All the reactors were manually stirred once a day. The test was stopped for each substrate when
methane production was negligible in all the samples. Results are expressed as means subtracting
methane production from the blanks. Once the experiment was stopped, the reactors were opened to
measure the pH, redox potential and VFAs (volatile fatty acids) in the effluents.

2.4. Analytical Techniques

The biogas and methane production were measured by the manometric method as described
in Valero et al. [27]. Headspace pressure was measured in the headspace of the reactors through the
septum with a syringe connected to a digital pressure transducer with silicon measuring cell (ifm,
Germany—type PN78, up to 2000 mbar). The biogas samples were taken through the septum by a
needle connected to a syringe and analyzed on a 2m Poropak T column in a HP 6890 gas chromatograph
(GC) system with helium as the carrier gas and a TCD (thermal conductivity detector). The methane
volumes are expressed at 0 ◦C and 1 atm in dry conditions. VFA were determined using a HP 6890 GC
fitted with a 2 m 1/8-in glass column, liquid phase 10% AT 1000, packed with solid-support Chromosorb
W-AW 80/100 mesh. Nitrogen was used as the carrier gas at a flow rate of 14 mL/min and a FID (flame
ionization detector) was installed. Total Solids (TS), Volatile Solids (VS), chemical oxygen demand
(COD), total ammonia nitrogen (TAN) and bicarbonate alkalinity were analyzed according to Standard
Methods (APHA, 1998).

3. Results

The results of the BMP tests show that the liquid substrates analyzed show a significantly higher
methane yield per kilogram of volatile solids than the solid ones. This fact is representative of the
biodegradability of the substances in these substrates and of their availability for the methanogenic
microorganisms. However and due to the low concentration of TS in the liquid by-products, the final
yields of biogas per kilogram of total sample were higher in solid substrates except for exhausted
grape marc. The specific methane productions of the different substrates obtained in the BMP tests are
shown in Figure 1, expressed as LN CH4 kg−1 VS and in Figure 2 as LN CH4 kg−1 fresh sample.
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Figure 1. Total specific methane production of by-products from the alcoholic beverage production in
LNCH4 kg−1 vs. from the BMP tests (SD for each substrate: PA, 13; T, 19; GSW, 25; GSB, 15; BSG, 19;
GM, 11; EGM, 5).
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Figure 2. Total specific methane production of by-products from the alcoholic beverage production in
LN CH4 kg−1 fresh sample from the BMP tests (SD for each substrate: PA, 0.7; T, 1.7; GSW, 1.9; GSB, 5.1;
BSG, 4.6; GM, 4.2; EGM, 1.5).

About the solids, the one which showed the biggest methane yield per kilogram of volatile solids
were the spent brewer’s grains followed by the solid waste from gin production. Grape marc also
showed good behavior though inferior to the previous substrates, due to the high content of lignin
(which cannot be digested in anaerobic treatment) of this type of waste [28]. Exhausted grape marc
was the less productive substrate in terms of biogas production. This could be expected since most
sugars and other compounds found in the marc previous to fermentation and distillation, have been
transformed into ethanol and other compounds and extracted in the spirit making process.

Pot ale, while being a substrate created in large amounts in spirit making, has not been the subject
of extensive research. Barrena et al. [29] reported a value of 554 L CH4 kg−1 vs. for pot ale in batch
tests, which fits very well with the attained results in this work of 542 L CH4 kg−1 VS.

The attained values for brewer’s spent grains of 322 L CH4 kg−1 VS, are placed in the fork between
those reported in Vitanza et al. [30] of 429 L CH4 kg−1 vs. and similar to those in Bochmann et al. [31]
of 409.8 L CH4 kg−1 vs. and Oliveira et al. [32] with 301 ± 5 L CH4 kg−1 VS. The latter gives, as well, a
value for trub and used yeast of 515 ± 4 L CH4 kg−1 VS, inferior to the 578 L CH4 kg−1 vs. attained in
the present study.

About grape marc, the relatively modest values of 206 LN CH4 kg VS−1 attained in the tests are
quite superior to those reported in Dinuccio et al. [33] of 116 LN CH4 kg VS−1 and similar to those
in Hungría et al. [34], reporting figures of 252 ± 35 LN CH4 kg VS−1 but are inferior to those found
in Fabbri et al. [35] of 273.08 LN CH4 kg VS−1 for grape marc used in white wine production or the
ones attained by Da Ros et al. [36] of 347−360 LN CH4 kg VS−1. This may be related to the varietal
characteristics of the grapes grown in the region and their own cultivation characteristics associated
with a regional climate in which the production of sugars in the fruit at the time of ripening tends to
reach low maximization levels.

No values have been found in the available literature for the biomethanogenic potential of
exhausted grape marc or for spent wash and solid spent botanicals and aromatics from gin production
(aside from other works from the authors [37], where 699.54 LN CH4 kg VS−1 were obtained for gin
spent wash). So the values of 148, 727 and 281 LN CH4 kg VS−1 obtained cannot be compared with any
results from previous studies from other authors.

4. Discussion

4.1. Wastes and By-Products: Generation and Characteristics

The usage of wastes and by-products of the different industrial premises of alcoholic beverage
production for biogas production should be assessed by multi-criteria analysis. Feiz and Ammenberg [38,39]
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propose a complete methodology for this analysis, though the total number of parameters used by them are
not available for this study given its limitations; nevertheless and based in the set of parameters obtained
and applicable to the methodology, the feasibility of the process is proven. Also, Vlachokostas et al. [40]
have developed a decision support system providing more managerial insights for the establishing
and implementing of units of alternative biowaste treatment, showing the benefits and promotion of
local bioeconomies.

An important factor in waste management is the spatial distribution of the waste sources and
their mode of production. This may be a clustered one with production points with concentrated
productions of waste with a high pollutant potential; or a scattered one with diffuse productions of
waste over extended areas. In Figure 3, we can see the spatial distribution of a number of production
centers of alcoholic beverages (and thus, of the wastes associated to the specific production) throughout
the region. It could be noticed that there is a trend of these centers to be gathered, in a certain proximity.
This may be an advantage for join waste management when the production of waste or by-products
from individual companies show low critical mass levels; in these cases the individual investment
for the company for such installations and premises needed for their treatment could be profitable.
Even though there is a good potential for a conjoined treatment of these wastes, they will be treated
individually in this work to determine their specific characteristics and potential as substrates to
undergo anaerobic treatment and their specific potential biomethanogenic production.
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generation areas in the region of Cantabria (Spain). Breweries and municipalities with vineyards and
orujo distilleries.

Grape marc has, for a long time, been subject to research, both as a waste and as a potential source
of energy. Both the marc “as is,” as a by-product of wine production and the “exhausted one” after
fermentation and distillation as a by-product of grape marc spirit making, have the characteristic of
being seasonal products, as both wine and marc spirit are items made at a certain time of the year.
Wine grape marc appears shortly after grape harvest and their crushing to obtain grape musts and the
only treatment it might receive is just a drying, usually under the sun in natural conditions. Then it
might be pressed and, either be used to produce grape marc spirit, as livestock feed or simply be
dumped at a garbage disposal facility. In Cantabria, exhausted grape marc used to produce orujo is
simply disposed of.

Grape marc as a potential source of biogas has been subject of research [41], attaining values of up
to 28 Nm3t−1. It produces a high yield of biogas on the first days (as could be expected by the high
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presence of sugars in the dry matter) which later decreases as sugars become depleted and the main
source of biogas is the fibrous matter in grape waste. Throughout this period, biogas production rate
becomes quite stable until eventually the total depletion of food resources for the microorganisms
responsible of the process arrives. It has also been found that the presence of grape seeds is beneficial
for the process.

There have been a number of studies about the quantities and characterization of winery wastes
and by-products [42] as well as the economic significance of their valorization against the cost of
not doing it [43], both under the viewpoint of the extraction of compounds in grape wastes and as
micro-scale energy valorization of the remains [35].

The process of making orujo, basically consists on: firstly, the dried grape marc is soaked and
moistened, after which the mix of marc and water is fermented by the yeasts which appear naturally in
the marc; after fermentation, the whole mix is distilled in still pots. After distillation, the remains in
the still pot are just discharged, loaded in containers and disposed of.

According to official data of the ODECA in 2019 (the official organism that certifies the production
of food and beverages in Cantabria, working as a regulation council) [44], the production of orujo that
can be set under the official denomination of “orujo de Liébana” in 2013 was of around 20,300 L. To this
amount can be added the 5337 L commercialized as orujo without official denomination and to the
distillation products from the distilleries used to produce other alcoholic beverages (based in orujo),
like liqueurs and crèmes. Taking in account data gathered in a visit to a well-established distillery
and extrapolated to the regional production, a liter of orujo requires more than 6 kg of dry grape marc
which turn into 10 kg of hydrated exhausted grape marc after distillation. This gives us a total number
of 126,450 kg of grape marc used for production which become 154,269 kg of solid waste.

The production has two distinct features: seasonality (the whole of the distillations take place in
around 3–4 weeks in October-November) and geographic restriction (the Liébana region spreads over
570 square kilometers and encompasses seven municipalities, where grape production is restricted to
the less mountainous areas). Waste management is performed by an authorized waste manager, who
provides the containers for the storage (of 9 cubic meters and able to contain up to 15 tons), transport
and disposal of the used marc.

About beer brewery wastes, they have been subject to extensive research due to a number of
facts: They are usually produced in large amounts and they have high pollution potential. In fact,
since centuries ago, breweries have been detected as pollution sources, therefore being among the first
industries that applied systems to reduce or recycle waste and treat liquid emissions. Some treatment
alternatives used historically for the solid or semi-solid wastes, such as spent brewer’s grains (SBG)
and used yeasts, have been using them as livestock food or, in the case of spent yeast (trub), as human
food after some lysis processes of yeast cells (Marmite). Other not-so-easily treatable wastes are
brewery slurries, composed of materials used to filter beers (kieselguhr of diatomaceous earth) and
the remains of filtration. Brewery wastewaters have traditionally undergone conventional aerobic
sewage treatment, though they have proven to be an ideal subject for anaerobic treatment due to
their characteristics.

In recent times and due to the increasing costs of energy, solid or semi-solid brewery wastes have
been subject of research as a potential source of biofuels that might be used to reduce the costs associated
to energy consumption (mainly in the shape of heat) in the brewing processes [45]. Anaerobic treatment
of wastes with the production of biogas provides a source of energy as well as a way of treatment for
wastes and by-products which fits particularly well in brewery production [46], as biogas is storable
and can be used for discrete processes requiring energy, like the boiling of worts or the pasteurization
of bottled beer for example. A number of solid wastes (like brewers’ spent grains, BSG’s) pose no
further issues for their use and treatment other than the optimization of known processes and an
adequate management of the substrates, as brewers’ spent grains are generated in bulk quantities and
can easily deteriorate [47]. However, others such as trub and slurries can pose a problem as when
treating they by themselves. Their potential as biogas production raw materials is high but some of
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their characteristics (fluid state with a high solid load) make their treatment difficult by conventional
anaerobic treatments for liquids.

Trub, furthermore, pose additional problems for their treatment as, on one hand, the cell walls of
yeasts are difficult to hydrolyze [48]; and on the other, the high content in nitrogen in yeast remains may
induce process inhibition due to ammonia toxicity. Besides, the antibacterial properties of compounds
found in hop and which can be found in a concentrated form in trub is another factor that can hamper
the anaerobic process of this substrate, so its methanogenic potential can be masked.

The researchers have collected some data on site, in a well-established artisan brewery of the
region, in order to assess the waste production related to the general production of the industry. In the
year 2016 they had a total production of 280,000 L of beer made in 110 batches (averaging 2545 L per
batch). The good sales of the production leading to an increased demand set a horizon for the year
2019 of an increased production of up to 150 batches. For each batch, an amount of 500 kg of dry
malt and 15 kg of hops are used, which transforms roughly into 750 kg of wet spent brewer’s grains.
Fermentation of the wort is initiated by the inoculation or pinching of 2 kg of yeast per batch, which
become 100 L of trub at the end of the process. The amount of water used for cleansing purposes of the
equipment is reduced by keeping the process as aseptic as possible and just using a limited amount of
water mixed with caustic lye to create a very alkaline cleansing solution, so no more than 18,250 L of
solution are used per year. The final amount of brewer’s spent grains for this brewery was of 82,500 kg
per year in 2016, which would be increased up to 112,500 kg in 2019. The disposal method used by
the brewery is to give the wastes for free to farms, so they can be used to feed livestock. The other
breweries in the region do not reach the amount of production of the one studied, with modest figures
in term of both sales and waste production.

The brewing process takes place throughout the whole year and so does the generation of
wastes. However, artisan breweries are scattered along the region, most of them being small sized
(microbreweries). This poses a difficulty for joint waste management in the shape of cooperatives
and the consequential benefit of scale economy profit. The fact that a number of them are placed in
rural areas with farms and agricultural exploitations, however, could provide opportunities for biogas
generation of these brewery wastes as co-substrates in addition to other farm production wastes whose
potential as substrates for biogas production has been proven [49].

About wine production, even though there are no data available about waste production, they
could be extrapolated from data attained through the vineyard surveys performed by the Ministerio de
Agricultura, Pesca y Alimentación del Gobierno de España [50,51] and the production data of wines
with protected geographical indication (IGP) [52] of the Spanish Ministry of Agriculture (MAPAMA).
There are two geographical indications in Cantabria under which the great majority of wine produced
in the region are compliant—Liébana wines and wines from the coast of Cantabria. Almost the totality
of grape marc of Liébana wines is used to make orujo and the data about this exhausted grape marc
is treated separately in this work, so this part of the work will be focused in the coast of Cantabria
wine production.

The surface of vineyards in the coast of Cantabria IGP, which was of 32 hectares in 2009, had
increased to 52 hectares in 2017 and, with an increase of wine production from 440 hL in 2009 to 812 hL
in 2017 and 1074 in 2018. This obvious increased trend is reinforced taking in account that the vineyard
surveys for Cantabria showed a surface of 50 hectares in 2009 (with Liébana and the coast joined, which
is consistent with the IGP data for that same year giving 15 and 32 hectares respectively to each IGP,
so the state of the remaining 3 hectares could be supposed as not in production), which had become
122.35 hectares in 2015. As the IGP data for 2017 were of 52 and 19 hectares for the coast and Liébana
regions respectively, there’s a difference of 51.35 hectares, which could be attributed to new planted
vineyards, not in production yet but which will add in a near future in terms of production both of
wine and its wastes.

As the specifications for the IGP are that the maximum yield attained through grape pressing is
that of 70 L of wine for each 100 kg of grapes used, it could be concluded that the production of wastes
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in the shape of grape marc for the years 2009 and 2017 was of 189 and 348 tons respectively. These
figures will increase significantly when the new planted vineyards start production.

As it happens with orujo, waste production has a characteristic of seasonality, being produced at
certain times of the year associated to the processes of winemaking. The geographical location of the
wineries associated to the IGP is varied and spread throughout the region but among the different
locations, there is a strong nucleus in wine production in the neighboring municipalities placed by
the eastern coast: Valle de Villaverde, Liendo, Barcena de Cicero and Voto. There are two other lesser
production nuclei in some municipalities around the valleys of the river Pas, with municipalities such
as Villafufre and Castillo Pedroso and the Besaya-Saja zone with the close municipalities of Cieza
and Mazcuerras.

4.2. Practical Application of the Results of the BMP Tests

The methane yield for the accumulated amounts of different by-products varies with their nature.
For exhausted grape marc, we could give a figure of 6842 cubic meters of biomethane per year just
taking into account the material used for orujo under the IGP label, which increases to 9003 cubic
meters adding up the waste from the distillation of marcs originating from other zones than Liébana.
While these figures are modest, it must be considered that other wastes associated to wine and orujo
production could be added to the process (like grape stalks from destemming, whose methanogenic
potential in the fork of 98 LN CH4 kg VS−1 [33] to 140.25 LN CH4 kg VS−1 [35] could supplement and
add to that obtained from grape marc; or vine trimmings) which could increase the total methane yield.

From wine production in the coastal region, the potential biomethane production which was of
17,025 cubic meters in 2009 and had increased up to 31,348 in 2017, could be an interesting way of
waste management and resource exploitation, bearing in mind that a significant number of hectares of
vineyards have been planted but are not yet in production. When this happens, the biomethane yield
could increase up to double the current figures. It should be also taken in account that, in the previous
figures, grape stalks, vine trimmings or wine lees (withmethanogenic potentials ranging from 370 LN

CH4 kg VS−1 according to Da Ros et al. [36] to 513 LN CH4 kg VS−1 according to Jasko et al. [53] and
amounting to between 2% and 6% of the total wine production according to Spigno et al. [54]) have
been kept out as material susceptible to undergo anaerobic treatment. Generally speaking, the potential
energy content of the residual biomass produced from a hectare of grapevine has been evaluated in
about 19 GJ of gross energy [55].

About brewer’s grains, the geographical dispersion of breweries and their scarce volume of
production make anaerobic treatment of the by-products and wastes impractical in most cases. On the
other hand, the fact that a number of these microbreweries are placed in rural areas where other
co-substrates suited for anaerobic treatment are readily available, could increase the feasibility of the
implementation of anaerobic treatment systems which could be used in these cases [56]. No data about
final products and waste generation of all breweries in Cantabria are available. There is only one case
on which the evolution of production and subsequent wastes have increased a potential biomethane
yield from 6438 cubic meters in 2016 to 8800 in 2019 from brewer’s grains only (excluding trub and
other wastes). This makes anaerobic treatment a prospective interesting option for self-consumption for
the brewing processes in the company facilities. The added potential biomethane production of the rest
of the breweries in the region could be estimated in an amount equal to the one of the aforementioned
brewery, as could be concluded by adding up the fragmentary and scattered information about beer
production of the companies obtained by different sources.

Pot ale, gin spent wash and solid aromatics waste from gin production are wastes that have
appeared either as the result of traditional orujo distilleries diversification of their production or as
the consequence of the appearance of new distilleries in the region, producing spirits other than
those traditional in local production. As these are by-products originating from the appearance of
new lines of production in a development phase and not yet consolidated, their volume is unknown
and their importance in the total potential biogas production is yet to be assessed. Nevertheless, if
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those production lines becomes firmly established, they could add to the potential biogas production
of exhausted grape marc, complementing it and providing a non-seasonal source of substrate for
biogas production.

Using only brewers’ spent grains and grape marc, both from wine production and exhausted from
orujo distillation, the produced energy and CO2 reduction potential for these wastes can be calculated
following the methodology in Özer (using an electricity conversion efficiency factor, η=40%) [57].
Other wastes and by-products have not been evaluated due to the difficulties in their production
assessment. The results are:

Total methane potential: TMP = 57,951 m3 CH4/year
Amount of possible electricity generation from methane: ebio = 231,804 kWh/year
Emission reduction from electricity generation: ERe l= 516,993 kg CO2/year
Total emission reduction: TER = 1,476,578 kg CO2/year

As a final note, the adoption and development of anaerobic treatment solutions should consider
several factors for their successful implementation. Ideally, the technologies should require installations
of a limited size [58] as the premises of the industries are usually small. This would also be influential
on the economic aspects of the process.

Another question that must be taken into account is that of the possible benefits of other agri-food
industries in the region, making new possibilities available for treatment of their wastes. Fish preserving
is another important industrial field in the region, with a number of small factories gathered in locations
not far from some beverage production areas (as the municipalities of Santoña and Castro Urdiales,
very close or included in the wine-making areas of the “Costa de Cantabria”) as well as a number of
small cheese factories scattered by the region (normally with no management plans for whey and
other by-products). Even if specific waste management plans are generally out of the reach of these
small factories, their wastes could add to the substrates used for biogas production. Further research
should be necessary about the feasibility of the biological processes with such co-substrates due to
their peculiarities (high content of protein and/or some other elements as sodium).

The economic feasibility of anaerobic digestion technologies could depend on the capability of
the industries to join forces and create consortiums, among industries of the same alcoholic beverage
production field or adding other agri-food industries or agricultural exploitations to benefit from scale
economy advantages in order to afford installations of an adequate size, which could have a centralized
management and operation, reducing costs and payback time (ideally 15 years or less) for the needed
investments [59–61].

5. Conclusions

The growing importance of the alcoholic beverage production industry in the region of Cantabria
has brought an associated production of specific wastes, which need to be treated according to their
nature. Anaerobic treatment can be a useful tool for their treatment, especially for those whose
production takes place in specific areas within a limited geographic range. This way, not only a good
way of specific treatment for the new flood of wastes would be implemented but also a source of
power in the shape of biogas would be available for an industrial sector with an important demand
of energy (mainly in the shape of heat) making it more self-sustainable both in terms of economy
and environmental impact. The relatively low waste production at the current stages of the industry
can be overcome by communal or cooperative treatment of wastes or by-products from industries
located in geographical proximity. The facts that most facilities are placed in rural areas, where other
co-substrates can be easily found and used for co-digestion and digestate can find an easy outlet as a
fertilizer or soil amendment is another advantage to be taken in account.
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Nomenclature

AD Short for anaerobic digestion.
BMP Short for biochemical methanogenic potential.
COD Short for chemical oxygen demand.
ebio Amount of possible electricity generation from biomethane. Expressed in kWh/year.
ERel Emission reduction from electricity generation (using biomethane). Expressed in kg CO2/year.
GDP Short for gross domestic product.

LN CH4 kg VS−1
Liters of methane in standard conditions per kilogram of volatile solids in the feedstock. Out
of convenience and as usual in literature, it is the unit of choice to express methane yield.
To translate into SI units (m3

N CH4 kg VS−1), the values should be multiplied by 10−3.
η Electricity conversion efficiency factor.
PAC Short for powdered activated charcoal.

TAN
Short for total ammonia nitrogen. Out of convenience and as usual in literature, it is expressed
in g NH4

+-N l−1.
TER Total emission reduction (using biomethane). Expressed in kg CO2/year.
TMP Short for total methane potential.
TS Short for total solids. Expressed as a percentage of the mass of a solution.

TKN
Total Kjeldahl nitrogen. Out of convenience and as usual in literature, it is expressed in g/kg
TS. To translate into SI units (kg/kg TS), the values should be multiplied by 10−3.

VFA Short for volatile fatty acids.

VS
Volatile solids. Expressed as a percentage, either of the mass of a solution (as in this work) or
of the total solids in the solution.
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