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Abstract
Marine pollution is becoming more and more serious, especially in coastal areas. Because of the sequestration and consequent
accumulation of pollutants in sediments (mainly organic compounds and heavy metals), marine environment restoration cannot
exempt from effective remediation of sediments themselves. It has been well proven that, after entering into the seawater, these
pollutants are biotransformed into their metabolites, which may be more toxic than their parent molecules. Based on their
bioavailability and toxic nature, these compounds may accumulate into the living cells of marine organisms. Pollutants bioac-
cumulation and biomagnification along the marine food chain lead to seafood contamination and human health hazards.
Nowadays, different technologies are available for sediment remediation, such as physicochemical, biological, and
bioelectrochemical processes. This paper gives an overview of the most recent techniques for marine sediment remediation
while presenting sediment-based microbial fuel cells (SMFCs). We discuss the issues, the progress, and future perspectives of
SMFC application to the removal of hydrocarbons and metals in the marine environment with concurrent energy production. We
give an insight into the possible mechanisms leading to sediment remediation, SMFC energy balance, and future exploitation.
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Introduction

Marine pollution: a hot issue

With the advance of modern civilization, the marine environ-
ment had been subjected to significant impacts due to

agriculture, sewage and industrial effluents drain, urban runoff,
atmospheric depositions of different pollutants, oil spillages,
mariculture and shipping practices, and operational discharges
(Tornero and Hanke 2016). Before 1972, in the USA, waste
was frequently dumped in coastal and ocean waters, based on
the assumption that seawater had an unlimited capacity to mix
and disperse both materials and effluents (EPA 2020). With the
London Protocol, in 2006, 51 countries agreed to forbid waste
dumping in sea areas. Nevertheless, both solid waste and toxic
chemicals are increasingly contaminating the marine environ-
ment. If the effects of compounds like polychlorinated biphe-
nyls (PCB) and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) had
been thoroughly investigated and, at least, in part ascertained
(Bhaskar Reddy et al. 2019; Santana et al. 2018), less is known
about the consequence of solid waste disposal on the marine
environment. Solid waste such as plastics, pieces of furniture,
and tires proved to affect sea resources and ecosystems by
augmenting the natural flow of nutrients, metals, and other
materials to the ocean (Burroughs 1999). Furthermore, there
are evidences of a release of toxic compounds like phthalates
(able to harm both human health and environment (Paluselli
et al. 2019; Mankidya et al. 2013), small polymers, and other
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organic molecules whose effects on marine life forms are far to
be assessed (Gewert et al. 2015). While PAHs are produced by
both natural and anthropogenic sources (Howsam and Jones
1998; Manahan 2000), heavy metals spread in the environment
due to leakages from chemical and/or petrochemical industries,
harbour or military areas, urban, agricultural, or mining settle-
ments, etc.(Furness 2018; Trifuoggi et al. 2017). In 1991, the
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) classified 16
among PAHs and 12 among heavy metals (As, Be, Cd, Cr,
Cu, Pb, Hg, Ni, Se, Ag, Ti, and Zn) as priority pollutants
(Santana et al. 2018). Marine sediments play a role in accumu-
lating and transporting contaminants acting as a secondary
source of pollution, especially in the coastal area (Everaert
et al. 2017). Sediment texture, reduction/oxidation state,
adsorption/desorption kinetics, physical transport, and absorp-
tion from the water column affect pollutant distribution; there-
fore, heavy metals and PAH concentrations in sediments
change in space and time (Everaert et al. 2017). It is critical to
understand the persistence, bioaccumulation, toxicity, and
chemical state of pollutants to carry out a proper remediation
strategy.

Most widespread and newest remedial technologies

Since a few decades ago, the environmental pollution caused
by PAHs and heavy metals raised a growing interest among
the world scientific community (Boehm 1964), mainly be-
cause of their high toxicity, low-degradability, bioaccumula-
tion, and biomagnification along the food chains (Furness
2018; Shimada 2006; Khan et al. 2004; Nastro et al. 2014;
Nastro et al. 2019). In order to solve the problem of marine
pollution, different remediation techniques were developed
over time. Generally, a remediation strategy must have as a
primary objective the removal of pollutants or their transfor-
mation into less toxic compounds, with affordable costs.
Degradation and/or transformation of pollutants into less dan-
gerous compounds by means of chemical, physical, biologi-
cal, or thermal methods are at the basis of remediation tech-
niques. Among the in situ treatments, monitored natural re-
covery (MNR) is based on natural processes having the effect
of containing, reducing, or eliminating the bioavailability or
toxicity of contaminants (De Gisi et al. 2017). MNR is a non-
invasive process and does not disrupt or destroy biologically
active zones; it requires monitoring of the natural recovery
process of an ecosystem over time (Fetters et al. 2020).
Capping is a method alternative to MNR. It consists of a layer
of clean material placed over the contaminated sediments to
isolate the pollutants from the overlying water column and
prevent the spread of pollutants throughout the water (Reible
2017). MNR and capping have the advantages of relatively
low costs, reduced risks (usually associated with the transport
and disposal of contaminated sediments), and a more limited
impact on existing biological communities. However,

contaminants are left in situ with the consequent risk of release
and water pollution. Some chemical-physical treatments are
applicable for sediments in situ remediation such as chemical
oxidation, and immobilization/stabilization. These last ones
consist of physical entrapment within a solid mass and/or
use of chemically reactive materials for the segregation and/
or degradation of contaminants by reducing their mobility,
toxicity, and bioavailability (Majone et al. 2015). In addition
to a low cost, they have the advantage of reducing the risk of
resuspension and transport of contaminants, but the processes
may be challenging to control. Ex situ techniques generally
need a combination of several technologies to dredge or ex-
cavate, transport, treat, and dispose of sediment and residues.
Sequential extraction techniques, especially applied for the
remediation of sediments polluted with heavy metals, repre-
sent a good example of the ex situ remediation process
(Mulligan et al. 2001; Okoro et al. 2012). According to their
chemical-physical properties and pollution degree, sediments
can undergo some of the following treatments: pre-treatment,
physical separation processes, thermal extraction,
bioleaching, electrolytic processes, solidification/stabilization,
landfill confinement, vitrification, and chemical oxidation
(Mulligan et al. 2001). Such treatments can reduce contami-
nants, provide short treatment times, require the use of equip-
ment that can be easily installed, and allow the remediation of
large areas. The main disadvantages concern the range of pol-
lutant concentrations, the treatment efficiency, high manage-
ment costs, and potential formation of toxic degradation by-
products (Bhupendra and Pooja 2018)

In comparison with the physical and chemical processes,
bioremediation is a more innovative and cost-effective tech-
nology, able to reduce pollutants concentrations in the marine
environment with minimal impact (Nastro et al. 2014). In fact,
microorganisms can use different metabolic pathways to de-
grade pollutants into less toxic forms (Qu et al. 2016; Babu
et al. 2019). Remediation processes based on microbial me-
tabolism has received much interest due to their reduced cost
and environmentally friendly nature. In recent years, biologi-
cal remediation processes proved their efficiency vs. several
pollutants such as heavy metals and hydrocarbons, with en-
couraging results (Babu et al. 2019). Microbial-based tech-
niques seem to be more promising for in situ treatment, such
as biostimulation, bioventing, bioaugmentation (Babu et al.
2019). The recent extension of fuel cell utilization in bioreme-
diation resulted in the set-up and development of a new
bioelectrochemical technology, able to generate electricity
from organic and inorganic substrates (heavy metal, PAHs,
PCB, aldehydes/ketones, etc.) through bacterial metabolism
(Logan 2006; Gambino et al. 2017; Santoro et al. 2017;
Abbas et al. 2017a, b; Li and Yu 2015; Ghangrekar and
Chatterjee 2017; Xia et al. 2015; Venkatesh and Pradeep
2016). Such systems are called sediment microbial fuel cells
(SMFCs).
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Outline about bioelectrochemical systems and SMFCs

Bioelectrochemical systems (BESs) represent an emerging
technology whose application can range from industrial and
municipal effluents treatment to water desalination, from the
production of commodity chemicals and energy vectors to
CO2 reuse (Santoro et al. 2017; Ghangrekar and Chatterjee
2017; Kadier et al. 2016; Avignone-Rossa and Nastro et al.
2019). BESs have the potential to reduce the environmental
impacts of solid, liquid waste and agricultural systems man-
agement while contributing to energy saving by means of
electric power and/or energy vectors production (Corbella
et al. 2017; Li et al. 2018; Chandrasekhar et al. 2017; Florio
et al. 2019; De Vrieze et al. 2018; Nastro et al. 2015; Flagiello
et al. 2021). BESs includemicrobial electrolysis cells (MECs),
microbial electrosynthesis cells (MES), microbial desalination
cells (MDCs), all requiring an external source of energy, and
microbial fuel cells (MFCs) which usually do not require any
external energy input. MECs and MESs are mainly used to
synthesise organic/inorganic molecules and MDCs to remove
salts or other salty substrates from seawater. MFCs, instead,
are mainly applied to wastewater treatment and sediment re-
mediation even though further applications like the set-up of
biosensors and innovative urban green infrastructures are be-
ing developed (Santoro et al. 2017; Endreny et al. 2020). In
Fig. 1, we report a graphic representation of BESs according
to Santoro et al. (2017).

All BESs are essentially based on the activity of
exoelectrogenic bacteria, which, according to their physiology
and the availability of mediators in the environment, can use
both direct and mediated electron transport to exchange elec-
trons with the electrodes (Huang et al. 2011a; Yasri et al.
2019). Such microorganisms are able to use both organic
and inorganic molecules as a source of electrons and, for this
reason, electrogenesis entails the degradation of organic com-
pounds (pollutants included) or even the change of the redox
state of metals. In this last case, metals can be accumulated in
biofilm at the cathode or at the anode and, thus, removed from
the environment (Abbas et al. 2017b; Fang and Achal 2019;
Singh and Yakhmi 2014; Donovan et al. 2014; Wang et al.
2015). In comparison to other BESs, MFCs can work at envi-
ronmental temperature and, generally, do not need an external
source of energy if not for some peculiar applications like CO2

capture (Nastro and Avignone-Rossa 2019). In fact, they are
based on biochemical processes naturally occurring at the
electrodes in force of a difference in electrochemical potentials
established between the electrodes (Wang et al. 2015; Nastro
2014; Logan et al. 2006).

MFCs proved to be useful tools for the remediation of both
water and sediments contaminated with heavy metals and/or
hydrocarbons, with significant results even in view of an in-
field application (Venkata Mohan and Chandrasekhar 2011b;
Muhammad et al. 2016; Gambino et al. 2017; Wang et al.
2015; Nastro et al. 2019). When applied to environmental

Fig. 1 Overview on bioelectrochemical systems (BESs): single chamber, air cathode microbial fuel cell (MFC) (a), microbial electrolysis cell (MEC)
(b), microbial desalination cell (MDC) (c), and general microbial electrosynthesis cell (MES) (d), reprinted from Santoro et al. 2017
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pollution treatment, the main outputs of MFCs consist in
remediated water/sediment/soil and electric power.
Laboratory-scale MFCs generally consists of an electrochem-
ical cell with an anode, a cathode and an optional ion-selective
membrane (as separator), and an external circuit for electron
transport (Fig. 1a). Nevertheless, the application of MFCs to
sediment remediation requires the set-up of a specific layout,
making them different from other MFCs, so that researchers
call them sediment-MFCs or SMFCs (Huang et al. 2011a;
Gong et al. 2011; Abbas et al. 2017a; Rezaei et al. 2007).
SMFC electric outputs are expressed as power density (PD)
and current density (CD), usually referred to the anode or
cathode surfaces as mW/m2 and mA/m2 (Wang et al. 2015;
Sajana et al. 2016; Kronenberg et al. 2017). In few cases, PD
is referred to m3 of remediated sediments (Morris and Jin
2012). Several studies have demonstrated that SMFCs suc-
ceed in both electricity generation and enhanced removal of
persistent inorganic and organics from sediment (Alipanahi
et al. 2019; Rezaei et al. 2007; Singh and Yakhmi 2014; We
and You 2015; Nastro et al. 2019). Over the years, the interest
of the scientific community towards the application of MFCs
to sediment remediation has grown more and more. Since
2000, the number of papers published about SMFCs signifi-
cantly increased, reaching 60 papers published in 2015 and 52
until 7th October 2019 (Fig. 2).

These data testify to the great interest obtained by SMFCs
within the scientific community. In the year 2010, Yuan et al.
(2010) made an attempt to construct a novel tubular air-
cathode MFC to remove black colour and odour given by
anaerobic bacteria to the organic-rich sediment in rivers. The
provision of an electrode fostered the degradation of carbon-
rich organic matter in the sediment, where the anode func-
tioned as an electron acceptor. In this study, SMFCs achieved
the highest power density of 107.1 ± 8.6 mow/m2, with 36%
removal of readily oxidizable organic matter from sediments

simultaneously. Chandrasekhar and Venkata Mohan (2012)
designed and constructed an open-air cathode microbial fuel
cell with non-catalysed graphite electrodes for the treatment of
petroleum hydrocarbons. In this study, a maximum cell volt-
age of 343 mV (53.11 mW/m2) was achieved while treating
complex petroleum hydrocarbons, with up to 2.49 g/l removal
in 17 days of treatments. As to polycyclic aromatic hydrocar-
bons (PAHs), it was observed an increase of PAHs made up
by 2-, 3-, and 4-rings in consequence of the degradation of
aromatic compounds made up by with 5- and 6- rings. For
example, dibenzo(A, H)anthracene and benzo(G, H,
I)perylene showed nearly complete transformation (98 ±
1.2%) in comparison to the negative control (60 ± 6%), not
provided with electrodes. Lee et al. (2015) created a separate
water-layer by means of a fabric baffle for installing the anode
electrode in sediment. SMFCs constructed with this method-
ology reached a maximum current density of 220.46 mA/m2,
which is 3.9 times higher than control SMFCs. Nastro et al.
(2019) applied SMFCs to marine sediments highly contami-
nated by PAHs. After 4 weeks of treatment, they obtained the
removal of 17 μg/g of light PAHs (2–3 aromatic rings) and
9.79 μg/g of heavy PAHs (more than 4 aromatic rings). Li
et al. (2020) constructed the SMFC inwhich cathode electrode
was prepared with manganese dioxide/tourmaline composite
(MnO2/T) material for efficient bioelectricity generation with
concurrent waste remediation. SMFCs operated with MnO2/T
cathode reported a higher power density of 368.99 mW/m3,
which was 1.26 times higher than of SMFCs with MnO2 cath-
ode. TOC and NH4

+ removal were 55.7% and 93.6% respec-
tively. Alipanahi and Rahimnejad (2018) evaluated the effi-
ciency of the conductive and high surface containing metal
brushes as a cathode electrode in the SMFC. In addition, they
investigated the influence of diverse kinds of sediments (sea
and three different areas of a river) in power generation of
SMFC. Among all experimental conditions, the same re-
searchers observed the highest power density of 121 μW/
cm2 in SMFCs fed with river sediments thus proving that,
such devices, can work in both marine and freshwater envi-
ronments. All the studies as mentioned above suggest that
SMFCs can be considered as devices for an efficient treatment
of hydrocarbon and metal-contaminated sediments in both
water habitats, while providing a source of renewable energy.

SMFCs as a tool for in situ sediment remediation

In the marine environment, bacteria are involved in several
biogeochemical processes, entailing metal oxidation/reduc-
tion, mobilization from water to sediments and vice-versa
and their assimilation by other organisms (Morel and Price
2003; Tagliabue et al. 2017; Nastro et al. 2014). Such meta-
bolic activities allowmicroorganisms to detoxify polluted sed-
iments while using metals as electron donors/acceptors in
SMFCs (Lovley and Coates 1997). Several microbial species

Fig. 2 The number of articles published on sediment microbial fuel cells
from 2000 to 2019 (the scientometric evaluation of the research on
SMFC), including reaching 60 papers published in 2015
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are able to use hydrocarbons (PAHs included) as a sole source
of carbon (Nastro et al. 2014; Gambino et al. 2017; Barone
et al. 2017; Cui et al. 2008; Wang et al. 2018). Nevertheless,
natural assimilation of heavy metals and PAHs by microor-
ganisms is slow processes because proper electron donors and
acceptors, needed to foster such specific metabolic pathways,
are very often lacking in sediments (Abbas et al. 2017b;Wang
et al. 2018). In SMFCs, the electrodes can provide a less
aggressive, inexhaustible, clean and flexible electron acceptor
or donor in comparison to molecules available in the environ-
ment (Kronenberg et al. 2017; Xia et al. 2015). An SMFC
typically consists of an anode made up of graphite or other
carbon-based materials, and a cathode typically crafted with
carbon-based materials or stainless steel. While the anode is
buried in anaerobic/anoxic sediment, cathodes are placed in an
oxygen-rich water phase (Erable et al. 2013; Mostafa
Rahimnejad 2015; Kronenberg et al. 2017, Abbas et al.
2017b; Huang et al. 2011a, b; Nastro et al. 2019). As shown
in Fig. 3, an electric circuit connects the electrodes. The same
external circuit serves for energy harvesting. This energy can
be used to power sensors or data logger to monitor the SMFC
performance. A power management system is often connected
to optimise SMFC operation as well (Nastro et al. 2019,
Hongwei et al. 2015; Donovan et al. 2013).

SMFCs can be, at least in principle, easily placed in sea
bottoms (Thomas et al. 2013) causing a minimal distraction

for the aquatic habitats and they can work under a wide range
of environmental conditions (Gong et al. 2011). Moreover,
SMFCs can be set-up using low-cost materials (Huang et al.
2012) and require less frequent maintenance and simple con-
struction techniques in comparison to other remediation
methods (Tender et al. 2008). Despite the many advantages,
SMFC technology has suffered some limitations like low op-
erating voltages (Donovan et al. 2013) and unsuitableness to
provide continuous power (Donovan et al. 2013; Yang et al.
2015). While designing and setting-up an SMFC, it is impor-
tant to consider that its performance mainly depends on the
gradient of electrochemical potential at the sediment-water
interface (Malami et al. 2014), electrode materials and config-
uration (besides their respective distance), the abundance of
electroactive bacteria at the anode, substrate availability, and
sediment redox potential (Singh and Yakhmi 2014; Li and Yu
2015; Xia et al. 2015; Yang et al. 2015; Scott et al. 2008). As
to microorganisms directly involved in electrogenesis, dissim-
ilatory metal-reducing microorganisms seem to play an im-
portant role in SMFC operation (Yasri et al. 2019; Faisal
et al. 2020). A great part of exoelectrogenic bacteria previous-
ly described belongs to α-, δ-, β-, γ- Proteobacteria as well as
Firmicutes (Clostridium spp) and Archeobacteria
(Methanobacterium spp and Metanococcus spp) taxonomic
units (Wen-Wei and Han-Qing 2015; Abbas et al. 2017a, b;
Faisal et al. 2020; Yasri et al. 2019). Due to the toxic environ-
ment, some aerobic microbes such as Pseudomonas spp.,
Alteromonas spp., Acinetobacter spp., and Novosphigobium
spp., as well as some photosynthetic bacteria, colonise very
often the cathodes (Wen-Wei and Han-Qing 2015; Abbas
et al. 2017a, b; Faisal et al. 2020; Yasri et al. 2019; Erable
et al. 2010; Milner et al. 2016).

Intense research activities have been made to improve
SMFC performance in lab-scale systems (Bao et al. 2017;
Sayed Zaghum et al. 2017a; Henan et al. 2017; Kronenberg
et al. 2017), with particular regard to the set-up and use of new
materials in SMFCs. Further details about electrode materials
are reported in section “SMFC materials in the marine envi-
ronment: a challenge to win”). At the same time, new power
management platforms, able to manage and/or store the ener-
gy produced, have been set up (Donovan et al. 2011; Liu et al.
2015; Alipanahi et al. 2019; Yang et al. 2015; Yamashita et al.
2019). The first SMFC prototypes date back to about 10 years
ago (Gong et al. 2011; Guzman et al. 2010). Since then,
SMFCs have been tested in sea rivers, lakes, and other aquatic
environments (Yu and Li 2015; Li et al. 2017), with the aim to
have a source of energy to feed sensors and other electronic
devices for environmental monitoring (Hsu et al. 2013).
However, great efforts have been spent to scale-up SMFCs
to reclaim marine sediment polluted by PAHs (Song et al.
2014; Hong et al. 2010; Donovan et al. 2013b, Ewing et al.
2014; Zaisheng et al. 2012; Li et al. 2017, Babauta et al. 2018;
Liu et al. 2016). Among the proposed solutions, maybe the

Fig. 3 General scheme of an SMFC for PAHs degradation (Nastro et al.
2019). The anode, colonised by electroactive biofilm, is buried in sedi-
ments, and the electrons flow through an external electric circuit, reaching
a cathode floating in the seawater. Organic compounds breakdown occurs
at the anode
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most promising approach to the scaling up of SMFCs is
through modularity, i.e. by setting up multi-electrode systems
(Hsu et al. 2013; Xia et al. 2015; Babauta et al. 2018; Yang
et al. 2015). According to Ewing et al. 2014, it could be pos-
sible to “electronically” scale-up SMFCs by using smaller-
sized individually operated devices connected to a power
management system that electrically isolates the anodes and
cathodes, with significant improvement of power outputs:
from 0.64 to 2.33 mW produced by single and four unite
respectively. In any case, it is clear SMFCs can become com-
petitive with other remedial technologies at as scaled-up sys-
tems. An example of scaled-up SMFCs, made up of a
multianode system, is reported in Fig. 4 (Babauta et al.
2018). In it, each anode unit is connected to a cathode floating
in seawater, where the oxygen acts as an electron acceptor.
Overall, the system was composed of 20 m of a composite
anode made by insulated twisted wire pair of copper conduc-
tors, as the core, wrapped with two layers of braided carbon
yarn and titanium mesh acting as electron collector. Each an-
ode unit was connected to two flyback converters, recharging
a battery with a 77% efficiency (Babauta et al. 2018).

With the set-up of innovative power management systems,
they proved their efficiency in pollutant removal and, at the
same time, the ability to power electronic devices (sensors and
wireless systems) and rechargeable batteries even for years
(Liu et al. 2016; Babauta et al. 2018; Yang et al. 2015;
Yamashita et al. 2019). As for the potential future commer-
cialization, Trapero et al. (2017) carried out an economic as-
sessment of MFCs for wastewater treatment. Their compara-
tive analysis with activated sludge plants showed that MFCs
could be a more attractive option with potential economic
benefits even in the most pessimistic scenario. Let us consider
that SMFC usually does not need pumping systems and has a
less complex structure in comparison to MFCs for wastewater
treatment. There is no reason to think that their commer-
cialization could take a few advantages and profits in

comparison to other remedial technologies. Nevertheless,
the set-up of SMFCs on a large-scale will require a
high level of engineering to place the anodes at a suit-
able depth under the sediments, the cathodes over the
seabed surface, the electronic devices for SMFC man-
agement, and energy storage.

MFCs as a tool for sediment remediation

Hydrocarbons and metal removal in SMFCs: what
mechanisms?

MFCs are self-induced potential-mediated bioelectrochemical
devices, which can generate bioelectricity from a wide range
of substrates, sediments, and dregs included (Abbas et al.
2017b; Fang and Achal 2019; Ghangrekar and Chatterjee
2017; Santoro et al. 2012; Zabihallahpoor et al. 2015).
These last ones are formed by plant and animal detritus, dead
microorganisms, faecal matter, and anthropogenic substances
released in marine surroundings. All these are carbon-rich,
biodegradable organic materials that can be consumed/
treated by electrochemically active microorganisms to pro-
duce bioelectricity in SMFCs. In recent years, marine dreg
remediation by SMFCs has been gaining much attention due
to their low-cost and eco-friendly nature (Zabihallahpoor et al.
2015). Before discussing the hydrocarbon bioremediation
mechanism, it is essential to determine how rapidly these pol-
lutants can be biodegraded. Due to their highly hydrophobic
nature, PAHs need to solubilise before being degraded by
microorganisms. Hence, microorganisms and substrates play
a crucial role in SMFC’s performance. In SMFCs, the metab-
olism of exoelectrogenic microorganisms induces an electro-
chemical potential acting as a driving force for the thermody-
namically critical reactions. Such potential can be an alternate
electron source for successful PAH remediat ion

Fig. 4 Example of scaled-up
SMFCs by using multiple elec-
trodes. A buried connection links
several anodes while cathodes
made-up of carbon fibres (1 m in
length) (Babauta et al. 2018)
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(Chandrasekhar et al. 2021; Zhang et al. 2010).The provision
of solid electrodes, as in-exhaustible electron donors in the
sediments, directly or indirectly boost the metabolic rate/
substrate oxidation efficiency of electrochemically active mi-
croorganisms. With this phenomenon, complex PAHs in sed-
iments can be transformed into less complicated compounds
effortlessly (Chandrasekhar and Venkata Mohan 2012). For
instance, Venkata Mohan and Chandrasekhar (2011) ob-
served how heavy PAHs decreased at a higher rate in the area
nearby an MFC anode than in the absence of electrodes in
traditional anaerobic treatment. When the research about
BESs started (about twenty years ago), a great part of the
experimental activities was devoted to the production of hy-
drogen in MECs and bioelectricity from wastewater in MFCs
(Logan et al. 2006; Santoro et al. 2017). In 2010, the first
researches about MFCs applied to sediment remediation were
published (Yuan et al. 2010; De Schamphelaire et al. 2010;
Donovan et al. 2010; Erable et al. 2010; Guzman et al. 2010;
Heijne et al. 2010; Hong et al. 2010; Zhang et al. 2010). With
the help of 14C-labeling, Zhang et al. (2010) revealed that
toluene could be biotransformed into carbon dioxide (CO2)
in a Geobacter metallireducens-mediated MFC. Ever since
the biotransformation/biodegradation of toluene was attained
without the addition of an external electron acceptor other than
the anode, it became clear how electrodes, in MFCs, can play
as a solid electron acceptor and stimulate the biodegradation
of PAHs in polluted anaerobic marine sediments. In a few
words, anode serves as an alternate tool to overcoming elec-
tron acceptor limitations in PAH-contaminated marine sedi-
ments (Kronenberg et al. 2017). Electrochemically active mi-
croorganisms initially prefer to utilise light PAHs while they
are involved in a catalytic breakdown of complex heavy PAHs
into intermediate metabolites only under a favourable micro-
environment. Initially, bacteria cause the saturation of at least
one aromatic ring by fostering an anaerobic hydrolixation
causing the formation of cis-dihydrodiol and the breakdown
of PAHs (Chandrasekhar and Venkata Mohan 2012). These
triggering reactions feed into the metabolic pathways that re-
sult in ring saturation and/or ring cleavage reactions, generat-
ing intermediate metabolites such as benzoyl-coA. Afterward,
these intermediate metabolites are ultimately assimilated in
biomass or fully oxidised (Varjani and Upasani 2017). In this
anaerobic degradation process, instead of oxygen, microbes
utilise alternative electron acceptors such as nitrate, iron(III),
manganese(II), or CO2. In the case of SMFCs, anodophilic
m i c r oo r g an i sms a r e a c t i v e l y i nvo l v e d i n t h e
bioelectrochemical remediation of hydrocarbons via a series
of metabolic reactions in the presence of electrodes acting as
an inexhaustible acceptor. Electrochemically active
anodophilic microorganisms initially oxidise hydrocarbons
in the marine sediment by reducing the anode, whereas
metal/sulphur-reducing bacteria oxidise anode generated
Selemental to SO4

2−. Simultaneously an additional reaction that

happens at the anode is the oxidation of S2− to Selemental. While
exoelectrogens oxidise petroleum hydrocarbons, oxygen,
MnO2, Fe2O3, and SO4

2- are reduced among marine sediment
surface layer and the anode (Nevin et al. 2011; Tender et al.
2008). The amount of reductants usually increase along with
the sediment depth. The electrons produced by active
biocatalysts in consequence of hydrocarbon oxidation can
be, then, transported to the anode in two ways: by electro-
chemically active bacterial biofilm formed at the anode or
by reduced ions (both in the form of dissolved and solid-
phase), contained into sediments themselves (Zabihallahpoor
et al. 2015). Several MFC configurations need electron medi-
ators and proton exchange membrane (PEM) to transfer gen-
erated electrons to the surface of the anode and to transfer
generated protons to the cathode chamber, respectively
(Rahimnejad et al. 2012). Nevertheless, for SMFC operation,
there is no need to provide PEM and electron mediators.
Hence, we can consider SMFC-mediated bioelectrochemical
treatment of polluted soil and sediment as an eco-friendly and
low-cost substitute to traditional in situ bioremediation
process.

The basic concept behind the metal removal in SMFCs lays
into the reductive precipitation of metals acting as electron
acceptors at the cathode in place of oxygen. The equations
of the redox reactions occurring at the cathode are reported
below (Eqs. 1–4):

Cr2O
2−
7 aqð Þ þ 6e− þ 14Hþ → 2Cr3þ aqð Þ þ 7H2O ð1Þ

Co2þ aqð Þ þ 2e− → Co sð Þ ð2Þ
Cu2þ aqð Þ þ 2e− → Cu sð Þ ð3Þ
Hg2þ aqð Þ þ 2e− → Hg sð Þ ð4Þ

The electrons needed for metal reduction are released dur-
ing the biotransformation of the substrate (mainly organic
compounds) by electrochemically active bacteria at the anode,
thus providing the driving force for a bioelectrochemical met-
al reduction at the cathode (Nancharaiah et al. 2015; Wang
et al. 2011). Therefore, redox reactions involving Cr(VI),
Co(III), Cu(II), and Hg(II) occur at the cathode while the bac-
teria at the anode carry out the breakdown of organic com-
pounds. A general scheme of SMFCs for heavy metal removal
from sediments and cathodic reactions during metal removal/
recovery in SMFC is reported in Fig. 5.

According to their chemical properties, the reduced metals
either form deposits on the cathode surface, precipitate in the
electrolyte solution (sediment), or stay soluble in the sedi-
ment. The reduction of metal ions at the cathode comes to
be spontaneous due to the difference in electrochemical po-
tentials established at the cathode and the anode. This differ-
ence has a positive value if metal ion reduction potentials are
higher than the anode (Nancharaiah et al. 2015). Hence, the
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metal ions like Cr(VI), Co(III), Cu(II), and Hg(II), which are
having a positive redox potential, can be removed from the
sediments by the reductive precipitation process in SMFCs
(Heijne et al. 2010; Huang et al. 2014; Wang et al. 2008;
Wang et al. 2011). Nancharaiah et al. (2015) and Fang and
Achal (2019) report further information about the mechanisms
at the basis of metal removal by SMFCs. As we discussed
earlier, this entire metal removal process in SMFC is associ-
ated with substrate oxidation/organic removal from sedi-
ments, with simultaneous electricity generation (Nancharaiah
et al. 2015). As a result, SMFC offers a unique platform for
bioelectrochemical remediation of pollutants and toxic metals
through redox reactions.

Systems efficiency: energy balance

When we talk about MFC efficiency, we refer to “coulombic
efficiency” (CE), i.e. the percentage of energy stored into
chemical compounds and converted into electric power by
exoelectrogenic bacteria (Logan et al. 2006). For in-batch sys-
tems fed with wastewater or with solutions containing a well-
known amount of substrate (acetate, glucose, glycerol, etc.),
CE calculation can be easily performed by measuring the var-
iation in COD content (or in a given compound concentration)
and the current produced along with MFC operation. In
SMFCs, especially in the case of an in-field remediation, it
is not that easy to evaluate CE. Besides the specific pollutants
to be removed, bacteria can use other substrates already pres-
ent in the sediments to sustain their metabolism and, then, the
electrogenesis. Therefore, it would be very difficult to calcu-
late the percentage of pollutants (a given PAH or PCB for
example) directly converted into electricity. Moreover, in
aquatic environments, there is a constant fall of organic matter
from the water column. COD removal rate by SMFCs should

take into account the speed of precipitation of the OM parti-
cles towards the sediment and their removal in the area nearby
the anodic electrode, as reported in González-Gamboa et al.
(2018). So, most part of the authors, while discussing SMFC
performance, refer to cell voltage, CD and PD produced and
percentage of pollutants removed rather than CE. In a few
cases, an approximate calculation of CE is reported and, to
the best of the authors’ knowledge, it rarely overcomes 20%
(Yang et al. 2010). It is important to underline that SMFCs are
aimed at remediating rather than producing electric power.
Even though the energy outputs are low, it has been estimated
that, among all MFCs, SMFCs could be the only bioelectrical
system able to pay back the energy spent for their set-up, with
a minimum of 2.7 years and a maximum of 8.5-year duration
(Tommasi and Lombardelli 2017; Yang et al. 2015).
According to other authors, such systems might last even
multiple decades while powering wireless sensor network
(Guzman et al. 2010). In their work, Tommasi and
Lombardelli (2017) suggested the following formula (Eq. 5)
to calculate the energy produced by a SMFC:

EMFC ¼ ∫
t

to
I �ΔV ⋅dt ð5Þ

where I is the current intensity produced over a well-
defined period of time,ΔV is the difference in electrochemical
potentials established between the electrodes, and E is the
energy expressed in Joule. According to Tommasi and
Lombardelli (2017), the net energy produced by MFCs could
be obtained by calculating the difference between the energy
produced under the form of generated electricity when the
external circuit is closed (EMFC) and the energy spent to set-
up and maintained the system, for example, to oxygenate the
cathode (namely the direct energy, EDirect ) (6).

Fig. 5 General scheme of an
SMFC for metal removal. Heavy
metal cations act as electron
acceptors at the cathode, changing
their oxidative state
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Enet ¼ EMFC−Edirect ð6Þ
EMFC is, in a few words, the electrical energy produced

from substrates oxidation and it is affected by several factors:
substrate nature, MFC operating conditions, and the abun-
dance of the electrochemically active microbial population at
the anode, so EMFC amount can be indeed variable. As a gen-
eral statement, the energy balance can be positive or negative
whether an MFC is able or not to repay the energy used to set-
up and operate the device itself. Therefore, SMFCs can pro-
duce a positive Enet when the energy generated is higher than
the amount used to operate the system over time (Tommasi
and Lombardelli 2017; Yang et al. 2015). If that is the case,
then the Enet can be used to provide intermittent aeration at the
cathode or to light up LED bulbs, operate sensors to measure
the chemical-physical state of marine water stream and other
low-power electronic devices (Guzman et al. 2010; Gong
et al. 2011; Liu et al. 2015). Recently, the possibility of utili-
zation of photosynthetic microorganisms at the cathode has
been proposed to improve the performance over time,
avoiding external energy inputs (Erable et al. 2013; Luimstra
et al. 2014). The net energy calculation can represent a refer-
ence parameter to compare SMFCs to other remedial technol-
ogies. Usually, the energy costs of remediation treatments at
the point of use are expressed as kWh/m3 of treated sediments.
At the present stage of development of SMFCs, the energy
produced is expressed asWh per m2 of cathode/anode surface,
so a direct comparison is not applicable because of the differ-
ent units of measure adopted. As a practical example, the
results obtained by Bianco et al. (2020), who implemented
an in-lab anaerobic bioremediation process of marine sedi-
ments polluted with Phenanthrene, coupled with
methanogenesis, showed an energy demand of 16 kWh per
m3 of treated sediments for a treatment lasted 42 days, with the
removal of 68% in the best case. By setting up lab-scale
SMFCs with aerated cathodes to remediate marine sediments
heavily contaminated by PAHs, the authors of this paper esti-
mated an approximate energy demand of 1.05 kWh per m2 of
anode surface for an operation period of 28 days. At the end of
the experiments, PAH removal in SMFCs ranged from 86% of
naphthalene to 10% of Indenol[1,2,3-c,d]pyrene, with a 67%
removal of phenanthrene (Nastro et al. 2019). If the efficiency
of both methods can be compared in terms of sediment reme-
diation, the anaerobic bioremediation and SMFCs cannot be
directly compared in terms of process energy demand. Life
cycle assessment (LCA) by using MJ of primary energy and
evaluating the secondary energy needed for certain processes
can be a useful tool to assess the energy costs of remediation
processes and carry out a comparison among them, even in
terms of environmental impacts (Visentin et al. 2019; Ulgiati
et al. 2011; Puccini et al. 2013). As SMFCs is a new technol-
ogy at the edge of an in-field application, no studies are al-
ready available, while LCA has been applied to other BESs,

with some encouraging results (Corbella et al. 2017; Garbi
et al. 2017; Zhang et al. 2019; Pandit et al. 2020). We believe
such an approach will be the best one to compare SMFC
technology with other remedial techniques and help
decision-makers in their choices.

SMFC materials in the marine environment:
a challenge to win

Any device working in a marine environment has to deal with
the corrosive action of dissolved salts and electrodes are no
exception. Electrodes fouling, with a consequent decrease in
power outputs, can heavily affect SMFC performance. For
this reason, the choice of electrode materials is of fundamental
importance (Fang and Achal 2019; Mustakeem 2015;
Tommasi et al. 2016) because they have to withstand corro-
sion in a long-term period (Yaqoob et al. 2020).
Biocompatibility is a prerequisite for electrode materials, it
is not possible to use any antifouling coating treatments so,
the transition from lab-scale to an in-field utilization of
SMFCs cannot exempt from an accurate preliminary study
and testing of materials to be used in scaled-up devices.
Revamping electrode configurations and the use of novel ma-
terials have also to be taken into account while setting-up
scaled SMFCs (Zhang et al. 2011). If the first and one of the
favourite material electrodes is graphite, advances in research
led to the use of other carbon-based materials (Babauta et al.
2018; Scott et al. 2008), which can be eventually combined to
improve the overall power outputs (Liu et al. 2015). For their
properties, carbon-based materials are the most frequently
used to create anodes. Granular activated carbon (GAC), car-
bon nanotubes (CNTs), graphite fibre brushes, carbon cloth,
carbon paper, carbon yarn, reticulated, and carbon felt are
some examples (Wei et al. 2011; Jiang and Li 2009; Karra
et al. 2014; Tommasi et al. 2016; Sudirjo et al. 2019; Santoro
et al. 2017; Patel et al. 2019; Thepsuparungsikul et al. 2014;
Babauta et al. 2018). These materials are chosen for their
stability in microbial cultures, high electric conductivity and
specific surface area, micro-porosity, biocompatibility, chem-
ical stability, high resistance to corrosion, and they are, gen-
erally, of affordable cost (Wei et al. 2011; Jiang and Li
2009; Yakoob et al. 2020; Karra et al. 2014; Fang and Achal
2019; Tommasi et al. 2016; Sonawane et al. 2017). Recently,
the use of graphene-based materials, natural and recycled ma-
terials, and synthetic materials has been tested in MFCs for
various applications (Sonawane et al. 2017) but at the best of
our knowledge, not in the marine environment. In Table 1, we
report the main features of carbon-based materials used at the
anode. Baudler et al. (2015) tested metal anodes in MFCs,
with copper suitable for application in high-outputs BESs.
Nevertheless, any utilization of metals in the marine environ-
ment has to take into account the corrosion issues. Among
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metals, stainless steel (SS) and carbon steel (CS) can be good
candidates for electrodes set-up in the marine environment
(Erable et al. 2010). CS is widely used for applications in
the marine environment: it has good mechanical characteris-
tics, but it can go through fouling episodes (Reimers et al.
2006; Refait et al. 2020). Among all carbon-based materials,
nanotubes (CNTs) and carbon steel (CS) seem to be quite
promising for constructing anodes for an infield application
of SMFCs.

Cathodes in SMFCs float in overlying marine waters, so
materials used to create these electrodes should have high
mechanical strength, besides proper catalytic performance
and resistance to corrosion. A wide range of materials has
been tested to improve the power outputs of SMFCs: carbon
felt, carbon brush, carbon fibre and titanium wires, GAC,
graphite, stainless steel (Deng et al. 2009; Dumas et al.
2007; Karry et al. 2015; Babauta et al. 2018). Dumas et al.
(2007) carried out a comparison between graphite and stain-
less steel to design efficient cathodes in SMFCs. In their work,
they found out that graphite cathode correlated with higher
open-circuit potential in comparison to stainless steel
electrodes and resulted too brittle for scaling up. On the
contrary, compact cathodes with a large surface area and a
proper structure can foster oxygen reaction with protons and
electrons. Bergel et al. (2005) compared carbon fibre and
coated stainless steel cathodes in an SMFC, revealing higher

effectiveness of carbon fibres in terms of overall SMFC
performance; nevertheless, stainless steel showed better
mechanical features. Lately, Mustakeem (2015) suggested
the utilization of doped carbon materials to improve SMFC
power outputs. Platinum is the most successful catalyst for
oxygen reduction, but its high cost, pH sensitivity, sulphide
poisoning, and non-sustainability, as well as its short-term
activity in the presence of salts or impurities, limit its use in
commercial applications (Bergel et al. 2005; Zhang et al.
2009; Cheng et al. 2006; Reimers et al. 2006). Therefore,
non-Pt-based catalysts were developed as an alternative, for
example, cobalt tetramethyl phenyl porphyrin (CoTTP), man-
ganese oxides, and cerium can be used, with interesting results
in terms of performance and potential costs (Yasri et al. 2019;
Reimers et al. 2006; Imran et al. 2019). Other materials that
have been tested at the cathode of MFCs are composite com-
pounds, i.e. metal macrocyclic compounds such as iron phtha-
locyanines or CoTTP, nitrogen-doped carbon materials, and
electroconductive polymers, graphene-modified polyacryloni-
trile fibre, all with good performance (Yasri et al. 2019; Wang
et al. 2019). For in-field application, biocatalysis represents an
alternative to the use of platinum or other metals (De
Schamphelaire et al. 2010; Santoro et al. 2010; He and
Angenent 2006). Biocathodes are more advantageous than
abiotic cathodes, as they are economically sustainable, have
comparable performance as cathodes coated with expensive

Table 1 Different types of materials used for SMFC electrodes (most of the materials used as an anode can be used as a cathode)

Electrode materials Advantage Disadvantage References

Activated carbon (AC) •Durable
•High surface area
•Low cost
•High micro-porosity
•Catalytic activities
•High conductivity

•Critical factor for scaling up
•Biocompatibility issue

Karra et al. 2014.
Muhoza et al. 2017
Chatterjee et al. 2018

Carbon felt (CF) •High electrical conductivity
•High porosity
•Low cost
•High mechanical strength
•Wide surface area

Large resistance Santoro et al. 2017
Deng et al. 2009
Chatterjee et al. 2018

Carbon brush (CB) •High surface area
•Easily emplaced in sediments
•Biofilm growth
•Easy construction

Clogging Sonawane et al. 2017
Chatterjee et al. 2018

Carbon nanotubes (CNTs) •Good cell adhesion
•Good catalytic activities
•High specific area
•Corrosion resistance

Large resistance Heister E. et al. 2013
Chatterjee et al. 2018

Carbon steel (CS) •High conductivity
•Relatively cheap
•Easy accessibility
•Wide used for marine applications

Low surface area Refait et al. 2020
C. Dumas et al. 2007
Chatterjee et al. 2018

Graphite •Good electrical conductivity and chemical stability
•Relatively inexpensive
•Easy accessibility

Surface area difficult to increase Zhou et al. 2011
Chatterjee et al. 2018
Sonawane et al. 2017
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catalysts (e.g. Pt), and can provide a promising self-sustained,
free to use, stable alternative to chemical catalysts for oxygen
reduction reactions in MFCs (Milner et al. 2016). For exam-
ple, biofilm-coated stainless-steel cathodes are very promising
candidates for implementation in marine MFCs, as the cath-
ode progressively acquires effective catalytic properties and it
is less vulnerable to corrosion (Huang et al. 2011a, b).

Future scope of SMFC

It is an essential step to take necessary actions to reduce the
low power densities in SMFCs by altering the existing reactor
design and reduce the losses affected by activation, ohmic,
and concentration overpotentials (Nastro et al. 2015). It is
essential to prevent the losses caused by unnecessary reac-
tions, such as direct oxidation of the substrate (PAHs or
metals) in the presence of O2 near the anode electrode, which
will reduce the overall efficiency (power generation and pol-
lutant remediation) of the SMFC. Furthermore, recent studies
suggesting that maintaining an optimum distance between the
electrodes (anode and cathode) is required to reduce the con-
centration overpotential. The anode electrode must properly
be submerged in the sediment to avoid O2 diffusion towards
the anode surface (Venkata Mohan and Chandrasekhar 2011;
Chandrasekhar et al. 2017). Furthermore, increasing the elec-
trode size in SMFCs will lead to a drop in power density,
which suggests that SMFCs do not scale up with size (Hsu
et al. 2013; Ewing et al. 2014). As an alternative to increasing
in size, an electronic scaling up was suggested by Ewing et al.
(2014) through the setting-up of mini SMFCs connected to a
power management system, able to electrically insulate the
anodes and the cathodes. This approach led to an increase in
SMFC performance on a long-term basis in comparison to
single units. The same authors suggest this could be the best
way to enhance the overall process efficiency (Ewing et al.
2014). Other stacked approaches remain to be explored. It is
also necessary to take proper precautions to grow an electro-
chemically active bacterial population on/around the anode
surface. It can possibly be achieved by bioaugmentation of
anodophilic bacteria and possible field effects due to anode
morphology and conductivity (Chandrasekhar and Venkata
Mohan 2012; Chandrasekhar et al. 2017). Constant efforts
are being made to create better electron transfer among the
anode and the anodophilic microorganism by altering an-
ode surfaces and coating an active catalyst on the sur-
face of the electrode (Chandrasekhar 2019). SMFC tech-
nology is facing many challenges to become a renew-
able energy source and an efficient bioremediation tech-
nique. Therefore, future researches should address the
bottlenecks affecting SMFC performance and potential
impacts on ecological systems. The future development
of the SMFC requires the efforts of scientists from

many fields such as ecology, microbiology, computer
science, electrochemistry, engineering, and materials sci-
ence, but the route is already open.

Conclusions

The constant introduction of pollutants in the marine environ-
ment, despite the many regulations at both national and inter-
national levels, puts the ecosystems as well as human health at
risk. Many remedial techniques are already available and, re-
cently, SMFCs have been gaining the interest of scientist all
over the world for their ability to combine environmental re-
mediation and renewable energy production. Nevertheless,
this newborn technology has just moved the first steps to-
wards an in-field application, with the first pilot plants tested.
Even so, there are still some bottlenecks to overcome. The
choice of materials to set-up the SMFCs themselves and the
approach to the scaling up and the set-up of energy harvesting
systems remain among the most relevant issues to address. In
future, the bioelectricity generation, with subsequent sediment
remediation, will help in pay reimbursement for the cost of the
remediation process, making it affordable and, given the dou-
ble nature of SMFCs (remedial devices and renewable energy
generators); a LCA approach will be an appropriate tool to
compare SMFCs with other remedial techniques

Acknowledgements The authors acknowledge Prof. Sergio Ulgiati for
his precious advices.

Author contribution Edvige Gambino contributed to the references col-
lection, to the writing of the introduction, and to the “SMFC materials in
the marine environment: a challenge to win” section data collection and
writing.

Dr. Rosa Anna Nastro and Chandrasekhar Kuppam equally contribut-
ed to the paper outline (choice of contents, structure, pictures, references),
references collection, writing of the sections other than the introduction,
and text editing.

Funding Open access funding provided by Università Parthenope di
Napoli within the CRUI-CARE Agreement. The authors gratefully ac-
knowledge the financial support provided by the Italian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation (MAECI - Grant No.
PGR00767) within the framework of the High Relevance Sino-Italian
bilateral project “Analysis on the metabolic process of urban agglomera-
tion and the cooperative strategy of circular economy”.

Data Availability Not applicable

Declarations

Competing interests The authors declare no competing interests.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adap-
tation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as

30446 Environ Sci Pollut Res  (2021) 28:30436–30451

Content courtesy of Springer Nature, terms of use apply. Rights reserved.



you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, pro-
vide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were
made. The images or other third party material in this article are included
in the article's Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a
credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article's
Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by
statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain
permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this
licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Abbas SZ, Rafatullah M, Ismail N, Nastro RA (2017a) Enhanced biore-
mediation of toxic metals and harvesting electricity through sedi-
ment microbial fuel cell. Int J Energy Res 41:2345–2355. https://doi.
org/10.1002/er.3804

Abbas SZ, Rafatullah M, Ismail N, Izzuddin M (2017b) A review on
sediment microbial fuel cells as a new source of sustainable energy
and heavy metal remediation: mechanisms and future prospective.
Int J Energy Res 41:1242–1264. https://doi.org/10.1002/er.3706

Alipanahi R, Rahimnejad M (2018) Effect of different ecosystems on
generated power in sediment microbial fuel cell. Int J Energy Res
42:4891–4897. https://doi.org/10.1002/er.4199

Alipanahi R, Rahimnejad M, Najafpour G (2019) Improvement of sedi-
ment microbial fuel cell performances by design and application of
power management systems. Int J Hydrogen Energ 44:16965–
16975. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2019.04.162

Babauta JT, Kerber M, Hsu L, Phipps A, Chadwick DB, Arias-Thode
YM (2018) Scaling up benthic microbial fuel cells using flyback
converters. J Power Sources 395:98–105. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jpowsour.2018.05.042

Babu AG, Reja SI, Akhtar N, Sultana M, Deore PS, Ali FI (2019)
Bioremediation of Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs):
Current practices and outlook. In: Arora P. (eds) Microbial metabo-
lism of xenobiotic compounds. Microorganisms for sustainability,
vol 10. Springer, Singapore. Online ISBN 978-981-13-7462-3.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-7462-3_9

Bao Y, Jing T, Liu F (2017) Remediation of PAH polluted soils using a
soil microbial fuel cell: influence of electrode interval and role of
microbial community. J HazardMater 336:110–111. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jhazmat.2017.04.066

Barone R, Nastro RA, Gambino E, ToscanesiM, Picciall G, De Napoli L,
Trifuoggi M, Piccialli V, Guida M (2017) Pseudomonas
anguilliseptica strain-A1 degradation of polycyclic aromatic hydro-
carbons in soil microcosms: focus on detoxification activity and free
water-soluble protein extracts kinetics and efficiency. J Bioremediat
Biodegrad 8:6. https://doi.org/10.4172/2155-6199.1000418

Baudler A, Schmidt I, Langner M, Greiner A, Schröder U (2015) Does it
have to be carbon? Metal anodes in microbial fuel cells and related
bioelectrochemical systems. Energy Environ Sci 8:2048–2055.
https://doi.org/10.1039/C5EE00866B

Bergel A, Féron D, Mollica A (2005) Catalysis of oxygen reduction in
PEM fuel cell by seawater biofilm. ElectrochemCommun 7(9):900–
904. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elecom.2005.06.006

Bhaskar Reddy AV, Moniruzzaman M, Aminabhavi TM (2019)
cPolychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in the environment: recent up-
dates on sampling, pre-treatment, clean-up technologies and their
analysis. Chem Eng J 358:1186–1207. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cej.2018.09.205

Bhupendra K, Pooja T (2018) Ex-situ soil remediation strategies, biotech-
nological strategies for effective remediation of polluted soils.
Springer Singapore. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-2420-8

Bianco G, Monteverde G, Race M, Papirio S, Esposito G (2020)
Comparing performances, costs and energy balance of ex situ reme-
diation processes for PAH-contaminated marine sediments. Environ
Sci Pollut Res 27:19363–19374. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-
020-08379-y

Boehm PD (1964) 15 - Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) Robert
D. Morrison, Brian L. Murphy (eds) Environmental Forensics,
Academic Press, pp 313-337

Chandrasekhar K (2019) Effective and nonprecious cathode catalysts for
oxygen reduction reaction in microbial fuel cells. In: Mohan SV,
Varjani S, Pandey A (Eds) Microbial electrochemical technology.
Elsevier 485–501. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-64052-9.
00019-4

Chandrasekhar K, Venkata Mohan S (2012) Bio-electrochemical reme-
diation of real field petroleum sludge as an electron donor with
simultaneous power generation facilitates biotransformation of
PAH: Effect of substrate concentration. Bioresour Technol 110:
517–525. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2012.01.128

Chandrasekhar K, Kadier A, Kumar G, Nastro RA, Jeevitha V (2017)
Challenges in microbial fuel cells and future scope. Published in
Microbial Fuel Cell: a bioelectrochemical system that convert waste
into watts. M/S Capital/Publishing Company India and M/S
Springer Switzerland. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-66793-5_
25

Chandrasekhar K, Naresh KA, Gopalakrishnan K, Dong-Hoon K,
Young-Chae S, Sang-Hyoun K (2021) Electro-fermentation for
biofuels and biochemicals production: Current status and future di-
rections. Bioresour Technol 323:124598. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
biortech.2020.124598

Chatterjee P, Ghangrekar MM, Leech D (2018) A brief review on recent
advances in air-cathode Microbial Fuel Cells. Environ Eng Manag J
17(7):1531–1544. https://doi.org/10.30638/eemj.2018.152

Corbella C, Puigagut J, Garfí M (2017) Life cycle assessment of con-
structed wetland systems for wastewater treatment coupled with
microbial fuel cells. Sci Total Environ 584–585:355–362

Cui Z, Lai Q, Dong C, Shao Z (2008) Biodiversity of polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbon-degrading bacteria from deep-sea sediments of the
Middle Atlantic Ridge. Environ Microbiol 10(8):2138–2149.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1462-2920.2008.01637

De Gisi S, Minetto D, Todaro F, Lanzolla AM L, Notarnicola M (2017)
Monitored natural recovery of contaminated marine sediments.
Proposal of a monitoring plan for in situ continuous testing and
sensing. In: 2017 IEEE International Instrumentation and
Measurement Technology Conference (I2MTC), Turin, Italy, pp 1–6.
https://doi.org/10.1109/I2MTC.2017.7969744

De Schamphelaire L, Boeckx P, Verstraete W (2010) Evolution of
biocathodes in freshwater and brackish sediment microbial fuel
cells. Appl Microbiol Biotechnol 87:1675–1687. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s00253-010-2645-9

Deng Q, Li X, Zuo J, Ling A, Logan BE (2009) Power generation using
an activated carbon fibre felt cathode in an upflow microbial fuel
cell. J. Power Sources 195:1130–1135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jpowsour.2009.08.092

Donovan C, Dewana A, Peng H, Heo D, Beyenala H (2011) Power
management system for a 2.5W remote sensor powered by a sedi-
ment microbial fuel cell. J Power Sources 196:1171–1177. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2010.08.099

Donovan C, Dewan A, Heo D, Lewandowski Z, Beyenal H (2013)
Sediment microbial fuel cell powering a submersible ultrasonic re-
ceiver: new approach to remote monitoring. J Power Sources 233:
79–85. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2012.12.112

Dumas C, Mollica A, Feron D, Basseguy R, Etcheverry R, Bergel A
(2007) Marine microbial fuel cell: use of stainless steel electrodes
as anode and cathode materials. Electrochim Acta 53:468–473.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electacta.2007.06.069

30447Environ Sci Pollut Res  (2021) 28:30436–30451

Content courtesy of Springer Nature, terms of use apply. Rights reserved.



Endreny T, Avignone-Rossa C, Nastro RA (2020) Generating electricity
with urban green infrastructure microbial fuel cells. J Clean Prod
263:121337. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121337

Erable B, Vandecandelaere I, Faimali M, Delia M, Etcheverry L,
Vandamme P, Bergel A (2010) Marine aerobic biofilm as
biocathode catalyst. Bioelectrochemistry 78:51–56. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.bioelechem.2009.06.006

Erable B, Lacroix R, Etcheverry L, Féron D, Delia ML, Bergel A (2013)
Marine floating microbial fuel cell involving aerobic biofilm on
stainless steel cathodes. Bioresource Technol 142:510–516. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2013.05.063

Everaert G, Boitsov S, Ruus A, Jensen H, Hjermann DØ, Poste A, Borga
K, Green N (2017) Additive models reveal sources of metals and
organic pollutants in Norwegian marine sediments. Environ Sci
Technol 51:12764–12773. https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.est.
7b02964

Ewing T, Ha PT, Babauta JT, Tang NT, Heo D, Beyenal H (2014) Scale-
up of sediment microbial fuel cells. J Power Sources 272:311–319.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2014.08.070

Faisal M, Syed U, Abbas Z, Ibrahim MNM, Ismail N, Rafatullah M
(2020) Insights into advancements and electrons transfer mecha-
nisms of electrogens in benthic microbial fuel cells. Membranes
10(9):205. https://doi.org/10.3390/membranes10090205www

Fang C, Achal V (2019) The potential of microbial fuel cells for remedi-
ation of heavy metals from soil and water review of application.
Microorganisms 2019(7):697. https://doi.org/10.3390/
microorganisms7120697

Fetters K, Rosen G, Kirtay V, Chadwick B, Conder J, Sacks VP, Grover
M,Magar V (2020) Demonstration and validation of enhancedmon-
itored natural recovery at a pesticide-contaminated sediment site. J
Soils Sediments 20:204–219. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11368-019-
02386-4

Flagiello F, Gambino E, Nastro RA, Chandrasekhar K (2021) Harvesting
energy using compost as a source of carbon and electrogenic bacte-
ria. Accepted for the publication in the book “Bioelectrochemical
Systems”, edited by Springer Nature

Florio C, Nastro RA, Flagiello F, Minutillo M, Pirozzi D, Pasquale V,
Ausiello A, ToscanoG, Jannelli E, Dumontet S (2019) Biohydrogen
production from solid phase-microbial fuel cell spent substrate: a
preliminary study. J Clean Prod 227:506–511. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jclepro.2019.03.316

Furness RW (2018) Heavy metals in the marine environment CRC Press
262. ISBN 9781315894058

Gambino E, Toscanesi M, Del Prete F, Flagiello F, Falcucci G, Minutillo
M, Trifuoggi M, Guida M, Nastro RA, Jannelli E (2017) Polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) degradation and detoxification of
water environment in single-chamber air cathodemicrobial fuel cells
(MFCs). Fuel Cells 5:618–626. https://doi.org/10.1002/fuce.
201700124

Gewert B, PlassmannMM,MacLeodM (2015) Pathways for degradation
of plastic polymers floating in the marine environment. Environ Sci
Process Impacts 17:1513–1521. https://doi.org/10.1039/
C5EM00207A

Ghangrekar MM, Chatterjee P (2017) A systematic review on
bioelectrochemical systems research. Curr Pollution Rep 3:281–
288. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40726-017-0071-7

GongYM, Radachowsky SE,Wolf M, NielsenME, Girguis PR, Reimers
CE (2011) Benthic microbial fuel cell as direct power source for an
acoustic modem and seawater oxygen/temperature sensor system.
Environ Sci Technol 45:5047–5053. https://doi.org/10.1021/
es104383q

González-Gamboa N, Domínguez-Benetton X, Kumar-Kamaraj S,
Alzate-Gaviria L, Valdés-Lozano D, Pacheco-Catalán D,
Domínguez-Maldonado J (2018) Effect of Operating Parameters
on the Performance Evaluation of Benthic Microbial Fuel Cells

Using Sediments from the Bay of Campeche, Mexico.
Sustainability 10:2446. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10072446www

Guzman JJ, Cooke KG, Gay MO, Radachowsky SE, Girguis PR, Chiu
MA (2010) Benthic microbial fuel cells: long-term power sources
for wireless marine sensor networks. Sensors, and Command,
Control, Communications, and Intelligence (C3i). Technologies
for Homeland Security and Homeland Defense Ix.7666. https://
doi.org/10.1117/12.854896

He Z, Angenent LT (2006) Application of bacterial biocathodes in mi-
crobial fuel cells. Electroanalysis 18:2009–2015

Heijne AT, Liu F, Weijden R, Weijma J, Buisman CJN, Hamelers HVM
(2010) Copper recovery combined with electricity production in a
microbial fuel cell. Environ Sci Technol 44:4376–4381. https://doi.
org/10.1021/es100526g

Henan L, Weihua H, Youpeng Q, Chao L, Yan T, Yujie F (2017) Pilot-
scale benthic microbial electrochemical system (BMES) for the bio-
remediation of polluted river sediment. J Power Sources 356:430–
437. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2017.03.066

Hong SW, Kim HS, Chung TH (2010) Alteration of sediment organic
matter in sediment microbial fuel cells. Environ Pollut 158:185–
191. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2009.07.022

Hongwei G, Qi C, Qing Y (2015) Power management system for micro-
bial fuel cell powered water quality monitoring system, IEEE 16th
Workshop on Control and Modeling for Power Electronics. https://
doi.org/10.1109/COMPEL.2015.7236522

Howsam M, Jones KC (1998) Sources of PAHs in the environment. Part
of the Handbook of Environmental Chemistry book series (HEC,
volume 3 / 3I). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-49697-7_4

Hsu L, Chadwick B, Kagan J, Thacher R, Wotawa-Bergen A, Richter K
(2013) Scale up considerations for sediment microbial fuel cells.
RSC Adv 3:15947–15954. https://doi.org/10.1039/C3RA43180K

Huang D-Y, Zhou S-G, Chen Q, Zhao B, Yuan Y, Zhuang L (2011a)
Enhanced anaerobic degradation of organic pollutants in a soil mi-
crobial fuel cell. Chem Eng J 172:647–653. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.cej.2011.06.024

Huang L, Regan JM, QuanX (2011b) Electron transfer mechanisms, new
applications, and performance of biocathode microbial fuel cells.
Bioresource Technol 102:316–323. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
biortech.2010.06.096

Huang Y, He Z, Kan J, Manohar AK, Nealson KH, Mansfeld F (2012)
Electricity generation by Pseudomonas aeruginosa ZH1 in micro-
bial fuel cell using palm oil mill effluent. Bioresource Technol 114:
308–313. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2015.02.103

Huang L, Yao B, Wu D, Quan X (2014) Complete cobalt recovery from
lithium cobalt oxide in self-driven microbial fuel cell – microbial
electrolysis cell systems. J Power Sources 259:54–64. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2014.02.061

Imran M, Prakash O, Pushkar P, Mungray A, Kailas SK, Chongdar S,
Arvin KM (2019) Performance enhancement of benthic microbial
fuel cell by cerium coated electrodes. Electrochim Acta 295:58–66.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electacta.2018.08.158

Jiang D, Li B (2009) Granular activated carbon single-chamber microbial
fuel cells (GACSCMFCS): a design suitable for large scale waste-
water treatment processes. Biochem Eng J 47(1):31e7–31e3137.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bej.2009.06.013

Kadier A, Kalil MS, Abdeshahian P, Chandrasekhar K, Mohamed A,
Azman NF, Logroño W, Simayi Y, Hamid AA (2016) Recent ad-
vances and emerging challenges in microbial electrolysis cells
(MECs) for microbial production of hydrogen and value-added
chemicals. Renew Sust Energ Rev 61:501–525. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.rser.2016.04.017

Karra U, Muto E, Umaz R, Kolln M, Santoro C, Wang L, Li B (2014)
Performance evaluation of activated carbon-based electrodes with
novel power management system for long-term benthic microbial
fuel cells. Int J Hydrogen Energ 39:21847–21856. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ijhydene.2014.06.095

30448 Environ Sci Pollut Res  (2021) 28:30436–30451

Content courtesy of Springer Nature, terms of use apply. Rights reserved.



Khan FI, Husain T, Hejazi R (2004) An overview and analysis of site
remediation technologies. J Environm Manage 71: 95–122

KronenbergM, Trably E, Bernet N, Patureau D (2017) Biodegradation of
polycyc l ic aromat ic hydrocarbons : Using microbia l
bioelectrochemical systems to overcome an impasse. Environ
Pollut 231:509–523. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2017.08.048

Lee YS, An J, Kim B, Park HJ, Kim J, Chang IS (2015) Increased power
in sediment microbial fuel cell: facilitated mass transfer via a water-
layer anode embedded in sediment. PLoS One 10:e0145430. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0145430

Li W, Yu H (2015) Stimulating sediment bioremediation with benthic
microbial fuel cells. Biotechnol Adv 33:1–12. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.biotechadv.2014.12.011

Li H, Tian Y, Qu Y, Qiu Y, Liu J, Feng Y (2017) A pilot-scale benthic
microbial electrochemical system (BMES) for enhanced organic
removal in sediment restoration. Sci Rep 7:39802. https://doi.org/
10.1038/srep39802

Li S, Chen G, Anandhi A (2018) Applications of emerging
bioelectrochemical technologies in agricultural systems: a current
review. Energies 2018(11):2951. https://doi.org/10.3390/
en11112951

Li W, Zhu J, Lou Y, Fang A, Zhou H, Liu B, Xie G, Xing D (2020)
MnO2/tourmaline composites as efficient cathodic catalysts enhance
bioelectroremediation of contaminated river sediment and shape
biofilm microbiomes in sediment microbial fuel cells. Appl Catal
B Environ 278:119331. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apcatb.2020.
119331

Liu B, Williams I, Li Y, Wang L, Amvrossios B, McCutcheond J, Li B
(2015) Towards high power output of scaled-up benthic microbial
fuel cells (BMFCs) using multiple electron collectors. Biosens
Bioelectron 79:435–441. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bios.2015.12.077

Logan BE, Hamelers B, Rozendal R, Schröder U, Keller J, Freguia S,
Aelterman P, Verstraete W, Rabaey K (2006) Microbial fuel cells:
methodology and technology. Environ Sci Technol 40:5181–5192.
https://doi.org/10.1021/es0605016

Lovley DR, Coates JD (1997) Bioremediation of metal contamination.
Curr Opin Biotechnol 8(3):285–289. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0958-1669(97)80005-5

Luimstra VM, Kennedy SJ, Güttler J, Wood SA, Williams DE, Packer
MA (2014) A cost-effective microbial fuel cell to detect and select
for photosynthetic electrogenic activity in algae and cyanobacteria. J
Appl Phycol 26:15–23. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10811-013-0051-2

Majone M, Verdini R, Aulenta F, Rossetti S, Tandoi V, Kalogerakis N,
Fava F (2015) In situ groundwater and sediment bioremediation:
barriers and perspectives at European contaminated sites. New
Biotechnol 32(1):133–146. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nbt.2014.02.
011

Malami D, Zakaria Z, Mohammed M, Audu A (2014) Comparison of
levels of some metals in the water and sediment from Challawa
Gorge Dam, Kano, Nigeria. BAJOPAS 7:80–84. https://doi.org/
10.4314/bajopas.v7i1.15

Manahan SE (2000) Environmental chemistry—seventh edition, Lewis
Publishers, CRC Press LLC 898

Mankidya R, Wisemana S, Maa H, Giesy JP (2013) Biological impact of
phthalates. Toxicol Lett 217(1):50–58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
toxlet.2012.11.025

Milner EM, Popescu D, Curtis T, Head IM, Scott K, Yu EH (2016)
Microbial fuel cells with highly active aerobic biocathodes. J
Power Sources 324:8–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2016.
05.055

Morel FMM, Price NM (2003) The biogeochemical cycles of tracemetals
in the oceans science. 300(562):944–994. https://doi.org/10.1126/
science.1083545

Morris JM, Jin S (2012) Enhanced biodegradation of hydrocarbon-
contaminated sediments using microbial fuel cells. J Hazard Mater
213– 214:474–477. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2012.02.029

Muhammad N, Banoori N, Akbar A, Azizullah A, Khan M, Qasim M
(2016) Microbial and toxic metal contamination in well drinking
water: potential health risk in selected areas of Kohat, Pakistan.
Urban Water J pp. 1-7. https://doi.org/10.1080/1573062X.2016.
1173218

Muhoza JP, Ma H, Kalakodio L, Mumbengegwi D (2017) Enhancing
catalyst efficiency of activated carbon for oxygen reduction.
Reaction in air cathode microbial fuel cell application. Int J Waste
Resour 7:4. https://doi.org/10.4172/2252-5211.1000315

Mulligan CN, Yong RN, Gibbs BF (2001) An evaluation of technologies
for the heavy metal remediation of dredged sediments. J Hazard
Mater 85:145–163. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0304-3894(01)00226-6

Mustakeem M (2015) Electrode materials for microbial fuel cells:
nanomaterial approach Mater Renew. Sustain Energy 4(22).
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40243-015-0063-8

Nancharaiah YV, Venkata Mohan S, Lens PNL (2015) Metals removal
and recovery in bioelectrochemical systems: a review. Bioresource
Technol 195:102–114. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2015.06.
058

Nastro RA, Avignone-Rossa C (2019) Re-directing microbial metabo-
lism: bioelectrochemical systems improve CO2 assimilation in
Clostridium spp and Cupravidus necator. Proceedings of the 8th
European Fuel Cells Piero Lunghi Conference – Naples

Nastro RA, Suglia A, Pasquale V, Toscanesi M, Trifuoggi M, Guida M
(2014) Efficiency measures of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
bioremediation process through ecotoxicological tests. Int J
Performability Eng 10:411–418. https://doi.org/10.23940/ijpe.14.4.
p411.mag

Nastro RA, Falcucci G, ToscanesiM,MinutilloM, Pasquale V, Trifuoggi
M, Dumontet S, Jannelli E.2015 Performances and microbiology of
a microbial fuel cell (MFC) fed with the organic fraction of munic-
ipal solid waste (OFMSW). Proceedings of EFC2015 - European
Fuel Cell Technology & Applications Conference -Piero Lunghi
ConferenceDecember 16-18, Naples, Italy

Nastro RA, Gambino E, ToscanesiM, ArienzoM, Ferrara L, TrifuoggiM
(2019) Microbial Fuel Cells (MFCs) remediation activity of marine
sediments sampled at a dismissed industrial site: what opportunities?
J Clean Prod 235:1559–1566. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.
2019.07.019

Nevin KP, Zhang P, Franks AE, Woodard TL, Lovley DR (2011)
Anaerobes unleashed: aerobic fuel cells of Geobacter
sulfurreducens. J Power Sources 196(18):7514–7518. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2011.05.021

Okoro HK, Fatoki OS, Adekola FA, Ximba BJ, Snyman RG (2012)
Review of sequential extraction procedures for heavy metals speci-
ation in soil and sediments. J Environ Anal Toxicol 01:181. https://
doi.org/10.4172/scientificreports

Paluselli A, Fauvelle V, Galgani F, Sempéré R (2019) Phthalate release
from plastic fragments and degradation in seawater. Environ Sci
Technol 53(1):166–175. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.8b05083

Patel N, Rai D, Chauhan D, Shahane S, Mishra U, Bhunia B
(2019).Carbon Nanotube Based Anodes and Cathodes for
Microbial Fuel Cells Carbon nanotube based anodes and cathodes
for microbial fuel cells MRF 46:125-150. https://doi.org/10.21741/
9781644900116-6

Puccini M, Seggiania M, Vitolo S, Iannelli R (2013) Life cycle assess-
ment of remediation alternatives for dredged sediments. Chem Eng
Trans:35. https://doi.org/10.3303/CET1335130

Rahimnejad M, Najafpour GD, Ghoreyshi AA, Talebnia F, Premier GC,
Bakeri G, Kim JR, Oh SE (2012) Thionine increases electricity
generation from microbial fuel cell using Saccharomyces cerevisiae
and exoelectrogenic mixed culture. J Microbiol 50(4):575–580.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12275-012-2135-0

Refait P, Grolleau A, Jeannin RC, Sabot R (2020) Corrosion of carbon
steel in marine environments: role of the corrosion product layer.

30449Environ Sci Pollut Res  (2021) 28:30436–30451

Content courtesy of Springer Nature, terms of use apply. Rights reserved.



Corros Mater Degrad 1:198–218. https://doi.org/10.3390/
cmd1010010

Reimers CE, Girguis P, Stecher HA, Tender LM, Ryckelynck N (2006)
Microbial fuel cell Energy from an ocean cold seep. Geobiol 4:123–
136. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4669.2006.00071.x

Rezaei F, Richard TL, Brennan RA, Logan BE (2007) Substrate-
enhanced microbialfuel cells for improved remote power generation
from sediment-based systems. Environ Sci Technol 41:4053–4058.
https://doi.org/10.1021/es070426e

Sajana TK, GhangrekarMM,Mitra A (2016) In situ bioremediation using
sediment microbial fuel cell. J Hazard Toxic Radioact Waste 21(2):
04016022. https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)HZ.2153-5515.0000339

Santana MS, Sandrini-Neto L, Filipak NF, Oliveira Ribeiro CA, Di
Domenico M, Prodocimo MM (2018) Biomarker responses in fish
exposed to polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs): systematic
review and meta-analysis. Environ Pollut 242:449–461. https://doi.
org/10.1021/acs.est.7b02964

Santoro C, Arbizzani C, Erable B, Ieropoulos I (2017) Microbial fuel
cells: from fundamentals to applications. A review. J Power
Sources 356:225–244. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2017.03.
109

Santoro C, Lei Y, Li B, Cristiani P (2012) Power generation from waste-
water using single-chamber microbial fuel cells (MFCs), with
platinum-free cathodes and pre-colonized anodes. Biochem Eng J
62:8–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bej.2011.12.006

Scott K, Cotlarciuc I, Hall D, Lakeman JB, Browning D (2008) Power
from marine sediment fuel cells: the influence of anode material. J
Appl Electrochem 38:1313–1319. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10800-
008-9561-z

Shimada T (2006) Xenobiotic-metabolizing enzymes involved in activa-
tion and detoxification of carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydro-
carbons. Drug Metab Pharmacokinet 21:251–276. https://doi.org/
10.2133/dmpk.21.257

Singh A, Yakhmi J (2014) Microbial fuel cells to recover heavy metals.
Environ Chem Lett 12(4):483–494. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10311-
014-0474-2

Sonawane JM, Yadav A, Ghosh PC, Adeloju SB (2017) Recent advances
in the development and utilization of modern anode materials for
high performance microbial fuel cells. Biosens Bioelectron 90:558–
576. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bios.2016.10.014

Song T-S, Wang D-B, Han S, Wu X, Zhou CC (2014) Influence of
biomass addition on electricity harvesting from solid phase micro-
bial fuel cells. Int J Hydrogen Energ 39:1056–1062. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ijhydene.2013.10.125

Sudirjo E, Buisman Cees JN, Strik DPBTB (2019) Marine sediment
mixed with activated carbon allows electricity production and stor-
age from internal and external energy sources: a new rechargeable
bio-battery with bi-directional electron transfer properties. Front
Microbiol 10:934 https://www.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/
fmicb.2019.00934

Tagliabue A, Bowie AR, Boyd PW, Buck KN, Johnson KS, Saito MA
(2017) The integral role of iron in ocean biogeochemistry. Nature
543:51–59. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature21058

Tender LM, Gray SA, Groveman E, Lowy DA, Kauffman P, Melhado J,
Tyce RC, Flynn D, Petrecca R, Dobarro J (2008) The first demon-
stration of a microbial fuel cell as a viable power supply: Powering a
meteorological buoy. J Power Sources 179(2):571–575. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2007.12.123

Thepsuparungsikul N, Ng TC, Lefebvre O, NgHY (2014)Different types
of carbon nanotube-based anodes to improve microbial fuel cell
performance. Water Sci Technol:69–69. https://doi.org/10.2166/
wst.2014.102

Thomas YRJ, Picot M, Carer A, Berder O, Sentieys O, Barriere F (2013)
A single sediment-microbial fuel cell powering a wireless telecom-
munication system. J. Power Sources 241:703–708. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jpowsour.2013.05.016

Tommasi T, Lombardelli G (2017) Energy sustainability ofmicrobial fuel
cell (MFC): a case study. J Power Sources (356):438–447. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2017.03.122

Tommasi T, Sacco A, Armato C, Hidalgo D, Millone L, Sanginario A,
Tresso E, Schilirò T, Pirri FC (2016) Dynamical analysis of micro-
bial fuel cells based on planar and 3D-packed anodes. Chem Eng J
288:38–49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2015.11.089

Tornero V, Hanke G (2016) Chemical contaminants entering the marine
environment from sea-based sources: A review with a focus on
European seas. Mar Pollut Bull 15;112(1–2):17–38. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2016.06.091

Trapero JR, Horcajada L, Linares JJ, Lobato J (2017) Is microbial fuel
cell technology ready? An economic answer towards industrial com-
mercialization. Appl Energy 185:698–707. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.apenergy.2016.10.109

Trifuoggi M, Donadio C, Mangoni O, Ferrara L, Bolinesi F, Nastro RA,
Stanislao C, Toscanesi M, Di Natale G, Arienzo M (2017)
Distribution and enrichment of trace metals in surface marine sedi-
ments in the Gulf of Pozzuoli and off the coast of the brownfield
metallurgical site of Ilva of Bagnoli (Campania, Italy). Mar Pollut
Bull 15;124(1):502–511

Ulgiati S, Ascione M, Bargigli S, Cherubini F, Franzese PP, Raugei M,
Viglia S, Zucaro A (2011) Material, energy and environmental per-
formance of technological and social systems under a life cycle
assessment perspective. Ecol Model 222(1):176–189. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2010.09.005

Varjani SJ, Upasani VN (2017) A new look on factors affecting
microbial degradation of petroleum hydrocarbon pollutants.
Intern Biodeter Biodegr 120:71–83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ibiod.2017.02.006

Venkata Mohan S, Chandrasekhar K (2011) Self-induced bio-potential
and graphite electron accepting conditions enhances petroleum
sludge degradation in bio-electrochemical systemwith simultaneous
power generation. Bioresource Technol 102(20):9532–9541. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2011.07.038

Venkata Mohan S, Chandrasekhar K (2011b) Solid phase microbial fuel
cell (SMFC) for harnessing bioelectricity from composite food
waste fermentation: Influence of electrode assembly and buffering
capacity. Bioresource Technol 102:7077–7085. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.biortech.2011.04.039

Venkatesh C, Pradeep V (2016) Microbial fuel cell: a green approach for
the utilization of waste for the generation of bioelectricity. Bioresour
Bioprocess 3:38. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-020-0301-5

Visentin C, da Silva Trentin AW, Braun AB, Thomé A (2019)
Application of life cycle assessment as a tool for evaluating the
sustainability of contaminated sites remediation: a systematic and
bibliographic analysis. Sci Total Environ:893–905. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.04.034

Vrieze J, Arends Jan BA, Verbeeck K, Gildemyn S, Rabaey K (2018)
Interfacing anaerobic digestion with (bio)electrochemical systems:
potentials and challenges. Water Res 146:244–255. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.watres.2018.08.045

Wang G, Huang L, Zhang Y (2008) Cathodic reduction of hexavalent
chromium [Cr(VI)] coupled with electricity generation in microbial
fuel cells. Biotechnol Lett 30(11):1959–1966. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10529-008-9792-4

Wang Z, Lim B, Choi C (2011) Removal of Hg2+ as an electron acceptor
coupled with power generation using a microbial fuel cell.
Bioresource Technol 102(10):6304–6307. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.biortech.2011.02.027

Wang H, Luo H, Fallgren PH, Jin S, Ren ZS (2015) Bioelectrochemical
system platform for sustainable environmental remediation and en-
ergy generation. Biotechnol Adv 33:317–334. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.biotechadv.2015.04.003

Wang W, Wang L, Shao Z (2018) Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
(PAH) degradation pathways of the obligate marine PAH degrader

30450 Environ Sci Pollut Res  (2021) 28:30436–30451

Content courtesy of Springer Nature, terms of use apply. Rights reserved.



Cycloclasticus sp. strain P1. Appl Environ Microb 84 (21) e01261-
18. https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.01261-18. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.biotechadv.2015.04.003

Wang G, YuM, Xie R, Zhao R, Fu Y, Chen T (2019) Graphene modified
polyacrylonitrile fibre as high-performance cathode for marine sed-
iment microbial fuel cells. J Power Sources 438:227002. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2019.227002

Wei J, Liang P, Huang X (2011) Recent progress in electrodes for micro-
bial fuel cells. Bioresource Technol 102:9335–9344. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.biortech.2011.07.019

Wen-Wei L, Han-Qing Y (2015) Stimulating sediment bioremediation
with benthic microbial fuel cells. Biotechnol Adv 33(2015):1–12.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2014.12.011

Xia C, Xu M, Liu J, Guo J, Yang Y (2015) Sediment microbial fuel cell
prefers to degrade organic chemicals with higher polarity.
Bioresource Technol 190 420–423. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
biortech.2015.04.072

Yamashita T, Hayashi T, Iwasaki H, Awatsu M, Yokoyama H (2019)
Ultra-low-power energy harvester for microbial fuel cells and its
application to environmental sensing and long-range wireless data
transmission. J Power Sources 430:1–11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jpowsour.2019.04.120

Yang Y, Lu Z, Lin X, Xia C, Sun G, Lian Y, XuM (2015) Enhancing the
bioremediation by harvesting electricity from the heavily contami-
nated sediments. Bioresource Technol 179:615–618. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.biortech.2014.12.034

Yaqoob AA, IbrahimMNM, RafatullahM, Chua YS, AhmadA, Umar K
(2020) Recent advances in anodes for microbial fuel cells: an over-
view. Materials 13:2078. https://doi.org/10.3390/ma13092078www

Yasri N, Roberts EPL, Gunasekaran S (2019) The electrochemical per-
spective of bioelectrocatalytical ativities in microbialelectrolysis and
microbial fuel cells. Energy Rep 5:1116–1136. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.egyr.2019.08.007

Yuan Y, Zhou S, Zhuang L (2010) A new approach to in situ sediment
remediation based on air-cathode microbial fuel cells. J Soils

Sediments 10(7):1427–1433. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11368-010-
0276-5

Zabihallahpoor A, RahimnejadM, Talebnia F (2015) Sediment microbial
fuel cells as a new source of renewable and sustainable energy:
present status and future prospects. RSC Adv 5(114):94171–
94183. https://doi.org/10.1039/C5RA15279H

Zaisheng Y, Songa N, Haiyuan C, Tay JH, Helong J (2012) Enhanced
degradation of phenanthrene and pyrene in freshwater sediments by
combined employment of sediment microbial fuel cell and amor-
phous ferric hydroxide. J Hazard Mater 199– 200:217–222. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2011.10.087

Zhang L, Liu C, Zhuang L, Li W, Zhou S, Zhang J (2009) Manganese
dioxide as an alternative cathodic catalyst to platinum in microbial
fuel cells. Biosens Bioelectron 24(9):2825–2829. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.bios.2009.02.010

Zhang T, Gannon SM, Nevin KP, Franks AE, Lovley DR (2010)
Stimulating the anaerobic degradation of aromatic hydrocarbons in
contaminated sediments by providing an electrode as the electron
acceptor. Environ Microbiol 12(4):1011–1020. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1462-2920.2009.02145.x

Zhang F, Tian L, He Z (2011) Powering a wireless temperature sensor
using sediment microbial fuel cells with vertical arrangement of
electrodes. J Power Sources 196(22):9568–9573. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jpowsour.2011.07.037

Zhang J, Yuan H, Deng Y, Abu-Reesh IM, He Z, Yuan C (2019) Life
cycle assessment of osmotic microbial fuel cells for simultaneous
wastewater treatment and resource recovery. Int J Life Cycle Assess
24:1962–1975. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-019-01626-6

Zhou M, Chi M, Luo J, He H, Jin T (2011) An overview of electrode
materials in microbial fuel cells. J Power Sources 196(10):4427–
4435. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2011.01.012

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdic-
tional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

30451Environ Sci Pollut Res  (2021) 28:30436–30451

Content courtesy of Springer Nature, terms of use apply. Rights reserved.



1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Terms and Conditions
 
Springer Nature journal content, brought to you courtesy of Springer Nature Customer Service Center GmbH (“Springer Nature”). 
Springer Nature supports a reasonable amount of sharing of  research papers by authors, subscribers and authorised users (“Users”), for small-
scale personal, non-commercial use provided that all copyright, trade and service marks and other proprietary notices are maintained. By
accessing, sharing, receiving or otherwise using the Springer Nature journal content you agree to these terms of use (“Terms”). For these
purposes, Springer Nature considers academic use (by researchers and students) to be non-commercial. 
These Terms are supplementary and will apply in addition to any applicable website terms and conditions, a relevant site licence or a personal
subscription. These Terms will prevail over any conflict or ambiguity with regards to the relevant terms, a site licence or a personal subscription
(to the extent of the conflict or ambiguity only). For Creative Commons-licensed articles, the terms of the Creative Commons license used will
apply. 
We collect and use personal data to provide access to the Springer Nature journal content. We may also use these personal data internally within
ResearchGate and Springer Nature and as agreed share it, in an anonymised way, for purposes of tracking, analysis and reporting. We will not
otherwise disclose your personal data outside the ResearchGate or the Springer Nature group of companies unless we have your permission as
detailed in the Privacy Policy. 
While Users may use the Springer Nature journal content for small scale, personal non-commercial use, it is important to note that Users may
not: 
 

use such content for the purpose of providing other users with access on a regular or large scale basis or as a means to circumvent access

control;

use such content where to do so would be considered a criminal or statutory offence in any jurisdiction, or gives rise to civil liability, or is

otherwise unlawful;

falsely or misleadingly imply or suggest endorsement, approval , sponsorship, or association unless explicitly agreed to by Springer Nature in

writing;

use bots or other automated methods to access the content or redirect messages

override any security feature or exclusionary protocol; or

share the content in order to create substitute for Springer Nature products or services or a systematic database of Springer Nature journal

content.
 
In line with the restriction against commercial use, Springer Nature does not permit the creation of a product or service that creates revenue,
royalties, rent or income from our content or its inclusion as part of a paid for service or for other commercial gain. Springer Nature journal
content cannot be used for inter-library loans and librarians may not upload Springer Nature journal content on a large scale into their, or any
other, institutional repository. 
These terms of use are reviewed regularly and may be amended at any time. Springer Nature is not obligated to publish any information or
content on this website and may remove it or features or functionality at our sole discretion, at any time with or without notice. Springer Nature
may revoke this licence to you at any time and remove access to any copies of the Springer Nature journal content which have been saved. 
To the fullest extent permitted by law, Springer Nature makes no warranties, representations or guarantees to Users, either express or implied
with respect to the Springer nature journal content and all parties disclaim and waive any implied warranties or warranties imposed by law,
including merchantability or fitness for any particular purpose. 
Please note that these rights do not automatically extend to content, data or other material published by Springer Nature that may be licensed
from third parties. 
If you would like to use or distribute our Springer Nature journal content to a wider audience or on a regular basis or in any other manner not
expressly permitted by these Terms, please contact Springer Nature at 
 

onlineservice@springernature.com
 

mailto:onlineservice@springernature.com

