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Study on Solid State Fermentation of Endogenous Monosaccharides and
Enrichment of Heavy Metal Ions in Lignocellulose

Abstract

Lignocellulose contains a large amounts of endogenous monosaccharides and heavy
metal ions. The endogenous monosaccharides increase inhibitors’ formation during the
pretreatment and reduce the following cellulosic ethanol fermentaion efficiency. And heavy
metal ions in lignocellulose may increase the difficulty and the cost of wastewater treatment
after cellulosic ethanol fermentation, and even cause secondary pollution of heavy metal ions
and reduce the effectiveness of phytoremediation. Therefore, it is necessary to reduce the
content of endogenous monosaccharides in lignocellulose to increase the ethanol fermentation
efficiency, and avoid the secondary pollution of heavy metal ions in the cellulosic ethanol
fermentation to further enrich heavy metal ions. In order to solve these two problems, solid
state fermentation in lignocellulose before pretreatment, drying of cellulosic ethanol
fermentation residue and microbial transport were proposed.

The first part of this thesis focused on the effect of the removal of water soluble
endogenous monosaccharides in corn stover before pretreatment on cellulosic ethanol
fermentation. The results showed that converting water soluble glucose and fructose into citric
acid by a solid state aerobic fermentation before pretreatment can significantly reduce the
5-hydroxymethylfurfural (HMF) generation and the usage of acid catalyst in pretreatment,
thus reduce the detoxification intensity and improve the cellulosic ethanol fermentation
efficiency. These results provide an important reference for the actual conversion process
from biomass to ethanol.

The second part of this thesis focused on the utilization of lignocellulose containing
cadmium by dry milling biorefinery process (DMBP) and the study of cadmium enrichment.
62.3 g/L and 45.5 g/L cellulosic ethanol was obtained from the corn stover and poplar wood
chip containing cadmium by DMBP, respectively. In addition, the cadmium was enriched
about 5.2 and 4.5 times from corn stover and poplar wood chip, respectively, without any loss
of cadmium during the DMBP, which provide a feasible direction for the treatment of
lignocellulose after phytoremediation of the soil polluted by cadmium.

The third part of this thesis tried to remove cadmium from wheat straw hydrolysate
(WSH) by bioadsorption of three microbial strains. When the initial cadmium concentration in
WSH was 0-10 mg/L, Saccharomyces cerevisiae and Corynebacterium glutamicum had
stronger cadmium removal ability (higher than 43%) compared with Trichosporon cutaneum
(lower than 25%). Meanwhile, the glucose consumption of Saccharomyces cerevisiae,
Trichosporon cutaneum and Corynebacterium glutamicum decreased in turn. The potential of
using Corynebacterium glutamicum to remove cadmium from lignocellulose hydrolysate was
demonstrated, which also provide a direction for further reducing the treatment cost of

lignocellulose containing cadmium.
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Conclusively, this study improved -cellulosic ethanol fermentation efficiency by

converting endogenous glucose and fructose into citric acid before pretreatment. In addition,
the complete retention and effective enrichment of cadmium in the process of cellulosic
ethanol fermentation from lignocellulose containing cadmium and the discovery of C.
glutamate's high adsorption capacity for cadmium provide a direction for the effective

treatment of lignocellulose containing cadmium and further enrichment of cadmium.
Keywords: lignocellulose; endogenous monosaccharides; hydroxymethylfurfural; cadmium;

cellulosic ethanol
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Table 1.1 The cotents of cadmium in some parent materals 3%

Rock types Content (mg/kg) Average (mg/kg)
Granite 0.001-0.6 0.12
Rhyolite 0.05-0.48 -

Syenite 0.04-0.32 0.15
Basalt 0.006-0.6 0.22
Oil shale 0.3-11.0 0.8
Bentonite 0.3-11.0 1.4
Marl 0.4-10.0 2.6

Grey gneiss 0.12-0.16 0.14
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Fig. 1.5 Composition of lignocellulose and its hydrolysis products [7!]
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(R o T TR AR AE [ 2 B AP IR, BONE B H AR S, [R5 38 ki 43 1)
WK ML, EVBRMRER TR AR, PRE S GT. WA, TFHEFIKEE
DL 42 0] 25 Bk R 70 iR S AT m T £ 32 ) R R DR

A ) M0t BV A i I 2 A R R 10 AU B R B N %) A A P T A T
PRA 5 IR S5 0 e A O IK T M B0 TR M B (R A2 00, Az R Ry, i
A8 25 -5 A O A B PRI A SO AR () 359 D il 2 T A T A e S50 1) 00 o A 2 A
NKEEEE LRI . TR o] AR TOA 3 5 AR A o A AR B, T et 44
RV %, R A LC TR &, S AR Ay 58 B SEBm B FH V)

H AT, SR NATTR IR RF SRR 2 Pl A= 0] SR 5T A o 21 48 21 IR W A v+ R 25
I B A BRI ERRRE 77, AREAAAE— € (BREG, 49 T B =5 B I TR . ) i
BEAIR . PIREERREREAE . RS R AERKRZESS, SZEANRAR 2
N A o v BRI, SRR R T B S 77, Zhang S5 AT\ TG R 5 1)
W ARAY Bk H— OB . 2 B R S R B A R 2 BRBe IR B, RO
NEF 5 Amorphotheca resinae ZN1. 5, BRI RKILREE T &= L A=
W IAERAA AR HEAT FOPR A, ST HIEE X ERESRMAEYRSE, NegmEn s
(RS AGS R BEBS 5 T Rt LUk, Z AR AT CUIE IS B B AR AR R I s A R
GRS N T B S A FT TR, 2 R AR5 AR R s S & RS
Jii 55 B LAt B, He S8 NBSIDUZ TR MR R B R, RIT 1 HAER TR R I i 25 2%
R REEANEIR ARG . 5RRW, ZRERETCA PN, 54 ) B e 1k
HARENS, WS FERS o T HEL FE 72 AL R B0 s 7R S HE NI, 12 B R 6T 0 il
PRI A e A e b, AT DUER B DR 40 B Pl R B S bE R R A R T e it o %2
(A o
133 itk

H T AL I B R R IR TR BT AR 4E 3R T LR 2H 73 < TR) T T R R 3 38 654, T I AR
B R B S e A PRV AT RE . AR BT R SE RTR R R R A B S AR
W) o7 B e 8k [ 2 AR ) . 75 J A 0 o T B A4k 6 [ D R R I B RS M AR
H, BIARBRAF4ERIKME O AR 3% 2 AT DU I £ 25 4 AR50 OO A, Bl £ 4
S YA RN A RSB FEX M I R, 214 BOR 2 kK A R 2 R R
PRBY; AR YE R AN RIS KR AR ESSE AR 0% SR, ARIRRTLFAREKE, 1
|H DA 5T 2= ki ()T 20 B A B R T kit i, o] T K O R B4 s K i S Ak 2 /K At
T ] B2t B ] R I BN A3k — 0 B o R, B N AR S T RN e A pe e (71 721,
AT B S N T P 7 Y T 17476

5 AR AL, ARV B S, Bl & R B8R
ISR R KRR S VR o DRI TT B R A T 41 4 2R JEURL = MUK i o T R TR b, I
LAY LA 255 3 s T R PR LR (A — D A, RIDHR I S A ) I o R A0 o 0 P A
FEZ AT, AMITSERI T — S R A4 R FoR A = B — B, tHef4E




FARAIRFWLHRL % 9 7
3R 2 &0 L] DASEIR S A Ak, X R PRIK R AR LA AR S (AL 215, (B2, AR5
YR B KRR W ATAE —E WIBRRE, B, FRKARAE L0 ehEE 202 J LB A BT
SERG TR 5 2 LA EE R LR . thAh, BEKMR BRI A S, X2
7 HI T B R B A T . EAR AR AE B R o B o R E T, /b Hili  Ribonucleic
Acid, PIILRERS S BUR BB TE B R FE A B A BENE oM Mg s P o R FH B ) 4% AR 5
YRR BIR = . (D JRRHYBEET, 640 J50R) ) =Fh 32 2220 7) 2 18] Y
ACHRREFE « SRR R /INAE s (2) BRI L, 91 4 v R B2 PR B AT Il )9 R S 06081,

ST, AEARJTET Y FORE AV 2% B BB P B g 8 kD R b i ) R e R B
(Trichoderma reesei) IR JZ A KIEESRAFON, T reesei TR FE R R 2 —MEEGA
B, HAZCoRR 53 = KRB R0, Wil 1.4 foR, 78 = SRER PR RIVE B BA R £ 4
RAM A AT KB ERRELT 100, A YE R K AR RE T, T reesei B A2 AR, R
TR YER ALY TR EINE, R YR T ARRESE Tubphl, (ST P R I TR PR 1
AR AT,

CAEFYE 2R ZBE N, AEARRE4E R BV SERn e A AL P i e b, O 1 3k -
SRR, 5 B v R 2 v ] 7l 3 S5 T 5 PR R PR VA R I LT A 42 A A 21 4 21 it
AR . LR YERERAS L 77 it 0 B AR S R B BN A 5 R B R . e, 2P A A
it i BB, IRIEAE ORAE AT DL A5 A2 W8 T R BB TR 52 T, Rl 21 248 2l 1
I w] DUA Rt G I A= D R RE B A ) AL o i B RTAT VR 2 B PEN02 BROK g P ) —
Bl BER G 0 S B AR 2 A, A R SRR B OSSN R A AR R AVAR R S B
ZAH DL BLRT B 4 3 BORE AR R v — A SR PR e ) HY I, SR e 2T B M
P, BEMTSZ MRS SE AN, 6 2 5 55 AT R I SR IR o BRI — SRR AL, AR PR
X EA L I N A BEAT st DU P HERACE [ PR, seBl P e s A S &
N HHE A I R 08, 104
134 KE#

FEAYIRRHIE AR P, HI AR5 21 24 22 7 A T SR A /K 2 P A 1 B o 5 e il e
Vit — D AL B DB AL I FE A BE ™ AL T 5 B S BF SRR B LR L AT IR IR SE AR
YA o 1ZIE AR T LB AT AT (1) SeR TUAL BRI 75 Ja R BT 4E 3 Uk}
A D AR ) A ) A T SRR (R 7K ARV, PR S A T R MRS AR T R A 9 P 5 7
fs B DR R (SHEF) 101091 (2) 4 AL 38 i B3 Ji5 A 03 £ 4 22 J5 k) vl R 1
SR A AR 5 A T PR A H AR - A AR, BRI R S A (SSF)
o1, X PR AV R F AT B A NH S AL T SHF R, &P RRE R LAE
BRAM B ZEAT N AT, R, B BRATE Z 0 T AT 2 B0 & Az R $R N iAs
et R JEE T A TR ERE F 7 AR AN 0o 1 4 B S AR, e A H AR M A
Y vE PR B AR 38 A AR U8, X SSF KU, PIANBIRAE Rl — AV I S
FHEAT, AT RABRARR B s AN RO BN A, 32 iy P P A s 0000, ARy, xR
FEFR B (A YER B AR B AR B SR B, E AT DA G = P00 I ) S AR A I




5010 7 BRE T KFW MR
FE AR AR O 7E B AR S bR A P R R, NSRS B SR R R T 50, SEEL
P R A Al 30 B KAk, DA R IR AT RS R R B e IR S I S A

FEAR T 7 4 22 A W Rt R o, P e TRl A 0 R R 1 A8 FH R B AR 1R 8 35 S A 1
WORZECHE TN T ALY R R R IREIRYE, 9] a0 S L0 AR A0 1) 70 R A7 A
Z PN E &R B TV R A4, X LA SR R AT AE AR A3 A 2 A N 2 A
(i S22k . RIS, S H AR =4 00 AE s 2R AT R T R R R A AS 28, I i,
ARG TEATATYE, AR B AR 2 0B A BRI H A =4 3 A0V B A6 22 P01 R FH B
J1. BT, w] (5RO E 8 K B R (Zymomonas mobilis 8b)
75 20 h PN AT LAKE 20 o] 128k 8 10 A5 £F 4 22 /K A R BT ml 1) S LT e 4
CRMEMR T 150.0 /L) , 3R15 70.0-72.0 g/L I ZE%, ZFE15%4 90.0-92.0 % 121,
F 71 27 0 BELE 1 FH B A7TE R 43 A6 400 B R ko 81 67 i R A e ek, PR G
BRI, YR B R AR S BRI, RATRE . AWE . B R b ST A R
W AN P iy, DRI, 5 T 5 A T SIS s I T 22 /b T A I 1) R ) ok %

[114-117]

14 SFHERIE

LPUE R LT FEARRE AR 214 2 25 W) o A8 O o el W 5 W] ORI B, PR AR RS
W TTEARG IX L R AN I, X8 — PP ARHE A N AT (Al RREevE YRk, 8
B LB ININEAT il P DU A i 5 e il i, HLATE R SR BOR R A+ 1
HIN T 770 A SR SCHIRARGE, 2016 5 ZBEVOM B 46 FH 673 S i M HE R > 1
4350 J3m, XA 2T 930 A TR DA ORE IR 47 B B AR 1 S AR B 1 HEI
S, R, AN R 2P D 1 SR D SR A s 32 B SR I Ah gt
D, N T ReR A, fREREIRIENT AN AL, (et AR RO 5 R A 22 5 1K)
(. 1200, SR1 2 H AT IE,  ZF4EER Z R B AEE IR F B B

W) AR R T ORI CEPASERED , 2 DUH RV CREBIE IR AR e
KA BB R BORE € R EGRMR 1A h S T A BRI XA S [ LA I = AR
JRUR L, R RN TR I, AFT GRS R R e . AL, R ZRE BRI
PR EG RN Dt BRI ARG YER Ol AT BORM R T, i IR R AT 4E R
NN IR RPN L o IR EOR A P R LR A5 R A F AL R R T4
RISy, ZHAEP 2T 4 M 21 4 25 BRGR T AR BUR & BRI, BRI R A
Fefepirmi=l, ghsh, i s e sos D ARG R QB A~ R AR AR B th
AT YER QBRI B, FERHE R P A AR ABE ) Saccharomyces

cerevisiae XH7 .
1.5 EEBKESHAAE
H T 8 A SCHR T AR 5T £ 4 2 A2 W ot Hh K 1R i S R I R AR DL i B



FHREIRFOL R %11 0
3 H < AR TS G Ja LE ) SR R BN AT FUANRAE o i SR RE S AE TRAL B AT R JEURL R Y
KV VE SRS B E S U AE VA T iR A O LR - AT RS WL AE YA 2,
AUR] DL DAL 2 it 0 A 7 SR i — N ) R, 3 W DASE IR 5 21 448 2 B W) B )
H#%, RARERBENMHBRNE. RN, LRESBREREEEEAREN M5
WA AP REOR, B o) R B R HINE 7, B dn o] 7538 5 B <5 Jm AR Ik
JERITIER T, RS B A 2T 4 3R ARV BUIEAT A R AR B2 — N AR B A ORI A 17

ASSCWETT T FA PR A S5 2T 4 2R AW 5T K T 1 B R AR AR T
ISR P SRR A R AV B AT M . X EEA P (1D ] BRI
AT 2 3R R R R PR KAL S VDI 5, 08 i A U T T Ak T e v e PP i )
AR, fREESECIEARER,  (2) FEA RO R OIS BRI T, A £
ARG BB E R 5 TEEYRS QB S, iR mED B E LIRS
WG AT IR S 2 B

BEXFLA_E PN, A SCMBLR JUAS T JTHEAT 1 07T

(1) FRIT T PAL A 44 KA A A 7K A28 0 2 R R SR 0 2 A R P ) AL 2 s
Pkl bt F AR 1) A i B DL B i 8 AR D I 2 R 2 A 7 R R S

(2) EFWMARAAEREYIR (BMARBEMIRTEFT) 5 TEEMIGR 4R 2
BEA ARG BN, IR TT T H e B8 B A7 CE RS S AR P IR 2 DL B RE A R o < e B 1Y
EE S

(3) ¥RHL T Trichosporon cutaneum ACCC 20271 Saccharomyces cerevisiae XH7 Fll
Corynebacterium glutamicum S9114 X 22 FF /K i+ 5 & J@ 4R 1 it 52 1 5 2 Brg




%12 W BAEET KPS0

F2EF MAERIERFEH IR RENE U THER B LR

21 B|F

AV R FF DR BEPTAE A U0 TORREAT . MIERR . AP AR B35 F TR MR RN A P 2
e B P AR SR 2T e R AR5 2205 — € MK VERR KA 54 (2N EREAT IR
D 01220, e UK R K 1k i 2 S bl 5 R dmn, 20 M E AR T LN 4-12 %
(1221241, X 8 iy 1 Opl 2 2OE T AR KD SR B G, X 2 AT R 2R 4E R AR 4R
B REA LAY, B, FORFERT oK IE P & 10 2 > F S T KR AT )
R (CRIEARE. R MRIEREARATE) o OGRS TE]. 1R b LA S SR e ) Bl
WA 7 A R R 122 1290,

B TRAREAT A2 A A0 24 LU AR AR I P A e B AT SRR, (E2 H R P30 STk s
RAEAT H 7R A B PR AR R 2E AT W T, JH 2 S PR TR o 2 4 3R R R K
B3 2 R A A5 BT 20 K PRI AR AL A5 WD B B Ao 21 48 3 FA B A e B e el
TR YR 2 R a7y 2 18] Aty iRV BOR S5, A6 45 FLwfE AR 2T 4k 2K g s A= 0 v ok L
A AT LA, DI YR LR E YR BFLIR . AT RIR S AR AL 27 i R 3R
S B AR . iR MEMR. ARESE LS OCHE Ly A e se B ST, AR, DN T RERS
REARBRET Y2 (0 BUR S AT A RO R, — R B SR AR pH SR A T REAT
AL, A BeE M T SRR S KR . AR TIPSR T, BORFEAT K
PR & RE AN SRRE OUHGZIRNE) TEAEAE TUAC BRI 5 rh Bl 28 Jont Jo B4 4 3 o) ] K IR B
WA A I R AN E M I AR AR I R =R B FH I 5-F2 RS (5-HMF) D476, 3%
Y Jsnt 21 4 2% 1) Bt R AN Gl A 0 (0 A R = AR AR, DA T BELAS A B T PR 1 A K
AR A T 3o 26 1) KR JEE T P8

ANVE R TR B AR T PR AR L, 3B /K BERR AR R T VA AR T, #RAE— 8
FEJE B3 R T TORAEAT KRV SRR Rk, SCAE— e Vi Tl AT BELAG 15 2 (1 ZE W i 25 A
AR CMEA TS HIE, ETRRTACEAT, 4 TORFFF oK SO AT A ROt it
B0t B8 e i S AR N B R AT Y 3R LR R BRI HA R L

AW I B R TORAEAT JEORE AR P B K Ak & V0 (E AL PE AT IE 2R h B [ S
AR 7 ST IR IR, DA TR AL B RS h 5-HMF (97728 [N, AR
(K177 2L ATV R R AL, AQER B 0 BRI TR RS T AL B AR SR AL — e R LM B, A
Im PR T B R T B . S, FER RITRACEE . ARV ANAT 43K LlE K
WE2RER T EL T JEE TORAEF TR AR PR KA & 0 A AT IR IR Ja TR AT R
W) Ol R BEPERE . ATT IR — R AP BRI AR AR T2, TR
W 2R 7 1) AL S B B2 B AT EE AR



FAREI KFULHR %13 i
22 MEEIE
22,1 5k

FRAEFUGR TR E N Z B (2016 £ o AN R 2 B2
N 10-mm 2 Ja BN — IR IR BB AR, IR T HIRIRAS T B Bk A7 DL SE 00
K HH 35 B B X n] F AR R Y556 % (National Renewable Energy Laboratory, NREL) [
IR ER K AR 8 FORFEFT (R o 4 271280, B F IR, FORFEFFELE 33.2 %1
LRYERR . 24.9 %L 4ER . 20.8 %HIARIER . 6.2 %K II I 6.3 %KL&
) (AR RERE 3.3 %, HHE 3.0 %) .

222 #HYERN S

P 4L A 4E 2R 1 Cellic CTec 2 WL HE4EE (R ED AMHEARGR AR H4E
NREL [] LAP-006 J7 2 52 F € 4KHE 5 Ay 203.2 FPU/mL 2%, R4 Ghose i 5 He 47 4
—PEREETE Y 4900 CBU/mL 130, ¥ Bradfrd 00 E H R A& BN 87.3 mg/mL 131,

AT AT B R (YE) FIEEE (Peptone) >k H & [B P AR D13 BrdE v
(1) Oxoid 2w, HAR W WA A A4, 13k 5 B AR g PRI R 1),
FIT FH B WA ES B g LB 10
223 WHRSEIRE

i 75 A AR B B bk Aspergillus niger M288 B PR IE T T [ _F 3 MV A3 A= Wit 52 B

(Shanghai Industrial Institute of Microorganism, SIIM) , =% B T8 B & £ KR FEFT R R
H IR I SRR AL AT R IR o 12 MR B AT ORIBE AR AR 0 B0 30 % (viv) Hle,
JF-80 °C YKAHH AT

HASESS = B F R0 A BIHIR IG5 A. resinae ZN1 & —BRALSa A F 10
VI 220K 5 e B . PR AE A [ A 4 1 A fR i P 0 (China General Microorganism
Collection Center, CGMCC, http://www.cgmcc.net/) , VEM 5N 7452, {EARSLEGEH,
AR B R T 20 A, niger M288.

[t 25 SR IR A F 5 7R 0 466

(1) FTF A. resinae ZN1 1 A. niger M288 1] Ih 4% 2 %] & #E B IF  (Potato Dextrose
Agar, PDA) [EAE: 7R3, 12159 5H 200 g/L R ZEHEHI. 20 g/L glucose 1 20 g/L
Bl

(2) A. niger M288 Fh FiH 255 70 g/L glucose. 2.5 g/L NH4Cl. 2.5 g/L
KH,PO4. 0.25 g/L MgSO4-7TH,0+ 2.36 X 10* g/L CuSO4'5H>0. 1.1 X107 g/L ZnSO4-7H,0+
6.45X 107 g/L FeSO4 7H20 #1 3.6 X 103 g/L MnCl»'4H>0.

A SIS It A 4E 3R OB K B R R — BRI 1 BE (S, cerevisiae XHT ) & B A1 S,
cerevisiae BSIF 2214 B K T2 73 1 BU&E FIR BT 2 4E R AR RYMEAF 20— M TR K,
e — PR A A F A A RE B B R 47 Z i AR P PR R IR AR D92 5537 25109 30°C, 200
pm; PRI T A, niger M288 FHALL,




514 7T R T RFH 00
4t 2 L BE A 20 BEAL 3 R B (Synchronized Saccharification and Co-fermentation,
SSCF) I F& A FH () 3 77 H B4 -

(D) — s 7234 20 g/L glucose. 20 g/L peptone £ 10 g/L yeast extract (YE) ;

(2) ZZRMEEN R IR 5% (wiw) TIACEERL S EY0RE. 4748 Rl CTec 2 11
HEN15mg SBEH/g 44K, 2 /L KHPOs. 2 g/L (NH4)2SOs. 2.05 g/L MgSO4-7H,0
A1 10 g/L YE;

(3) =R OFERBEEEFRHEE: 10 % (wiw) FUCIEBLEE G kL. 4F4E R CTec 2 1)
HEN15mg SBEH/g 44K, 2 /L KHPOs. 2 g/L (NH4)2SOs. 2.05 g/L MgSO4-7H,0
F110 g/L YE.

£ S. cerevisiae XHT MT-RiFRid ferh, WAL B BLEE 5 S KFEAT (Gid Bk vl ™
A RS BRI R B B RARE Al s AE R, BRI T SRR RN,
RGN0 T DA BT 21 4 3 R A A 7 B 8 5 1 5 0 1
224 TRACPRATATEIR [ A FUK B

M T F KR FOR — B BHE T IBOA S, AT RESAAEIRZ AT E R R . i,
PR FOREERT, B TOKRFERE TR EE T DU PR (1D HE KRB EXK
FEAFERHE S KB E 333 %; (20 M s KB #RZ KRS RE 115 °C FKH
20 min.

¥ 1700 g (FHE) FRFEH CKEED BAKRAEY, REHEH A niger M288
7 IR ISR R L 10 % (R PR RR: FOKRFEAFTEH, vw) EMEEME K
FEATIERL . B, ¥ BRI 5 KB TR ARG RN E R (34 cemX 26 cm) HY,
TN EASBE I TORFEFFZ 650 ¢ (BEE) , T 28°C %M FAREE 10 K. &I BURE A
MRZAE AT R R S A5 & B D pH B AR . BARIRIEDN R . K%
P& R PR B ARFE 5 25 B KL R B 1:20 84, 7E 30 °C A1 180 rpm R A 250
mL =R 2-3 h, FFH pH 1HIE KKK pH 1H. WEERIER P EIHE R R &
KFEAT R &R R IR & AR AL .
225 TAEE. AVINES R R K R

KA EAR pH B I 7 EUSE 1 IR 46 o KRS FT A [ 5 UK 1 Ja BOKRS AT E Tkt
MR AT R & R S 2, [ 250 mL #R NN 2 g F B KREFT R 100 mL
ZET K, FEAE 180 rpm 1 30 °C 244 NHRIES] 30 min, X/5H pH THEIIR K pH
B #8E, FRESECN 4% (wiw) BRI pH AEZH TR, %K T pH E
BEARZE 2.3 A A IR DB R, 50120 2 Hh 3 A R R R RS AT R B R FH 2

K FH TR TOUAL BRYELOTI0 P A FOKFEAT R AT AR B . 81T 5 <, FEADRHT B 2R A
B RIS FORAERT ARV T B BRI R S R OK RS AT BB R FH &2 0 3.8 %
M3.5% (wiw) 5 BIEE 100 g T R AKFEFFIEIHINA 3.8 g M1 3.5 g iR ¥ R KI5
e T R VA Y A R D B b 3:2 RIS n Z THAL B S B (20 L) o, FRAE 50 rpm R HEHE
3 min, 75 FRREF R AFEIRERE A SRS, MMTAEBCRN—8E. FRES




BRE T KFHAHET 515
g, IERFFUERAT AL .. TALERAAF A 175 °C F1 5 min. PR TALER G B KAEFFIN
B B LN 45 %, FFHBEEEAKT A RT3 N A4k R B P A B S Akt )
FE b 1 5 DA S K AT SR 21 ] A I BB (R A0 3, 0 AR R J5 Wl AT a7 5 1[5 4
WHEE, DLEBRBOR I LR 4E 20k .

X PR AR AL R J5 FORFEFFIRAE 3 HEAT TR, FL0U e 7755 SR aa kel Hh 1 40 23 e
J5 ARk [FIR, SR A NREL F) LAP-09 J7 25 1% T B ik A2 1 R0 34T B K SR AR 1134,
AR YL, ¥ 0.5 g (FH) FALEE TR, —EERNEE /KA 10 mL 1 0.1 mM
FrFER G2 (pH 4.80) I 100mL ) =i, {ERBHMREIAIER 2.5 % (ww) .
LI 5 mM NaOH ¥ A 5 228 pH (H 5 4.8. I 0.08 mL hER VIR LB (10
mg/mL) DU E Y5 e . 1E4F 4 RBFEE N 20 FPU/g DM, 50 °C 1 150 rpm 254
[R7K IS RE IR P 47482 72 he

TEZFAN 15 L (YA I 8L 25 Hp ok 1 o T Ak 38 /5 A gk A T 40 ) 42 o o 20 B 98- 991 L
REAERN: K 20 % (w/w) Ca(OH) IEHCRIEL pH AT 2 5.5, PR A SRS
T A. resinae ZN1 IR TR E L 9:1 RAMRE G B R RNEE, 15 28°C. @AE
N 0.8 vvm (V o/(V yyy-min)=0.8) M 30 he

7 30 °C. 200 rpm. pH 5.5, MG#E 15 mg MEE/g F4EEMBEME R 10 % (vv)
FAET, DATRALER R G FORFEAT A B A 2 M E 5 77 LI I AR R — B, R
FH W 20 35 038 NV 4 OB R BER Pl HARBEDS BT (D BHAE (BAFT
-80 °C UK%H) ™' S. cerevisiae XH7 IR (2 mL) #¥EEF TiEieE5775E (20 mL) H1iF
12 h; () BB R FIRAESIEH 5% (wiw) FACFRIN 8 5 FOKFEFF A& 3
B R R IAIERE R 12 hs (3D HUE A Pl RIS H 10 % (w/w) Filab 2 i
B )G BOKFEAT (0 QR Rt - 5 b S DI RS 9%, 24 h ), %A IR 1N B R T o
THMERBIAR., M TR S cerevisiaeXHT HIAEYE WK, HWETE 2084,
TRATTHR 48 1 A sife 1t DRAR AR KR, SR UK BRI 7 20 (R UM Re A 1)\ R 2 A
REFE R ZE IR IE) X H TR IR .

155 L RIFHE (Fo#& A i) U3sidr, &5 12 h (B FE (BEMRE A1 -
50°C. pH 4.8 FILF4E & M#E 10 mg S H/g A4E5) KRN EEE KR
B A B A AR P R AN AR B AR SRR B R o SR BB SR R T 2 R T 2%
£, BRIEN 30 °C. pH 5.5 FFEREFEH N 200 rpm. 25, FRE4 5 & M EYIL 5
HIAF2E 2 OBEAE P RRE S. cerevisiaeXHT ZIEARFALL 20 % (v/iv) BRI SR B Z MK
R (FEATE RN 30 %, wiw) FEFEEREE 108 h, KT AL 75 (1) T RS FFE 241 4 &
Wi K A I BT A3 B A SR R o () B AR R B Ao B . TEREAN AT 43R O R B I 7R
B, ISR E FR B 45 2 g/L KHoPOs. 2 /L (NH4):SOs. 2 g/L MgSO4-7H,O A1 10 g/L
YE. BT KB R AR BENER K2 R B SRR, KR R 2 I pH (A B& L
TR, KR 5 M NaOH S BCR K I A2 i) pH [ 4EH77E 5.5, ARME LA
PERCR, AR 12 h BURE—k, 43 B0y (10,000 rpm, 5 min) i, _EIE T MR B




516 W BRE T KFW MR
NN EIIE S G
22.6 R MR, LEEAINHIY M

FE TSR IAEIR N 65 °C. #FEE N 20 mL FRENAE (5 mM (1) HaSO4 ¥AD IR
4 0.6 mL/min ~, FHEC# A Bio-Rad Amiex HPX-8H {43 /> #14E (300 mm X 7.8 mm,
Bio-Rad, Hercules, CA, Z£[E) f{j HPLC (LC-20AD & )E#ii%%%, RID-10A K2,
Sy, w#, HA MEFEm R mEEE. B K. OB FriER. OB, BN
5-HMF K. BT EA B2 RN, 5% HPLC il RS AR 5w, [F
ERE S 52 B 75 SR 0.22 um (RS AR B T AT 3 DERR 1 .
227 LEEREIH

MR A1 2 R B AR A2 oK B R A R B RR R CRE T A ARBERIFRIA, 75 A 2
fill b S0k 2B AR T BR300,

[Ethanol] x W
976.9 - 0.804 x [Ethanol]

1
0.511x([Cellulose]x1.111+[Xylose])*[Solids] x M

Hor1[Ethanol] /& K 26 BRI CBEKRIE (g/L) + W KR REUR 1A &
KR (g) + M ZMABIBEMR REURFR R DR S E (g) ¢ [Cellulose]
e M\ BB AR REUR R R IRHO A 4ER S & (g/g DM) 5 [Xylosels in A 3 g i
TR REUR TR R PR ARRE S & (g/g DMD ;5 [Solids]& Iin N Bl B fif 1 2 5l R B 1A R
HY R E A S (glg) ¢ 976.9 R T EFEIRE (gg) MAEBKE (gL) i
M HFEAK CRERLIER T 0.804 2 H Tk BR A R KBRS ENE 7 1.111 2
SEE AN S YRR AR PR s 0.511 RAED AT R R R R R
WAL R O TG BN e R AL

A A 6 T2 T R TR A 5% o AW () RS A VA T 5 246 1B AR B2 1) A A B AR T A B AR s
WL E 73 EE
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231 FOKAEFFESA SR TSI S TAL B S P Rk2H 43 0 e

[ T KA B b B 7K 1R i B b ) & B F 2h@E DU R ke : ¥ 4g TX
KAEFFAT 80 mL 253 F/K I E] 250 mL = M+ T 30 °C. 180 rpm FHR¥% 2 h, AR5
HCHH O I B 0o B 7, 38 v A 3 (HPLC) 5 JiR 46 T K AS FF 0 1R 7K 7 1 Ak
KA (BN AR SR )& & i 2.1 foR, BT B P& 32.8 mg
()78 2 B AT 30.8 mg (RS, 2432 N 4. niger M288 1TV K 10 KJ5, FRBEFH
pH {EH 5.3 FRAKE 3.6 [FIF, R RREFF A K 0 P Ui B8 PR () 2 th K I RE FARAI (ol
ELUAVITHER 83.0 %) , HrhEI A FEHAIHFE 91.0 %, FHEBIHFE 75.0 %, FINAR T
13.7 mg/g DM [FTIRTR -

Ethanol yield (% ) =

x100%
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—8- Glucose —8- Fructose

o 40 —A— Citric acid —— pH value 6
s 35
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'g _ 30
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~
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° 1
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O

0 1 1 ] 1 1 11 LN I I I I I RN NN N N B B B N | 0
0 2 4 6 8 10
Time (d)

B 2.1 FUACEFTERFEH B SRR B E P ITRBRE MK SRR S EFEH
Fig. 2.1 The formation of citric acid from water soluble carbohydrates in corn stover by aerobic solid

state fermentation.
] A5 AR B AT 28 °C, WI4A pH AN 5.3, KR HI N 10 K, [ 25 FKAREAT JEURH & /K8 33.3 %,
A. niger SIIM M288 FEF N 10 % (viw), TN H 48 (34 cm x 26 cm) [ 2EHE N 650 g (wet material,
WM), B R B AT ] 6 MR 97 #R (K o

R FH P 25 Bt BR 7K AV 34 135050 Y Fh AL 2 J K AEAT MR- T A o S 2l e, Bl
R E 0N 72 Y% BRI XS TAL 3 5 PRk 3R T TR MR, AT £F 4 2= 26 f gk — 2B R
W H R 2 hE . B AT ESECN 4 %MRIR, £ 121 °C MERE Z WA N
HIFERIARKE . SR E IR A, 7R 1 mL iAW T Eppendorf (EP)
tr, FFE0 (5 min, 10,000 rpm) B EIE . % BISWARRGLIE (0.22 pm JEE 5 H
HPLC i€ F it HE A B SR & . A%l e iR, BT & B A RS mT
DA ILEIT, DRI R IR 2SR A .

TR I, BARTIAL B R P R SOKFE AT IR R AN, (H 2 AR B AR
FEAMML, BARH G5 RN 2.1 Fos. AU SE MR AR R, T T4k 22 A 2
FRAEF KIS PE SRR R B VH AR, TR TAL RS 5-HMF [ 2E sl 2RI FRAIR (500 iR
HAHEL KL 41.0 %, 6.2 mg/g DM vs. 10.5 mg/g DM) . iXJ& i1 T £ & iR A pH {4
(R TRAL BE S AT T A5t £ 4 2 Rk v F) O o0 7 e AT SRR, RO IR, B A N
5-HMF [30-32]

FETERTRAC PR AT, [ A FUR B R = A AT R IR v VR R A7), AR TAb 2
A BRI, AT RS 1 PAC B A R P B CHIRE 100 g T FOKRFEATR TN 3.8 g
RIERPFIKE 3.5 ) o MFITIACER G YR 70 & EE 45 KRR, TR AL BE AT LKA
T H A 1 7 2 R 0 SRR £ VR A DA R T R IR 1R 7 A RT DA R PRI T A B 3o 2 v R B R
FH&= A1 5-HMF )4 i

%“@“H@ﬁ%&
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Table 2.1 Structural composition and enzymatic hydrolysis yield of two pretreated corn stover

Composition of pretreated corn stover (mg/g DM)

72 h Enzymatic
Two corn . Acetate Do
stover Cellulose  Hemicellulose (ng/ Furfural 5-HMF hydrolysis yield
m
(%, w/w) (%, wiw) Dﬁf (mg/g DM)  (mg/g DM) (%)
Raw 34.5 2.9 21.9 5.9 10.5 94.3
WSC
33.3 2.9 20.8 6.0 6.2 96.0
removal

TALEL 2y . FORAEFT T B SRR L 3:2. TALFRIR Y 175 °C. iR 13y 50 rpm.
SN TEL A 5 min FIERER & A 3.5-3.8 % (546 TAKFEATERHRH EN: £ 100 g T T KFF 3.8 g
Bilg, [EAEEREEE FARRARAEN: & 100 g TF KRR 3.5 g .

Bef 26 AT 9. AR 2.5 % (wiw) ZF4EZR I3y 20 FPU/g DM pH 4.8, i/ZH 50 °C. ¥k
N 150 rpms JREFEA 72 he

232 PAPRTRALEL 5 FOKFEFT I AE P 85 AN 2 4E 3R L K B PE e Al

HH TR B4 4E 2R SRS R LUR A, FEAE LA P 4T 4R 3R Ol IR IRSE A
B iU 1O, B T AR SR AMIS pH B SR I S5 AF TN FLBUR SR BEAT TR, AE
EFERTRAL R 26AF T, RBAF4ER AV IR K ARWAER, ATRE= 4 —
AR TGS KB, LN OBR . BRI . o AR S5 250, [l 7ERHMTA4ER
LR TR R A X LA M AT BB B, DAPRIIE S 28 R B R R I 04T« AEIX —1d %
H, T EEE AR S R AR R P A B R KSR pH AR LAA & A AR R R
WG EL %S A. resinae ZN1 PG, (A BB AR F = A AT R IR 5 2 885 45
BPEAEIERUTIE . BRI, AT HEERVURL AT R B A7 A0 5 28 LR R IR ) 52T

FIHFNEI VI BR K A. resinae ZN1 XA TRAL B S FOKFEAT (SR 46 T KRG A A0
S EKEE G AR BEAT 30 h PR B R, A 75 8 H ) & = AR A . fE
R AP R 2% (28 °C, 0.8 vwm) T, MIFR TR AL EE J5 FOKAEFT b | Mo i 2=
Pr&cFE M BAE. WK 2.2 fis, E5EE 30 h f5, PR B R OKRRE AT o p e
MRR, AH CTRFNFER PR 1R It B LU B AN R 6T B4 TR FEFT &, 71.0 %I
F& FH RN 10.0 % SBRR, WiRE 5 1Mk 3 1 BRI & & 3.0 mg/g DM
M P& B8N 19.7 mg/g DM X T[54 B A G AR S, 88.0 % H JL A
A1 61.0 %) LR Wik, BiEE S5 Pk i3 H BRI & &9 0.7 mg/g DM M AR & &
79 8.1 mg/g DM. PAFHTRALEE J5 ROKFEFT VDRI I 7 5090 45 SRR W, Pl A B AT R oK A AT
H KA B KA S VIR ROt & T A B R .

AR AV EE I TR A, PRARFIIAL B 75 J5 T oK AE AT RE A8 IR B 2 IR BE 4T 4E
RO AR — 2 IR . AZATLL S, cerevisiae XHT N FEH K, UL AP iisb 2
I 25 Jm FORFEAT RN IR R, 12 30 %R Ei . 10 mg S H/g ZF4ER M BEEcE Tt
ITHYE R QLR



BHRETKFW A0 %19 1

24 4
227
20
18
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N
|

Original Original

Before biodetoxification After biodetoxification

22 EEVMREFNGE, HAHBGCEEKRETFR SIS ]340
Fig. 2.2 Degrading of inhibitors in the pretreated corn stover feedstock by biodetoxification.
IR AR TRE 28 °C, TS E 0.8 vwm (V o/ (V yyy'min ) = 0.8), BLEEE 30 h, W ARK 5
A. resinae ZN1 #MHE 10 % (w/iw) .
5. WSC, KFEMEmKILEY; HMF, $HILHEE; DM, TH.
Glucose - WCS removed -3 Original

Xylose —@®-WCS removed -©- Original
Ethanol —&— WCS removed -A— Original

Glucose and Xylose (g/L)
Ethanol (g/L)

0 12 24 36 48 60 72 84 96 108
Time (h)

B 2.3 FEAHIF SSCF %MFF, PIMTALE M /G EKFEFT YR OB R B BE P4
Fig. 2.3 Ethanol fermentation performance of the two pretreated and biodetoxified corn stover (with and
without the removal of water soluble carbohydrates) by SSCF at the same experimental conditions.
PEALZ AT [ & & 30 % (wiw), £F4ERBFHE 10 mg total protein/g cellulose, ¥ 50 °C, pH 4.8,
PEALESIA] 12 he
KEEZAT: WE 30°C, pHS5.5, KEEWITE] 108 h, S. cerevisiae XH7 R & 20 % (v/iv)
fEFR: CS, TKFEFT: WSC, JKIEHERRAKML G
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Kl 2.3 KB, TEAHEIRIRDE AL R RESEAE N, PR TIAL BE 55 /5 FOKFE AR
DU AT 43R CRE R FEVERE . SR IG FORFEFT UG 35 R R L, S HER
B I R FEAT JEURE R M P & RBUIK (R BNk 32 R R O & &) , 23 108
h K JG A4 B FE N 65.6 /L, ARBETHFEZRN 78.0 %, iz T I 4G K FEFF Hidd
G IR T 4 & B R ETEFR (59.9 g ethanol/L, ABEHFEZR N 49.0 %) . kAL, 7
JE 46 FRFEAT AL HE SR T4 R Ol R FE A, BT 12 h BB A A K e i 8
SR, TR A EK RIS FORFEAT TAL B 5 VDRI 74 3R R A T Hh A0 oK H B 1 2R K
SEF . DA R SRIGAR AR I, TRAL B AT R ORFREFT HH I I 1 Uit 25 B 1) 25 B AT 80 I £
PR OTEMRERCE (SR FRFEFTARLL, CBERIZELHN 1.0 %) .

2.4 FENG

A HAE TR AT R OKAE AT Hh 7 8 1 D 2 B 1) 25 Fond TR T Ak BEE AR Hh i R
A 5-HMF A i s, b5 8 7 2 AV B AR A A 4 R OB R SCR IR
Wi o RF AR (R BIT E R S5 0T

(D FETIRWALEEFT, TR K EMA B SH AR T N
FREIR o — 77 TH PRAIS R OKRE AT KV P il B Sl 1 & &, T PR AIS PiAL B F2  5-HMF
ff2E B (10.5 mg/g DM vs. 6.2 mg/g DM) 3 75— 5T, AFRER =48 ] LR Tl b 21
HFREPERHE WE 100 g TR AKFEFAEH 3.8 g MRMEIKE 3.5g) , BARFBILT
Yz A AT FR R TR A

(2) AR AEYM R, B EY R 5-HMF BRACA B g n 1 A.
resinae ZN1 F)-EVI IR FEROCR

(3) FEAHIRIY) SSCF 251, T4 B A1 [ 2 o K AH AT oK I 14 e 25 B (R T #E
RSN 74P 4E R QBRI RCR, R T R R PORBEEFESR, (R 4ER O
) M AL R o
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EBIF FEEVEBHSB/ARRAEREYR A CERNRITIE S

31 5|F

TR, BB NATEEACE AW AL B AR AT 2 B, PR 5ETS G i) e H 2
LI E RIS YU NIRRT 2 MRS A OB, HAT, HIEhE R
KR T — L NFGESD, BIIe = MR RACGHERL 00 BT DL BN Talkid 45000, +
WA EERIGRAARRNE. TSR R, MU SEEDN MRS AH, &
WA S SR ASAL, 3w el B R it sl B VDRI 18 S NS e 15 A iy 2 4137 1380,
MNT LD ZMERBE TS, 4 (C KRR IEEER, EErEEsE, X JLFp
AV EA — RS %0 NSAR A BUARAR R 32 252 L B3R 9 B BT, it
2 IR E & R R IEA B AR A T RE B L, BRI e A e R 45
F, HEFEASETESL,

W g AE iRk G R E SRR T S B R ITEAH L, MR R &
RREEREREVE R AR BAAEZ IS, 2 MRS, BT AR 1548
TGRMEETBL BRI = SR AR B ol [ AL R 3R 4R, dE PR & &
CERALHETT, NITIE BIA B L IRARTS AL H Uo7, RN — %L b B 2 75
REWE IR RIS @ M = B HAT,  SCHR R o i n] 11 Dy 21 <5 4 10 ' SR AE A0
ZONFEREY, WRIEREARE N AR RS, ORI AR
Wl RB RS RE T RS 71 JRI, i IR SEARARHEYIM A ER. M EER
IR PR RE Ao BRI . A KL B —RAS 5 W, W e L%
Xt NSRS e S B i LA Y

TR LI R ART5 e 55— A OB D PR W Re WS B B < e (1 A kit
TEMEA R, DR EgREN R U7, BAUERIE LR E SRR
QB ENARNE, RIS SRR A S B R A 2 B B 5 1 R 3G i s
Geo Ui, EJRN RN R SRR AL B BRI, B SR AR s RN 2 e
R T R . A eI DORE S H R N AR IR B AT A BE DL L 2 e 1200,
BERE T A I S 3 I R K ki S, X RR = TR, I AR UK R 3R .
Slycken SV 25 NISLE I R AR F AL I 7 20K 253 48 B 1 (10 TR RS AT 36 A0 T AF Rt 4
P22 2100 AR, R TT0 A RS ER S8R I I (R BT DA R SR 7K L BEAT G ] AR B8R 4 H A L PR i
RIT%, £ ERRE PAEESRTIN RIGG X . Wan XM S8 NMORH] 2 4542 5%
WHEMRIA B R E S RIS g, AR RE RN R T &7k, s, AIEat 1d
A FRE AR 2 18] (TR R SE L o A R IR M 2 A, ARG & SRAE ) 5 Pl e f
PRI EIRIRE, 8 P E Z R Ess S EH (TS EE BN NG /), FRe
GHETR A SR TR, ANERA G EZAMERadrEi, XMz R RoRE
2 YIS BRI REA L, AN TR ESREEESEYESCRINZE#HET &
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KA AT HE R TR A P WORE B R — BOA N2 Rl s R SR IR,
HA 2GR MBI 142 191, O 7T SElsR BRI E b, IRZI ST AT Fr a5 e

W, e E LR E GRS G R BV T 4R AR A AR IR ZII &
Dhiman 5 ANU4ERE 358 5 G JR A 12 25 2E W R — il SRS AT FIORAE P 2T 4E R I - 1%
FOTT AL, MR EE A B R AR AR BRA 7— DNBOVRAR T, (HA2
THSEAEAT FAL R PR F B T V2 AR iR T AL 3, HL O BI7 LE AR 5 v S ey o 0t F04 2 1) RCR
G, XEYREREET KGR EED R, I T EeRE TIAE, —BAEA
e A REAE LA BRI RK, X B ARSI 5 AL AR AR M. B, Oy
S IR B 3 T R S G A R, L AERUE R SRR A 7 R R RO RIS
PR o ARSI = it I THE AR IR BOR 2 — FMIRRERE . IRIEK . mReR. mlad
RIAR SR 2T 4 23R ALV IR AL AR 68 84851, G IR e 8 R N BoR AL EAE B B 1 3 5 & R 4
SRR EYI, KA RE AR R M EYE R LR E SR RTs R R, et
B R FARK K -

AW FU 2R 5 0 TORAEAT A A AR SRR 22 TR A MR BOR A 77 i IR L 41
YR OWE . —J7iH, (AR R E SR IS RIATR §, RS R A TORFE R EAT
ARACRE, SEIL AR E SRR R RANE R 51— T A 4E R BRI AT e
BE G RTIEM B EBORNEGHE, R EIEE SRR RIa RN, I
BRI 5L b B 2R

32 MBS

321  JEORLRIA4E R

A SEES Bt FOKAEATT 2016 AFEAKZ=AE H [E N 52 1 XSk . 248 10-mm 40
PENUR R S B AT N — R PR SRR S B A, IR A7 T S0 =l ik, HL S 38
T KRESE, DML . SR BEMARNRET 2015 A EVLIRE Smiisk, %
VIR o it — R Ak, A7 25 A A A7 7 05 FORFEATAH A . ZEYDR E R |
H A B A B KA FEPRE AR 23 5 39.8 %A1 33.2 %ILF4E R 16.5 %A1 24.9 %) 4F
ez, 29.0 %1 20.8 %A R 3.4 %M 6.2 %I K57 .

KRBT A 4RI EN 2.2.2.
322 WHkERFRE

PR PR . M RN HI VIR R — IR R U FE (4. resinae ZN1) BIRIZFYEER &
B R B A MR — BRI 2 B, (S, cerevisiae XH7) )5 2.2.3 #H[H].

R OB KSR E 9834 H) 2.2.3, S. cerevisiae XHT H)1537% 77 20 [F 2.2.5,
323 TALHE. AVINiE: S FIDBEAL R 9

SR FH IR T A L7308 3 KR M A g 0 5 KA 3 19 A o 4 4 25 AR W T 45 4
BHATHAR . kUL, EPRTEAEA L, BRFAMARBIREHEN 1.5% (wiw,



BRE T KFHAHET 5 23 T
5100 g FABARBHIMAN 1.5 g MR , EARBEHRERHZEN 3.8% (ww, & 100 g
T FAKFEFF AN 3.8 g BilR) o B T KFEF LA 157 07 R VA T e R [ VAR L 2:1
(w/w) [FIR DR TRALFE Je Bi2§ (20 L) ™, FFAE 50 rpm F4HE 3 min, SRR
RIS R IR A, SEMTUE B SR ) — Bk . FrR ARG, BTG ET TAb B
AL EEZ&AF R 175 °C 1 5 mino PIFRTRAREE S5 M0 0 [ & 5200 50 %, It BRI
HRH TR

HF AR 4R RS pH B S ENRR UGG, 2774 0K HiksE
FRH A0 000, PRk, FEHEAT I SR CRESE AR AR S S B AR PR, RO TIUA R S R A 4
FZAYFATIE . RIS AR (SRR, 48h; SHWAMARE, 96h) 4,
Hp B EEYE 2.2.5. HTAREHEERZAAR R, £ TR b2 E K
Z My AN, KI5 2 CRE R A A R BRI RIE R o RIS, A. resinae ZN1 %I 1)
KINFI DI AR RS . R, TIAC R 5 A TS () B 40 R 75 B B0 i 2 10 18]
CAARIE DR 3 P& B ) 25 BRis4 831, AT X 474k 3 2 BEfY SSCF P4 i, f#15
R P R T

7£ 30°C. 200 rpm F1 15 mg MEH/g LF4ERMBEEESLM T, PATAHI G &
B AR S B KRG FT AR 4l it 76 26 0 el , SR FH 9 20 J BRI Vil 45 S, cerevisiae
XH7 WK EERD T 553k, BARBIR[E 2.2.5. A0 LAS 5 RS (hb34RTS
PIGARRAEREDF) MSWMAMKE (E&REEEEMEY) NELBRAH, UAETHE
TAFEHRAmARE AR A, PLLREEE S cerevisiae XHT NI MR Z T1E Y0k
B FRA PR 4R O, SRR . B IR IS IR R A R ) pH {E I 4E+F
BIlE 2.2.5. ERF (BERE 12 h) BUREES.Cr (10,000 rpm, 5 min) FHAG IR o () 25048 1k
PARAE ZBEAE =R
3.2.4 WEIS. CEEAINEIA AT

FE AT AR AW =R R, I EHE ARRE LB O TR RN 5-HMF
B I E JTVEVEDL 2.2.6.
3.2.5 LFEEMREFRIH

T AR SLIG AT R AR S 56 2 TAHIE, S 0% B AR BE L R e s bk, B
THEEFE S. cerevisiae XH7, KL, TEBNAY R OBEAF IS, OEEARMARE
M7 E 2.2.7.
32.6 CLFEERBERIRAL

AN 526 eV H S AE TR MG B AR TS Y ol R R R R 4R TS Y s 2R
Yy B VR AR QR R AT . TRALER IR 75 5 MR 47 4E K Cellic CTec
2 WIHEALAN S. cerevisiae XHT ) /& T 5 FIT1S K BB 722 1] FR- [1) £, 5 28 TR 2% B M 2808k 15
O, 7RG TS R HS A (DHG-9140A, 60°C, 24 h) THEFHAE T
1% (METTLER TOLEDO, TGA/DSC1, 22.5 °C/min, 250 °C, 30 min; 16.5 °C/min, 575 °C, 3
h KA, KWEFmTESRESTESVEARRAERED P ESER S 2N HE




24 T BRE T KFW MR
M TRIEA AR AR SRR B ER N E LA FR, 2R FE 20 5%
RS B TR 4E R QA = R TR B 8 4R 2 A7 AR Ry5 G2 ml gedd,
BRAIE %4 AR A 5K o I FH o 2 ) Kb B A A
327 HEERENEINS Nz

TETAELEY BB UG B (R A7 24 2 A= 0o TRAR BB By D LAAMIRS N 4 8 47
BT (CdSOs) 7 RMIL A W18 B 1 E & R ARTs Je AW A B &R R R Yo
FORFEFF AR RASEFRIEHE (ICP-AES) Ml FiAbE . s, FE
W5 REE PR ambRal. TR E TEAEMGR PRI ES R TESmaER
AL DL .

33 ER508

3.3.1 S cerevisiae XH7 X} 5 4 J@ 47 1 52 P BE

HTH & BRI RIS AT, B R A BRM N4, Kk, 78
BEAT PR QB RIERT, B SBAE & BB R R TT 1 A B REAIARRE KB TERE S. cerevisiae
XH7 W EEmEIN 2. BARRENT . EYREEEF S 2N 0mg/L, 10 mg/L.
20 mg/L. 30 mg/L. 40 mg/L 1 80 mg/L MG piids et (il Bl ME— Bk, 5 IR
IS LY R QR BER AR 537 S, cerevisiae XHT, H5%F FL k% 351 72 Hh (10748 26 i
T % 2 AR AR R T A A BT L HEAT I T2 70 A

LIRS KK 3.1 P, BEE SR FREPR S ERNIEM, S. cerevisiae XHT X i %
R PR VH B A N AR R L T RS . HE IR PR A BN T 10 mg/L
5, S. cerevisiae XH7 JLIPAAEK, W& LFRAEHAHEFE, HLOB" 4. 2R,
HE R FRAEE RS E/NT 10 mg/L I, LRE 2GR 5 X ARL(17.7 vs. 20.5 g/L),
B R B AA 2 N I8 AT B B (60.0 vs. 42.3 g/L) FE AR (7.5 vs. 3.5, ODeoo) H ¥
BHIZER . 2SR IR B T E R AR A ARG T AR S. cerevisiae XHT
WAL, BETTMH] 1 R0 5 &5 8 BVE AR RE /0, (BRI L T FRO R X A 44 7 I g
ML /N . DL SEIGEE K, S. cerevisiae XHT7 7] LAEH & JBHHIRE N 10 mg/L PAP
A &R TP A I A O
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(a) Glucose consumption
_ —+=- O0mg/L 10mg/L
703 Cadmium -f-20mg/L - 30mg/L
60 -1 40mg/L &~ 80mg/L

Glucose (g/L)

04 B— ] =
0 12 24
Time(h)

(b) Ethanol accumulation
—-©- 0mg/L 10mg/L
30 Cadmium —-@-20mg/L —-@®- 30mg/L
—-O-40mg/L —-©-380mg/L

N
(6]

Ethanol (g/L)
o »m o o O

Time(h)

(c) Cell growth
—-©—-0mg/L —<—10mg/L

Cadmium —©—20mg/L —€— 30mg/L
14 —0—40mg/L  —&— 80mg/L

12
10

ODGOO

oN MO

Time(h)
E31 EAFELBRIREERF, S. cerevisine XHT WIREFERETEN

Fig. 3.1 Ethanol fermentation performance of S. cerevisiae XH7 in different cadmium concentration

systems.
(a) WL (b) LB (c) ODeoo LAk
REEZAT: W 30°C, pHS.5, KEEHTE] 36 h, S. cerevisiae XH7 & 10 % (v/v)
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S PRAL R AT J5 SR AR R AP 4E R AV (B KRR AR W aidtirme, 3+
SPIZTRAL BB AT WA . S5 IR WNER 3.1 Fos, fEPRFITAL B J5 Erami kb, AR b
KREPEARNARBEEFIZERARNE, L. BRI R R & A R i3 n, 72
h -4 F M KRS RS, B nT DLUCAZ A4 T B TR B 0T DUA SR A A 8
FERFERT IG5, N SR 4T 4 R IR A FE PR it — e (A

AR TR T A1 4 22 HE W) o e IR AR AR CE R 2 4 3% SR R TR RE (R 52 o 7251
REPRZE B 1 S L R IEGED 35Ot 9 i LA B 5 75 J5 FORFEFT CRPARANAS &40 FORFSFT)
1T TR S8R 30 % (wiw) W CREFERDRE RIS . 4558 WEl 3.2 () P, 1
FHIF BRI A SR A T, PR PR TRIAL 38 1 B S5 TR AEAT R I H AR A I 7 4 3R Ll A ek
Ao 3d 12 h BiL S, S8R5 E 8RR 2 A AT BE AR RS & &4 7l 79.7 g/L A
773 g/L. 45.2 g/L #1439 g/L. %4t S. cerevisiae XHT AW 108 h 2 )5, S5
B KRG R TR IB R ke B PR 280 WA FE 23 0 R 1.4 g/L 1 1.6 /L AR BEIR BE 43Tl 11.4
g/L 119.7 g/, Fi1d ZEEWRE 73514 63.0 g/L F1 65.6 g/L, 155514 67.3 %M 70.7 %.

NIBAHER L TEEMIGHBEAR S L IEE S BRI ENBEERAREE %
MATAT I, X E SRR S Y — AT T A4 R QA (RS2 B S L
RGN X P AR AL LB IS A ARE (BRI SEmAmARE) 317 25 %l & &
CIEFD R R BESL G . 45 R 3.2 (b) FioR, fEMIFRIBELRI R BT, P
TRACER LB 5 AR S R I AR ) £F 4 3R O BE R Tt B (32 ZERINAE R AR R 1)
WIGEH A HERIAKE & & o) AR 8 A W RO A 75 5 DA S R T 28 s AT Y 3R RIS

AR RARTA4ERED) T YIGES B S 2N 83 mg/g DM ik 2 55 mg/g DM, LA
XA ER A AT AT 4k R AR PRI, LR TR P B 4 R R AR T AR N 1%
it 10 mg/L. RIWE BRI S, cerevisiae XHT Yol T4 J8 55 (KT 52 11 S I &5 52 7] %01,
MR R EE B S E 10 mg/L i, S, cerevisiae XH7 4K AR A
P RE A T I EAE T o DR DA PR I 2 4 2 AR T R R A 4 R I R T
M TESBR S ENTE, SRER, SRR 4EREDIR h YR & =1E 83 mg/g
DM VAN ES, XA 4R CRE KRB E SRR S BT 10 mg/L. 2458 0H
LT RE 2 TR A 4 3 1 T A B 72 e R AL FR R R R A TR B HE S
RIS AL, TS TR B B SRR SRR R b, NP7k 1%
Xt S. cerevisiae XH7 W45 1 H4E H
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Table 3.1 Structural composition and enzymatic hydrolysis yield of the pretreated and the raw lignocellulose biomass
Sugars (mg/g DM) Inhibitors (mg/g DM)

Cellulose Hemicellulose 72 h Enzymatic
(%, wiw) (%, wiw) Glucose  Xylose  O-Glu O-Xyl  Acetate  Furfural 5-HMF hydrolysis yield (%)

Raw PWC 398 16,5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 :
Raw CS 33.2 24.9 33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -
Pretreated
422 43 19.2 118.4 3.8 433 20.0 18 1.1 73.0
PWC
Pretreated
reéesa © 357 28 308 109.3 12.7 276 17.4 47 9.3 93.0
TRALFE Ay WLy 2:1. IREEN 175 °C. #5384 50 rpm. BFAIA 5 min AR E AN 1.5-3.8 % (£ 100 g TAMAE 1.5 g iR & 100 g T T KFEFT
3.8 g BilE) -

fii5: O-Glu, FEERHEEM; O-Xyl, FEREAERNE; HMF, RHIERE; DM, YETH; PWC, AMANE; CS, EKFF.
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(a) Corn stover
Glucose & Experimental Control
Xylose —©- Experimental Control

90 Ethanol —A— Experimental —A— Control _ 7
S 80F 260
P 50 3
38 60 S
< 50 40 5
T 40 - 30 S
© : =
g 0 ~20 W
8 20 C
© 9 =I1o
0 12 24 36 48 60 72 84 096 108
Time (h)
(b) Poplar wood chip
Glucose -8 Experimental - Control
Xylose —©- Experimental Control
70 Ethanol —A— Experimental —A— Control _ 50

Glucose and Xylose (g/L)
Ethanol (g/L)

T

12 24 36 48 60 72 84 96 108
Time (h)

K 3.2 TAFEREESEARRSERERT R BESLGETEN

Fig. 3.2 Ethanol fermentation performance of the pretreated and biodetoxified lignocellulose biomass
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r \ T— = @
= N - \ J
0

contained cadmium by SSCF.
(a) 8B KFEH SSCF Hr, &b ABEA CREARAL;
(b) &HEEAMAIE SSCF , HAENE. AR LB
PEAL 2 A T & 5 25 % (wiw), ZF4E R 10 mg total protein/g cellulose, i 50 °C, pH 4.8,
BEALISTA] 12 he
REEFAT: W 30°C, pHS.5, KEEHTE] 108 h, S. cerevisiae XH7 Hf & 20 % (v/v)
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(a) Corn stover

Acid Sloution: 345.0 g

H,50,:39.3 g
H,0: 305.7 g
Steam: 231.3 g

Dry dilute acid
pretreatment

K

Corn stover: 1206.0 g
Solid: 1034.0 g
H20:172.0¢g

Cd: 858+ 1.6mg
Cd Content:

83.0 + 1.5 ug/g DM

(b) talian poplar wood chip

Pretreated:
1782.3 g
Solid: 890.0 g
H,0: 8923 g
Cd:89.0 + 2.0
mg

Acid Sloution: 365.5 9

H,804:11.0g
H,0:354.5g
Steam: 173.8 g

Dry dilute acid
pretreatment

Wood chip: 800 g
Solid: 7309 g

H.Q: 691 g

Cd:40.2+ 21 mg
Cd Content:
55.0 = 2.8 ug/g DM

Pretreated:
1339.3 g
Solid: 6526 g
H,0:686.7 g

Cd: 405 + 1.1
mg

A 3.3

Distilled Water
(Recycled): 226.9 g

Water: 1020.5 g
Nutrients: 30.7 g

Lime slurry: 106.8 g
Ca(OH);: 214 g
H;0:854¢g
Oxygen: 37.2 g

Distilled Water
(Recycled): 179.7 g

Water: 845.0 g
Nutrients: 28.9 g

Lime slurry: 71.4 g
Ca(OH),;: 14.3 g
H,0:57.1¢g
Oxygen: 28.0 g

—

Biological ( recovery | R _
detoxification ‘ SSCF v > Ashing
Biodetoxified: Fermented: Ethanol: 140.8 g
1875.8 2927.0 g Lignin Residue: 643.4 g
Solid: 879.2 g Ethanol: 141.7 g Solid: 403.6 g
H,0:996.69 Solid: 621.6 g N H.0:239.8¢
Cd:87.9+1.2 H.0:2163.7 g
. : . - .
mg Cd:87.7 £ 0.8 €0,: 115.99 fehe 19809
mg Wastewater: 1800.0 g 1848 + 1.0mg
Cd Content:

428.5 £ 4.9 ug/g DM

Biological Recove N ]
detoxification | SSCF Y > Ashing
Biodetoxified: Fermented: Ethanol: 96.1 g
1400.0 g 2273.99g Lignin Residue: 489.4 g
Solid: 644.6 g Ethanol: 96.7 g Solid: 318.2 g
H,0:755.4 g Solid: 468.2 g \ H,0:171.2g
Cd:40.0 £ 0.9 H,0: 16269 g
. H . H .
mg Cd: 39.7 + 0.8 €0,:79.19 Ash: 159.89 159+8
mg Wastewater: 1429.6 Cd: 39.8 £ 1.1 mg
Cd Content:

HFRARGERFR BN THEEMFH SR I ESBYREHE

249.0 + 7.1 ug/g DM

Fig. 3.3 The mass balance during the core steps of dry biorefining process. In the whole mass balance process, the content and the total amount of cadmium in

poplar wood chips was calculated based on the dry matter
(a) &8 FOKREAT kA i e 2D IR Rl 5
(b) FHE A TEEY RS 3 2D YR 5
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ARSI ) B (R TR YRR A PR A R LR S AR RS YY) (R
KFEFD BELREEEEEY —AmBE LRESBRE AN ES, SEEDE
A HHRTE Y5 AT DA R R AR B, R AE R AT RS, DATRAMEIME R i FE
AN BB ILE & BN s, Fik, AR OREA i 1A
FERRHMESER SR SRAENRMIET TN, —J7m, BHEIEEANTEEY
Rt R ] LA S B AR E S R S — 5, HERIEE &R AR S B4R — AT A
B2 IR TR A -

PRS- R A (B KRAEFF R AR ATV R i 72
YUk I 3.3 Frs. ANE R AR B Ik FE v Hl H 1 28 950 S 2R IR R R 15 3 1 O 1
A R B SRR IATTE . TR ARV R BRI S R TS K
TR G D B S B S B E RIS R EIR, R8T Ak
Hr, A SRR IR AR T SO VRV B ARG R R, T AR R BB AR AL S (1K 43 o
HE RIS BLUNVIIE AMAE FR R 4.5 6%, T KRS AR BEBKAL G 1K 5 h 5
SRR S B L NPIE AT E R A 5.2 . %seih st RN, KHEmisE HIEE
& RS B a O RE OB TR AR R R AR AR ) B, 33T RT DA AR G SR AR T
B FE— DI 80 BT JoB R AR R RS, BRI A TRk
T2 ZHETTEMIEE 5B RIH R AP SL bR g 7).

3.4. EHE/NG

AEE ST AEMBEE L RE SRR IS TEEYIRS 4 & 47 A 4k L0
RIRTAT e S22 AR T BR AR TR AR AT 4a B B LA MR 0 <5 e R )
T SRS AT e R AV AL PR R, AR 25 ORI ST R 45 a0

(1) SAFEGBEEOARTA4ER R, SRS ERARRA4ERER (50K
AT E AR ) 22 TRV R I RE AR RE IS LU B A 2T 4 R Ll R Bt RE, I
PAFEON AR B KA R

(2) FEPALEE . AW RE B S5 AW DL T 5 KA S A TR A ok 1) O o
DT, WERRFAERGIREGEN AR 4ERER 2 L8 il RE A =g K
WIS, HPTMORBA 43R 5B Ol R I IR 48 1 T4 5 IR A Jo vT S B o <5
WA EE (RRBATERL EE 52 65, BmAREEBAEE 45 ) . BAAR
SRR RN A Jm AR W RO A T RS i T TR HUAC B S AR, RS A R R JEE 1
AFESETARBURAE TR REREERAR. FN, 48R OmRrREHEiRet r—2
frgedrifat, FRIR T EMEERNEF A, BB E L8 E ST I MRra
MR T — VIS AT T %
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F4E ZMHEMERSZFKERPRERFEAMAR

41 B|F

TR, Tk B Dne, #%EANRPEFKF AR 7B R HSeE, EAT
WA RE R, XL E R Ja I ARSI R G R R MK AR S5
ACTARKEE o FE B — My, SRAT. . B bR ALHE. AREG. HilE. iE AR
AT T B2 S BCREEEBAA MRS SRS BAES RS, #EkiE, X
Bt 7 AES KRG LB DRI 10, i T R/ a1 A A5 B AR,
DR AR A e S RO R ZE VDR, (R RENE 5 IR P N R Bed p EAT S, b e
WAEMAEY TR R, REG ] RSIEL EMEEN EEEREANNSEA, BRI
A a5 AR -

BEAk, KB E g R TR et DN EFEAEEER L. 2005 4, LTI
TG, ERN 1 IR AT IR T T A N RABEAR I BR 5 UOUK % 425 2006 £F, Hikis
TS RS Qe FEORL )\ ANRIPOKZ 2 BLGEHL: 2008 4F, =F4 BYIT
IRI2E & Jm BT Ge ik, M E TG4 Tz IX U T K 2009 4F, WIRGHITIEY . B R
FZMERIGREN, AR 2 E ROUOK Z AR IRIE, /™ ERFH 7 Him
EBRG, HEMEARAAE, LIEAREMIE: 2009 4, BRIRIQE T AL R F)
AL i) T B I AR AR AT A5 o SRR A R R B0 it A M AN [ 55 7K HE b
Ao @2, R R, AR MATH S MG 1M LLE K, S/ 3 4RE R0
IR R R A R RO A — 7T, 1 S SR AR ATTINE 24 0 KX R /K HE TR B T 5
5N RHEARRL 2™ M JEAT X R K HER A B 5 AL 5 — T, A B ER A — 2%
T BEORUE I K 5 4 25 ik 3 [ 55 K HEObR v

DR G, B 4 SR ARG PR IR B RIS e, AN SR = R A AR TR S R AR
LUER ORI 0 25T, EiZd RN, S RHEMEE S 4R OBt
PP ARG B, AR TSR T HIRTR N, i AR 2145
IR R 4 R AR I A RS B GB8978-1996 nifE, RIE & BARHKE/NT 0.1 mg/L
V471, DT ASE A5 i I I8 A YT 2 R AL B0 R /R EAT ISR Y, AE— 20 BRI 35 B A Jo 21 4
FEV R AR E SAR S AR K WAL 7y, XA — AR EAR SR S 0T U 1)

XF T R K o B < R P BT RAB IR 2, [ RAR G ERAL S5 2 DA 5 A K
KL R E T R RAKGEAT AL B, A7AE D) G R < i 1) ki JeaF sk 1481, AHEEZ T,
AP 25 B2 — RN D e BAREE T 5T R 5 s B 8 1)
W e R PRKIA BEEOR,  [RJI Al g v B N e e b 25 Bk AR FR IR 1 2 )
T BEANRNFRE T AR, B RAFHIZ GRG0 190, i S8 SCBAaE sy, ik
Y KR B G R AR L RFESMAEYN AR, VIR ESR S, WIRH pH E%ER
A KA, RZTHFLLL S. cerevisiae XHT.C. glutamicum S9114 F1 T. cutaneum ACCC



532 1] BRI T KFH AR
20271 N E LRI 2B GX = BRI PRAEAR TR LT 4 KRR R rp B BER AW
B, USESBRNE KA, WA T X SRR Mo 2 FK R B4 R4
I 52 PR R L BRI RS, FE 0120t T h A2 8 0 160 55 17 P T ST 7 i i . A ] Lot
T A B O 2 B s % TR AR 0 2 1) B 4 B 40 5 B I 25 I 535 K T b v A
T, BARBE AV B RA, BE— 42 o 10 R & R AR S Y 1B 5 5 AR R b B ) 28 5 1

42 MHS5HE

4.2.1  JEURIANZR 4 2 iy

ARG BT B ZE AT 2 T 2017 SEAKERAE [ A S0 I8 Xk . 48 10-mm X
T EEN R 5 BRSOV SRL 28 S A8, e 5 B A T S0 =l K4k, HLW
W JCREE R, DIMESCIR I . YR EEAL B, TS 323 %A 4ER. 23.2%
RIS 4ER . 16.4 %IIARBTERM 9.7 %K I3

AT TP I R AT 4E R B E L 2.2.2.

422 WWkGEIRAEE

Ft PR MR | 7y SIS S5 0 1) 0 M5t B TR AR — W B B 1 55 (AL resinae ZN1)HPOUEEA 20 g/L
glucose. 20 g/L peptone A1 10 g/L YE ] PDA [kt F7 I B 3%, R4 4 28 °C.
FPrs y A 2.2.3,

A YR OIE R F AR —BRIEGEERE (S, cerevisiae XHT) £ 20 g/L glucose. 20 g/L
peptone A1 10 g/L YE ] YPD ¥k g%, 946409 30°C, 200 rpmeo BRI A58 7
A 2.2.3.

FOR £ FERE (T cutaneum ACCC 20271) 72~ H B AR M A A= 470 1 ok AR 5 38 e
(Agricultural Culture Collection of China, http://www.accc.org.cn/) M. ZEKRESH 20
g/L glucose. 20 g/L peptone 1 10 g/L YE [1] YPD £5 723 b 1595, £532544°8 30 °C, 180
pm. R 7 A S. cerevisiae XH7 o

BRBHEIRF B (C. glutamicum S9114) J& T/ [H g T RAEYHT 7 BT (Shanghai
Industrial Institute of Microorganism, SIIM, http://www.gsy-siim.com/) 3K, Lg% 5 N
SIIM B460. i J7 2 [F] S. cerevisiae XHT7. 537249 30 °C, 200 rpm, pH 7.0, Fff
15 FH B 35 5 B

LB Bl FH: 10 g/L peptone, 5 g/LYE, 5g/LNaCl, 17 g/L Bfg¥;, pH 7.0;

s IR P FHE 9% 3E: 25 g/L glucose, 1.5 g/L KHoPO4, 0.6 g/L MgSO4, 2.5 g/L urea,
25 g/ E2K3K (Corn steep liquor) , pH 6.5;

MprREFRIE: 25 g/L glucose, 1.5 g/L KHPO4, 0.6 g/L MgSOs, 2.5 g/L urea, 25 g/L
E KK (Corn steep liquor) , pH 7.0,

423 FALHEE. AV RS 2 AT KRR ) 2

R ZZFT IR FH BN 3.7 % (wiw, 4100 g TEATHMA 3.7 g iilg) , H AW

., RERIEAERAES S 3.2.3 MHIF.
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TR A B B S L R EERE, #1145 15 % (wiw) [E & EF FF K EH (Wheat
straw hydrolysate, WSH) . EAKEAER: (1) 7 115°C ~, X AP B )5 22 FF KA
20 min; (2) [A] [ B A HOIINIE B K TR 25 B8 1 /K FNAF4E 2 (4 mg total protein/g DMD,
HHKEEZF AR ES;  (3) £E50°C. 150 rpm A1 pH 4.8 (5 M NaOH 4:HF) %
RN, BEIL 48 h;  (4) HEALTRZ 10,000 rpm 20 10 min 5 2PHU/KAER, FE 115°C K
20 min FF JE4C0 98 2 0 TURAF AT 4 °C vKAH, #H.
424 FELBHRAEINSNE

T Ik 7R AT 4 2 K AR ) % B B LAAMIR VR N & B AR 25 T (CdSO) 177 ok 3k
WS B 22 FT /KA, 3T AT 58 i A 20 T A o /KA P 4 S8 8 T O T 52 PR R 25 B 1
. BEEBEIGERNE LR 3.2.7,
425 WK, LEEREDIE ST

B OB B HPLC A7 B i (BAR#AER 2.2.6) o« WAL EiE
AN e EE T (Biomate3S) #4700 (600 nm 4b) .

43 ZER58

4.3.1 C. glutamicum S9114 %f ZZ ¥ /K fG R HH AR TN 32 14 5 2 Br i e

P RSCHRHRIE L0 A, A0 A BRI 2 BRae 1 5 AR R IYIE & &
RZRP pH A%, Bk, AT C glutamicum S9114 15587 K BT 47 2 25 7K i 1 e d:
BRI A SRR I ONmAR )RR L TR IR . EMRFE Y, ik
ERARE YR o FEARSEI Y, ZFTKMRE D B R AR A IR 5 mg/L. SR
W 4.1 s, X TAE RS BRI /KRS, TRESER M C. glutamicum
SO114 A K G HEFE L IRE A . HXT8H 5 mg/L 5485 1 2 H /KM
5, ERESEWIEINXT C. glutamicum S9114 F75 % HETE FERE J16 AT e s, EXHAK
SMREN . [FIN, 7E 5 mg/L KRR 40t 32 h #5585, C. glutamicum S9114 7]
A H g KAEYE. Kb, 8 7K C glutamicum S9114 (1537 1E R, T AREMRINE
NS g/L, KiFEEEN 32h, C. glutamicum S9114 FFhsE N 10 (viv)

WA EEE C. glutamicum S9114 X 2 FF7K AR 85 <5 4R O Y 32 PN 25 B ol o B
BAEWN: AELSESAESENOmg/L. 2.5mg/L. 5mg/L. 10 mg/L FZFFF /K il o 1%
7% C. glutamicum S9114, FFXHLEFFHLREH I B HE . FR BRI LU IRAT A K
FFIR R rh 4 SR AR AR A IS DL TR A0 . &5 RNl 4.2 PR, 422 K h 4
BRI =T 2.5 mg/L I, C. glutamicum S9114 X7 & ¥E K FERE 11 (BRI TRI Y, C.
glutamicum S9114 X 7 % WE BIVHAE =) AR AA R £ RE 7552 BN )™ B A HIAE -
SR, AZZFF KRR P B 4 R R IR EELE 2.5 mg/L ANI, C. glutamicum S9114 X} 4] %) b
HTHFERE ST AT AR AR BE 0 S0 BRALARARL, B B <5 4 R A7 AE 0 B PR A E o 72
MRS E T, &1L 32 h TR, C. glutamicum S9114 X2 FF /K A+ B & JR 57 11
LEREL IS 48 %Ll b, Hiz kB HAIGMRK R nm it m, B2 g &R,
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(a) Glucose consumption Corn Syrup
0 mg Cd2+/L = 5g/L 15 g/L 25 g/L
60 9mgCd?*/L -©-5g/L 15 g/L 25 g/L

o
(0]

16 24 32 40
Time (h)

(b) Cell growth Corn Syrup
0 mg Cd2+/L B-5g/L 15 g/L 25 g/L

355 5mgCd?/L -o-5g/L -O-15g/L -0-25g/L
303
g 257
S 203
15 3
10 3
g

0F , . . . !

0 8 16 24 32 40

Time (h)
B41 AREREKEET, SBEFEEEFKBHEP C glutamicum S9114 3EFRIBH

Fig. 4.1 Glucose consumption and ODeoo of C. glutamicum S9114 under different concentration corn
syrup in WSH (with and without cadmium)

(a) F&BEHMER D (b) WS
Bi e 4k HE 30°C, pH 7.0, KEERIE] 40 h, C. glutamicum S9114 HFPE 10 % (v/v)
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(a) Glucose consumption
—+= 0 mg/L 2.5 mg/L

Cadmium

70 - 5 mg/L —-=- 10 mg/L
—~ 60 &s
=
L= E
<)) =
2] 7]
o -
[$) E
2 -
Tl

0 E | | T 1
0 8 16 24 32

(b) Cell growth

—-©- 0 mg/L 2.5 mg/L
-©- 5 mg/L —-©- 10 mg/L

Cadmium

(c) Cadmium removal
B 2.5 mg/L 05 mg/L
110 mg/L

Cadmium
70

(o]
(@)

50
40
30
20
10

0 I . 1

Removal rate (%)

32
Time (h)
Bl 4.2 C. glutamicum S9114 X ZFF KRB+ E LB BN Z ST 5 ERER

Fig. 4.2 Tolerance of C. glutamicum S9114 to cadmium in WSH and its removal ratio
(a) AP FEREOL; (b) BAARKIGI; () 22T KA 58 B 2 BR 1 00
BrFRdkh: I 30°C, pH 7.0, KREENE] 320, C. glutamicum S9114 R E 10 % (v/v)
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(a) Glucose consumption
70 O 0h @ 32h

(o)
o

HH

(&)
o

Glucose(g/L)
N W B
o O O

N
o

o

Cycle index

(b) Cell growth

30 ~ OO0h [E32h
257
g %03
(] E
o 15E
103 —
53 -
07 . % T I - |
1 . 2
Cycle index
(c) Cadmium removal O%—W%
100 7 O =K
g 804 T
] ]
E 60 ::
S 407
2 .
5 20
0 . ]
32
Time (h)

El4.3 7E3LAEMRMEF, KRHASEEFKBBXT C glutamicum S9114 HATEIAE T
Fig. 4.3 Cyclic culture of C. glutamicum S9114 with WSH containing cadmium in a 3 L bioreactor
(a) HEHELE: (b) ODeoo AL E; (c) ZAT /KA R EBRIE DL o
BEe gt IRE 30 °C, #HtHEFE 600 rpm, pH 7.0, KEERFIE 32 h, C. glutamicum S9114 $Hf
H10% (viv) , EE&BEBRNHEINE 10 mg/L, #SE 1.4 vwm.
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3 -8 Cadmium —8- Removal rate 100
90
. X
3 2] e
g’ . 60 &%
E1.5’—.—.— = 50 E
= 1: N
_§ ] 30 &,
O 0.5 20
] 10
O—IIIIIII|IIIIIII|IIllIII|IIIIIII|O
0 8 16 24 32

Time (h)

B 4.4 7E C glutamicum S9114 BAFEFRIEREF, BRI ZFTKBRHELRBBIERER
Fig. 4.4 The removal rate of cadmium from WSH by C. glutamicum S9114 in the whole cultivation
process
RiIR4AE: IRIE 30°C, pH 7.0, KEENTE 32 h, C. glutamicum S9114 BEFE 10 % (viv) , BEEJE

WIS 5 mg/L

I 4.2 A150, SR ZEFKIRA N C. glutamicum S9114 8535 32 h i S H K%
W apE, HAMEEM Dy memim. B, KAE— S8R KRN C. glutamicum
SO114 BATIEIARE 7. 53RN 4.3 Fion, &3k C glutamicum S9114 WP IREE 7%, W&
BRI ARV I 80.0 Yo B < Jm AR, & B R S8 WAL 1o X EEIREE R C.
glutamicum S9114 HAEARAE I AL B IR 11 5 K A P AR 0 5 B D0 ml i, BARAESE IR
BRI C. glutamicum S9114 XJ 41 &1 0 () VH FERE 77395, H AW & A 18 KRR FE 1) 3
I, AE SR KRR P e e R R I PR AR LA AN R AR BAR . T B E RIS C
glutamicum S9114 X Z /KR P E & BRI LR I 5 HAEME R RE/N, 1N
e C. glutamicum S9114 %} 5 4 J& 58 W MR RE S RAELK . NIEBHIX —%E 48, X C
glutamicum S9114 7E35FR I FE R X B & BRI LR IGE OLHEAT T SR0R . 4R K 4.4
Jiiz, 24 C. glutamicum S9114 WIl45 N85 773 IRy st il PASEIL 40 % /e fa (LB . (8
Fr0-4h N, HEERWKEERFE SRR A IR, 12 1A) B P 5 % B 2 A AN B 44
THFE, WAREMEA RN ER7E4-32h N, BEERRN LR SR IR A
WFAR, XA[EERHT C. glutamicum S9114 %47 W It 4b T 2h 25 ~F1 .

DL ESeab ek BB, C. glutamicum S9114 X 5 4 JRAR TN 32 E#c5S, (HEFREE1E
5R, KRB SEAEVIEM MRS, WA 4 h AR 5E & R, e
it C. glutamicum SO114 Wi Bt J5, KA H B @ aR o 2400 10 =T B X HhR v, PRt
FELUG ISR, AT & SRk WRBOEEAT LRk 4, 4R s IRk R rh iR Rk s, T
ST R AR B < AR AR L BR R M ROK T R E G R, T PLFRR AR e i B s
HIK R KA, AT SEE R K HRTBCE T B SR hm it
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(a) Glucose consumption

_ = 0mg/L -+ 5mg/L
80 Cadmium —@ 10 mg/L -l 15 mg/L

—#+ 20 mg/L
—~ 60
o
2
o 40
[72]
3
3 20
)
0 l L % %
0 12 24 36
Time (h)

(b) Ethanol accumulation
-©-0mg/L -O-5mg/L

40~ Cadmium -@-10mg/L —-@- 15 mg/L
] —-©- 20 mg/L
- 30—:
K] ]
< 201
c ]
© ]
£ 101
LU N
0 1 T T 1
0 12 24 36
Time (h)
(c) Cell growth (d) Cadmium removal
A-0mg/L & 5mg/L 05 mg/L
Cadmium -A—10mg/L —&— 15 mg/L . 010 ma/L
15 —A- 20 mg/L 1005 Cadmium = Ce)
i 9 80 020 mg/L
810 Q o] T
g ] & ©03 I
° § 403 #
51 3 _ ]
] g 204
] &’ ] -
A-".-: o . ! r 1
07 - T - 36
0 12 Time (h) 24 36 Time (h)

B 4.5 . cerevisiae XH7 Xt ZF/KEW H EE& BRI Z 09 5 ZBRIER

Fig. 4.5 Tolerance of S. cerevisiae XH7 to cadmium in WSH and its removal rate
(a) HIEFHHFEROL (b) CEEAF DL (o) WARZERKIGIL; (d) ZAT KRR I £ BRSO
Br ok fF: I 200 rpm, MR EE 30 °C, pH 5.5, KEZETIE] 36 h, S. cerevisiae XHT #Fh 10 % (v/v)
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432 8. cerevisiae XHT X 22 FF 7K i v 88 0 52 14 5 25 B PR R

1E 3.3.1 & RIEFRIEHIRTT T S, cerevisiae XHT X 8 4 J@ I 32 MERE , (H 2 AR
P YE KA E N — FRR R B0, LA RO B2 2%, AT RE AR AE AN ) B A T AT S.
cerevisiae XH7 WAKBGEW R E & BHE N ZERNEEIEH . B, A 7ZEk
TEZ KA P B R A 52 k. SEi s R 4.5 ()« (b) M (o) Fin, 5
GG TR, S, cerevisiae XHT 1E & MR KRR A KB, H B2 v D3R
1B QAR IE . 538 12h 5, JIMARBERR (E&E®ESEN: 0mg/L.
5mg/L. 10 mg/L. 15 mg/L 1 20 mg/L) " & BE I A e aTH#E. DL Esiinss R,
56 G FRBEML, TEZFKRE P R FRIN S, cerevisiae XHT X B 43 J& 58 A 52 14 58 5
245 R H AT B 2 T2 FT KRR AT 25 /D B R R J5T 31 4 /N RIORE RIS 1 JHORE R 1
WARRIEEFIER, B A R T EUE Y TR A T AR AR K RE ) SRR RE

N T A BHERAE S. cerevisiae XHT X Z KGR H E @RI LRGN, WE 7%
R RS, RIMEBR R ESREN S22k SR0E 4.5 (D Fiw, 4%
TR PR AR IR EEA IR, S, cerevisiae XHT X HE 4 BRI LBREREAF. HEEE
BHREE/NT 10 mg/L ), S, cerevisiae XHT X 22 #1 7K it 0 1) 8 4 @ 48 BB B ) 22 B
REJ) (EAWIARRIRIEDY 10 mg/L I, RERF&Hm, N 64.8%) o AR, ZZF KT
VIR EE KT 10 mg/L iF, 8. cerevisiae XHT X 7K AR 88 1) L BRBE /1459

PRI A1 I SEIR R B, 0 BRS8N 15 %R 21 48 2 K AR 10 mg/L &
BRI S R S A AR Y o R AR ) A B Nz I 200 mg/g DM ART,  H AT E
Wyxt o 4 B B 1 B 25 2 #IK T 200 mg/g DM U2 1001, [, S. cerevisiae XHT X+ K
Sy BTG R EEM N TEEMGES SRR AT, WEAEMNRIEA4ERA R X
brE SRR
4.3.3 T cutaneum ACCC 20271 X 22 FF 7K it v A 85 IR 52 14 5 25 e 1tk g

NIRRT cutaneum ACCC 20271 AR FH T-5F A BT 21 4E R /K A Hh 2 42 SR 4R 1K T
AT, X% RAE ZE AT 7K R A T 25 45 8 R R T 52 AN 22 BRI L EAT T SRR 7T, 45
WK 4.6 s, Ui RPYIM6ESBFRIKELE 0-20 mg/L Z W, T cutaneum ACCC
20271 W ARE G OL S B &R ARTS OUARE B AR, (9% 96 h J&, H &I MEIE A CgR
WIEHETS, WREWA TSN , B AR SR 00 25 bR 2 ik
i CHEFKRR PRI S 8N 5-20 mg/L i, Z B PERHRI0 EBR R T 25.0 %) .
ZEREKWH, 5 C. glutamicum S9114 1 S. cerevisiae XH7 AL, T. cutaneum ACCC 20271
XF ZE FE 7K AR v B < e B A e i S VAR L BRBe 0, N T R BROR BT 4E R BRI T
HEBBIE BN
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(1) =PV o 3 4 8 4R B 52 M Sk I 25 SRR B, S, cerevisiae XHT FI T,
cutaneum ACCC 20271 X 5 & JE 4RI 32 Bk . UM /K &R Rk E N 5-20
mg/L I}, X PR R AR KA RE S X IR AL (IR & 88 0 mg/L) JEAAHL. AHLL
2N C. glutamicum SO114 XT47 I 2 8055 . UE KR P EESBFR TR RT 2.5
mg/L I, IR A A KRTRERE H I 1 B2 4 15 400

(2) =AY MR B 4 JE AR I £ PR SEIR 25 TR W, M /K < e M
S 10 mg/L LA, 5 T cutaneum ACCC 20271 (ZFRZFE K 25.0 %A F) L, S.
cerevisiae XH7 1 C. glutamicum S9114 X H & J@ W LR FE 5, IE 43.0 %0 L. H
AR KRR B B EN S ERKE 0.1 mg/L LUF, 7 EiE i — Dot e vnt
TK A A PRI R PR 2 B

(3) FEZZFFIK AR b =R B RN B SR AR B 52 1 . WP 25 B itk B S P FERE 10
CRAEIRERM, C. glutamicum S9114 N T ARRA 4R R P HEEERI L RIE T15K,
S. cerevisiae XH7 IR 2., T. cutaneum ACCC 20271 )N FHTE J1 8 /1N o
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