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Table S1. The influence of source of inoculum on methane production from different substrates reported in literature. % referred to wet weight. n.i for not indicated.

Inoculum sources BMP test conditions or pilots Methane production (NL CHs kg VS) Ref.

Substrates Liquide pig manure Sludge
Industrial digester (brewery waste) 330+ 38 406 + 45
Agricultural digester (manure) o 137 +28 304 + 45 [1]
Territorial digester 54°C, 15R=2 n.i 347 + 14
Agricultural digester (manure and energy crop) n.i 455 + 26

Substrates Cellulose = Cow manure Malze Wheat

silage straw

Horsens (100% Sludge municipal WWTP) 35°C, ISR = 0.91 328 234 299 280
Banlev (75% animal manure and 25% industrial waste) 35°C, ISR=0.79 328 136 219 177 [2]
Foulum (80% manure and 20% maize and grass) 53°C, ISR=1.21 282 245 334 301
Thorse (75% animal manure, 23% industrial waste and 53°C, ISR =0.93 399 249 287 266
2% maize/grass)

Substrates Ensiled sorghum
Waste activated sludge digester (WW) 248 +20
Agricultural biogas plant (AGR) 35°C ISR = 1 274+ 18 [3]
UASB reactor treating wastewater (GR) ’ 246 £15
A mix of WW and AGR 265 +12

Substrates Cow manure

Pilot thermophilic, ISR =1 325+17 [4]

From Foulum research center Pilot mesophilic, ISR = 1 305 + 29

Substrates Slurries from dairy cow fattening pig forrowing sow
Sludge municipal WWTP 257 261 416 [5]

30°C,ISR=0.5-1
Agricultural : Swine slurry 244 272 408




Table S2. The effect of freezing/thawing cycle on methane production of different substrates. Where n.i: not indicated; A is calculated by (Vchs frozen — Vcna fresh)/ Vena fresh;
+: Vcna frozen > Vcru fresh; -: Vers fresh > Vens frozen and *: significant impact.

Methane potential
T . i
Substrates 5 ciie:izt;::ﬁs BMP test icl(:tl:ltlon or (NL CH: kg VS) Ref.
% Weight P Fresh Frozen A
Green waste grinded at 4 mm n.i 107 113 +6%*
Green waste grinded at 10 mm n.i ni Mesophilic 117 120 +3%* (6]
Food waste from restaurant and . ' ISR=4
n.i 536 555 +4%*
supermarket (lavures)
24h at
Food waste 17% -20°C then 12h at Pilot mesophilic 300 320 +7%* [7]
25°C
Grass 17% 6d ; Th hili 368 397 +8%*
Maize 29% aysa CrOpALAC 431 363 16%" 2]
-18°C ISR=1
Wet straw 86% 346 317 -8%
24h at
WWTP sludge 3% -25°C then 12h at Pilot mesophilic 497 727 +46%*" [8]
20°C
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