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Abstract

In this study, the effect of leachate recirculation on aerobic and anaerobic degradation of municipal solid wastes is determined by four laboratory-
scale landfill reactors. The options studied and compared with the traditional anaerobic landfill are: leachate recirculation, landfill aeration, and
aeration with leachate recirculation. Leachate quality is regularly monitored by the means of pH, alkalinity, total dissolved solids, conductivity,
oxidation—reduction potential, chloride, chemical oxygen demand, ammonia, and total Kjeldahl nitrogen, in addition to generated leachate quantity.
Aerobic leachate recirculated landfill appears to be the most effective option in the removal of organic matter and ammonia. The main difference
between aerobic recirculated and non-recirculated landfill options is determined at leachate quantity. Recirculation is more effective on anaerobic
degradation of solid waste than aerobic degradation. Further studies are going on to determine the optimum operational conditions for aeration and
leachate recirculation rates, also with the operational costs of aeration and recirculation.
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1. Introduction

Solid waste generation is a growing global issue due to the
large increase in solid waste production. This increase in waste
quantity requires improving and expanding the solid waste man-
agement options. Landfill codisposal is the most commonly used
waste management method worldwide. Physical, chemical, and
biological processes occur within a conventional landfill to pro-
mote the anaerobic degradation of solid waste and result with
the production of leachate and landfill gas for a very long time.
According to some authors the long-term environmental impacts
caused by landfill gas and leachate may last for several centuries
[1,2]. Therefore, the main aim of the modern landfills is to reduce
landfill emissions in terms of landfill gas and leachate such that
environmental problems are not left to future generations [3].
Research in this field is currently focused on the creation of a
landfill reactor that provides a reduction in landfill emissions
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over a relatively short time so-called bioreactor landfill. The
design objectives of these landfills are to minimize leachate
migration into the subsurface environment and maximize landfill
gas generation rates under controlled conditions. Experimen-
tal and field-scale studies have been conducted to develop and
improve landfill techniques and designs, the goal being to con-
trol the negative effects of landfill sites on the environment [4].

The bioreactor landfill provides control and process optimiza-
tion, primarily through the addition of leachate. The advantages
of leachate recirculation include distribution of nutrient and
enzymes, pH buffering, dilution of inhibitory compounds, recy-
cling and distribution of methanogens, liquid storage and evap-
oration opportunities [5]. The effectiveness of leachate recir-
culation has been well documented in lysimeter, test cell and
full-scale studies [5-17].

The traditional method of landfill bioreactor operation
involves enhancing anaerobic waste stabilization. Recently,
increased interest has been focused on introducing air into the
waste mass for aerobic degradation of solid wastes. Aerobic
bioreactors have been promoted as a method for accelerating
waste stabilization. Studies of aerobic biodegradation processes
have demonstrated that the organic parts of the refuse can be
degraded in a relatively short time compared with anaerobic
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degradation [18]. The concept of aerobic degradation by inject-
ing air into a landfill presents significant alternatives in waste
management both for existing and new systems. Air is typically
injected into the landfill with the same devices used for extract-
ing gas or injecting leachate, vertical and horizontal wells [19].
There has been increasing interest in aerobic landfilling during
recent years, and many pilot-scale and field-scale studies have
been recently undertaken [3,18,20-26].

The main purpose of the existing research is to investigate
the effect of leachate recirculation on the behavior of the dif-
ferent options available for sanitary landfilling. In this study,
the quality and the quantity of leachate from aerobic (Al and
A2) and anaerobic (AN1 and AN2) landfill reactors with (A1l
and AN1) and without (A2 and AN2) leachate recirculation are
determined and compared. Leachate quality is investigated by
measuring pH, alkalinity, oxidation-reduction potential (ORP),
total dissolved solids (TDS), conductivity, chloride (C1™) chem-
ical oxygen demand (COD), total Kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN), and
ammonia nitrogen (NH3-N). The quality and quantity of leachate
is observed for 250 days in aerobic reactors and for 500 days in
anaerobic reactors.

2. Materials and methods
2.1. Aerobic and anaerobic land(fill reactors

The laboratory-scale landfill reactors, which were con-
structed from 0.5 cm polypropylene and used in this study are
shown in Fig. 1. Aeration pipes are used only in aerobic land-
fill reactors. The inner diameter and height of the reactors were
50 and 200 cm, respectively. A second layer with the diame-
ter of 60 cm was constructed around the reactors and the blank
between these two layers was filled with heat isolation material
to prevent temperature redistribution between the reactors and
the surrounding environment.

The lower part of the reactors consists of 15cm gravel
drainage with a perforated pipe, which has 2.5cm diame-
ter inserted to collect and discharge the generated leachate.
Leachate collection was realized by opening the discharge valve
on a daily basis at the beginning of the experiment, and at 1- or 2-
week intervals for the following period. Leachate samples were
collected while discharging leachate from the landfill reactors
and kept at 4 °C in plastic bottles. The quantity of discharged
leachate for each reactor was measured and then stored in a
refrigerator to use for recirculation.

Landfill gas was collected via the perforated pipes, which
were located in the center of each reactor (4 cm diameter and
170 cm height). Temperature probes were located at 60 and
120 cm depths from the top of the waste to measure temperature
variation in each landfill reactor.

The solid waste added to the landfill reactors was obtained
from the Odayeri Sanitary Landfill (Istanbul, Turkey). The aver-
age composition of solid wastes removed at Odayeri landfill is
44% organic, 8% paper, 6% glass, 6% metals, 5% plastic, 5%
textile, 9% nylon, 8% diaper, and 9% ash and others [16]. Al,
A2, AN1, and AN2 reactors were filled with 179, 174, 173, and
175kg of fresh solid waste, respectively, with the waste rep-
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Fig. 1. Aerobic and anaerobic landfill reactors.

resenting the bulk composition of MSW determined by waste
composition analysis.

2.2. Aeration and leachate recirculation

The aeration was achieved by a compressor that was con-
nected to the aeration pipes at the bottom of aerobic reactors.
Air was introduced at the bottom of the waste and passed through
the waste in an upward direction by the help of the perforated
aeration pipes with 60 and 120 cm length in each aerobic reactor
[27].

There is a wide range of aeration rates used in pilot and
full-scale aerobic landfill studies in the literatures [2,21,25-31].
Cossu et al. [2], set up lab-scale tests to investigate different
options for reducing long-term landfill emissions and they used
an aeration rate of 0.22 L/(min kg) waste in their aerated landfill
test. Smith et al. [21], used a 53.500m? test cell to determine
the potential of converting anaerobic process to more rapid
aerobic process with an aeration rate of 0.0002 L/(minkg) of



waste, assuming the specific weight of the solid waste land-
filled to be 500 kg/m3. Borglin et al. [25], used 200 L reactors
with 30 kg of solid waste to determine the differences between
aerobic and anaerobic biotreatment of municipal solid waste
and they used aeration rates of 0.06 L/(minkg) waste in their
study. Boni et al. [26], in their column study used an aera-
tion rate of 0.03 L/(min kg) waste during 90 days. Keener et al.
[28,29], summarized the operating conditions and experimental
results of a large number of pilot aerobic bioconversion studies.
The preferred aeration rate ranged from 0.35 to 0.97 L/(min kg).
Bernreuter and Stessel [30], have recommended an aeration rate
of 0.5 L/(min kg) of waste. Ishigaki et al. [31] used an aeration
rate of 0.8 L/(min kg) waste in their 577 L volume reactor filled
with 250kg of synthesized waste in order to obtain detailed
information on the stabilization of aerobic landfill.

Although a wide range of aeration rates for solid waste have
been reported in the literature the general consensus is that an
airflow that provides an outlet CO, concentration of about 15%
is sufficient for the aerobic decomposition of solid wastes [32].
In this study, CHyg, CO; and O; concentrations within the effluent
gas were measured to determine whether the quantity of the air
was sufficient for aerobic decomposition of the solid waste. Gas
monitoring analysis was carried out using a LMS-XI Model
Landfill Gas Monitoring Device (Gas Data Limited, data not
shown). Totally, 5400 m?> air is added to each aerobic landfill
reactor (during 250 days) and the aeration rates were equal to
0.084 and 0.086 L/(min kg) waste, respectively, for Al and A2
reactors [27].

Leachate was recirculated using a peristaltic pump located
at the top of the recirculated reactors. The recirculated leachate
quantity was low at the beginning of the study. After reach-
ing to methanogenic phase, the recirculated leachate quan-
tity is increased in AN1 reactor. Temperature and leachate
generation rates are used to determine the leachate recir-
culation rate in Al reactor. In total, 29.4L of leachate
(29.4 L/(250 days 0.334 m® waste) = 0.35 L/(day m> waste)) was
recirculated within the A1 landfill reactor, while this quantity
was 35 L (35 L/(500 days 0.334 m?) =0.21 L/(day m> waste)) in
AN reactor.

2.3. Leachate characteristics

Leachate samples collected from the Al, A2, ANI1, and
AN?2 landfill reactors were analyzed to determine pH, alkalin-
ity, oxidation-reduction potential (ORP), total dissolved solids
(TDS), conductivity, chloride (C1™) chemical oxygen demand
(COD), total Kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN), and ammonia nitrogen
(NH3-N) values. All analyses were realized according to the
relevant methods described in the Standard Methods of APHA
[33].

3. Results and discussion
3.1. Leachate quantity

The control of leachate quantity and quality is the basis for
long-term landfill operation and leachate treatment. To secure
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Fig.2. Cumulative leachate generation in aerobic and anaerobic landfill reactors.

long-term dewatering of landfills and reduce treatment costs it
is necessary to control leachate quantity and quality. Leachate
recirculation is a potential solution for on-site control and treat-
ment.

Cumulative leachate production from the reactors is shown in
Fig. 2. The leachate generated from the A1, A2, AN1, and AN2
reactors is 55.1, 48.8, 70.7 and 57.5L, respectively, while the
recirculated leachate quantity is 29.4 L in the Al reactorand 35 L
in AN1 reactor. The recirculated leachate is 53.3% and 49.5%
of the generated leachate in A1 and AN1 reactors, respectively.
All of the leachate generated from the aerobic and anaerobic
dry cells is discharged, while the discharged quantity in the A1l
reactor is 55.1 —29.4=25.7L, and 70.7 —35=35.7L in AN1
reactor. Thus, the quantity of leachate generated from A1 reactor
decreased by 47.3%, 28%, and 55.3% when compared with A2,
ANTI and AN?2 reactors, respectively. Similarly, the quantity of
leachate decreased by 26.8% and 37.9% in AN1 reactor when
compared with A2 and AN2 reactors, respectively.

The decrease in leachate quantity in the A1 reactor is caused
by the evaporative effects of the waste temperature and the
effects of air-drying of the waste. Also leachate recirculation has
shown to provide the opportunity for leachate volume reduction

[5].
3.2. Leachate quality
3.2.1. pH, alkalinity, and oxidation—reduction potential

The pH curves (Fig. 3) show that, pH values were in the range
of 4-6 in the first 30 days of degradation in all reactors. After
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Fig. 3. The change of pH in aerobic and anaerobic landfill reactors.
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Fig. 4. The change of alkalinity in aerobic and anaerobic landfill reactors.

day 30, pH values began to increase and reached to 8§ after day
100 in aerobic reactors. After that, no considerable change was
observed in pH of leachate from aerobic landfill reactors and
measured between 8 and 9. At day 100, the pH values were
6.3 and 6.0 in AN1 and ANZ2 reactors, respectively. On day 250,
when aerobic landfilling operation is finished, pH of the leachate
from ANI1 and AN2 reactors were 7.2 and 6.7, respectively.
These results show that when aerobic degradation of solid wastes
completed, the AN1 reactor reaches to optimal pH values for
anaerobic degradation, indicating the rapid degradation of solid
wastes in aerobic conditions. These results are in accordance
with the data stated by Cossu et al. [2], Ishigaki et al. [31], and
Nakasaki et al. [34].

Farquhar and Rovers [35] suggested that a system would
need an alkalinity of at least 2000 mg/L to maintain an optimum
methanogenesis. In this regard, both aerobic and anaerobic land-
fill reactors show a good pH buffer capacity as reflected by the
high total alkalinity as shown in Fig. 4. It can be seen from Fig. 4
that there is adequate alkalinity in all stages of both aerobic and
anaerobic degradation in reactors.

The redox potential within a landfill determines the mech-
anism of waste degradation. Generally, high redox potential
(aerobic conditions) causes accelerated degradation of waste
[36]. It has been suggested in the literature [7,35,37] that there
is an optimum oxidation-reduction potential (ORP) require-
ment for methanogenesis, which generally ranges from —100
to —300mV. The results of ORP are plotted in Fig. 5.

ORP tests are very sensitive to sample storage time. The read-
ing may rise fairly rapidly and become a lot more positive when
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Fig. 6. The change of TDS in aerobic and anaerobic landfill reactors.

it is tested only hours after sampling. Thus, ORP tests are done
immediately at the time of sampling [38]. At the beginning of
the operation, all reactors have the same ORP values. After the
consumption of the available oxygen in anaerobic reactors, ORP
values began to decrease indicating the degradation is shifting
from acidogenic phase to methanogenic phase. After day 180,
ORP decreased below —200mV in ANI reactor, while AN2
reactor reached to this value after 300 days. Oppositely, ORP
is increased in both Al and A2 reactors and reached 200 mV
values after 115 and 140 days, respectively.

3.2.2. Total dissolved solids and conductivity

Based on a statistical evaluation, Kylefors and Lagerkvist
[39] reported that total solids (TS) concentration is expected
to decrease as the leachate moves from acidogenic to
methanogenic. Yuen [38], reported the same results for total
solids, but indicated that the dissolved solids concentrations do
not change in large quantities as total solids.

Fig. 6 gives the TDS measurement results of aerobic and
anaerobic landfill reactors. TDS concentrations varied between
10 and 15 ppt except the beginning period in anaerobic reac-
tors. TDS concentrations were higher in AN1 reactor during the
first 250 days, as a result of leachate recirculation. TDS concen-
trations were higher than anaerobic reactors in aerobic reactors
during all the periods of the study. TDS concentrations reached to
20-25 ppt after 100 days and continue at this level until 250 days.

Fig. 7 shows the measurement of conductivity serving as
another concentration indicator. The trend in conductivity is the
same as TDS for both aerobic and anaerobic landfill reactors.
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Fig. 7. The change of conductivity in aerobic and anaerobic landfill reactors.
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3.2.3. Chloride

Chloride is a non-degradable conservative parameter and the
change of its concentration is commonly used to assess the vari-
ation of leachate dilution. Ehrig and Scheelhaase [40] suggested
that there is no observable difference in chloride concentra-
tion between acidogenic and methanogenic phases. A similar
observation by Andreottola and Cannas [41] revealed that in
non-recirculation landfills, chloride concentration is expected
to decrease very slowly with landfill age due to washout by
infiltrating water.

Fig. 8 shows variation in CI~ concentrations in the aerobic
and anaerobic landfill reactors. Compared with conductivity in
Fig. 7, there is a close correlation between the two parameters
observed at all reactors. This reflects that chloride played a sig-
nificant role in the conductivity measurement. The comparison
also provides a good indication regarding the reliability of both
parameters.

There is no considerable change in CI~ concentrations of
leachate generated from AN1 and AN2 reactors. The results
obtained from the last measurements were 2400 and 2600 mg/L
for AN1 and AN?2 reactors, respectively.

At the beginning of the landfilling operation, C1~ concentra-
tions were 3000 and 2800 mg/L for the Al and A2 reactors,
respectively. After 80 days of operation, Cl1~ concentrations
began to rise rapidly and reached values of 6100 and 6900 mg/L
after 120 days for the A1 and A2 reactors, respectively. After this
rapid increase, no considerable change was observed during the
rest of the study. C1~ concentrations within the Al and A2 reac-
tors were determined to be 6200 and 6600 mg/L, respectively,
after 250 days.

It is interesting that the pH (Fig. 3) and C1™ concentrations
began to increase simultaneously in the Al and A2 reactors.
This situation can be explained by the findings of Manning and
Robinson [42]. As a result of the increase in pH, the dissolution
of chloride increases and thus the chloride concentration in the
leachate increase.

3.2.4. COD

Fig. 9 shows the variation of COD in leachate from aerobic
and anaerobic reactors. The initial COD concentrations were
around 40,000mg/L for all reactors. COD concentrations
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Fig. 9. COD concentrations in aerobic and anaerobic landfill reactors.

increased to maximum values of 68,500, 63,500, 94,000, and
98,000 mg/L for A1, A2, AN1, and AN2 reactors after 10, 8, 65,
and 85 days of operation, respectively. After reaching to max-
imum values, COD concentrations began to decrease rapidly,
and the concentrations on days 120 and 250 were determined as
6500-5000, 17,000-8000, 45,000-17,200, and 76,500-24,500,
for A1, A2, ANI1, and AN2 reactors, respectively. The last
concentrations determined in AN1 and AN2 reactors on day
500 were 1600 and 2400 mg/L, respectively.

Cossu et al. [2], found in their column study that the COD
values of leachate from aerobic dry and wet reactors were lower
than from an anaerobic reactor. They found that after 120 days
of operation the COD value of the anaerobic landfill reactor was
approximately 20000 mg/L, while equivalent values were 3000
and 800 mg/L in the aerobic dry and wet reactors, respectively.

The results of the present study are similar to those of Cossu et
al. [2] and clearly show that, aeration and leachate recirculation
has a positive effect on the rate of solid waste degradation in
landfills.

The ratio of measured COD to the maximum COD deter-
mined in each reactor is given in Fig. 10. It can be seen from
the figure that, COD removal is realized more rapidly than oth-
ers in Al reactor. COD removals on day 250 are determined
as 93%, 87%, 82%, and 75% for A1, A2, AN1, and AN2 reac-
tors, respectively. Results indicate the positive effects of leachate
recirculation on aerobic and anaerobic degradation of municipal
solid wastes clearly.
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Fig. 10. COD/max. COD in aerobic and anaerobic landfill reactors.
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3.2.5. Ammonia and TKN

The evolution of ammonia and TKN concentrations in aero-
bic and anaerobic landfill reactors are given in Figs. 11 and 12,
respectively. The highest ammonia concentrations were mea-
sured to be 1700, 1800, 2100, and 1950 mg/L for Al, A2,
AN1, and AN2 reactors, respectively. Ammonia concentrations
were 120 and 200 mg/L for Al and A2 reactors, and 1900 and
1800 mg/L for AN1 and AN2 reactors on day 250. Differences
between aerobic and anaerobic reactors show the nitrification
effect.

Landfill leachate treatment generally focuses on the removal
of organic nitrogenous and carbonaceous matter and ammonia
nitrogen. Most of the nitrogen in solid waste bioreactors is in
the form of ammonia and is produced from the degradation of
proteins and amino acids [43]. Several researchers have identi-
fied ammonia as the most significant long-term component of
leachate [1,44], as there is no mechanism for its degradation in
anaerobic landfills. Ehrig and Scheelhaase [40] proposed that in
general there should be no apparent increase or decrease in the
concentration of all nitrogen groups during the anaerobic degra-
dation of solid waste. Kruempelbeck and Ehrig [1], reported that
there was no significant change in ammonia concentrations over
a 30-year period in conventional landfill leachate, and that the
average value over this time was 500 mg/L.

The most of the nitrogen in aerobic and anaerobic landfill
reactors is in the ammonia forms following the degradation of
protein and amino acids [45,46]. Thus, the same evolution for
TKN concentrations is observed during the study. According to
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Fig. 12. TKN concentrations in aerobic and anaerobic landfill reactors.

Figs. 11 and 12, it can be seen clearly that ammonia can be in
situ treated by aerobic landfilling and leachate recirculation.

4. Conclusions

A comparison of the emissions from four laboratory-scale
landfill reactors, operating under different conditions indicates
the following results:

e The addition of air strips moisture from the landfill and
provides advantages for drying out landfill and minimizing
leachate production. Also, leachate recirculation decreases
the amount of the discharged leachate in both aerobic and
anaerobic landfills.

e Aerobic landfill with leachate recirculation shows the low-
est emissions for leachate, with low concentrations of COD,
ammonia and TKN.

e Higher pH values cause the dissolution of some chemicals
that do not degrade or transform under anaerobic conditions.
Thus, the conductivity, TDS, and chloride concentrations are
higher in anaerobic landfills.

e Aecration of the waste mass produces a rapid and marked oxi-
dation of organic matter and nitrogen when compared with
traditional anaerobic and anaerobic bioreactor landfill opera-
tions.

e The main difference between the recirculated and non-
recirculated aerobic landfill operations is determined in
leachate quantity. Leachate quality does not show consider-
able changes in both aerobic landfill operations.

e The positive effect of leachate recirculation is more clearly in
anaerobic landfill operation than aerobic landfills.

e Lab-scale tests show that the aerobic landfill concept reduces
long-term landfill emissions. Further studies are going on in
order to determine the optimum operational conditions for
leachate recirculation and aeration in landfills.

References

[1] I. Kruempelbeck, J.G. Ehrig, Long-term behaviour of municipal solid waste
landfills in Germany, in: Proceedings of the Seventh International Waste
Management and Landfill Symposium, Cagliari, Italy, October 4-8, 1999.

[2] R. Cossu, R. Raga, D. Rossetti, The PAF model: an integrated approach
for landfill sustainability, Waste Manage. 23 (2003) 37-44.

[3] R. Cossu, D. Rossetti, Pilot scale experiences with sustainable landfilling
based on the PAF conceptual model, in: Proceedings of the Ninth Interna-
tional Waste Management and Landfill Symposium, Cagliari, Italy, October
6-10, 2003.

[4] M. Warith, Bioreactor landfills: experimental and field results, Waste Man-
age. 22 (2002) 7-17.

[5] D.R. Reinhart, Full-scale experiences with leachate recirculating landfills:
case studies, Waste Manage. Res. 14 (1996) 347-365.

[6] E.G. Pohland, Accelerated solid waste stabilization and leachate treatment
by leachate recycle through sanitary landfills, Prog. Water Technol. 7 (1975)
753-765.

[7] EG. Pohland, Leachate recycle as landfill management option, J. Environ.
Eng. 106 (6) (1980) 1057-1069.

[8] C.P. Halvadakis, A.N. Findikakis, C. Papelis, J.O. Leckie, The mountain
view controlled landfill project field experiment, Waste Manage. Res. 6 (2)
(1988) 103-114.



[9]1 M.A. Barlaz, R.K. Ham, D.M. Schaefer, Mass balance analysis of decom-
posed refuse in laboratory scale lysimeters, J. Environ. Eng. 115 (6) (1989)
1088-1097.

[10] M.A. Barlaz, R.K. Ham, D.M. Schaefer, Microbial, chemical and methane
production characteristics of anaerobically decomposed refuse with and
without leachate recycling, Waste Manage. Res. 10 (3) (1992) 257-267.

[11] EG. Pohland, B. Al-Yousfi, Design and operation of landfills for optimum
stabilization and biogas production, Water Sci. Technol. 30 (12) (1994)
117-124.

[12] R.P. Anex, Optimal waste decomposition-landfill as treatment process, J.
Environ. Eng. 122 (11) (1996) 964-974.

[13] T.G. Townsend, W.L. Miller, H.J. Lee, J.FK. Earle, Acceleration of land-
fill stabilization using leachate recycle, J. Environ. Eng. 122 (4) (1996)
263-268.

[14] G.Y.S. Chan, L.M. Chub, M.H. Wongc, Effects of leachate recirculation
on biogas production from landfill co-disposal of municipal solid waste,
sewage sludge and marine sediment, Environ. Pollut. 118 (2002) 393-399.

[15] R. Mehta, M.A. Barlaz, R. Yazdani, D. Augenstein, M. Bryars, L. Sin-
derson, Refuse decomposition in the presence and absence of leachate
recirculation, J. Environ. Eng. 128 (3) (2002) 228-236.

[16] A.Demir,M.S. Bilgili, B. Ozkaya, Effect of leachate recirculation on refuse
decomposition rates at landfill site: a case study, Int. J. Environ. Pollut. 21
(2) (2004) 175-187.

[17] M.S. Bilgili, A. Demir, B. Ozkaya, Effects of recirculation on leachate char-
acteristics at landfills, Fresen. Environ. Bull. 13 (10) (2004) 1000-1005.

[18] M. Hudgins, S. Harper, Operational characteristics of two aerobic landfill
systems, in: Proceedings of the Seventh International Waste Management
and Landfill Symposium, Cagliari, Italy, October 4-8, 1999.

[19] D.R. Reinhart, P.T. McCrenor, T. Townsend, The bioreactor landfill: its
status and future, Waste Manage. Res. 20 (2002) 172-186.

[20] T. Shimaoka, Y. Matsufuji, M. Hanashima, Characteristic and mechanism
of semi-aerobic landfill on stabilization of solid waste, in: Proceedings
of the First Intercontinental Landfill Research Symposia, Lulea, Sweden,
December 11-13, 2000.

[21] M.C. Smith, D.K. Gattie, D.D.H. Boothe, K.C. Das, Enhancing aerobic
bioreduction under controlled conditions in a municipal solid waste landfill
through the use of air injection and water recirculation, Adv. Environ. Res.
3 (4) (2000) 459-470.

[22] A.D. Read, M. Hudgins, P. Phillips, Aerobic landfill test cells and their
implications for sustainable waste disposal, Geograph. J. 167 (3) (2001)
235-247.

[23] K.C. Das, M.C. Smith, D.K. Gattie, D.D.H. Boothe, Stability and quality of
municipal solid waste compost from a landfill aerobic bioreduction process,
Adv. Environ. Res. 6 (2002) 401-409.

[24] N.J. Themelis, Y.H. Kim, Material and energy balances in a large scale
aerobic bioconversion cell, Waste Manage. Res. 20 (2002) 234-242.

[25] S.E. Borglin, T.C. Hazen, C.M. Oldenburg, Comparison of aerobic and
anaerobic biotreatment of municipal solid waste, J. Air Waste Manage.
Assoc. 54 (2004) 815-822.

[26] M. Boni, A. Delle-Site, G. Lombardi, E. Rolle, Aerobic—anaerobic oper-
ation of a lab-scale municipal solid waste sanitary landfill, J. Solid Waste
Technol. Manage. 24 (3) (1997) 137-142.

[27] M.S. Bilgili, A. Demir, B. Ozkaya, Quality and quantity of leachate in
aerobic pilot-scale landfills, Environ. Manage. 38 (2) (2006) 189-196.

[28] H.M. Keener, R.C. Hansen, D.L. Elwell, Airflow through compost: design
and cost implications, Appl. Eng. Agric. 13 (3) (1997) 377-384.

[29] HM. Keener, D.L. Elwell, K. Das, R.C. Hansen, Specifying design/
operation of composting systems using pilot scale data, Appl. Eng. Agric.
13 (6) (1997) 767-772.

[30] J. Bernreuter, R.I. Stessel, A review of aerobic biocell research and tech-
nology, White paper submitted to biological processes subcommittee of
SWANA, copy available Earth and Environmental Engineering, Columbia
University, New York, NY, 10027, 1999.

[31] T. Ishigaki, W. Sugano, A. Nakanishi, M. Tadeta, M. Ike, M. Fujita, Appli-
cation of bioventing to waste landfill for improving waste settlement and
leachate quality—a lab-scale model study, J. Solid Waste Technol. Manage.
29 (4) (2003) 230-238.

[32] E. Binner, P. Lechner, E. Erdin, A. Alten, 2003. Composting of
bioorganic waste originating from Vienna (in Turkish), http://web.deu.
edu.tr/erdin/pubs/viyanabiyojenatik.pdf.

[33] APHA, Standard methods for the examination of water and wastewater,
American Public Health Association, Washington, DC, 1995.

[34] K. Nakasaki, H. Yaguchi, Y. Sasaki, H. Kubota, Effects of pH control on
composting garbage, Waste Manage. Res. 11 (1993) 117-125.

[35] G.J. Farquhar, F.A. Rovers, Gas production during refuse decomposition,
Water Air Soil Pollut. 2 (1973) 483-495.

[36] B. Sharer, Enhanced Biodegradation in Landfills, Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University in Master of Science in Environmental Engi-
neering, 2001.

[37] T.H. Christensen, P. Kjeldsen, Basic biochemical processes in landfills,
in: T.H. Christensen, R. Cossu, R. Stegmann (Eds.), Sanitary Landfilling:
Process, Technology and Environmental Impact, Academic Press, New
York, 1989, pp. 29-49.

[38] S.T.S. Yuen, Bioreactor landfills promoted by leachate recirculation: a
full-scale study, Ph.D. Thesis, Department of Civil & Environmental Engi-
neering, University of Melbourne, Australia, 1999.

[39] K. Kylefors, A. Lagerkvist, Changes of leachate quality with degradation
phases and time, in: Proceedings of the Sixth International Landfill Sym-
posium, Cagliari, Italy, October, 1997.

[40] H.J. Ehrig, T. Scheelhaase, Pollution potential and long term behaviour
of sanitary landfills, in: Proceedings of the Fourth International Landfill
Symposium, Cagliari, Italy, 1993.

[41] G. Andreottola, P. Cannas, Chemical and biological characteristics of land-
fill leachate, in: T.H. Christensen, R. Cossu, R. Stegmann (Eds.), Landfilling
of waste, Chapman & Hall, Leachate, 1992.

[42] D.A.C. Manning, N. Robinson, Leachate-mineral reactions: implications
for drainage system stability and clogging, in: Proceedings of the Seventh
International Waste Management and Landfill Symposium, Cagliari, Italy,
October 4-8, 1999.

[43] P.Kjeldsen, M.A. Barlaz, A.P.Rooker, A. Baun, A. Ledin, T.H. Christensen,
Present and long term composition of MSW landfill leachate: a review, Crit.
Rev. Env. Sci. Technol. 32 (4) (2002) 297-336.

[44] 1.B. Christensen, D.L. Jensen, Z. Filip, C. Gron, T.H. Christensen, Charac-
terization of the dissolved organic carbon in landfill polluted groundwater,
Water Res. 32 (1998) 125-135.

[45] S.K. Marttinen, R.H. Kettunen, K.M. Sormunen, R.M. Soimasuo, J.A.
Rintala, Screening of physical-chemical methods for removal of organic
material, nitrogen and toxicity from low strength landfill leachates, Chemo-
sphere 46 (2002) 851-858.

[46] O.N. Agdag, D.T. Sponza, Effect of aeration on the performance of a simu-
lated landfilling reactor stabilizing municipal solid wastes, J. Environ. Sci.
Health, Part A 39 (11/12) (2004) 2955-2972.


http://web.deu.edu.tr/erdin/pubs/viyanabiyojenatik.pdf

	Influence of leachate recirculation on aerobic and anaerobic decomposition of solid wastes
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Aerobic and anaerobic landfill reactors
	Aeration and leachate recirculation
	Leachate characteristics

	Results and discussion
	Leachate quantity
	Leachate quality
	pH, alkalinity, and oxidation-reduction potential
	Total dissolved solids and conductivity
	Chloride
	COD
	Ammonia and TKN


	Conclusions
	References


