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ABSTRACT
Micropollutants have become a
serious environmental problem
with several negative outcomes
for human health and ecosys-
tems. Many efforts have been
made to remove micropollutants
using a variety of physical, chem-
ical and biological methods. By
far, the most attention has been
paid to microalgae-based tech-
nologies for wastewater treat-
ment in order to obtain high-
quality effluents, recover algal
biomass for fertilizers, protein-rich feed, biofuel, and put them to other practical use.
This paper reviews the potential of microalgae-based systems for the removal of
organic micropollutants from open ponds to closed photobioreactors coupled by sus-
pended microalgal cells, immobilized cells, or microalgae-microbial consortia. The inhib-
ition of micropollutants on microalgae growth as well as micropollutant removal
mechanisms performed by microalgae-based systems are also discussed. Other treat-
ment methods for the removal of micropollutants are analyzed to show the advantages
and limitations of microalgae-based treatment strategies, from which some possible
combined systems can be suggested. Finally, some recommendations for future studies
on this topic are proposed.

Abbreviations: AOPs: Advanced oxidation processes; BOD: Biological oxygen demand;
COD: Chemical oxygen demand; CWs: Constructed wetlands; EDCs: Endocrine-disrupting
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1. Introduction

Micropollutants (MPs) are defined as anthropogenic chemicals found in
different water bodies with concentrations remaining at trace levels, up to
the microgram per liter range. These emerging organic pollutants mainly
consist of pharmaceuticals, personal-care products, steroid hormones,
industrial chemicals, pesticides, polyaromatic hydrocarbons and other
recently seen compounds (Wanda et al., 2017). Heavy metals, which are
considered inorganic MPs, are not targeted in this paper. Herein, MPs refer
only to organic MPs. These contaminants are generally associated with
adverse effects, such as endocrine disruption, acute and chronic toxicities
for different species, and particularly the development of antibiotic resist-
ance in microorganisms (Tijani et al., 2016). Even at very low levels, the
continuous discharge of MPs into the environment may elevate the abnor-
malities in reproduction and development of sensitive species (Lecomte
et al., 2017).
At present, few discharge standards and regulations about MPs have

been published and implemented. Only some developed countries have
made regulations regarding these MPs, mostly surfactants, industrial chemi-
cals and pesticides; pharmaceuticals, personal care-products (PCPs) and
steroid hormones are generally not listed (Kim & Zoh, 2016). The detection
and analysis of MPs during treatment are generally complicated because of
the low concentration and diversity of these compounds (Luo et al., 2014).
Although current wastewater treatment processes can reduce the concentra-
tions of many MPs, they are not specifically designed to remove them.
Moreover, stable structures make it even more difficult to eliminate these
compounds (Rizzo et al., 2019). Because of their distinctive properties,
there is no specific treatment for the complete removal of all MP groups.
In addition, these treatment processes cannot simultaneously remove both
bulk contaminants and MPs very efficiently (Dolu et al., 2017).
During the past few decades, several efforts have been made to remove

or degrade MPs using a variety of physical, chemical and biological tech-
nologies. Among these, several methods are mainly with reference to
microalgae-based wastewater treatment technologies using high-rate algal
ponds (HRAPs) and/or photobioreactors (PBRs) as these can recover algal
biomass for fertilizers, protein-rich feed, biofuel and provide high-quality
effluents from the system (Ravindran et al., 2016). In addition to some
common organic and inorganic compounds present in wastewater (e.g.
ammonium, nitrate, phosphates), microalgae can biodegrade and assimilate
more persistent molecules, such as hydrocarbons, antibiotics, pharmaceuti-
cals and personal care products (PPCPs), endocrine-disrupting compounds
(EDCs) and heavy metals (Delrue et al., 2016). Moreover, microalgae can



simultaneously sequestrate CO2 during photosynthesis, which reduces
greenhouse-gas emissions (Razzak et al., 2013).
To date, several studies have focused on microalgae’s ability to remove

some specific MPs. However, only a few reviews on the efficiencies and
removal mechanisms of microalgae-based wastewater treatment systems
have been published. Especially, there is no comparison between the per-
formances of suspended cells, immobilized cells, and consortia of microal-
gae species in MP removal. Accordingly, we aim to evaluate and compare
the potentials of different microalgae-based systems for MP removal, as
noted previously. The inhibitions of MPs on microalgae growth are also
discussed. In addition, we provide an overview of treatment methods for
MP removal in order to investigate the advantages and limitations of
microalgae-based methods compared to others. Finally, some recommenda-
tions for future studies on this topic are proposed.

2. MP removal mechanisms in microalgae-based treatment systems

Biodegradation, photodegradation, volatilization and sorption to the bio-
mass are the most relevant contaminant-removal processes occurring in
microalgae PBRs (Bilal et al., 2018; Matamoros et al., 2015; Norvill et al.,
2016, 2017; Petrie et al., 2015; Tolboom et al., 2019; Wang & Wang, 2016).
These four removal mechanisms are illustrated in Figure 1. The most
important pathways for the removal of compounds appear to be biodegrad-
ation and photodegradation, whereas sorption and volatilization are signifi-
cant only for hydrophobic compounds (log Kow > 5) and pollutants with a
moderately high Henry’s law constant (KH > 10�3 atm m3 mol�1), respect-
ively (Duchowicz et al., 2020; Tolboom et al., 2019; Wang, Liu, et al.,
2017). The treatment efficiencies of microalgae-based systems and their
main mechanisms to remove some MPs are summarized in Table 1.

2.1. Bioadsorption of MPs by microalgae

Biosorption is a physical-chemical process that can be simply defined as
the removal of substances from solution using biological material (Fomina
& Gadd, 2014). Many researchers consider biosorption to be a subcategory
of adsorption, where the sorbent is a biological matrix (Michalak et al.,
2013). Due to the presence of dominant functional groups (e.g. carboxyl,
phosphoryl, amide), the microalgae cell wall is negatively charged. As a
result of the electrostatic interaction, contaminants with cationic groups are
effectively attached to the microalgal surface, resulting in biosorption.
Because adsorption is extracellular, the process depends largely on the



hydrophobicity, structure, and functional groups of different MPs and
microalgae species (Xiong, Kurade, et al., 2018).
Cho et al. (2019) studied the adsorptive interaction of 30 MPs with

microalgae Chlorella vulgaris to investigate the environmental fate and
transport of pharmaceutical waste. They measured the isotherms between
Chlorella vulgaris and 30 chemicals in neutral and ionic forms to predict
their adsorptive affinities based on the linear free-energy relationship.
Dispersive and hydrophobic interactions prompt adsorption of pharmaceut-
icals toward Chlorella vulgaris, whereas the polar, hydrogen-bonding, and
anionic interactions of these compounds repel the adsorption (Cho
et al., 2019).
The amount of MPs (including diclofenac, ibuprofen, paracetamol, meto-

prolol, trimethoprim, carbamazepine, estrone, b-estradiol, and ethinylestra-
diol) adsorbed by microalgae ranges from a lower limit of detection to
16.7% of the removed amount (de Wilt et al., 2016). In addition, adsorp-
tion is the only contributing factor of the dead microalgae for MP removal.
The dead-cell biomass of Scenedesmus obliquus and Chlorella pyrenoidosa
was described as able to adsorb approximately 10% of two studied MPs,
i.e., progesterone and norgestrel (Peng et al., 2014). This is because algae
cell walls contain several polymers that are similar to cellulose, pectin, chi-
tin, alginate, glycan, lignin, etc. (Fomina & Gadd, 2014; Xiong, Kurade,
et al., 2018). These chemical components furnish important sites for the
sorption of organic contaminants. The microalgae cell wall is negatively
charged due to the presence of the dominant functional groups such as
carboxyl, amine and phosphoryl. Therefore, contaminants with cationic
groups are effectively attracted toward the microalgae surface, even the
dead cells, through electrostatic interaction, resulting in biosorption.
Compared to other removal mechanisms, sorption onto biomass contrib-

uted less to the total removal (de Godos et al., 2012). Norvill et al. (2017)

Figure 1. Micropollutant removal mechanisms in microalgae-based system.
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indicated that sorption accounted for only 6% of the total tetracycline
removal in algae ponds. They also pointed out that the sorption removal of
estrogens onto microalgae biomass was apparent only given high initial
concentrations (e.g. 5mg/L). Concentration gradient could be one explan-
ation for this phenomenon since it would facilitate the adsorption rate.
Another possible reason is that when given low initial micropollutant con-
centrations, biodegradation can cause the subsequent release of sorbed con-
taminants, leading to the decrease in the removed amount by adsorption
mechanism. Besides, microalgae’s ability to absorb MPs may be affected by
pH value and the amount/composition of extracellular polymeric substan-
ces in PBRs (Cheng et al., 2019).

2.2. Biodegradation of MPs by microalgae

Biodegradation is defined as the breakdown of organic chemicals catalyzed
by enzymes produced by microorganisms (Wang, Liu, et al., 2017). The
mechanisms can be either metabolic degradation or co-metabolism. For
metabolic degradation, organic chemicals are used as the sole carbon and
energy sources. For co-metabolism, on the other hand, the degradation of
MPs depends on nonspecific enzymes present in the environment that will
catalyze the metabolism of other substrates (Tiwari et al., 2017). Because
the concentration of MPs in wastewater is usually within the ng/L to mg/L
range, it may be insufficient to maintain the growth of microalgae via
metabolic degradation. Therefore, co-metabolism may be the main process
responsible for the degradation of MPs (Tran et al., 2013). For example,
Quintana et al. (2005) examined the biodegradation pathways of some
acidic pharmaceuticals in wastewater treatment process by comparing their
biodegradation with and without external carbon source. Bezafibrate,
naproxen and ibuprofen were proved to be degraded only co-metabolically.
In addition, Tran et al. (2013) reviewed the metabolic and co-metabolic
activities of autotrophic and heterotrophic microorganisms in the biodeg-
radation of micropollutants. They also point out that there is still no avail-
able information on metabolism by autotrophic microorganisms.
Biodegradation is considered to be the most effective way by which

microalgae eliminates organic MPs from the aqueous phase. It can be cate-
gorized as intracellular biodegradation and extracellular degradation. Under
microalgal activity, complex parent compounds are catalytically degraded
and thus simpler molecules are formed. With a complex enzyme system,
microalgae have different types of enzymatic reactions with the MPs during
biodegradation, for example hydroxylation, carboxylation, oxidation, hydro-
genation, demethylation and ring cleavage (Ding et al., 2017). In addition,
microalgae can also excrete various extracellular polymeric substances to



form a hydrated biofilm matrix. This layer can act as an external digestive
system by keeping the extracellular enzymes close to the ells and enabling
them to metabolize the organic compounds (Xiong, Kurade, et al., 2018).
Within the biofilm, organic compounds (either in dissolved, colloidal, or
solid form) imported through the water phase of the matrix can be seques-
tered, accumulated and utilized owing to the retention of extracellular
enzymes in the matrix (Flemming & Wingender, 2010).
Some previous research has investigated the capability and mechanisms for

the removal of MPs using microalgae in laboratory batch experiments. As
summarized in Table 1, microalgae are able to remove many MPs belonging
to estrogenic hormones, antibiotics, antimicrobials, anti-epileptics and non-
steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs. For most of the investigated contaminants,
biodegradation was found to be the main removal mechanism.
Biodegradation by microalgae was the main removal mechanism of diclo-

fenac, a nonsteroidal anti-inflammatory drug with the highest removal effi-
ciency of 99% when using Scenedesmus obliquus (Escapa et al., 2018). In
other studies, several pharmaceutically active compounds including ibupro-
fen, caffeine, carbamazepine, and tris(2-chloroethyl) phosphate were biode-
graded about 30–80% by microalgae in urban or synthetic wastewater
(Ding et al., 2017; Hom-Diaz et al., 2017; Matamoros et al., 2016).
However, during biodegradation, if the concentration and/or toxicity of the
transformation products exceed those of the parent compounds, a large
removal does not warrant an efficient treatment. For example, Phong Vo
et al. (2019) investigated the occurrences, toxicity, removal strategies and
transformation pathways of acetaminophen micropollutant. More than 20
by-products and intermediates of acetaminophen were detected with differ-
ent toxicities. Some of them are more detrimental than the parent form
such as N-acetyl-p-benzoquinone imine (Liang et al., 2016). Accordingly,
they concluded that treated wastewater was not totally free from the toxic
effects due to acetaminophen metabolites. Hence, effects of the final efflu-
ent on living organisms need to be tested for a comprehensive evaluation
of the microalgae-based treatment efficiency. Escapa et al. (2018) confirmed
that the removal of diclofenac by three microalgae strains, namely Chlorella
sorokiniana, Chlorella vulgaris, and Scenedesmus obliquus, did not generate
compounds toxic to zebrafish embryos.

2.3. Photodegradation

Illumination is required for photosynthesis in a microalgae-based treatment
system. Therefore, photodegradation can play an important role in the
removal of MPs in wastewater treatment systems using microalgae-based
technologies. The principle relies upon solar energy needed for



photosynthesis that will also induce a pathway for micropollutant removal
through direct or indirect UV photodegradation (Hom-Diaz et al., 2015).
Direct photodegradation encompasses the direct absorption of light by the
pollutants, which results in a chemical reaction. The micropollutant struc-
ture determines whether the radiation absorption occurs, in which the
molecular energy increases, leading to bond breaking and degradation
(Gruchlik et al., 2018). Indirect photolysis can be explained by the dissolved
organic substances in wastewater that can absorb light energy and produce
reactive oxygen species (e.g. hydroxyl radicals, singlet oxygen), which sub-
sequently degrade the target contaminants (Norvill et al., 2016). Due to the
strong attenuation of light in wastewater, indirect photodegradation con-
tributes much more to the overall removal than does direct photolysis
(Zhang et al., 2014). Norvill et al. (2017) found that the rate of tetracycline
photodegradation was 7 times greater than the control due to indirect
photodegradation.
The photodegradation mechanism depends on the molecule structure of

micropollutants and on environmental conditions. Wang et al. (2016)
studied the photodegradation of seven micropollutants. The experimental
result indicated that sulfamethoxazole and triclosan were susceptible to
sunlight exposure, whereas carbamazepine, diuron, simazine, caffeine and
2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic acid were not. In addition, Mathon et al. (2019)
studied the solar photodegradation of 23 organic micropollutants at differ-
ent depths. The results showed that photodegradation is most effective in
the first 10 cm of the water column. Amongst studied micropollutants,
ketoprofen, diclofenac, fenofibric acid, and metronidazole were classified as
fast-photodegradable. Five micropollutants defined as medium-photo-
degradable were acebutolol, theophylline, sulfamethoxazole, sotalol, and iso-
proturon. Besides, six slow-photodegradable microppolutants included
diazepam, atrazine, dimethoate, diuron, simazine, and cyclophosphamide
(Mathon et al., 2019). The photodegradation rate of a particular compound
is also affected by the change in solar irradiance intensity with both latitude
and season. For example, the removal of diclofenac and ketoprofen (fast-
photodegradable compounds) was better in summer with the average daily
solar irradiation of 282Wm�2 compared to winter with much lower solar
irradiation (74Wm�2) (Gruchlik et al., 2018).
The disadvantages of this removal mechanism may include the incom-

plete degradation of micropollutants as well as the great dependence on the
chemical properties of contaminants. The transformation products are
important to identify because some intermediate compounds may be more
toxic than the parent compounds. For instance, acridine, a photodegrada-
tion product of carbamazepine, is mutagenic and carcinogenic. The photo-
degradation products of naproxen are also more toxic than the parent



compound (Rivera-Utrilla et al., 2013). Additionally, not all micropollutants
are photodegradable and this phenomenon only occurs predominantly at
the upper layer of the water column. In some circumstances, photodegrada-
tion could not be considered as the main removal mechanism for micro-
pollutants but a supplemental one.

2.4. Volatilization

Volatilization can contribute to the removal of volatile and semi-volatile
MPs in an open microalgae-based treatment system. The elimination of
trace pollutants by volatilization during the microalgae-based process
depends on Henry’s law constant of the analyzed trace pollutants, and
becomes significant when this value is greater than 10�3 atm m3 mol�1

(Duchowicz et al., 2020). However, most MPs (e.g. pharmaceuticals) are
large molecules with low Henry’s law constants (KH < 10�3 atm m3 mol�1)
(e.g. diazepam 2.7� 10�5, diclofenac 3.42� 10�5, naproxen 2.52� 10�5,
ibuprofen 1.1� 10�4, sulfamethoxazole 4.68� 10�5, trimethoprim
1.76� 10�4, erythromycin 3.96� 10�5, roxithromycin 1.8� 10�5, etc.)
(Su�arez et al., 2008). Thus, volatilization is usually considered negligible.
This removal mechanism is also affected by the air stripping intensity and
temperature in the system. In any case, volatilization might not be a
desired outcome for wastewater treatment, since it converts pollutants only
from a liquid phase into the atmosphere instead of degrading them into
smaller molecules (Wang, Liu, et al., 2017).
The capacity to remove many MPs simultaneously with other pollutants

of microalgae-based treatment systems has been demonstrated only some-
what in the research. However, poor removal was also noted for several
MPs, such as carbamazepine (30–37%), lorazepam (30–57%), trimethoprim
(0%, non-degradable), and verapamil (12–40%), perhaps because of their
low biodegradability, lack of functioning UV absorption groups, or phys-
ical-chemical properties (Kovalova et al., 2013; Wang, Liu, et al., 2017).

3. MPs’ inhibition on microalgae growth

Although microalgae-based wastewater treatment is a potential system
being a source for microalgae biomass production, the high concentrations
of nutrients and toxic contaminants could, nonetheless, inhibit the microal-
gae growth. There are contradictory results about the influence of MPs on
microalgae growth. On one hand, Li et al. (2016) found that tetracycline
concentrations of 0-0.25mg/L exerted a positive impact on the growth and
nutrient removal of Chlamydomonas reinhardtii. On the other hand, the
inhibitory effect of different tetracycline concentrations on microalgae has



been documented. Xiong, Hozic, et al. (2018) stated that the generation of
microalgae biomass was not affected at a low tetracycline concentration
(�150 mg/L), but was inhibited significantly when tetracycline increased to
20mg/L. Pomati et al. (2004) found that the Synechocystis growth reduced
by 20–22% at a tetracycline concentration of 10 and 100 mg/L, but no nega-
tive effect was seen at 1000 mg/L. One possible reason proposed by these
authors was that at high tetracycline concentration, the production of exo-
enzymes was induced, which converted the antibiotics into smaller mole-
cules and reduce their effect on Synechocystis growth. The different
responses of microalgae toward the presence of MPs could be the conse-
quence of natural variability in MP resistance between different species.
The sensitivity and type of response to MP are dependent upon the trans-
port of MP molecules across the cell membrane. Therefore, the opposing
responses may suggest differences in the uptake mechanism.
According to de Wilt et al. (2016), the growth of the microalgae Chlorella

sorokiniana was not inhibited by the presence of MPs at applied concentra-
tions (100–350mg/L). Escapa et al. (2016) also reported that the presence of
diclofenac provided a larger microalgae biomass concentration than did the
controls. This phenomenon can be explained that, for the studied strains, the
addition of diclofenac meant an organic carbon source supplying for their
heterotrophic growth and thus, provided higher biomass concentration.
Moreover, microalgae-based treatment systems can simultaneously remove
MPs and recover nutrients. Harvested microalgae biomass can be applied as
fertilizer in agriculture (de Wilt et al., 2016). The cultivation of microalgae in
wastewater has been intensively studied focusing on biomass production and
factors affecting the growth of microalgae (Komolafe et al., 2014; Leite et al.
2019; Prandini et al., 2016; Shahid et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2015; Wang, Ho,
et al. 2017). Although sewage wastewater is a potential source for microalgae
cultivation, high concentrations of contaminants may negatively affect the
rate of microalgae growth as well as biomass production. In general, microal-
gae growth rate depends on initial nutrition levels, cultivation conditions (e.g.
light intensity, pH, temperature, cultivation modes), the presence of MPs
(types, concentrations), and microorganisms in wastewater (Gatamaneni et al.,
2018; Li et al., 2016; Metsoviti et al., 2019; Miazek et al., 2015). Regarding the
presence of micro-contaminants in wastewater, their inhibition on microalgae
growth varies with MP types, concentrations, and exposed microalgae species
as shown in Table 2.

4. Strategies of microalgae-based treatment systems for removing MPs

The removal of MPs has been studied using microalgae-based systems with
different configurations, ranging from open ponds to closed PBRs, applying



suspended cells, immobilized cells, or consortia. This section will discuss
each configuration and summarize the results published in previ-
ous studies.

4.1. Suspended cells

4.1.1. Open ponds
Open ponds are the most extensively used reactors for large-scale microal-
gae cultivation because of the reasonable construction cost, low energy
usage, easy scale-up, and simple cleaning compared to closed PBRs. High-
rate algal ponds (HRAPs), circular ponds, and tanks are the commonly
used forms that have received the most attention. HRAPs are shallow race-
way reactors in an open space, hence contamination by bacteria is unavoid-
able. In HRAPs, microalgae and bacteria grow in symbiosis and
consequently do not require aeration (Matamoros et al., 2015). Compared
to the conventional activated sludge process for wastewater treatment,
HRAPs provide an additional advantage in that shallower ponds are used
to retain water, thereby allowing better penetration of light through the
water column. Optimal depths for HRAPs reported in the literature range
from 15 to 100 cm (Grobbelaar, 2012; Park et al., 2011; Sutherland et al.,
2014), while the depth for activated sludge process usually ranges from 2.4
to 6m (Norvill et al., 2016). In accordance with better photocapture by

Table 2. Microalgae growth inhibition in the presence of micropollutants.

Micropollutants Microalgae Concentrations

Inhibition

ReferencesYes No

Tetracycline Synechocystis 10mg/L
100mg/L
1000 mg/L

O
O

O

Pomati et al. (2004)

Chlamydomonas
reinhardtii

0–0.25mg/L O Li et al. (2016)

Chlorella spp. �150 mg/L
20mg/L O

O Xiong, Hozic,
et al. (2018)

Sulfamethoxazole Selenastrum
capricornutum

1.0mg/L O Liu et al. (2011)

Sulfamonomethoxine Chlorella vulgaris 2.5–20mg/L O Huang et al. (2014)
Scenedesmus obliquus �0.5mg/L O Xiong, Hozic,

et al. (2018)
Carbamazepine Chlamydomonas

mexicana
200mg/L O Xiong et al. (2016)

Scenedesmus obliquus O
Diclofenac Chlorella sorokiniana 147 ± 9 mg/L O de Wilt et al. (2016)
Ibuprofen 317 ± 33mg/L O
Paracetamol 337 ± 23mg/L O
Metoprolol 181 ± 62mg/L O
Carbamazepine 117 ± 17mg/L O
Trimethoprim 202 ± 30mg/L O
Diclofenac Chlorella sorokiniana 25mg/L O Escapa et al. (2016)

Chlorella vulgaris
Scenedesmus obliquus



algae, the shallow depth enhances the photodegradation of photosensitive
compounds (Delrue et al., 2016).
Some previous research has investigated the performance of HRAPs sys-

tems for MP removal and compared them to the activated sludge process
in conventional WWTPs (Matamoros et al., 2015; Villar-Navarro et al.,
2018). The removal by HRAPs is about as efficient as that of conventional
activated sludge, as can be seen in Table 3.
The most commonly used analgesics and anti-inflammatories (e.g. ibu-

profen, acetaminophen, and naproxen) were slightly better removed in the
conventional WWTPs. Conversely, HRAPs were more efficient at eliminat-
ing some pharmaceuticals that are of major environmental concern such as
diclofenac and antibiotics (Villar-Navarro et al., 2018). This phenomenon
can be linked to the MP molecular properties, which define their biodeg-
radation abilities by a given strain of microorganism under given operating
conditions. Accordingly, some pharmaceuticals that were not appreciably
removed in activated sludge (e.g. carbamazepine) were not eliminated by
HRAPs either. For example, the presence of a relative complex aromatic
structure or chlorine in the molecule are the reasons for the low degrad-
ation rates of clofibric acid, dichloprop, and dichllorofluorescein
(Grandcl�ement et al., 2017). Some physico-chemical characteristics (e.g.
hydrophobicity, functional groups) are important factors governing MP
biodegradation. MP removal are, therefore, compound- and process-

Table 3. Micropollutants removal by HRAPs compared to conventional activated sludge.

Category Compound

Initial
concentration

(mg/L)

Removal
efficiency

(%)

Conventional
activated
sludge (%) References

Analgesics Acetaminophen 135 98 99 Villar-Navarro
et al. (2018)Ibuprofen 25 86 96

Naproxen 5 20 80
Lipid regulators Gemfibrozil 3.2 41 28
b-blockers Atenolol 1.5 73 40
H2-blocker Ranitidine 2.2 82 45
Drugs Furosemide 1.7 76 47
EDCs Bisphenol A 00–24 85 63–99 Luo et al. (2014);

Matamoros et al.
(2015); Stasinakis
et al. (2013)

Octylphenol 93 <97
Pesticides Atrazine 85 25

Benzothiazole 78 40–60
2,4-dichlorophenoxyacetic

acid
32 –

Diazinon 63 0
OH-benzothiazole 84 60
Triclosan 95 71–99

Fragrance agents Methyl dihydrojasmonate – 92–99 98
Cashmeran – 61–79 50

PCPs Oxybenzone – 75–99 63-98
Flavoring agents Hydrocinnamic acid – 99 –
Pharmaceuticals 5-methyl benzotriazole – 74-95 60
Antibiotics Tetracycline 2000 69 – de Godos et al. (2012)
NSAIDs Ketoprofen 24 95 – Garcia-Rodr�ıguez

et al. (2014)Stimulants Caffeine 9 85–98 50–99



specific. As a result, hybrid processes are expected to achieve better MP
removal, which will be discussed in Section 5.
During photosynthesis, microalgae release oxygen as a by-product which

can be utilized by aerobic microorganisms to further degrade the remaining
organic loads. This lessens the energy cost for aeration compared to con-
ventional wastewater treatment system. Craggs et al. (2014) stated that day-
time algal photosynthesis can supersaturate the concentration of dissolved
oxygen to over 20 g m�3 in the HRAP. Therefore, HRAP paddlewheels
consume only one-tenth of the energy required for mechanical aeration in
conventional WWTPs. While approximately 1 kWh of electricity is needed
to remove 1 kg of BOD in the conventional activated sludge process, micro-
algae do not require energy input to remove the equivalent amount from
brewery wastewater when exposure to sunlight. Moreover, 1 kWh of electric
power could be produced through methane production by algal biomass
(Amenorfenyo et al., 2019). With comparable removal efficiencies and the
added advantage that they produce microalgae biomass without the need
for aeration, HRAPs represent an alternative technology for the treatment
of wastewater containing MPs. However, one of the main drawbacks for
implementing HRAPs in wastewater treatment is that they require a large
surface area. This is necessary to promote satisfactory removal efficiency
and biomass productivity.

4.1.2. Closed PBRs
Closed-type PBRs generally require high installation and maintenance costs
but they are more efficient in terms of light and gas distribution when they
are appropriately designed and operated (Chang et al., 2017). They over-
come the defects of HRAPs, which have poor mass-transfer efficiency and
highly susceptible to contamination. In their easily controlled environment,
closed PBRs are better at removing MPs than are open systems
(Lavrinovi�cs & Juhna, 2018; Tolboom et al., 2019; Vo et al., 2019). Details
of MP removal by suspended microalgae cells in closed PBRs are described
in Table 1S (Supplementary material). Several closed PBRs types have been
developed for wastewater treatment and microalgae cultivation. For
example, these include flat panel PBR, tubular PBR, rotating algae biofilm
PBR, stirred-tank PBR and membrane PBR. Wang, Liu, et al. (2017) sum-
marized the characteristics, different advantages and disadvantages of these
systems (Table 2S, Supplementary material).
Closed PBRs can supply a controlled environment for investigating how

well isolated microalgae can remove pollutants, in order to identify the spe-
cies that eliminate them well (Table 1S, Supplementary material). For
example, Escapa et al. (2016) carried out their comparative assessment of
diclofenac removal from water using a variety of microalgae strains.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10643389.2020.1753633
https://doi.org/10.1080/10643389.2020.1753633
https://doi.org/10.1080/10643389.2020.1753633


Among three selected strains, namely Chlorella sorokiniana, Chlorella vulga-
ris and Scenedesmus obliquus, Chlorella sorokiniana showed the quickest
growth, but Scenedesmus obliquus was the most efficient in removing diclo-
fenac from water. The presence of diclofenac provided a higher biomass
concentration than did the controls, indicating that the three studied
microalgae strains were not inhibited by the presence of diclofenac (Escapa
et al., 2016). This phenomenon meant that the studied microalgae species
had utilized the MP diclofenac as an additional organic carbon source for
their growth, leading to the increased biomass.
Subashchandrabose et al. (2013) summarized a list of organic MPs that

have been successfully removed by suspended microalgae cells in an exten-
sive review on how microalgae degrade organic pollutants. Many types of
emerging contaminants, including EDCs and PPCPs, can be eliminated
effectively by microalgae-based treatment systems (at the surveyed concen-
trations ranging from 9 to 24 g/L). However, only low pesticide removal
has been obtained from this kind of system. Compared to microalgae-based
polishing ponds, closed PBR systems were more efficient at removing MPs
even at high concentrations (Ahmed et al., 2017). In order to improve the
removal efficiencies of pesticides, closed PBRs can be integrated with a bio-
logical activated sludge process.

4.2. Immobilized cells

Algal biomass harvesting and separation from treated wastewater is one of
the major drawbacks in microalgae-based wastewater treatment. With nega-
tively charged cells and tiny size (e.g. 2–50 mm), microalgae are easily sus-
pended in the medium since their negative charges prevent assemblage.
Additionally, their concentration in the cultures is relatively low, ranging
from 0.2 to 3.0 g/L (Aci�en Fern�andez et al., 2018). Therefore, it is highly
energy intensive and costly to collect such small cells from the culture.
Conventional harvesting techniques based on mechanical, electrical and
chemical processes such as filtration, centrifugation, coagulation and floccu-
lation are currently used for concentrating microalgae from 0.02 to 0.25%
(w/w) in mixed liquor effluent to 1–5% (w/w) in solid-liquid separation
stage (Guti�errez Mart�ınez et al., 2016). Microalgae sludge, thereafter, needs
further processing. In the context of wastewater treatment, only low-cost
techniques capable of managing large volumes of water and biomass can be
applied. Herein, immobilization technology can be a good choice for har-
vesting or separating microalgae biomass from reactors.
The immobilization method could be a potential alternative to conven-

tional remediation due to three key features: (1) highly retained cell density
and cell catalytic activity; (2) improved survival in extreme enviroments;



and (3) easy separation and reusability (Abdelmajeed et al., 2012; Lam &
Lee, 2012; Nie et al., 2020). Immobilization has been considered for more
flexibility in the reactor design than in the traditional suspension systems.
How to choose suitable materials for microalgae immobilization and the
characterization of the immobilized system are the major contents that
most previous studies have concentrated on (Ting et al., 2017). Six different
immobilization types have been defined: adsorption, capture behind semi-
permeable membrane, affinity immobilization, confinement in liquid-liquid
emulsion, covalent coupling, and entrapment in polymers. Immobilization
in polymers is the most common and effective method used for microalgae,
in which these microorganisms are fixed alive within the gel matrix. The
material must be hydrophilic regardless of the polymers used, in order to
allow wastewater to diffuse into the bead.
Several synthetic polymers (acrylamide, polyurethane, polyvinyl, resins)

and natural polymer (alginate, carrageenan, agar, agarose, chitosan) have
been experimentally utilized. Although natural polymers are less stable in
wastewater than are synthetic polymers, alginate and carrageenan are the
most commonly used materials in immobilization techniques. The major
issues with immobilized microalgae systems are: (1) light usage; (2) gel sta-
bility; and (3) substrate penetration across the gel matrix. These constrain
decisions on the efficiency of the systems needed to remove pollutants, cost
of the polymer and cost of the immobilization process. The immobilized
microalgae are not only highly resistant to toxic compounds within waste-
water, which reduces their effects on algae growth, but also concentrate
high biomass that can be used as a valuable by-product.
Low-concentration wastewater is the main target of the immobilized

microalgae-based treatment systems. This kind of system has been generally
employed to treat municipal wastewater, sewage wastewater, domestic
wastewater, and secondary and tertiary effluents. This also satisfies the con-
dition that the initial concentrations of total nitrogen and total phosphorus
in the wastewater must always stay below 70mg/L and 13mg/L, respect-
ively (Ting et al., 2017).
Given that abundant studies on the use of immobilized microalgae in

wastewater treatment systems have been carried out, the majority focused
only on nitrogen and phosphorus treatment. Only a few papers on the
removal of MPs using immobilized microalgae have been published.
Because immobilization can influent the metabolic activity of the cells, it
will affect MP removal efficiency. Sol�e and Matamoros (2016) assessed the
effect of free and immobilized microalgae on the removal of six ECDs at a
concentration of 10 mg/L using secondary treated wastewater. Both the free
and immobilized cells were able to remove up to 80% of the studied EDCs
within 10 days of incubation. Compared to suspended microalgae cells,



immobilized microalgae in alginate beads were more efficient in removing
bisphenol AF, bisphenol F and 2,4-dichlorophenol (Sol�e & Matamoros,
2016). This study showed that the use of immobilized microalgae increased
the removal efficiency for some MPs from wastewater. As reported by
Abdullah (2017), immobilized Chlorella vulgaris in alginate beads could
remove up to 98% of pendimethalin (10mg/L) and 99% of carbofuran
(20 mg/L) after being cultured for 7 days. Recently, Ferrando and
Matamoros (2020) demonstrated the suitability of using microalgae immo-
bilized in luffa sponge and polyurethane foam to attenuate some MPs,
namely sulfacetamide, sulfamethazine, sulfamethoxazole, bromacil, atrazine,
diuron, bentazone, and mecoprop. The result showed that immobilized
microalgae in luffa and foam enhanced the attenuation of studied MPs
from 36% to 51%, on average, after 10 days of operation. Gao et al. (2011)
found that immobilization of microalgae in alginate beads improved nonyl-
phenol removal (at a spiked concentration of 1mg/L) for a short time
(12–24 h) in a culture medium, but free microalgae cells worked more effi-
cient over a longer time (96–168 h).
From the investigated results, the use of immobilized microalgae technology

for wastewater treatment can either improve or worsen MP removal, depend-
ing on several factors, these being contaminant properties, immobilization
methods, or operating parameters. Therefore, further research is needed to
address the technical issues, for example the fabrication of different polymers
to create a stronger, more efficient matrix for microalgae cells.

4.3. Consortia

Real wastewaters are contaminated with several microorganisms that can
damage the growth of microalgae. Also, microalgae have to tolerate and adapt
to the constant changes of environmental conditions, including climate and
wastewater characteristics. Meanwhile, the association between different spe-
cies (e.g. microalgae and bacteria) makes a consortium less sensitive to fluctu-
ations in environmental conditions and more resistant to contamination.
Microalgal-microbial flocs settled more easily, creating a natural bio-floccula-
tion that increased efficiency in harvesting biomass (Delrue et al., 2016).
Mixed populations in consortia can perform functions that are difficult or
even impossible for individual strains or species. Therefore, several studies
have concentrated on application of consortia in treating wastewater. This
section will analyze the association of microalgae and bacteria, which is the
most commonly studied consortium in eliminating MPs.
Biofilms, most of which are bacteria-microalgae colonies, have more

advantages for microalgae collection than do suspended PBRs. In this kind
of system, CO2 and O2 can achieve a balance and do not need additional



aeration when the activities of the bacteria and microalgae are stable. Even
though microalgae, bacteria and their consortia can remove a variety of
MPs, little analysis has been done on the removal of MPs from wastewater
using microalgae-based systems on a pilot scale.
Gao et al. (2015) suggested that the pollutant-removal efficiencies in the

biofilm PBR were higher than those in the suspended mode. Boelee et al.
(2014) confirmed that no extra CO2 and O2 were needed for a bacteria-
microalgae biofilm PBR, because the supplementation of carbonate and
light kept the CO2 demand of microalgae and the O2 demand of bacteria
in equilibrium. Although the bacteria-microalgae system performed better
than did a microalgae system alone for COD removal, it is difficult to keep
the system steady because of the complicated intraspecies relationships
between the different microbiologies within this system. L�opez-Serna et al.
(2019) studied a newly emerged PBR configuration and examined the
removal rate of five PPCPs that are typically found in urban wastewater,
including ibuprofen, naproxen, salicylic acid, tritosan and propylparaben.
Anoxic-aerobic and anaerobic-anoxic-aerobic microalgal-bacterial PBRs
were proposed. Although these novel PBR configurations have not been
specifically designed for eliminating MPs but for nitrogen removal, MP
removal efficiencies were improved more than by single-stage HRAPs.
Results from these studies suggest that microalgae-bacteria consortia have a
great potential for removing MPs from wastewater.
Examined consortia-based treatment systems are listed in Table 4,

including algal ponds and PBRs of different configurations and scales.
Instead of pure cultivation, mixtures of microalgae and other microorgan-
isms were used in these treatment systems.

5. Overview of treatment methods and combined systems for
MP removal

A variety of technologies, including physical, biological and chemical proc-
esses for the removal of MPs from wastewater, have been extensively inves-
tigated, as illustrated in Figure 2. Since biological degradation processes
have been elaborated, other treatment methods for MP removal will be
covered in this section to compare the advantages and disadvantages of dif-
ferent technologies (Table 5).

5.1. Physical processes

Trace organic pollutants in water can be adsorbed, which is the most
prevalent physical process for removing MPs in the environment. In order
to increase the adsorption capacity for MPs, different adsorbents have been
researched and developed, including activated carbon, clay, graphene and



graphene oxide, carbon nanotubes, sand filtration, coagulation and floccula-
tion. Teh et al. (2016) indicated that coagulation-flocculation processes
were inefficient at removing most MPs except for some musks and phar-
maceuticals such as diclofenac and nonylphenol. Kovalova et al. (2013) and
Grover et al. (2011) studied the removal of some MPs during adsorption
using powdered activated carbon and granular activated carbon. The results
ranged from very low (17%) to nearly complete removal (�100%) depend-
ing on the contaminants, dosage and scale of the experiment.

Table 4. Removal of micropollutants in microalgae consortia treatment systems.
Treatment system Setup Treatment efficiency References

Multi-tubular PBRs with
Scenedesmus sp. and
microbial consortium

An enclosed 1200 L
multitubular PBR made
of low density
polyethylene, total
working volume of
0.24m3, HRT 8–12 days

17b-estradiol 100% Hom-Diaz et al. (2017);
Parlad�e et al. (2018)

Full scale horizontal
tubular PBRs with
Chlorella sp.,
Pediastrum sp.,
Scenedesmus sp., and
the cyanobacteria
Gloeothece sp.

Two tanks made from
polypropylene (3.5m
� 1m � 0.4m),
working volume of
0.612m3 each.
HRT 16 days

Tonalide 73%, galaxolide
68%, anti-inflammatory
compounds 61%

Garc�ıa-Gal�an et al. (2018)

HRAP with Chlorella
vulgaris and other
microorganisms

Two cylindrically shaped
stainless steel tanks
(0.4� 0.2� 0.3m3),
UV-AB and PAR
radiations at the water
surface were 0.8–0.9
and 10W m-2,
HRT 7 days

Tetracycline 69 ± 1% de Godos et al. (2012);
Wang, Liu, et al. (2017)

Stirred-tank PBR with a
consortium of Chlorella
sp. and four Gram
negative bacteria

Five liter glass tank
stirred at 200 rpm,
illumination 5000 lx,
temperature 30 ± 2 oC,
HRT 3 and 4 days

Acetaminophen 80–100%,
Aspirin 100%,
Ketoprofen 20–98%,
Salicylic acid 80–100%

Ismail et al. (2017); Wang,
Liu, et al. (2017)

Multi-tubular PBR with a
consortium of
microalgae
and bacteria

Volume of tubes 0.24m3

(230mm diameter,
1mm thick, 7m long),
outdoor, velocity
0.13m s-1, HRT 8
and 12 days

Anti-inflammatory drugs
>98%, diuretics
>84%, antibiotics
>48%, psychiatric
drug 30–57%

Hom-Diaz et al. (2017);
Wang, Liu et al. (2017)

Continuous stirred tank
PBR with a consortium
of Chlorella vulgaris
and bacteria
Pseudomonas

A 1100mL conical glass
PBR stirred at 200 rpm,
illumination 5000 lx,
temperature 25 ± 2 oC,
HRT 4 days

Salicylate 100%, phenol
97%, thiocyanate 95%

Essam et al. (2014)

Consortium of
Scenedesmus obliquus
and four
bacteria species

Flasks incubated at 25 ± 1
oC, constant shaking at
150 rpm, light-dark
time regime of 14:10,
illumination 165 mmol
photons/m2s

Alkylcycloalkanes and
alkylbenzenes 100%;
naphthalene, fluorene
and
phenanthrene 100%

Tang et al. (2010),
Subashchandrabose
et al. (2011)

Consortium of
Synechocytis sp. and
bacteria Pseudomonas-
related strain

Flasks incubated at 28 oC,
constant shaking at
100 rpm under 12
light/12 darkness
for 12 days

Phenanthrene 0.8mg
day-1

Abed (2010)



Although microfiltration and ultrafiltration are very effective for elimi-
nating turbidity, they are insufficient for removing MPs, because of the
contaminants’ molecular size. Nevertheless, MPs can be removed through
interaction with natural organic matter and adsorption onto the membrane
surface (Dolu et al., 2017). Some hybrid systems such as ultrafiltration-acti-
vated biochar, ultrafiltration-powdered activated carbon, and osmotic mem-
brane bioreactor-microfiltration, have been studied and demonstrated a
good MP removal rate (Kim et al., 2019; Pathak et al., 2018). However,
reduced water flux and fouling are still significant obstacles when applying
these systems.

5.2. Chemical advanced oxidation

It has been stated that conventional physicochemical and biological treat-
ments are not sufficient for removing all MPs because of their persistent
structure. In such circumstances, ozonation and advanced oxidation proc-
esses (AOPs) can be considered as a solution, since they have a high deg-
radation rate. Moreover, this technology is not selective for pollutants
removal (Dolu et al., 2017).
Ozonation is a promising method for removing MPs in full-scale

WWTPs (Bourgin et al., 2018). Ozone degrades contaminants mainly by
producing hydroxyl radicals (�OH), which are strong and less selective for
emerging compounds. The presence of H2O2, Fenton reagent and

Figure 2. Removal processes for micropollutants in wastewater.
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ultraviolet also promote the production of hydroxyl radicals. Hern�andez-
Leal et al. (2011) investigated the elimination rates of MPs in biologically
treated gray water by ozonation; all selected MPs were treated to substantial
levels. Sui et al. (2010) carried out the experiment under the similar condi-
tions, with the only difference being in a higher ozone dose of 5mg/L,
results showed higher removal efficiencies for most MPs. In detail, the
removal rates of carbamazepine, diclofenac, indomethacin, sulpiride and
trimethoprim exceeded 95%. However, the removal rate of bezafibrate was
evaluated at only 14%, because of bezafibrate’s stable molecular structure
(Dolu et al., 2017). In general, oxidation processes cannot provide a com-
plete mineralization of these compounds, so by-products and metabolites
may arise from these reactions.
Many research teams have critically reviewed the potential of homoge-

neous AOPs to degrade several MPs (Barbosa et al., 2016; Ribeiro et al.,
2015; Rizzo et al., 2019). However, to the best of our knowledge, no sus-
tainable application and operation of these processes in real scale has been
reported so far due to their by-products’ toxicity.

5.3. Combined technologies

Realizing the advantage of integrated processes, some combined technolo-
gies have been proposed for the removal of MPs in wastewater. Firstly,
microalgae-based technologies can integrate with AOPs for a better removal
of MPs. In detail, AOPs can transform the resistant compounds into bio-
degradable intermediates. Then, the following microalgae processes can
completely mineralize these by-products. This combined system can both
reduce the toxicity of incompletely oxidized products from single-step
AOPs and improve the total MP removal efficiency.
Secondly, microalgae-based technologies can combine with constructed

wetlands (CWs) for a more sustainable solution. In this kind of system,
microalgae are able to enhance dissolved oxygen in water through photo-
synthesis, and the algal debris can provide as the organic substrate for
plants in the CWs. Thus, adding a microalgae pretreatment unit within a
CW water treatment system has been considered as an attractive option.
For the third integration, the combination between microalgae and

microbial fuel cells (MFCs) may increase the system’s pollutant removal
efficiency as well as saving energy consumed. According to Yang et al.
(2018), contaminant removal in the algal biofilm-assisted MFC was better
than that in the MFC or algal biofilm alone. Also, bioenergy of 0.094 kWh
m�3 of wastewater was obtained in continuous operation of this system.
One of the most attractive advantages of MFCs is their ability to extract
electric energy directly from organic contaminants in wastewater. Different



from other energy products derived during anaerobic digestion processes
(e.g. CH4 and H2), electricity is a cleaner and more widely utilizable energy
form (Li et al., 2013). It has been reported that an amount of 0.080 kWh
energy per kg chemical oxygen demand (COD) could be recovered from
municipal wastewater. Besides, an MFC is estimated to consume only
0.076 kWh kg�1-COD in average based on the current practice for domes-
tic wastewater treatment (Ge et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2013). Thus, it is
theoretically achievable to perform a positive energy balance in domestic
wastewater treatment by MFCs on a liter scale (McCarty et al., 2011).
Integrating them with microalgae-based technologies may reduce the total
energy usage as well as facilitating the production of valuable bio-
mass products.
However, the integration of microalgae-based technologies with other

processes has rarely been reported and is still being researched. There is lit-
tle data on the use of integrated systems for the removal of MPs in waste-
water. Therefore, more analyses are required to fully understand the
operations of these integrated systems for treating MPs wastewater. The
configuration design, hydraulic mode, pH, oxygen, and redox potential are
the key factors that should be carefully considered during the construction
of the integrated systems.

6. Recommendations for future research

Several MPs can be effectively removed by means of different microalgae-
based systems, but there are still deficiencies in the complete removal of
MPs from wastewater. Among the several treatment methods, conclusive
evaluation of the most suitable and cost-effective solution for wastewater
treatment is not yet possible. Some further research areas are suggested
as follows.
The potential of microalgae for degrading MPs is high; however, each

microalgae species can degrade different types of contaminants. More stud-
ies of new microalgae species will be necessary to find alternatives to
degrade resistant MPs. Besides, additional work is needed to evaluate MP
removal in microalgae-based treatment systems with different configura-
tions as well as how operating conditions affect their treatment efficiencies.
Moreover, removal mechanisms should be better demonstrated for a super-
ior system design. In the future, more comprehensive studies on practical
applications of microalgae-based treatment systems in reality will be
required to assess their overall performance, benefit and feasibility.
MPs include a variety of compounds with different physical-chemical

properties. Therefore, it is unrealistic to treat all MPs sufficiently with
microalgae-based technologies. Thus, it is vital to establish a priority list of



MPs exhibiting noticeable and high environmental risks in wastewater.
MPs on the priority list will be the main targets for developing and opti-
mizing microalgae-based technologies.
There are difficulties in species control in the microalgae-based treatment

systems for real wastewater because of contamination. Hence, the use of
microalgae-bacteria or microalgae-fungi consortia can yield advantages over
using specific algae species for real systems. It is also beneficial in the way
that multiple catabolic pathways from different microorganisms are
involved, leading to superior MP removal efficiency. Therefore, instead of
trying to maintain certain species in microalgae-based treatment systems,
the roles of different microorganisms within consortia in MP removal
should be better understood and the optimization of microbial community
structure should be carried out. In addition, the ratio for microalgae-bac-
teria combinations as well as optimal operating conditions need to be
investigated further.
Research has shown that microalgae and fungi can execute impressive

MP removal rates in separated systems. However, no study has yet investi-
gated the potential of their association in microalgae-fungi consortia. Some
fungi can produce extracellular enzymes with low substrate specificity and
are very suitable for degrading some MPs even at low water solubility
(Pozdnyakova, 2012). Ahmed et al. (2017) showed that fungal-based bio-
reactors (also termed mycoreactors) can remove up to 100% of several
MPs, such as pharmaceuticals beta blockers (atendol, propranolol, and sota-
lol), gastroesophageal and anticancer drugs (crimetidine, famotidine raniti-
dine, acridone, and citalopram), anti-inflammatory drugs (acetaminophen,
including stimulants such as butalbital), and antibiotics (azithromycin,
erythromycin, sulfathazole, sulfapyridine, and sulfamethazine). Within the
microalgae-fungi relationship, fungi meet their organic carbon requirement
from algal photosynthesis. In return, fungal filaments provide moisture,
nutrients, protection and anchor to microalgae cells (Lutzu and Turgut
2018). With the both-sided benefits, the association of microalgae and fungi
could be an interesting topic to research on MP removal.
No research has yet examined the direct influences of environmental and

operating parameters on MP removal in microalgae-based treatment sys-
tems. Existing studies evaluate only the factors affecting microalgae growth
as well as nutrient removal performance. Therefore, only indirect effects of
the removal of MPs can be drawn out. More research is needed to elabor-
ate the influences of environment and operation mode on the elimination
of trace organic contaminants by microalgae.
The integration of microalgae-based technologies with other treatment

methods is receiving more attention in recent times. However, the MP
removal efficiencies of those combined systems have rarely been reported



and are still being researched. There are limited data on the use of inte-
grated systems for the removal of MPs in wastewater. Therefore, more
research is required to fully understand the behavior of these integrated
systems for wastewater containing MPs.
This review highlights the possibilities of applying microalgae-based sys-

tems in various wastewater treatment plants in terms of MP removal.
Microalgae-based treatment has proven to be more effective to some extent
as well as more efficient and eco-friendly than are conventional wastewater
treatment technologies. In addition, microalgae not only have the potential
to treat MPs but also can be used to produce biomass energy and biofuel.
The removal of trace organic pollutants by microalgae were found to be
compound-specific. Compared to other treatment alternatives, microalgae-
based systems have several advantages yet also have some limitations that
need to be overcome. More comprehensive work is required to fill in the
knowledge gap on this type of treatment system.

Acknowledgements

This research was a part of the project titled “Development of a water treatment system to
remove harmful substances of ecological disturbances emitted from quarantine stations
screening up imported fishery products.”

Funding

The article is funded by the Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries, Korea.

References

Abdelmajeed, N. A., Khelil, O. A., & Danial, E. N. (2012). Immobilization technology for
enhancing bio-products industry. African Journal of Biotechnology, 11, 13528–13539.
https://doi.org/10.5897/AJB12.547

Abdullah, A. M. (2017). Biosorption potential of the microchlorophyte Chlorella vulgaris
for somepesticides. Journal of Fertilizers & Pesticides, 8, 177. https://doi.org/10.4172/
2471-2728.1000177

Abed, R. M. M. (2010). Interaction between cyanobacteria and aerobic heterotrophic bac-
teria in the degradation of hydrocarbons. International Biodeterioration &
Biodegradation, 64(1), 58–64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibiod.2009.10.008

Aci�en Fern�andez, F. G., G�omez-Serrano, C., & Fern�andez-Sevilla, J. M. (2018). Recovery of
nutrients from wastewaters using microalgae. Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems,
2(59). https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2018.00059

Ahmed, M. B., Zhou, J. L., Ngo, H. H., Guo, W., Thomaidis, N. S., & Xu, J. (2017).
Progress in the biological and chemical treatment technologies for emerging contaminant
removal from wastewater: A critical review. Journal of Hazardous Materials, 323,
274–298. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2016.04.045

https://doi.org/10.5897/AJB12.547
https://doi.org/10.4172/2471-2728.1000177
https://doi.org/10.4172/2471-2728.1000177
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibiod.2009.10.008
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2018.00059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2016.04.045


Amenorfenyo, D. K., Huang, X., Zhang, Y., Zeng, Q., Zhang, N., Ren, J., & Huang, Q.
(2019). Microalgae brewery wastewater treatment: Potentials, benefits and the challenges.
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 16(11), 1910. https://
doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16111910

Barbosa, M. O., Moreira, N. F. F., Ribeiro, A. R., Pereira, M. F. R., & Silva, A. M. T.
(2016). Occurrence and removal of organic micropollutants: An overview of the watch
list of EU Decision 2015/495. Water Research, 94, 257–279. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
watres.2016.02.047

Benner, J., Helbling, D. E., Kohler, H.-P E., Wittebol, J., Kaiser, E., Prasse, C., Ternes,
T. A., Albers, C. N., Aamand, J., Horemans, B., Springael, D., Walravens, E., & Boon, N.
(2013). Is biological treatment a viable alternative for micropollutant removal in drinking
water treatment processes? Water Research, 47(16), 5955–5976. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
watres.2013.07.015

Bilal, M., Rasheed, T., Sosa-Hern�andez, J., Raza, A., Nabeel, F., & Iqbal, H. (2018).
Biosorption: An interplay between marine algae and potentially toxic elements—A
Review. Marine Drugs , 16(2), 65. https://doi.org/10.3390/md16020065

Boelee, N. C., Temmink, H., Janssen, M., Buisman, C. J. N., & Wijffels, R. H. (2014).
Balancing the organic load and light supply in symbiotic microalgal–bacterial biofilm
reactors treating synthetic municipal wastewater. Ecological Engineering, 64, 213–221.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2013.12.035

Bourgin, M., Beck, B., Boehler, M., Borowska, E., Fleiner, J., Salhi, E., Teichler, R., von
Gunten, U., Siegrist, H., & McArdell, C. S. (2018). Evaluation of a full-scale wastewater
treatment plant upgraded with ozonation and biological post-treatments: Abatement of
micropollutants, formation of transformation products and oxidation by-products. Water
Research, 129, 486–498. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2017.10.036

Chang, J.-S., Show, P.-L., & Ling, T.-C. (2017). Photobioreactors. In Current Developments
in Biotechnology and Bioengineering (pp. 313–352). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/
B978-0-444-63663-8.00011-2

Cheng, D. L., Ngo, H. H., Guo, W. S., Chang, S. W., Nguyen, D. D., & Kumar, S. M.
(2019). Microalgae biomass from swine wastewater and its conversion to bioenergy.
Bioresource Technology, 275, 109–122. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2018.12.019

Cho, C.-W., Zhao, Y., & Yun, Y.-S. (2019). QSAR modelling for predicting adsorption of
neutral, cationic, and anionic pharmaceuticals and other neutral compounds to microal-
gae Chlorella vulgaris in aquatic environment. Water Research, 151, 288–295. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.12.033

Craggs, R., Park, J., Heubeck, S., & Sutherland, D. (2014). High rate algal pond systems for
low-energy wastewater treatment, nutrient recovery and energy production. New Zealand
Journal of Botany, 52(1), 60–73. https://doi.org/10.1080/0028825X.2013.861855

de Godos, I., Mu~noz, R., & Guieysse, B. (2012). Tetracycline removal during wastewater
treatment in high-rate algal ponds. Journal of Hazardous Materials, 229-230, 446–449.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2012.05.106

de Wilt, A., Butkovskyi, A., Tuantet, K., Leal, L. H., Fernandes, T. V., Langenhoff, A., &
Zeeman, G. (2016). Micropollutant removal in an algal treatment system fed with source
separated wastewater streams. Journal of Hazardous Materials, 304, 84–92. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2015.10.033

Deegan, A. M., Shaik, B., Nolan, K., Urell, K., Oelgem€oller, M., Tobin, J., & Morrissey, A.
(2011). Treatment options for wastewater effluents from pharmaceutical companies.
International Journal of Environmental Science & Technology, 8(3), 649–666. https://doi.
org/10.1007/BF03326250

https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16111910
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16111910
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2016.02.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2016.02.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2013.07.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2013.07.015
https://doi.org/10.3390/md16020065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2013.12.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2017.10.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-63663-8.00011-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-63663-8.00011-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2018.12.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.12.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.12.033
https://doi.org/10.1080/0028825X.2013.861855
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2012.05.106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2015.10.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2015.10.033
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03326250
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03326250


Delrue, F., �Alvarez-D�ıaz, P., Fon-Sing, S., Fleury, G., & Sassi, J.-F. (2016). The environmen-
tal biorefinery: Using microalgae to remediate wastewater, a win-win paradigm. Energies,
9(3), 132. https://doi.org/10.3390/en9030132

Derakhshan, Z., Ehrampoush, M. H., Mahvi, A. H., Dehghani, M., Faramarzian, M., &
Eslami, H. (2019). A comparative study of hybrid membrane photobioreactor and mem-
brane photobioreactor for simultaneous biological removal of atrazine and CNP from
wastewater: A performance analysis and modeling. Chemical Engineering Journal and the
Biochemical Engineering Journal, 355, 428–438. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2018.08.155

Ding, Y., Wang, W., Liu, X., Song, X., Wang, Y., & Ullman, J. L. (2016). Intensified nitro-
gen removal of constructed wetland by novel integration of high rate algal pond biotech-
nology. Bioresource Technology, 219, 757–761. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2016.08.
044

Ding, T., Yang, M., Zhang, J., Yang, B., Lin, K., Li, J., & Gan, J. (2017). Toxicity, degrad-
ation and metabolic fate of ibuprofen on freshwater diatom Navicula sp. Journal of
Hazardous Materials, 330, 127–134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2017.02.004

Dolu, T., Ateş, H., Argun, M. E., Yel, E., & Nas, B. (2017). Treatment alternatives for
micropollutant removal in wastewater. Selcuk University Journal of Engineering,Science
and Technology, 5(2), 133–143. https://doi.org/10.15317/Scitech.2017.77

Duchowicz, P. R., Aranda, J. F., Bacelo, D. E., & Fioressi, S. E. (2020). QSPR study of the
Henry’s law constant for heterogeneous compounds. Chemical Engineering Research and
Design, 154, 115–121. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cherd.2019.12.009

Escapa, C., Torres, T., & Neuparth, T. (2018). Zebrafish embryo bioassays for a comprehen-
sive evaluation of microalgae efficiency in the removal of diclofenac from water. Science
of the Total Environment, 640, 1024–1033. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.05.353

Escapa, C., Coimbra, R. N., Paniagua, S., Garc�ıa, A. I., & Otero, M. (2016). Comparative
assessment of diclofenac removal from water by different microalgae strains. Algal
Research, 18, 127–134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.algal.2016.06.008

Essam, T., ElRakaiby, M., & Agha, A. (2014). Remediation of the effect of adding cyanides
on an algal/bacterial treatment of a mixture of organic pollutants in a continuous photo-
bioreactor. Biotechnology Letters, 36(9), 1773–1781. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10529-014-
1557-7

Ferrando, L., & Matamoros, V. (2020). Attenuation of nitrates, antibiotics and pesticides
from groundwater using immobilised microalgae-based systems. Science of the Total
Environment, 703, 134740. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.134740

Flemming, H. C., & Wingender, J. (2010). The biofilm matrix. Nature Reviews
Microbiology, 8(9), 623–633. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro2415

Fomina, M., & Gadd, G. M. (2014). Biosorption: Current perspectives on concept, defin-
ition and application. Bioresource Technology, 160, 3–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bio-
rtech.2013.12.102

Gao, Q. T., Wong, Y. S., & Tam, N. F. Y. (2011). Removal and biodegradation of nonyl-
phenol by immobilized Chlorella vulgaris. Bioresource Technology, 102(22), 10230–10238.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2011.08.070

Gao, F., Yang, Z.-H., Li, C., Zeng, G.-M., Ma, D.-H., & Zhou, L. (2015). A novel algal bio-
film membrane photobioreactor for attached microalgae growth and nutrients removal
from secondary effluent. Bioresource Technology, 179, 8–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bio-
rtech.2014.11.108

Garc�ıa-Gal�an, M. J., Guti�errez, R., Uggetti, E., Matamoros, V., Garc�ıa, J., & Ferrer, I.
(2018). Use of full-scale hybrid horizontal tubular photobioreactors to process

https://doi.org/10.3390/en9030132
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2018.08.155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2016.08.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2016.08.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2017.02.004
https://doi.org/10.15317/Scitech.2017.77
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cherd.2019.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.05.353
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.algal.2016.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10529-014-1557-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10529-014-1557-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.134740
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro2415
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2013.12.102
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2013.12.102
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2011.08.070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2014.11.108
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2014.11.108


agricultural runoff. Biosystems Engineering, 166, 138–149. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bio-
systemseng.2017.11.016

Garcia-Rodr�ıguez, A., Matamoros, V., Font�as, C., & Salvad�o, V. (2014). The ability of bio-
logically based wastewater treatment systems to remove emerging organic contami-
nants—A review. Environmental Science and Pollution Research, 21(20), 11708–11728.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-013-2448-5

Gatamaneni, B. L., Orsat, V., & Lefsrud, M. (2018). Factors affecting growth of various
microalgal species. Environmental Engineering Science, 35(10), 1037–1048. https://doi.
org/10.1089/ees.2017.0521

Gatidou, G., Anastopoulou, P., Aloupi, M., & Stasinakis, A. S. (2019). Growth inhibition
and fate of benzotriazoles in Chlorella sorokiniana cultures. Science of the Total
Environment, 663, 580–586. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.01.384

Ge, Z., Li, J., Xiao, L., Tong, Y., & He, Z. (2014). Recovery of electrical energy in microbial
fuel cells. Environmental Science & Technology Letters, 1(2), 137–141. https://doi.org/10.
1021/ez4000324

Grandcl�ement, C., Seyssiecq, I., Piram, A., Wong-Wah-Chung, P., Vanot, G., Tiliacos, N.,
Roche, N., & Doumenq, P. (2017). From the conventional biological wastewater treat-
ment to hybrid processes, the evaluation of organic micropollutant removal: A review.
Water Research, 111, 297–317. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2017.01.005

Grobbelaar, J. U. (2012). Microalgae mass culture: The constraints of scaling-up. Journal of
Applied Phycology, 24(3), 315–318. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10811-011-9728-6

Grover, D. P., Zhou, J. L., Frickers, P. E., & Readman, J. W. (2011). Improved removal of
estrogenic and pharmaceutical compounds in sewage effluent by full scale granular acti-
vated carbon: Impact on receiving river water. Journal of Hazardous Materials, 185(2-3),
1005–1011. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2010.10.005

Gruchlik, Y., Linge, K., & Joll, C. (2018). Removal of organic micropollutants in waste sta-
bilisation ponds: A review. Journal of Environmental Management, 206, 202–214.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.10.020

Guti�errez Mart�ınez, R., Garc�ıa, J., & Dr, S. (2016). Doctoral Degree in Environmental
Engineering Microalgae harvesting in wastewater treatment plants: Application of natural
techniques for an efficient flocculation.

Hern�andez-Leal, L., Temmink, H., Zeeman, G., & Buisman, C. J. N. (2011). Removal of
micropollutants from aerobically treated grey water via ozone and activated carbon.
Water Research , 45(9), 2887–2896. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2011.03.009

Hom-Diaz, A., Ja�en-Gil, A., Bello-Laserna, I., Rodr�ıguez-Mozaz, S., Vicent, T., Barcel�o, D.,
& Bl�anquez, P. (2017). Performance of a microalgal photobioreactor treating toilet waste-
water: Pharmaceutically active compound removal and biomass harvesting. Science of the
Total Environment, 592, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.02.224

Hom-Diaz, A., Llorca, M., Rodr�ıguez-Mozaz, S., Vicent, T., Barcel�o, D., & Bl�anquez, P.
(2015). Microalgae cultivation on wastewater digestate: b-estradiol and 17a-ethynylestra-
diol degradation and transformation products identification. Journal of Environmental
Management, 155, 106–113. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2015.03.003

Huang, D.-J., Hou, J.-H., Kuo, T.-F., & Lai, H.-T. (2014). Toxicity of the veterinary sulfona-
mide antibiotic sulfamonomethoxine to five aquatic organisms. Environmental Toxicology
and Pharmacology, 38(3), 874–880. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.etap.2014.09.006

Huang, J.-C., Su�arez, M. C., Yang, S. I., Lin, Z.-Q., & Terry, N. (2013). Development of a
constructed wetland water treatment system for selenium removal: Incorporation of an
algal treatment component. Environmental Science & Technology, 47, 130828093258001.
https://doi.org/10.1021/es4015629

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biosystemseng.2017.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biosystemseng.2017.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-013-2448-5
https://doi.org/10.1089/ees.2017.0521
https://doi.org/10.1089/ees.2017.0521
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.01.384
https://doi.org/10.1021/ez4000324
https://doi.org/10.1021/ez4000324
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2017.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10811-011-9728-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2010.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2011.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.02.224
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2015.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.etap.2014.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1021/es4015629


Ismail, M. M., Essam, T. M., Ragab, Y. M., El-Sayed, A. E-k B., & Mourad, F. E. (2017).
Remediation of a mixture of analgesics in a stirred-tank photobioreactor using microal-
gal-bacterial consortium coupled with attempt to valorise the harvested biomass.
Bioresource Technology, 232, 364–371. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2017.02.062

Kim, M. K., & Zoh, K. D. (2016). Occurrence and removals of micropollutants in water
environment. Environmental Engineering Research, 21(4), 319–332. https://doi.org/10.
4491/eer.2016.115

Kim, S., Park, C. M., Jang, A., Jang, M., Hern�andez-Maldonado, A. J., Yu, M., Heo, J., &
Yoon, Y. (2019). Removal of selected pharmaceuticals in an ultrafiltration-activated bio-
char hybrid system. Journal of Membrane Science, 570-571, 77–84. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.memsci.2018.10.036

Komolafe, O., Velasquez Orta, S. B., Monje-Ramirez, I., Noguez, I. Y., Harvey, A. P., &
Orta Ledesma, M. T. (2014). Biodiesel production from indigenous microalgae grown in
wastewater. Bioresource Technology, 154, 297–304. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.
2013.12.048

Kovalova, L., Siegrist, H., von Gunten, U., Eugster, J., Hagenbuch, M., Wittmer, A., Moser,
R., & McArdell, C. S. (2013). Elimination of micropollutants during post-treatment of
hospital wastewater with powdered activated carbon, ozone, and UV. Environmental
Science & Technology, 47(14), 7899–7908. https://doi.org/10.1021/es400708w

Lam, M. K., & Lee, K. T. (2012). Immobilization as a feasible method to simplify the separ-
ation of microalgae from water for biodiesel production. Chemical Engineering Journal
and the Biochemical Engineering Journal, 191, 263–268. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.
2012.03.013

Lavrinovi�cs, A., & Juhna, T. (2018). Review on challenges and limitations for algae-based
wastewater treatment. Construction Science, 20, 17–25. https://doi.org/10.2478/cons-2017-
0003

Lecomte, S., Habauzit, D., Charlier, T. D., & Pakdel, F. (2017). Emerging estrogenic pollu-
tants in the aquatic environment and breast cancer. Genes (Basel), 8(9), 229. https://doi.
org/10.3390/genes8090229

Leite, S., Hoffmann, M. T., & Daniel, L. A. (2019). Microalgae cultivation for municipal
and piggery wastewater treatment in Brazil. Journal of Water Process Engineering, 31,
100821. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwpe.2019.100821

Li, W.-W., Yu, H.-Q., & He, Z. (2013). Towards sustainable wastewater treatment by using
microbial fuel cells-centered technologies. Energy & Environmental Science, 7(3),
911–924. https://doi.org/10.1039/C3EE43106A

Liang, C., Lan, Z., Zhang, X., & Liu, Y. (2016). Mechanism for the primary transformation
of acetaminophen in a soil/water system. Water Research, 98, 215–224. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.watres.2016.04.027

Liu, B-y., Nie, X-p., Liu, W-q., Snoeijs, P., Guan, C., & Tsui, M. T. K. (2011). Toxic effects
of erythromycin, ciprofloxacin and sulfamethoxazole on photosynthetic apparatus in
Selenastrum capricornutum. Ecotoxicology and Environment Safety, 74(4), 1027–1035.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoenv.2011.01.022

Li, J., Zheng, X., Liu, K., Sun, S., & Li, X. (2016). Effect of tetracycline on the growth and
nutrient removal capacity of Chlamydomonas reinhardtii in simulated effluent from
wastewater treatment plants. Bioresource Technology, 218, 1163–1169. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.biortech.2016.07.080

L�opez-Serna, R., Posadas, E., Garc�ıa-Encina, P. A., & Mu~noz, R. (2019). Removal of con-
taminants of emerging concern from urban wastewater in novel algal-bacterial

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2017.02.062
https://doi.org/10.4491/eer.2016.115
https://doi.org/10.4491/eer.2016.115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2018.10.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2018.10.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2013.12.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2013.12.048
https://doi.org/10.1021/es400708w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2012.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2012.03.013
https://doi.org/10.2478/cons-2017-0003
https://doi.org/10.2478/cons-2017-0003
https://doi.org/10.3390/genes8090229
https://doi.org/10.3390/genes8090229
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwpe.2019.100821
https://doi.org/10.1039/C3EE43106A
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2016.04.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2016.04.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoenv.2011.01.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2016.07.080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2016.07.080


photobioreactors. Science of the Total Environment, 662, 32–40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
scitotenv.2019.01.206

Luo, Y., Guo, W., & Hao Ngo, H. (2014). A review on the occurrence of micropollutants
in the aquatic environment and their fate and removal during wastewater treatment.
Science of the Total Environment, 473-474, 619–641.

Lutzu, G. A., & Turgut, D. N. (2018). Interactions of microalgae and other microorganisms
for enhanced production of high-value compounds. Frontiers in Bioscience, 23(8),
1487–1504. https://doi.org/10.2741/4656

Malato, S., Maldonado, M. I., Oller, I., & Zapata, A. (2012). Removal of pesticides from
water and wastewater by solar-driven photocatalysis (pp. 59–76). Springer.

Marsolek, M. D., Kirisits, M. J., Gray, K. A., & Rittmann, B. E. (2014). Coupled photocata-
lytic-biodegradation of 2,4,5-trichlorophenol: Effects of photolytic and photocatalytic
effluent composition on bioreactor process performance, community diversity, and
resistance and resilience to perturbation. Water Research, 50, 59–69. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.watres.2013.11.043

Matamoros, V., Uggetti, E., Garc�ıa, J., & Bayona, J. M. (2016). Assessment of the mecha-
nisms involved in the removal of emerging contaminants by microalgae from waste-
water: A laboratory scale study. Journal of Hazardous Materials, 301, 197–205. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2015.08.050

Matamoros, V., Guti�errez, R., Ferrer, I., Garc�ıa, J., & Bayona, J. M. (2015). Capability of
microalgae-based wastewater treatment systems to remove emerging organic contami-
nants: A pilot-scale study. Journal of Hazardous Materials, 288, 34–42. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jhazmat.2015.02.002

Mathon, B., Coquery, M., Mi�ege, C., Vandycke, A., & Choubert, J.-M. (2019). Influence of
water depth and season on the photodegradation of micropollutants in a free-water sur-
face constructed wetland receiving treated wastewater. Chemosphere, 235, 260–270.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2019.06.140

McCarty, P. L., Bae, J., & Kim, J. (2011). Domestic wastewater treatment as a net energy
producer-can this be achieved? Environmental Science & Technology, 45(17), 7100–7106.
https://doi.org/10.1021/es2014264

Metsoviti, M. N., Papapolymerou, G., Karapanagiotidis, I. T., & Katsoulas, N. (2019).
Comparison of growth rate and nutrient content of five microalgae species cultivated in
greenhouses. Plants, 8(8), 279. https://doi.org/10.3390/plants8080279

Miazek, K., Iwanek, W., Remacle, C., Richel, A., & Goffin, D. (2015). Effect of metals, met-
alloids and metallic nanoparticles on microalgae growth and industrial product biosyn-
thesis: A review. International Journal of Molecular Sciences, 16(10), 23929–23969.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms161023929

Michalak, I., Chojnacka, K., & Witek-Krowiak, A. (2013). State of the art for the biosorp-
tion process—A review. Applied Biochemistry and Biotechnology, 170(6), 1389–1416.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12010-013-0269-0

Nie, J., Sun, Y., Zhou, Y., Kumar, M., Usman, M., Li, J., Shao, J., Wang, L., & Tsang,
D. C. W. (2020). Bioremediation of water containing pesticides by microalgae:
Mechanisms, methods, and prospects for future research. Science of the Total
Environment, 707, 136080. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.136080

Norvill, Z. N., Shilton, A., & Guieysse, B. (2016). Emerging contaminant degradation and
removal in algal wastewater treatment ponds: Identifying the research gaps. Journal of
Hazardous Materials, 313, 291–309. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2016.03.085

Norvill, Z. N., Toledo-Cervantes, A., Blanco, S., Shilton, A., Guieysse, B., & Mu~noz, R.
(2017). Photodegradation and sorption govern tetracycline removal during wastewater

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.01.206
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.01.206
https://doi.org/10.2741/4656
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2013.11.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2013.11.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2015.08.050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2015.08.050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2015.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2015.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2019.06.140
https://doi.org/10.1021/es2014264
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants8080279
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms161023929
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12010-013-0269-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.136080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2016.03.085


treatment in algal ponds. Bioresource Technology, 232, 35–43. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
biortech.2017.02.011

Park, J. B. K., Craggs, R. J., & Shilton, A. N. (2011). Wastewater treatment high rate algal
ponds for biofuel production. Bioresource Technology, 102(1), 35–42. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.biortech.2010.06.158

Parlad�e, E., Hom-Diaz, A., Bl�anquez, P., Mart�ınez-Alonso, M., Vicent, T., & Gaju, N.
(2018). Effect of cultivation conditions on b-estradiol removal in laboratory and pilot-
plant photobioreactors by an algal-bacterial consortium treating urban wastewater. Water
Research, 137, 86–96. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.02.060

Pathak, N., Li, S., Kim, Y., Chekli, L., Phuntsho, S., Jang, A., Ghaffour, N., Leiknes, T., &
Shon, H. K. (2018). Assessing the removal of organic micropollutants by a novel baffled
osmotic membrane bioreactor-microfiltration hybrid system. Bioresource Technology,
262, 98–106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2018.04.044

Peng, F.-Q., Ying, G.-G., Yang, B., Liu, S., Lai, H.-J., Liu, Y.-S., Chen, Z.-F., & Zhou, G.-J.
(2014). Biotransformation of progesterone and norgestrel by two freshwater microalgae
(Scenedesmus obliquus and Chlorella pyrenoidosa): Transformation kinetics and products
identification. Chemosphere, 95, 581–588. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2013.10.
013

Petrie, B., Barden, R., & Kasprzyk-Hordern, B. (2015). A review on emerging contaminants
in wastewaters and the environment: Current knowledge, understudied areas and recom-
mendations for future monitoring. Water Research, 72, 3–27. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
watres.2014.08.053

Phong Vo, H. N., Le, G. K., Hong Nguyen, T. M., Bui, X.-T., Nguyen, K. H., Rene, E. R.,
Vo, T. D. H., Thanh Cao, N.-D., & Mohan, R. (2019). Acetaminophen micropollutant:
Historical and current occurrences, toxicity, removal strategies and transformation path-
ways in different environments. Chemosphere, 236, 124391. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.che-
mosphere.2019.124391

Pomati, F., Netting, A. G., Calamari, D., & Neilan, B. A. (2004). Effects of erythromycin,
tetracycline and ibuprofen on the growth of Synechocystis sp. and Lemna minor. Aquatic
Toxicology, 67(4), 387–396. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquatox.2004.02.001

Pozdnyakova, N. N. (2012). Involvement of the ligninolytic system of white-rot and litter-
decomposing fungi in the degradation of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.
Biotechnology Research International, 2012, 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/243217

Prandini, J. M., da Silva, M. L. B., Mezzari, M. P., Pirolli, M., Michelon, W., & Soares,
H. M. (2016). Enhancement of nutrient removal from swine wastewater digestate
coupled to biogas purification by microalgae Scenedesmus spp. Bioresource Technology,
202, 67–75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2015.11.082

Prieto-Rodriguez, L., Miralles-Cuevas, S., Oller, I., Ag€uera, A., Puma, G. L., & Malato, S.
(2012). Treatment of emerging contaminants in wastewater treatment plants (WWTP)
effluents by solar photocatalysis using low TiO2 concentrations. Journal of Hazardous
Materials, 211-212, 131–137. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2011.09.008

Quintana, J. B., Weiss, S., & Reemtsma, T. (2005). Pathways and metabolites of microbial
degradation of selected acidic pharmaceutical and their occurrence in municipal waste-
water treated by a membrane bioreactor. Water Research, 39(12), 2654–2664. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2005.04.068

Ravindran, B., Gupta, S., Cho, W.-M., Kim, J., Lee, S., Jeong, K.-H., Lee, D., & Choi, H.-C.
(2016). Microalgae potential and multiple roles—Current progress and future pros-
pects—An overview. Sustainability, 8(12), 1215. https://doi.org/10.3390/su8121215

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2017.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2017.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2010.06.158
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2010.06.158
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.02.060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2018.04.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2013.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2013.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2014.08.053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2014.08.053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2019.124391
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2019.124391
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquatox.2004.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/243217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2015.11.082
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2011.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2005.04.068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2005.04.068
https://doi.org/10.3390/su8121215


Razzak, S. A., Hossain, M. M., Lucky, R. A., Bassi, A. S., & de Lasa, H. (2013). Integrated
CO2 capture, wastewater treatment and biofuel production by microalgae culturing—A
review. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 27, 622–653. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.rser.2013.05.063

Ribeiro, A. R., Nunes, O. C., Pereira, M. F. R., & Silva, A. M. T. (2015). An overview on
the advanced oxidation processes applied for the treatment of water pollutants defined
in the recently launched Directive 2013/39/EU. Environment International, 75, 33–51.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2014.10.027

Rivera-Utrilla, J., S�anchez-Polo, M., Ferro-Garc�ıa, M. �A., Prados-Joya, G., & Ocampo-P�erez,
R. (2013). Pharmaceuticals as emerging contaminants and their removal from water. A
review. Chemosphere, 93(7), 1268–1287. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2013.07.
059

Rizzo, L., Malato, S., Antakyali, D., Beretsou, V. G., -Doli�c, M. B., Gernjak, W., Heath, E.,
Ivancev-Tumbas, I., Karaolia, P., Lado Ribeiro, A. R., Mascolo, G., McArdell, C. S.,
Schaar, H., Silva, A. M. T., & Fatta-Kassinos, D. (2019). Consolidated vs new advanced
treatment methods for the removal of contaminants of emerging concern from urban
wastewater. Science of the Total Environment, 655, 986–1008. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
scitotenv.2018.11.265

Santaeufemia, S., Torres, E., Mera, R., & Abalde, J. (2016). Bioremediation of oxytetracyc-
line in seawater by living and dead biomass of the microalga Phaeodactylum tricornu-
tum. Journal of Hazardous Materials, 320, 315–325. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.
2016.08.042

Shahid, A., Malik, S., Zhu, H., Xu, J., Nawaz, M. Z., Nawaz, S., Asraful Alam, M., &
Mehmood, M. A. (2020). Cultivating microalgae in wastewater for biomass production,
pollutant removal, and atmospheric carbon mitigation; A review. Science of the Total
Environment, 704, 135303. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.135303

Shi, W., Wang, L., Rousseau, D. P. L., & Lens, P. N. L. (2010). Removal of estrone, 17a-
ethinylestradiol, and 17ß-estradiol in algae and duckweed-based wastewater treatment
systems. Environmental Science and Pollution Research, 17(4), 824–833. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11356-010-0301-7

Sol�e, A., & Matamoros, V. (2016). Removal of endocrine disrupting compounds from
wastewater by microalgae co-immobilized in alginate beads. Chemosphere, 164, 516–523.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2016.08.047

Stasinakis, A. S., Thomaidis, N. S., Arvaniti, O. S., Asimakopoulos, A. G., Samaras, V. G.,
Ajibola, A., Mamais, D., & Lekkas, T. D. (2013). Contribution of primary and secondary
treatment on the removal of benzothiazoles, benzotriazoles, endocrine disruptors, phar-
maceuticals and perfluorinated compounds in a sewage treatment plant. Science of the
Total Environment, 463-464, 1067–1075. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2013.06.087

Su�arez, S., Carballa, M., Omil, F., & Lema, J. M. (2008). How are pharmaceutical and per-
sonal care products (PPCPs) removed from urban wastewaters? Reviews in
Environmental Science and Bio/Technology, 7(2), 125–138. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11157-008-9130-2

Subashchandrabose, S. R., Ramakrishnan, B., Megharaj, M., Venkateswarlu, K., & Naidu, R.
(2011). Consortia of cyanobacteria/microalgae and bacteria: Biotechnological potential.
Biotechnology Advances, 29(6), 896–907. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2011.07.009

Subashchandrabose, S. R., Ramakrishnan, B., Megharaj, M., Venkateswarlu, K., & Naidu, R.
(2013). Mixotrophic cyanobacteria and microalgae as distinctive biological agents for
organic pollutant degradation. Environment International, 51, 59–72. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.envint.2012.10.007

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2013.05.063
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2013.05.063
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2014.10.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2013.07.059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2013.07.059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.11.265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.11.265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2016.08.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2016.08.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.135303
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-010-0301-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-010-0301-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2016.08.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2013.06.087
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11157-008-9130-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11157-008-9130-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2011.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2012.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2012.10.007


Sui, Q., Huang, J., Deng, S., Yu, G., & Fan, Q. (2010). Occurrence and removal of pharma-
ceuticals, caffeine and DEET in wastewater treatment plants of Beijing. Water Research,
44(2), 417–426. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.WATRES.2009.07.010

Sutherland, D. L., Turnbull, M. H., & Craggs, R. J. (2014). Increased pond depth improves
algal productivity and nutrient removal in wastewater treatment high rate algal ponds.
Water Research, 53, 271–281. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2014.01.025

Tang, X., He, L. Y., Tao, X. Q., Dang, Z., Guo, C. L., Lu, G. N., & Yi, X. Y. (2010).
Construction of an artificial microalgal-bacterial consortium that efficiently degrades
crude oil. Journal of Hazardous Materials, 181(1-3), 1158–1162. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jhazmat.2010.05.033

Teh, C. Y., Budiman, P. M., Shak, K. P. Y., & Wu, T. Y. (2016). Recent advancement of
coagulation-flocculation and its application in wastewater treatment. Industrial &
Engineering Chemistry Research, 55(16), 4363–4389. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.iecr.
5b04703

Tijani, J. O., Fatoba, O. O., Babajide, O. O., & Petrik, L. F. (2016). Pharmaceuticals, endo-
crine disruptors, personal care products, nanomaterials and perfluorinated pollutants: A
review. Environmental Chemistry Letters, 14(1), 27–49. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10311-
015-0537-z

Ting, H., Haifeng, L., & Shanshan, M. (2017). Progress in microalgae cultivation photobior-
eactors and applications in wastewater treatment: A review. International Journal of
Agricultural and Biological Engineering, 10, 1–29. https://doi.org/10.3965/j.ijabe.20171001.
2705

Tiwari, B., Sellamuthu, B., Ouarda, Y., Drogui, P., Tyagi, R. D., & Buelna, G. (2017).
Review on fate and mechanism of removal of pharmaceutical pollutants from wastewater
using biological approach. Bioresource Technology, 224, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
biortech.2016.11.042

Tolboom, S. N., Carrillo-Nieves, D., de Jes�us Rostro-Alanis, M., de la Cruz Quiroz, R.,
Barcel�o, D., Iqbal, H. M. N., & Parra-Saldivar, R. (2019). Algal-based removal strategies
for hazardous contaminants from the environment – A review. Science of the Total
Environment, 665, 358–366. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.02.129
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