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Abstract 

Pyrolysis, a thermal decomposition without oxygen, is a promising technology for transportable liquids from whole 
fractions of lignocellulosic biomass. However, due to the hydrophilic products of pyrolysis, the liquid oils have undesir‑
able physicochemical characteristics, thus requiring an additional upgrading process. Biological upgrading methods 
could address the drawbacks of pyrolysis by utilizing various hydrophilic compounds as carbon sources under mild 
conditions with low carbon footprints. Versatile chemicals, such as lipids, ethanol, and organic acids, could be pro‑
duced through microbial assimilation of anhydrous sugars, organic acids, aldehydes, and phenolics in the hydrophilic 
fractions. The presence of various toxic compounds and the complex composition of the aqueous phase are the main 
challenges. In this review, the potential of bioconversion routes for upgrading the aqueous phase of pyrolysis oil is 
investigated with critical challenges and perspectives.
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Graphical Abstract

Introduction
As the global concern caused by climate change becomes 
a reality, efforts to build a carbon-neutral society are 
accelerating. Countries worldwide have announced long-
term LEDS (Low Emission Development Strategies) 
roadmaps (Waisman et  al. 2019), and technical support 
for a sustainable and green society is required. Under 
this circumstance, it is crucial to secure energy and 
chemical production resources. Some technologies have 
already reached grid parity levels under a specific envi-
ronment in the energy sector through continuous R&D 
investments. However, for producing liquid transporta-
tion fuels or chemicals containing carbon, biomass is the 
superior alternative in the short term until carbon diox-
ide  (CO2) utilization technology is evaluated on a large 
scale (Moradian et al. 2021).

Biomass can be a carbon-neutral resource and is easy 
to obtain in bulk amounts from wood, grass, or agri-
cultural wastes (Xu et  al. 2020). Among the different 
biomass types, lignocellulosic biomass is a promising 
feedstock and one of the most plentiful materials in 
the world (Arnold et  al. 2017). The first consideration 
in producing fuels and chemicals using lignocellulosic 
biomass is to maximize product yield without generat-
ing waste. The presence of non-fermentable fractions, 
including lignin, has a disadvantage in that the yield of 
the product is low when relying on biological conver-
sion only (Nguyen et al. 2017; Lee et al. 2020). To uti-
lize all components of biomass, thermochemical routes 

used in coal or petrochemical industries for ages have 
been tried (Kumari and Karmee 2022).

Pyrolysis converts biomass into liquid bio-oil, solid 
biochar, and non-condensable gas (Neumann et  al. 
2016; Palazzolo and Garcia-Perez 2021). Product traits 
from pyrolysis depend on the three principal com-
ponents of biomass. Cellulose and hemicellulose are 
responsible for more bio-oil and syngas, while lignin 
makes more char content (Baloch et  al. 2018). Fast 
pyrolysis has received much interest, since the process 
can produce considerable amounts of liquid bio-oils, 
which are transportable and versatile (Bridgwater 2017; 
Meier 2017). These bio-oils can be separated into the 
aqueous and organic phases. The organic phase can be 
directly upgraded to transport fuels (Mortensen et  al. 
2011; Bridgwater 2012; Wang et al. 2013), whereas the 
aqueous fraction requires additional upgrading for 
drop-in products adequate to the existing petroleum-
based infrastructure. For this purpose, bioconversion 
technology can be an option; however, pyrolysis oils 
are not conventional substrates available to microor-
ganisms. The main challenges are various toxic com-
pounds and the complex composition of the aqueous 
phase (Islam et al. 2015; Arnold et al. 2017). Therefore, 
wild or genetically engineered microorganisms may be 
required to assimilate pyrolytic substrates and tolerate 
these toxic compounds. There have been comprehen-
sive reports on strain improvement or toxicity mitiga-
tion strategies for pyrolysis oil as a promising feedstock 
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for microbial transformation (Neumann et  al. 2016; 
Arnold et al. 2017).

This review aims to introduce a hybrid approach 
that combines pyrolysis, a thermochemical conversion 
method, and biological upgrading to establish a car-
bon-neutral society based on biomass. This integration 
addresses the limitations of both technologies (Fig. 1). 
First, the review briefly summarizes the thermochemi-
cal conversion routes of biomass and presents the char-
acteristics of pyrolysis technology. Subsequently, the 
physicochemical properties of the aqueous product of 
pyrolysis and the advantages of bioconversion technol-
ogy for this fraction are discussed. Recent studies on 
the opportune production of various bioproducts from 
aqueous pyrolysates are explored, and strategies are 
proposed to overcome the challenges in bioupgrading 
technology. Therefore, this review presents the poten-
tial routes for microbial upgrading of the aqueous 
phase of pyrolysis oil into value-added products with 
an investigation of the current status, mitigating strate-
gies for challenges, and future perspectives.

Thermochemical biomass conversion processes
Various thermochemical processes can convert biomass 
into products like heat and electricity, biochar, gases, 
liquid fuels, and chemicals (Yerrayya et  al. 2020). These 
technologies have different process conditions, such as 
temperature, pressure, and oxygen participation in the 
reaction, and could be appropriately applied depending 
on raw materials and target products.

Combustion is a simple way to obtain heat and elec-
tricity from the chemical energy present in biomass. This 
process involves burning lignocellulosic biomass at a high 
temperature (1000–1200  °C) in the presence of oxygen, 
forming carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, water, ash, 
and heat energy (Bridgwater and Peacocke 2000; McK-
endry 2002; Demirbas 2004; Luthfi et al. 2022). Gasifica-
tion is a process that converts biomass to syngas, which 
includes carbon monoxide, hydrogen, carbon dioxide, 
methane, nitrogen, and hydrocarbons. It can be per-
formed at a high temperature up to 1400 ℃ with low/
absent oxygen (Lee et al. 2019). Gasification is the most 
efficient technique for hydrogen production (Ahmad 
et  al. 2016). Hydrothermal liquefaction transforms bio-
mass into liquid products using subcritical water at 

Fig. 1 Process scheme for transforming lignocellulosic biomass into valuable products based on fast pyrolysis combined with biological upgrading
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intermediate temperatures (250–374 °C) with high pres-
sures (40–220  bar). This technique can deal with wet 
biomass having high moisture content, thus reducing the 
cost of biomass drying (Lee et al. 2019).

On the other hand, pyrolysis is a thermochemical 
decomposition of biomass that can be performed at tem-
peratures above 400 ℃ without oxygen to produce bio-
oil, biochar, and non-condensable gases. These products 
are of great importance due to their potential use in dif-
ferent fields, making pyrolysis almost a zero-waste tech-
nique (Badger 2002; Bennett 2006; Tu et al. 2022).

Therefore, the unique strength of pyrolysis technology 
compared to other thermochemical methods is that it 
can produce versatile products under relatively mild con-
ditions. In particular, it has a high yield of liquid products 
with excellent transport properties. Pyrolysis can be cat-
egorized into three types depending on operation condi-
tions regarding reaction time and temperature (Yerrayya 
et al. 2020). These types are known as slow, intermediate, 
and fast pyrolysis (Baloch et  al. 2018). Slow pyrolysis is 
performed at a temperature below 500 ℃ with a reac-
tion time ranging from 10 to 2000  min, while interme-
diate pyrolysis has a temperature range of 400–500  ℃ 
and a reaction time of 1–10 min. Fast pyrolysis requires 
less reaction time (0.5—5 min) with a high reaction tem-
perature (450–650 ℃) (Xu et  al. 2020), which can pre-
vent further breakdown of the products of the pyrolysis 
process into non-condensable compounds, thus increas-
ing the contents of bio-oil in the final product (Dhyani 
and Bhaskar 2018). Table 1 compares different pyrolysis 
methods in terms of reaction conditions and primary tar-
get products, and we will mainly focus on fast pyrolysis 
and its product.

Bio‑oil from fast pyrolysis and its upgrading
Fast pyrolysis can produce three types of products in 
different proportions: a  liquid product known as bio-oil 
or pyrolysis oil, a  solid product known as biochar, and 
a gaseous product known as syngas (Di Blasi et al. 1999; 
Mohan et al. 2006; Arnold et al. 2019b). Among the three 
products, the liquid product has advantages such as 
more accessible transport and storage and higher energy 

density than the other two products (Jena and Das 2011; 
Ahamed et al. 2021).

Composition
Pyrolysis oil composition should be analyzed to facili-
tate its upgrading process. For that, several analytical 
methods are used, including gas chromatography (GC), 
two-dimensional GC (GC × GC), pyrolysis GC–mass 
spectrometry (Py-GC/MS), liquid chromatography (LC), 
high-resolution MS (HRMS), nuclear magnetic reso-
nance (NMR), and Fourier transform infrared spectros-
copy (FTIR). Through these methods, more than 400 
compounds with different molecular sizes and functional 
groups are characterized (Mohan et al. 2006; Ioannidou 
et al. 2009; Meier et al. 2013; Staš et al. 2014), including 
anhydrosugars, acids, aldehydes, furans, phenols, lignin-
derived compounds, and others (Brown 2007; Hu et  al. 
2011). Among the different compounds, levoglucosan is 
the most promising one. It is mainly generated from the 
pyrolysis of cellulose or starch. Since cellulose does not 
compete with the food supply, it is preferred over starch 
(Junior et  al. 2020). Cellulose-rich fractions of different 
biomasses were used to obtain levoglucosan through fast 
pyrolysis. The maximum levoglucosan yield (59.8 wt%) 
was achieved using the cellulose-rich fraction of bagasse 
(Zheng et  al. 2017). Significant compounds of pyrolysis 
oil and their compositions are summarized in Table 2.

Physicochemical properties
The physicochemical properties of pyrolysis oil differ 
significantly from heavy fuel oil, a target product to be 
replaced. Pyrolysis oil has a much higher water and oxy-
gen content than heavy fuel oil, leading to a low heating 
value (Czernik and Bridgwater 2004; Valle et  al. 2019; 
Xu et al. 2020). The low pH of pyrolysis oil causes corro-
sion problems in handling equipment and storage vessels 
(Zhang et al. 2007; Dhyani and Bhaskar 2018). Therefore, 
pyrolysis oil upgrading is needed to improve its proper-
ties. Some physicochemical properties of pyrolysis oil are 
presented in Table 3.

Table 1 Comparison of different types of pyrolysis

Type of pyrolysis Slow Intermediate Fast References

Reaction time (min) 10–2000 1–10 0.5–5 (Bridgwater 2012; Xu et al. 2020)

Heating rate (℃/s)  < 1 1–1000  ~ 1000

Reaction temperature (℃)  < 500 400–500 450–650

Product yields
(bio‑oil, biochar, gas)

30 wt%, 35 wt%, 35 
wt%

50 wt%, 25 wt%, 25 wt% 75 wt%, 12 wt%, 13 
wt%
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Pyrolysis oil upgrading
As mentioned above, there are obstacles to using pyrol-
ysis oil directly. Several methods have been developed 
for pyrolysis oil upgrading to improve its properties 
(Xu et al. 2020) by decreasing the boiling point or vis-
cosity and removing impurities. Some of these methods 
are described as follows:

Emulsification is a simple method to blend pyrolysis 
oil with other fuel oil such as biodiesel or diesel in the 
presence of surfactants to enhance its properties for 
ignition and reduce its viscosity. The resulting mixture 
can be used as engine fuels with low emissions (Zhang 
et  al. 2013; Liang et  al. 2018). However, the high cost 
of surfactants and energy consumption limit large-scale 
implementations (Kanhounnon et al. 2019). In addition, 
since emulsification mainly focuses on improving com-
bustion characteristics, it cannot contribute to produc-
ing renewable chemicals.

Catalytic cracking and hydrotreating improve the phys-
ical properties of pyrolysis oil by removing heteroatoms 
such as oxygen or nitrogen present in the oil molecules. 
Catalytic cracking can lower the boiling point and viscos-
ity of the product through various pathways, including 
decomposition, decarboxylation, decarbonylation, and 
carbon rearrangement (Lian et  al. 2017). However, this 
method may cause a decrease in the liquid product yield 
and require frequent catalyst replacement due to poison-
ing substances.

Hydrodeoxygenation is a way to remove oxygen from 
pyrolysis oil under high hydrogen pressure with a cata-
lyst (Ahamed et  al. 2021). The yield and properties of 
upgraded oil depend on process conditions, such as 
temperature, pressure, and reactor type (Attia et  al. 
2020). This method requires high pressure and a signifi-
cant amount of hydrogen. Hydrogen could be supplied 
from the  steam reforming of pyrolysis oil or gaseous 

Table 2 Major compounds of pyrolysis oil and their compositions

Type Compound name Minimum 
(wt%)

Maximum 
(wt%)

References

Sugars Levoglucosan 0.1 59.8 (Milne et al. 1997; Demirbas 2009; Bertero et al. 2012; Staš et al. 2014; Zheng 
et al. 2017)Cellobiosan 0.4 3.3

Fructose 0.7 2.9

Carboxylic acids Acetic acid 0.5 17.0

Formic acid 0.3 9.1

Propionic acid 0.1 2.0

Aldehydes Glycolaldehyde 0.9 17.5

Acetaldehyde 0.1 8.5

Formaldehyde 0.1 3.3

Alcohols Methanol 0.4 8.2

Ethanol 0.5 3.5

Ketones Acetol 0.2 7.4

Aryl‑aldehydes (Furans) Furfural 1.5 3.0

Phenolic compounds Phenol 0.1 3.8

Guaiacol 2.8 2.8

Table 3 Typical physiochemical properties of pyrolysis oil

Property Pyrolysis oil Heavy fuel oil References

Water (wt%) 15–30 0.1 (Oasmaa and Czernik 1999; Zhang et al. 2007; Valle et al. 2019)

pH 2–4 –

Viscosity (centipoise, 50 °C) 40–100 180

C (wt%) 48–65 83–86

O (wt%) 30–45  < 1

H (wt%) 5.5–7 11–14

N (wt%) 0–0.2 0.3

S (wt%)  < 0.05  < 3
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products. Steam reforming is a method that produces 
synthetic gas (syngas) containing rich hydrogen and 
carbon monoxide as a target product (Zhang et  al. 
2019). It is usually performed at high temperatures 
(700–1000  °C) with nickel as a catalyst (Zhang et  al. 
2013).

Meanwhile, biological upgrading methods may also be 
applied besides the thermochemical or catalytic upgrad-
ing routes mentioned above. It could transform pyroly-
sis oil into value-added products under mild conditions 
through microbial conversions. The feedstocks for these 
conversions could be whole pyrolysis oil as well as sepa-
rated or hydrolyzed pyrolysate (Doddapaneni and Kikas 
2020).

Bioconversion of the aqueous phase of pyrolysis oil 
into renewable chemicals and fuels
The most significant factor hindering the direct utili-
zation of pyrolysis oil is water and a hydrophilic frac-
tion dissolved therein, generated as a pyrolysis product. 
Pyrolysis oil can be separated into two phases (organic 
and aqueous) by fractionated condensation or spontane-
ous separation during storage (Arnold et  al. 2017). The 
organic phase can be directly upgraded to improve the 
properties of fuels and chemicals through various refin-
ing technologies (Chan et al. 2020). In contrast, the aque-
ous phase is challenging to upgrade to valuable products 
(Mortensen et  al. 2011; Bridgwater 2012; Wang et  al. 
2013), as it contains various undesirable compounds, 
which are the leading cause of deterioration of the physi-
cal properties of the products and prevent metal cata-
lysts from applying to upgrading processes. To remove 
impurities and recover valuable aqueous products, water 
extraction or aqueous two-phase extraction could be 
applied (Song et  al. 2009; Vitasari et  al. 2011). On the 
other hand, the aqueous phase contains microbial sub-
strates like cellobiosan, levoglucosan, acetic acid, and 
glycolaldehyde, which can be converted into value-added 
products (lipids, ethanol, organic acids, etc.) via biologi-
cal conversions (Islam et al. 2015; Xu et al. 2020). These 
conversions may occur either by wild or genetically engi-
neered microorganisms, which can assimilate pyrolytic 
products and tolerate toxic compounds. According to 
the literature reported until recently, yeasts or fungi have 
been the main microorganisms considering the low pH 
of the hydrophilic fraction. Also, in most cases, prior to 
being used as substrates, pretreatment steps have been 
applied, including hydrolysis, pH adjustment, and fer-
mentation inhibitors removal. We present the results in 
the literature describing the production of renewable 
chemicals and fuels from the aqueous phase of pyrolysis 
oil.

Microbial lipids
Microbial lipids are of great value due to their uses in 
the biodiesel and pharmaceutical industries. Various sub-
stances in pyrolysis oil can be converted to acetyl-CoA 
and then synthesized into lipids. Organic acids and anhy-
drous sugars are the primary raw materials in pyrolysis 
oil for lipids production. For instance, some studies were 
performed to produce lipids from pyrolysis-derived ace-
tic acid, which was obtained from fast pyrolysis of mixed 
softwood, using the microalga Chlamydomonas rein-
hardtii (Liang et al. 2013; Zhao et al. 2015). Luque et al. 
(2016) produced lipids from the pyrolysates of pinewood 
using the microalgal strain Chlorella vulgaris UTEX 
2714. In their study, the substrate for C. vulgaris UTEX 
2714 was prepared by anhydrosugars hydrolysis and the 
subsequent detoxification process. Pyrolytic sugars were 
blended with glucose at different percentages (10, 20, 
30, 40, and 50% v/v). The maximum yield of lipid was 
0.25 g/g-glucose using a 10% (v/v) glucose blend. A pyro-
lytic aqueous phase was employed in another study to 
produce lipids with two yeast strains, Rhodotorula glu-
tinis ATCC 204091 and Cryptococcus curvatus ATCC 
20509. Sulfuric acid was used to hydrolyze the pyrolytic 
sugars in the aqueous phase into glucose. The hydrolyzed 
aqueous phase was further neutralized and detoxified 
with barium hydroxide (Ba(OH)2) and activated carbon, 
respectively. The fermentation of the aqueous phase 
resulted in lipid yields of 0.089 g/g-glucose and 0.167 g/g-
glucose for R. glutinis ATCC 204091 and C. curvatus 
ATCC 20509, respectively (Lian et  al. 2010). Later, Lian 
et al. (2012) employed the yeast strain C. curvatus ATCC 
20509 to produce lipids from the acetate-rich aqueous 
phase. The aqueous phase was neutralized and detoxified 
to eliminate its toxic components. The upgraded pyro-
lytic aqueous phase (20 g/L acetates) was fermented with 
C. curvatus ATCC 20509, yielding 2.2  g/L lipids (36.7% 
on a dry cell basis). In another study, R. glutinis ATCC 
204091 was used for lipid production from non-hydro-
lyzed levoglucosan. The detoxified pyrolytic aqueous 
phase was fermented by R. glutinis ATCC 204091, result-
ing in biomass and lipid production of 3.3 and 0.78 g/L, 
respectively (Lian et al. 2013). The bacterial strain Pseu-
domonas putida KT2440 was employed to produce 
rhamnolipid from organic condensate after solid-phase 
extraction  (OCSPE), resulting in a rhamnolipid yield of 
0.48 g/g  OCSPE (Arnold et al. 2019a).

Bioethanol
Bioethanol is the most representative biofuel, and it can 
be a promising feedstock for chemicals such as ethyl-
ene. Saccharomyces cerevisiae, a typical ethanol pro-
ducer, cannot assimilate the anhydrous sugar fraction in 
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pyrolysate. Therefore, pretreatment strategies using acid 
hydrolysis have been proposed to obtain fermentable 
substrates for the yeast.

Lian et al. (2010) studied ethanol production with the 
yeast strain Saccharomyces cerevisiae ATCC 200062 
using a pyrolytic aqueous phase. The aqueous phase was 
treated sequentially with sulfuric acid, Ba(OH)2, and 
activated carbon for hydrolysis and detoxification. The 
fermentation process of the resulting aqueous phase 
achieved an ethanol yield of 0.473  g/g-glucose. Sukh-
baatar et  al. (2014) reported ethanol production using 
pinewood pyrolysis oil (aqueous phase) with Saccharo-
myces pastorianus ATCC 2345. The aqueous fraction 
was hydrolyzed with sulfuric acid, neutralized by sodium 
hydroxide, and then detoxified with n-butanol. The sug-
ars in the aqueous fraction were concentrated and after-
ward fermented, leading to a maximum ethanol yield of 
98% of the theoretical one.

Islam et  al. (2018) employed waste cotton pyrolysate 
to produce ethanol by Saccharomyces cerevisiae 2.399. 
The hydrolysis and neutralization of pyrolysate were per-
formed using sulfuric acid and Ba(OH)2, respectively. 
After that, ethyl acetate and activated carbon were used 
to eliminate fermentation inhibitors from the neutral-
ized pyrolysate. In a shake flask experiment, the maxi-
mum ethanol concentration of 14.78  g/L was obtained 
with a hydrolysate glucose concentration of 4%. The 
ethanol productivity was 0.92 g/L/h. A stirred tank bio-
reactor with a capacity of 7-L (3 L working volume) was 
employed in batch fermentation, resulting in 1.32 g/L/h 
ethanol productivity, which was higher than that of the 
shake flasks. Maximum ethanol yields were 91% (shake 
flasks) and 89% (fermenter) of the theoretical one. In a 
recent study, Basaglia et  al. (2021) used the yeast strain 
Saccharomyces cerevisiae L13 to produce ethanol using 
the  H3PO4-pretreated pyrolytic aqueous phase. S. cer-
evisiae L13 could not grow in a pure or diluted aqueous 
phase as it could not directly utilize levoglucosan as a 
carbon source. Phosphoric acid  (H3PO4) was applied to 
convert levoglucosan into glucose, and S. cerevisiae L13 
produced around 8.0 g/L of ethanol from the pretreated 
solution diluted 1:5 (v/v).

However, this strategy requires an additional neutrali-
zation step, and fermentation inhibitors such as furfural 
may be generated during hydrolysis. In this regard, stud-
ies on improving microorganisms to utilize levoglucosan 
directly have also been reported. Layton et  al. (2011) 
expressed the levoglucosan kinase (lgk) gene from Lipo-
myces starkeyi YZ-215 in E. coli KO11. This strain could 
consume pure levoglucosan and convert it to etha-
nol. The yield of ethanol was 0.35  g/g-levoglucosan. In 
another study, the lgk gene from Aspergillus niger was 
expressed in Saccharomyces cerevisiae H158 to convert 

pure levoglucosan into ethanol (Xie et al. 2005). Recently, 
an inhibitor-tolerant levoglucosan-utilizing strain, E. 
coli-H, was constructed by long-term adaptive evolution 
(Chang et al. 2021). This strain could produce 8.4 g/L of 
ethanol from undetoxified bio-oil containing around 2% 
(w/v) of levoglucosan along with 82% of yield.

Organic acids
Organic acids are essential chemicals in the pharmaceuti-
cal and food industries. In addition, since some organic 
acids can be used as raw materials for various biodegrad-
able polymers or as solvents in the electronics industry, 
market demands are growing. They can be obtained from 
pyrolytic substrates through microbial fermentation. For 
instance, the fungal strain Aspergillus terreus K26 could 
convert crude levoglucosan, which was crystallized from 
tar, into itaconic acid (Nakagawa et al. 1984). The fungal 
strain Aspergillus niger CBX-209 was used to produce cit-
ric acid from purified levoglucosan, resulting in a citric 
acid titer of 70 g/L with a yield of 0.875 g/g-levoglucosan 
(Zhuang et al. 2001). The bacterial strain E. coli MG 1655 
was employed to produce succinic acid from the pyrolytic 
aqueous phase of rice husk. The succinic acid titer was 
2.42 g/L using a 20% pyrolytic aqueous phase supported 
with M9 mineral salts and glucose (4  g/L), while it was 
0.38  g/L without glucose supplementation (Wang et  al. 
2013). Yang et  al. (2014) developed a two-step biocon-
version process using two fungal strains, Phanerochaete 
chrysosporium EBL0511 and Aspergillus niger CBX-209 
for citric acid production from the aqueous phase in corn 
stover pyrolysis. First, P. chrysosporium EBL0511 was 
employed to reduce the inhibitor compounds. In the fol-
lowing step, the treated liquid was fermented by A. niger 
CBX-209, and citric acid could be obtained with a yield of 
82.1% based on the levoglucosan.

Vardon et  al. (2015) used a lignin-derived phenolic 
liquor to produce muconate using an engineered strain 
of Pseudomonas putida KT2440. This strain could pro-
duce 0.70 g/L of muconate in shake flask cultivation. In 
a recent study, Henson et  al. (2021) developed  a Pseu-
domonas putida strain to produce muconic acid (MA) 
and methyl muconic acid (MMA) from catalytic fast 
pyrolysis wastewater (CFPW). The engineered P. putida 
incorporating about 30 kilobases of genes in the genome 
could consume 89% (w/w) of carbon in CFPW. These 
genes encode pathways for utilizing (alkyl)phenols, 
acetone, and furfural. Through further strain engineer-
ing, all aromatic compounds in a simulated CFPW were 
converted to MA and MMA with ~ 90% (mol/mol) yield. 
Schmollack et  al. (2022) used a genetically engineered 
Corynebacterium glutamicum strain to produce itaconic 
acid from an acetate-containing aqueous side-stream 
of fast pyrolysis (AASFP). The titer of itaconic acid was 
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3.38  g/L. The detoxified pyrolytic aqueous conden-
sate (PAC) was employed for malic acid production by 
Aspergillus oryzae DSM 1863. This strain could produce 
9.77 g/L of malic acid (Kubisch and Ochsenreither 2022).

Other renewable chemicals
A few studies were performed to produce other renew-
able chemicals using pyrolytic substrates present in 
the aqueous phase. For instance, Linger et  al. (2014) 
reported that the bacterial strain Pseudomonas putida 
KT2440 could produce polyhydroxyalkanoates (PHAs) 
using phenolic liquor generated from lignin. Lian 
et  al. (2016) expressed a codon-optimized lgk gene 
from Lipomyces starkeyi in E. coli NST74. The result-
ing strain could consume pure levoglucosan and con-
vert it to styrene. The titer of styrene was 240  mg/L. 
Lange et  al. (2017) employed a genetically engineered 
Corynebacterium glutamicum strain to produce 
1,2-propanediol using the  pyrolysis water of wheat 
straw as substrate. The glycerol dehydrogenase gene 
gldA from E. coli was expressed, and the resulting strain 
could produce 1.39 g/L of 1,2-propanediol with a yield 

of 0.986 g/g-acetol in fed-batch fermentation with two 
stages consisting of aerobic and microaerobic condi-
tions. The metabolic pathways of some pyrolytic sub-
strates are summarized in Fig. 2.

Since numerous compounds are in the hydrophilic por-
tion of pyrolysis oil, it may not be practical to produce 
a single liquid product exclusively. Therefore, methane 
production by anaerobic digestion of hydrophilic frac-
tions through a microbial consortium could be an option 
in the short term. The aqueous fraction of the pyrolysis 
oil from corn stalk pellets was digested to produce meth-
ane using various inoculums (Torri and Fabbri 2014). The 
fed-batch anaerobic digestion of the pyrolytic aqueous 
phase attained a methane yield of 34% of the theoretical 
one. The addition of biochar to the anaerobic digestion 
process increased the methane yield to 60% of the theo-
retical one, which is attributed to the ability of biochar to 
remove some of the inhibitor compounds in the pyrolytic 
aqueous phase. The semi-continuous operation could 
improve the methane yield to 65% of the theoretical one. 
Table  4 presents some value-added products generated 
from pyrolytic substrates through microbial conversions.

Fig. 2 Metabolic pathways of some pyrolytic substrates to produce some value‑added products
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Challenges and perspectives for the biological 
upgrading of pyrolysis oil into renewable 
chemicals and fuels
Although some promising results have been reported, 
the critical metrics of industrial biotechnology, such as 
titer and yield, are insufficient for implementation, as 
shown in Table 4. The main reason for the poor perfor-
mance is the presence of toxic compounds, such as fur-
furals, phenolics, and aldehydes, which are well known 
to inhibit the growth of various microorganisms (Dod-
dapaneni and Kikas 2020). Furanic compounds can deac-
tivate cell reproduction, cause DNA damage, and inhibit 
the essential enzymes involved in the carbon metabolic 
pathway (Palmqvist and Hahn-Hagerdal 2000). Phenolic 
compounds can alter the cell membrane permeability 
and generate multiple oxygen-free radicals (Monlau et al. 
2014; Luo et al. 2021). Aldehyde is also a toxic compound 
present in the pyrolytic aqueous phase. It can inhibit 
microbial growth by hindering the formation of cellular 
membranes, proteins, and DNA (Jayakody et  al. 2017). 
Detoxification and neutralization have been used to solve 
this problem. However, these methods have the disadvan-
tage of requiring additional steps with large amounts of 

chemicals. A fundamental solution is to develop micro-
organisms resistant to toxicity. Various strategies exist for 
constructing microbial catalysts against toxic substances: 
adaptive evolution or pathway design and manipulation 
to insert/remove relevant genes related or labor division 
by microbial consortium.

The first strategy is to isolate and select some micro-
organisms that can grow on the pyrolytic aqueous phase 
and tolerate toxic components. Lee et al. (2016) isolated 
some bacteria that can utilize furfural from wastewater 
treatment plants. In another study, Lee et al. (2010) found 
that Corynebacterium glutamicum ATCC 13032 could 
decompose phenol of 0.8 g/L and the presence of phenol 
in the culture medium enhanced the production of gluta-
mate and proline. Hasan and Jabeen (2015) isolated two 
bacterial strains, Bacillus subtilis and Pseudomonas sp., 
which could tolerate phenol. Singh et al. (2017) isolated 
Bordetella sp. BTIITR from soil that could remove 100% 
of furfural and 94% of 5-hydroxymethylfurfural from sug-
arcane bagasse hydrolysate after an incubation period of 
16  h. Zheng et  al. (2015) reported that Bacillus subtilis 
DS3 could metabolize furfural as a sole carbon source. 
It can degrade 31.2% furfural and tolerate 6 g/L furfural. 

Table 4 Microbial conversion of pyrolytic substrates into value‑added products

Microorganism Pyrolytic substrate Product Titer (g/L) Yield (g/g) References

Chlamydomonas reinhardtii Acetic acid Lipid  ~ 0.16 – (Liang et al. 2013)

Chlorella vulgaris UTEX 2714 Anhydrosugars Lipid 1.59 0.250 (Luque et al. 2016)

Rhodotorula glutinis
ATCC 204091

Anhydrosugars Lipid – 0.089 (Lian et al. 2010)

Cryptococcus curvatus
ATCC 20509

Anhydrosugars Lipid – 0.167 (Lian et al. 2010)

Cryptococcus curvatus ATCC 20509 Acetate Lipid 2.20  ~ 0.120 (Lian et al. 2012)

Rhodotorula glutinis ATCC 204091 Levoglucosan Lipid 0.78 0.039 (Lian et al. 2013)

Pseudomonas putida KT2440 OCSPE Rhamnolipid – 0.48 (Arnold et al. 2019a)

Saccharomyces cerevisiae
ATCC 200062

Anhydrosugars Ethanol 32.00 0.473 (Lian et al. 2010)

E. coli KO11 + lgk Levoglucosan Ethanol  ~ 6.00 0.350 (Layton et al. 2011)

Saccharomyces pastorianus ATCC 2345 Levoglucosan Ethanol 12.12 0.500 (Sukhbaatar et al. 2014)

Saccharomyces cerevisiae 2.399 Anhydrosugars Ethanol 14.78 0.460 (Islam et al. 2018)

Saccharomyces cerevisiae L13 Levoglucosan Ethanol 8.02 0.480 (Basaglia et al. 2021)

Escherichia coli‑H Levoglucosan Ethanol 8.40 0.420 (Chang et al. 2021)

Aspergillus terreus K26 Levoglucosan Itaconic acid – 0.630 (Nakagawa et al. 1984)

Corynebacterium glutamicum ITA13 AASFP Itaconic acid 3.38 – (Schmollack et al. 2022)

Aspergillus niger CBX‑209 Levoglucosan Citric acid 70.00 0.875 (Zhuang et al. 2001)

E. coli MG‑PYC Anhydrosugars Succinic acid 2.42 – (Wang et al. 2013)

Aspergillus niger CBX‑209 Levoglucosan Citric acid – 0.821 (Yang et al. 2014)

Aspergillus oryzae DSM 1863 PAC Malic acid 9.77 0.23 (Kubisch and Ochsenreither 2022)

Pseudomonas putida KT2440‑CJ103 Aromatic compounds Muconate 0.70 – (Vardon et al. 2015)

Pseudomonas putida KT2440 Aromatic compounds Polyhydroxyalkanoates  ~ 0.25 – (Linger et al. 2014)

Corynebacterium glutamicum PDO2 Acetol 1,2‑propanediol 1.39 0.986 (Lange et al. 2017)

E. coli NST74 Levoglucosan Styrene 0.240 0.021 (Lian et al. 2016)
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Bhatia et al. (2019) demonstrated that the bacterial strain 
Ralstonia eutropha 5119 can co-metabolize various 
inhibitors, including furfural and 5-hydroxymethylfur-
fural, along with glucose for biomass and polyhydroxyal-
kanoate production.

The genetic engineering of microorganisms could be 
another strategy to enhance their tolerance to those toxic 
substances and enable them to transform into value-
added products. Furfural utilization is the main tar-
get, and some successful results have been reported. In 
this respect, the furfural resistance of E. coli LY180 was 
improved by deleting the NADPH-dependent oxidore-
ductase genes (yqhD and dkgA) (Miller et al. 2009). Also, 
the overexpression of the NADH-dependent propanediol 
oxidoreductase gene (fucO) in E. coli LY180 increased its 
resistance to furfural (Wang et al. 2011). In a subsequent 
study, Zheng et  al. (2012) expressed the thymidylate 
synthase (thyA) gene from Bacillus subtilis in E. coli to 
enhance its tolerance to furfural. Jiménez-Bonilla et  al. 
(2020) overexpressed the solvent-resistant pump (srpB) 
gene from Pseudomonas putida in Clostridium saccha-
roperbutylacetonicum N1-4 to improve its tolerance to 
furfural. The engineered strain could grow in media con-
taining up to 3.5 g/L furfural. Jayakody et al. (2018) found 
that integrating an extra copy of the NADPH-dependent 
methylglyoxal reductase (GRE2) gene in an engineered 
Saccharomyces cerevisiae strain could increase its toler-
ance to glycolaldehyde.

Mixed fermentation could be an option for mitigating 
the toxicity of the pyrolytic aqueous phase and facilitat-
ing the co-production process (Kim et al. 2020). A com-
bination of microorganisms has been applied to consume 
various pyrolytic substrates concurrently or sequentially 
(Yang et  al. 2014; Doddapaneni and Kikas 2020). In a 
recent study, Fusarium striatum UdL-TA-3.335 and Sac-
charomyces cerevisiae CEN.PK XXX were co-cultured on 
wheat straw hydrolysate containing high concentrations 
of  furfural and 5-hydroxymethylfurfural. The fungus F. 
striatum could reduce the hydrolysate toxicity, enhancing 
the fermentation performance of S. cerevisiae. An  etha-
nol yield of 0.4 g/g was attained in a 1.5-L bioreactor con-
taining furfural (2.5  g/L) and 5-hydroxymethylfurfural 
(3.5 g/L) (Acosta et al. 2021).

Another cause for the poor bioconversion perfor-
mance, including low product titer and substrate con-
version, is the low spectrum for substrate utilization. 
For the full-fledged biological application of pyrolysis 
oil, it is necessary to utilize a wide range of substrates 
in the aqueous phase. In the previous examples, most 
substrates were limited to levoglucosan or some organic 
acids. Recently, there have been several reports for the 
assimilation of unconventional carbon sources, such as 

aldehydes and organic acids, although not for upgrading 
the pyrolysis oil.

Lu et  al. (2019) designed and constructed a synthetic 
pathway by engineering glycolaldehyde synthase and 
acetyl-phosphate synthase. Through this strategy, the 
engineered strain containing the novel pathway could 
grow on 0.4  g/L of glycolaldehyde, which is one of the 
most abundant substances in the hydrophilic fraction 
of pyrolysis oil. Also, metabolic engineering approaches 
and cultivation strategies have been reported to uti-
lize organic acids, such as glycolate, acetate, butyrate, 
and levulinate as the sole carbon source (Clark and 
Cronan 1996; Huang et  al. 2016; Habe et  al. 2020; Park 
et al. 2020). Organic acids can be incorporated into cen-
tral metabolism via acetyl-CoA and then converted into 
various products. Bang and Lee (2018) reported the 
assimilation of formate and  CO2 as sole carbon sources 
for engineered E. coli by reconstructing the tetrahydro-
folate cycle and creating the reverse glycine cleavage 
route along with heterologous formate dehydrogenase 
introduction.

On the other hand, the strategy to co-metabolize vari-
ous carbon sources concurrently would be developed. 
In this respect, it is necessary to address the catabolite 
repression issue in the presence of multiple substrates 
using genetic tools to control the regulation of carbon 
source assimilation. The engineered microbial consor-
tium can also give the solution for this topic. Valorizing 
the pyrolysis oil can be achieved by mixed culture in a 
controlled manner. The strategies for improving the per-
formance of the bioupgrading method are summarized in 
Fig. 3.

The points mentioned above mainly concern the effi-
cient use of produced pyrolysis oil. However, to mass-
produce components suitable for microbial metabolism, 
selecting suitable biomass for upgrading the aqueous 
fractions in the upstream pyrolysis process or minimiz-
ing the degradation of microbial substrates during ther-
mal conversion is also worth considering.

Conclusions
Pyrolysis oil is a promising feedstock to produce renew-
able chemicals and fuels through microbial upgrading. It 
can be separated into organic and aqueous phases. The 
presence of diverse toxic compounds and the complex 
composition of the aqueous phase are the main chal-
lenges to its conversion into renewable chemicals and 
fuels. Microbial strains that can efficiently assimilate 
pyrolytic substrates and tolerate toxic compounds are 
needed to face these challenges. Also, further studies are 
still required to optimize process conditions and increase 
process performance in terms of product titer and yield.



Page 11 of 14Ashoor et al. Bioresources and Bioprocessing           (2023) 10:34  

Abbreviations
LEDS  Low emission development strategies
CO2  Carbon dioxide
GC  Gas chromatography
GC × GC  Two‑dimensional GC
Py‑GC/MS  Pyrolysis GC–mass spectrometry
LC  Liquid chromatography
HRMS  High‑resolution MS
NMR  Nuclear magnetic resonance
FTIR  Fourier transform infrared spectroscopy
OCSPE  Organic condensate after solid‑phase extraction
AASFP  Acetate‑containing aqueous side‑stream of fast pyrolysis
PAC  Pyrolytic aqueous condensate
Ba(OH)2  Barium hydroxide
H3PO4  Phosphoric acid
Lgk  Levoglucosan kinase
MA  Muconic acid
MMA  Methyl muconic acid
CFPW  Catalytic fast pyrolysis wastewater
PHAs  Polyhydroxyalkanoates
GldA  Glycerol dehydrogenase
ThyA  Thymidylate synthase
SrpB  Solvent‑resistant pump
GRE2  Methylglyoxal reductase

Acknowledgements
Selim Ashoor would like to thank Sogang University for granting him a post‑
doctoral fellowship during this work.

Author contributions
SA: conceptualization, investigation, writing—original draft, and writ‑
ing—review & editing; TUK: investigation, writing—original draft, and writ‑
ing—review & editing; YHL: investigation and writing—original draft; JSH: 
investigation; SYC: investigation; SEL: investigation; JL: conceptualization and 
writing—review & editing; SJP: conceptualization and writing—review & 
editing; JGN: funding acquisition, conceptualization, investigation, supervision, 
writing—original draft, and writing—review & editing. All authors read and 
approved the final manuscript.

Funding
This work was supported by Korea Institute of Energy Technology Evalu‑
ation and Planning (KETEP) grant funded by the Korean government 

(MOTIE) (20214000000500, Training program of CCUS for the green growth) 
and the NRF grant funded by the Ministry of Science and ICT (MSIT) 
(NRF‑2020R1A5A1019631).

Availability of data and materials
Not applicable.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that there are no conflicts of interest in publishing this 
article.

Author details
1 Department of Agricultural Microbiology, Faculty of Agriculture, Ain Shams 
University, Hadayek Shoubra, Cairo 11241, Egypt. 2 Department of Chemical 
and Biomolecular Engineering, Sogang University, Seoul 04107, Republic 
of Korea. 3 Department of Chemical Engineering and Materials Science, Ewha 
Womans University, Seoul 03760, Republic of Korea. 

Received: 1 March 2023   Accepted: 19 May 2023

References
Acosta AM, Cosovanu D, López PC et al (2021) Co‑cultivation of a novel 

Fusarium striatum strain and a xylose consuming Saccharomyces 
cerevisiae yields an efficient process for simultaneous detoxification and 
fermentation of lignocellulosic hydrolysates. Chem Eng J 426:131575. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cej. 2021. 131575

Ahamed TS, Anto S, Mathimani T, Brindhadevi K, Pugazhendhi A (2021) 
Upgrading of bio‑oil from thermochemical conversion of various 
biomass ‑ mechanism, challenges and opportunities. Fuel 287:119329. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. fuel. 2020. 119329

Fig. 3 Development strategies of microbial catalysts to utilize the hydrophilic fraction of pyrolysis oil

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2021.131575
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2020.119329


Page 12 of 14Ashoor et al. Bioresources and Bioprocessing           (2023) 10:34 

Ahmad AA, Zawawi NA, Kasim FH, Inayat A, Khasri A (2016) Assessing the 
gasification performance of biomass: A review on biomass gasification 
process conditions, optimization and economic evaluation. Renew Sust 
Energ Rev 53:1333–1347. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. rser. 2015. 09. 030

Arnold S, Moss K, Henkel M, Hausmann R (2017) Biotechnological perspectives 
of pyrolysis oil for a bio‑based economy. Trends Biotechnol 35:925–936. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. tibte ch. 2017. 06. 003

Arnold S, Henkel M, Wanger J, Wittgens A, Rosenau F, Hausmann R (2019a) 
Heterologous rhamnolipid biosynthesis by P. putida KT2440 on bio‑oil 
derived small organic acids and fractions. AMB Expr 9:80. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s13568‑ 019‑ 0804‑7

Arnold S, Moss K, Dahmen N, Henkel M, Hausmann R (2019b) Pretreatment 
strategies for microbial valorization of bio‑oil fractions produced by fast 
pyrolysis of ash‑rich lignocellulosic biomass. GCB Bioenergy 11:181–
190. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ gcbb. 12544

Attia M, Farag S, Chaouki J (2020) Upgrading of oils from biomass and waste: 
catalytic hydrodeoxygenation. Catal 10:1381. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3390/ 
catal 10121 381

Badger PC (2002) Ethanol from cellulose: A general review. In: Janick J, Whip‑
key A (eds) Trends in new crops and new uses. ASHS Press, Alexandria, 
pp 17–20

Baloch HA, Nizamuddina S, Siddiqui MTH, Riaz S, Jatoi AS, Dumbre DK, 
Mubarak NM, Srinivasan MP, Griffin GJ (2018) Recent advances in 
production and upgrading of bio‑oil from biomass: a critical review. J 
Environ Chem Eng 6:5101–5118. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jece. 2018. 
07. 050

Bang J, Lee SY (2018) Assimilation of formic acid and  CO2 by engineered 
Escherichia coli equipped with reconstructed one‑carbon assimilation 
pathways. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 115:E9271–E9279. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1073/ pnas. 18103 86115

Basaglia M, Favaro L, Torri C, Casella S (2021) Is pyrolysis bio‑oil prone to 
microbial conversion into added‑value products? Renew Energy 
163:783–791. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. renene. 2020. 08. 010

Bennett NM (2006) Fermentable sugars from pyrolysis oil: extraction and 
hydrolysis of levoglucosan. Dissertation, University of British Columbia

Bertero M, de la Puente G, Sedran U (2012) Fuels from bio‑oils: bio‑oil produc‑
tion from different residual sources, characterization and thermal con‑
ditioning. Fuel 95:263–271. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. fuel. 2011. 08. 041

Bhatia SK, Gurav R, Choi TR et al (2019) Bioconversion of plant biomass hydro‑
lysate into bioplastic (polyhydroxyalkanoates) using Ralstonia eutropha 
5119. Bioresour Technol 271:306–315. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biort 
ech. 2018. 09. 122

Bridgwater AV (2012) Review of fast pyrolysis of biomass and product upgrad‑
ing. Biomass Bioenergy 38:68–94. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biomb ioe. 
2011. 01. 048

Bridgwater AV (2017) Biomass conversion technologies: fast pyrolysis liquids 
from biomass: quality and upgrading. In: Rabaçal M, Ferreira A, Silva 
C, Costa M (eds) Biorefineries, vol 57. Springer, Cham, pp 55–98 
(10.1007/978-3-319-48288-0_3)

Bridgwater AV, Peacocke GVC (2000) Fast pyrolysis processes for biomass. 
Renew Sust Energy Rev 1:1–73. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S1364‑ 0321(99) 
00007‑6

Brown RC (2007) Hybrid thermochemical/biological processing: putting the 
cart before the horse? Appl Biochem Biotechnol 137:947–956. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12010‑ 007‑ 9110‑y

Chan YH, Loh SK, Chin BLF, Yiin CL, How BS, Cheah KW, Wong MK, Loy ACM, 
Gwee YL, Lo SLY, Yusup S, Lam SS (2020) Fractionation and extraction 
of bio‑oil for production of greener fuel and value‑added chemicals: 
recent advances and future prospects. Chem Eng J 397:125406. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cej. 2020. 125406

Chang D, Wang C, Ndayisenga F, Yu Z (2021) Mutations in adaptively envolved 
Esherichia coli LGE2 facilitated the cost‑effective upgrading of undetoxi‑
fied bio‑oil to bioethanol fuel. Bioresour Bioprocess 8:105. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s40643‑ 021‑ 00459‑2

Clark DP, Cronan J (1996) Two‑carbon compounds and fatty acids as carbon 
sources. In: Neidhardt FC, Curtiss R et al (eds) Escherichia coli and Salmo-
nella: cellular and molecular biology, 2nd edn. ASM press, Washington, 
pp 343–357

Czernik S, Bridgwater AV (2004) Overview of applications of biomass fast 
pyrolysis oil. Energy Fuels 18:590–598. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1021/ ef034 
067u

Demirbas A (2004) Combustion characteristics of different biomass fuels. Prog 
Energy Combust Sci 30:219–230. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. pecs. 2003. 
10. 004

Demirbas A (2009) Biorefineries: current activities and future developments. 
Energy Convers Manag 50:2782–2801. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j/ encon 
man. 2009. 06. 035

Dhyani V, Bhaskar T (2018) A comprehensive review on the pyrolysis of 
lignocellulosic biomass. Renew Energy 129:695–716. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. renene. 2017. 04. 035

Di Blasi C, Signorelli G, Di Russo C, Rea G (1999) Product distribution from 
pyrolysis of wood and agricultural residues. Ind Eng Chem Res 
38:2216–2224. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1021/ ie980 711u

Doddapaneni TRKC, Kikas T (2020) Integrating biomass pyrolysis with microbial 
conversion processes to produce biofuels and biochemicals. In: Fang 
Z, Smith RL Jr, Xu L (eds) Production of biofuels and chemicals with 
pyrolysis. Biofuels and biorefineries, vol 10. Springer, Singapore, pp 
235–263 (10.1007/978-981-15-2732-6_9)

Habe H, Sato Y, Kirimura J (2020) Microbial and enzymatic conversion of 
levulinic acid, an alternative building block to fermentable sugars from 
cellulosic biomass. Appl Microbiol Biotechnol 104:7767–7775. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00253‑ 020‑ 10813‑7

Hasan SA, Jabeen S (2015) Degradation kinetics and pathway of phenol 
by Pseudomonas and Bacillus species. Biotechnol Biotechnol Equip 
29:45–53. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 13102 818. 2014. 991638

Henson WR, Meyers AW, Jayakody LN et al (2021) Biological upgrading of 
pyrolysis‑derived wastewater: engineering Pseudomonas putida for 
alkylphenol, furfural, and acetone catabolism and (methyl)muconic 
acid production. Metab Eng 68:14–25. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ymben. 
2021. 08. 007

Hu X, Li C, Xu Y, Wang Q, Zhu X (2011) On the thermal oxidation stability of 
pyrolysis biomass oil. Int J Renew Energy Technol 2:155. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1504/ IJRET. 2011. 039291

Huang X, Liu J, Lu L, Peng K, Yang G, Liu J (2016) Culture strategies for lipid 
production using acetic acid as sole carbon source by Rhodosporidium 
toruloides. Bioresour Technol 206:141–149. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
biort ech. 2016. 01. 073

Ioannidou O, Zabaniotou A, Antonakou EV, Papazisi KM, Lappas AA, Athanas‑
siou C (2009) Investigating the potential for energy, fuel, materials and 
chemicals production from corn residues (cobs and stalks) by non‑
catalytic and catalytic pyrolysis in two reactor configurations. Renew 
Sustain Energy Rev 13:750–762. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. rser. 2008. 01. 
004

Islam ZU, Zhisheng Y, Hassan EB, Dongdong C, Hongxun Z (2015) Microbial 
conversion of pyrolytic products to biofuels: a novel and sustainable 
approach toward second‑generation biofuels. J Ind Microbiol Biotech‑
nol 42:1557–1579. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10295‑ 015‑ 1687‑5

Islam ZU, Klykov SP, Yu Z, Chang D, Hassan EB, Zhang H (2018) Fermentation 
of detoxified acid‑hydrolyzed pyrolytic anhydrosugars into bioethanol 
with Saccharomyces cerevisiae 2.399. Appl Biochem Microbiol 54:58–70. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1134/ S0003 68381 80101 43

Jayakody LN, Ferdouse J, Hayashi N, Kitagaki H (2017) Identification and 
detoxification of glycolaldehyde, an unattended bioethanol fermenta‑
tion inhibitor. Crit Rev Biotechnol 37:177–189. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3109/ 
07388 551. 2015. 11288 77

Jayakody LN, Turner TL, Yun EJ et al (2018) Expression of Gre2p improves 
tolerance of engineered xylose‑fermenting Saccharomyces cerevisiae to 
glycolaldehyde under xylose metabolism. Appl Microbiol Biotechnol 
102:8121–8133. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00253‑ 018‑ 9216‑x

Jena U, Das KC (2011) Comparative evaluation of thermochemical liquefac‑
tion and pyrolysis for bio‑oil production from microalgae. Energy Fuels 
25:5472–5482. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1021/ ef201 373m

Jiménez‑Bonilla P, Zhang J, Wang Y, Blersch D et al (2020) Enhancing the 
tolerance of Clostridium saccharoperbutylacetonicum to lignocellulosic‑
biomass‑derived inhibitors for efficient biobutanol production by over‑
expressing efflux pumps genes from Pseudomonas putida. Bioresour 
Technol 312:123532. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biort ech. 2020. 123532

Junior II, Do Nascimento MA, De Souza ROMA, Dufour A, Wojcieszak R (2020) 
Levoglucosan: a promising platform molecule? Green Chem 22:5859. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1039/ d0gc0 1490g

Kanhounnon WG, Kuevi UA, Kpotin GA, Koudjina S, Houngue AK, Atohoun 
GYS, Mensah JB, Badawi M (2019) Quantum mechanistic study of 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.09.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tibtech.2017.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13568-019-0804-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13568-019-0804-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12544
https://doi.org/10.3390/catal10121381
https://doi.org/10.3390/catal10121381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jece.2018.07.050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jece.2018.07.050
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1810386115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1810386115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2020.08.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2011.08.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2018.09.122
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2018.09.122
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2011.01.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2011.01.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-0321(99)00007-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-0321(99)00007-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12010-007-9110-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12010-007-9110-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2020.125406
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2020.125406
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-021-00459-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-021-00459-2
https://doi.org/10.1021/ef034067u
https://doi.org/10.1021/ef034067u
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pecs.2003.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pecs.2003.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j/enconman.2009.06.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j/enconman.2009.06.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2017.04.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2017.04.035
https://doi.org/10.1021/ie980711u
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00253-020-10813-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00253-020-10813-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/13102818.2014.991638
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ymben.2021.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ymben.2021.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJRET.2011.039291
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJRET.2011.039291
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2016.01.073
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2016.01.073
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2008.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2008.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10295-015-1687-5
https://doi.org/10.1134/S0003683818010143
https://doi.org/10.3109/07388551.2015.1128877
https://doi.org/10.3109/07388551.2015.1128877
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00253-018-9216-x
https://doi.org/10.1021/ef201373m
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2020.123532
https://doi.org/10.1039/d0gc01490g


Page 13 of 14Ashoor et al. Bioresources and Bioprocessing           (2023) 10:34  

furan and 2‑methylfuran hydrodeoxygenation on molybdenum and 
tungsten sulfide clusters. J Mol Model 25:237. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s00894‑ 019‑ 4086‑4

Kim SY, Yang YH, Choi KY (2020) Bioconversion of plant hydrolysate biomass 
into biofuels using an engineered Bacillus subtilis and Escherichia 
coli mixed‑whole cell biotransformation. Biotechnol Bioproc Eng 
25:477–484. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12257‑ 019‑ 0487‑6

Kubisch C, Ochsenreither K (2022) Valorization of a pyrolytic aqueous con‑
densate and its main components for L‑malic acid production with 
Aspergillus oryzae DSM 1863. Ferment 8:107. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3390/ 
ferme ntati on803 0107

Kumari G, Karmee SK (2022) Thermochemical routes applying biomass: a criti‑
cal assessment. In: Sahay S (ed) Handbook of biofuels. Academic Press, 
San Diego, pp 435–451 (10.1016/B978-0-12-822810-4.00022-1)

Lange J, Müller F, Bernecker K et al (2017) Valorization of pyrolysis water: 
a biorefinery side stream, for 1,2‑propanediol production with 
engineered Corynebacterium glutamicum. Biotechnol Biofuels 10:277. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ s13068‑ 017‑ 0969‑8

Layton DS, Ajjarapu A, Choi DW, Jarboe LR (2011) Engineering ethanolo‑
genic Escherichia coli for levoglucosan utilization. Bioresour Technol 
102:8318–8322. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biort ech. 2011. 06. 011

Lee SY, Kim YH, Min J (2010) Conversion of phenol to glutamate and proline in 
Corynebacterium glutamicum is regulated by transcriptional regulator 
ArgR. Appl Microbiol Biotechnol 85:713–720. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s00253‑ 009‑ 2206‑2

Lee SA, Wrona LJ et al (2016) Isolation and characterization of bacteria that use 
furans as the sole carbon source. Appl Biochem Biotechnol 178:76–90. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12010‑ 015‑ 1859‑9

Lee SY, Sankaran R, Chew KW, Tan CH, Krishnamoorthy R, Chu DT, Show PL 
(2019) Waste to bioenergy: a review on the recent conversion technolo‑
gies. BMC Energy 1:4. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ s42500‑ 019‑ 0004‑7

Lee S, Sohn J, Bae J, Kim S, Sung BH (2020) Current status of Pseudomonas 
putida engineering for lignin valorization. Biotechnol Bioproc Eng 
25:862–871. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12257‑ 020‑ 0029‑2

Lian J, Chen S, Zhou S, Wang Z, O’Fallon J, Li C‑Z, Garcia‑Perez M (2010) Separa‑
tion, hydrolysis and fermentation of pyrolytic sugars to produce ethanol 
and lipids. Bioresour Technol 101:9688–9699. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
biort ech. 2010. 07. 071

Lian J, Garcia‑Perez M, Coates R, Wu H, Chen S (2012) Yeast fermentation of 
carboxylic acids obtained from pyrolytic aqueous phases for lipid 
production. Bioresour Technol 118:177–186. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
biort ech. 2012. 05. 010

Lian J, Garcia‑Perez M, Chen S (2013) Fermentation of levoglucosan with 
oleaginous yeasts for lipid production. Bioresour Technol 133:183–189. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biort ech. 2013. 01. 031

Lian J, Mckenna R, Rover MR, Nielsen DR, Wen Z, Jarboe LR (2016) Production 
of biorenewable styrene: utilization of biomass‑derived sugars and 
insights into toxicity. J Ind Microbiol Biotechnol 43:595–604. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s10295‑ 016‑ 1734‑x

Lian X, Xue Y, Xu G, Han S, Yu H (2017) Progress on upgrading methods of 
bio‑oil: A review. Int J Energy Res 41:1798–1816. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1002/ er. 3726

Liang Y, Zhao X, Chi Z, Rover M, Johnston P, Brown R et al (2013) Utilization 
of acetic acid‑rich pyrolytic bio‑oil by microalga Chlamydomonas rein-
hardtii: reducing bio‑oil toxicity and enhancing algal toxicity tolerance. 
Bioresour Technol 133:500–506. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biort ech. 2013. 
01. 134

Liang J, Qian Y et al (2018) Span80/Tween80 stabilized bio‑oil‑in‑diesel micro‑
emulsion: formation and combustion. Renew Energy 126:774–782. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. renene. 2018. 04. 010

Linger JG, Vardon DR, Guarnieri MT, Karp EM, Hunsinger GB, Franden MA et al 
(2014) Lignin valorization through integrated biological funneling and 
chemical catalysis. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 111:12013–12018. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 14106 57111

Lu X, Liu Y, Yang Y et al (2019) Constructing a synthetic pathway for acetyl‑
coenzyme A from one‑carbon through enzyme design. Nat Commun 
10:1378. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ s41467‑ 019‑ 09095‑z

Luo H, Gao L, Liu Z, Shi Y, Xie F, Bilal M, Yang R, Taherzadeh MJ (2021) Prediction 
of phenolic compounds and glucose content from dilute inorganic 
acid pretreatment of lignocellulosic biomass using artificial neural 

network modeling. Bioresour Bioprocess 8:134. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
s40643‑ 021‑ 00488‑x

Luque L, Orr VCA, Chen S, Westerhof R, Oudenhoven S, van Rossum G, Kersten 
S, Berruti F, Rehmann L (2016) Lipid accumulation from pinewood 
pyrolysates by Rhodosporidium diobovatum and Chlorella vulgaris for 
biodiesel production. Bioresour Technol 214:660–669. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1016/j. biort ech. 2016. 05. 030

Luthfi N, Ohkoshi T, Tamaru Y, Fukushima T, Takisawa K (2022) Investigation into 
the combustion kinetics and spontaneous ignition of sweet sorghum 
as energy resource. Bioresour Bioprocess 9:49. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
s40643‑ 022‑ 00536‑0

McKendry P (2002) Energy production from biomass (part 2): overview of 
biomass. Bioresour Technol 83:37–46. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0960‑ 
8524(01) 00119‑5

Meier D (2017) Pyrolysis oil biorefinery. In: Wagemann K, Tippkötter N (eds) 
Biorefineries. Advances in biochemical engineering/biotechnology, vol 
166. Springer, Cham, pp 301–337 (10.1007/10_2016_68)

Meier D, van de Beld B, Bridgwater AV, Elliott DC, Oasmaa A, Preto F (2013) 
State‑of‑the‑art of fast pyrolysis in IEA bio‑energy member countries. 
Renew Sustain Energy Rev 20:619–641. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. rser. 
2012. 11. 061

Miller EN, Jarboe LR, Yomano LP, York SW, Shanmugam KT, Ingram LO (2009) 
Silencing of NADPH‑dependent oxidoreductase genes (yqhD and 
dkgA) in furfural‑resistant ethanologenic Escherichia coli. Appl Environ 
Microbiol 75:4315–4323. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1128/ AEM. 00567‑ 09

Milne T, Agblevor F, Davis M, Deutch S, Johnson D (1997) A review of 
the chemical composition of fast‑pyrolysis oils from biomass. 
In: Bridgwater AV, Boocock DGB (eds) Developments in thermo‑
chemical biomass conversion. Springer, Dordrecht, pp 409–424 
(10.1007/978-94-009-1559-6_32)

Mohan D, Pittman CU Jr, Steele PH (2006) Pyrolysis of wood/biomass for bio‑
oil: a critical review. Energy Fuels 20:848–889. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1021/ 
ef050 2397

Monlau F, Sambusiti C, Barakat A, Quemeneur M, Trably E, Steyer JP, Carrèrea H 
(2014) Do furanic and phenolic compounds of lignocellulosic and algae 
biomass hydrolysate inhibit anaerobic mixed cultures? A comprehen‑
sive review. Biotechnol Adv 32:934–951. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biote 
chadv. 2014. 04. 007

Moradian JM, Fang Z, Yong YC (2021) Recent advances on biomass‑fueled 
microbial fuel cell. Bioresour Bioprocess 8:14. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
s40643‑ 021‑ 00365‑7

Mortensen PM, Grunwaldt JD, Jensen PA, Knudsen KG, Jensen AD (2011) A 
review of catalytic upgrading of bio‑oil to engine fuels. Appl Catal A 
Gen 407:1–19. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. apcata. 2011. 08. 046

Nakagawa M, Sakai Y, Yasui T (1984) Itaconic acid fermentation of levoglu‑
cosan. J Ferment Technol 62:201–203

Neumann A, Dörsam S, Oswald F, Ochsenreither K (2016) Microbial produc‑
tion of value‑added chemicals from pyrolysis oil and syngas. In: Xian M 
(ed) Sustainable production of bulk chemicals. Springer, Dordrecht, pp 
69–105 (10.1007/978-94-017-7475-8_4)

Nguyen TY, Cai CM, Kumar R, Wyman CE (2017) Overcoming factors limiting 
high‑solids fermentation of lignocellulosic biomass to ethanol. Proc 
Natl Acad Sci USA 114:11673–11678. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 
17046 52114

Oasmaa A, Czernik S (1999) Fuel oil quality of biomass pyrolysis oils‑ state of 
the art for the end‑users. Energy Fuels 13:914–921. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1021/ ef980 272b

Palazzolo MA, Garcia‑Perez M (2021) Microbial lipid biosynthesis from lignocel‑
lulosic biomass pyrolysis products. Biotechnol Adv 54:107791. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biote chadv. 2021. 107791

Palmqvist E, Hahn‑Hagerdal B (2000) Fermentation of lignocellulosic hydro‑
lysates. II: inhibitors and mechanisms of inhibition. Bioresour Technol 
74:25–33. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0960‑ 8524(99) 00161‑3

Park H, Jeon BS, Sang B (2020) Efficient, simple production of corresponding 
alcohols from supplemented C2–C8 carboxylic acids in Escherichia coli 
using acyl‑coA transferase from Megasphaera hexanoica. Biotechnol 
Bioproc Eng 25:599–606. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12257‑ 020‑ 0163‑x

Schmollack M, Werner F, Huber J, Kiefer D, Merkel M, Hausmann R, Siebert D, 
Blombach B (2022) Metabolic engineering of Corynebacterium glutami-
cum for acetate‑based itaconic acid production. Biotechnol Biofuels 
Bioprod 15:139. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ s13068‑ 022‑ 02238‑3

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00894-019-4086-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00894-019-4086-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12257-019-0487-6
https://doi.org/10.3390/fermentation8030107
https://doi.org/10.3390/fermentation8030107
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13068-017-0969-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2011.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00253-009-2206-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00253-009-2206-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12010-015-1859-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s42500-019-0004-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12257-020-0029-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2010.07.071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2010.07.071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2012.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2012.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2013.01.031
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10295-016-1734-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10295-016-1734-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/er.3726
https://doi.org/10.1002/er.3726
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2013.01.134
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2013.01.134
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2018.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1410657111
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1410657111
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-09095-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-021-00488-x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-021-00488-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2016.05.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2016.05.030
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-022-00536-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-022-00536-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0960-8524(01)00119-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0960-8524(01)00119-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2012.11.061
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2012.11.061
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.00567-09
https://doi.org/10.1021/ef0502397
https://doi.org/10.1021/ef0502397
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2014.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2014.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-021-00365-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-021-00365-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apcata.2011.08.046
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1704652114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1704652114
https://doi.org/10.1021/ef980272b
https://doi.org/10.1021/ef980272b
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2021.107791
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2021.107791
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0960-8524(99)00161-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12257-020-0163-x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13068-022-02238-3


Page 14 of 14Ashoor et al. Bioresources and Bioprocessing           (2023) 10:34 

Singh B, Verma A, Pooja MPK, Datta S (2017) A biotechnological approach 
for degradation of inhibitory compounds present in lignocellulosic 
biomass hydrolysate liquor using Bordetella sp. BTIITR. Chem Eng J 
328:519–526. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cej. 2017. 07. 059

Song QH, Nie JQ, Ren MG, Guo QX (2009) Effective phase separation of 
biomass pyrolysis oils by adding aqueous salt solutions. Energy Fuels 
23:3307–3312. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1021/ ef900 143u

Staš M, Kubička D, Chudoba J, Pospĺšil M (2014) Overview of analytical meth‑
ods used for chemical characterization of pyrolysis bio‑oil. Energy Fuels 
28:385–402. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1021/ ef402 047y

Sukhbaatar B, Li Q, Wan C, Yu F, Hassan E‑B, Steele P (2014) Inhibitors removal 
from bio‑oil aqueous fraction for increased ethanol production. 
Bioresour Technol 161:379–384. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biort ech. 2014. 
03. 051

Torri C, Fabbri D (2014) Biochar enables anaerobic digestion of aqueous phase 
from intermediate pyrolysis of biomass. Bioresour Technol 172:335–341. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biort ech. 2014. 09. 021

Tu P, Zhang G, Wei G, Li J, Li Y, Deng L, Yuan H (2022) Influence of pyrolysis tem‑
perature on the physicochemical properties of biochars obtained from 
herbaceous and woody plants. Bioresour Bioprocess 9:131. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s40643‑ 022‑ 00618‑z

Valle B, Remiro A, Garcia‑Gomez N, Gayubo AG, Bilbao J (2019) Recent research 
progress on bio‑oil conversion into bio‑fuels and raw chemicals: a 
review. J Chem Technol Biotechnol 94:670–689. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1002/ jctb. 5758

Vardon DR, Franden MA, Johnson CW, Karp EM, Guarnieri MT, Linger JG 
et al (2015) Adipic acid production from lignin. Energy Environ Sci 
8:617–628. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1039/ C4EE0 3230F

Vitasari CR, Meindersma GW, de Haan AB (2011) Water extraction of pyrolysis 
oil: the first step for the recovery of renewable chemicals. Bioresour 
Technol 102:7204–7210. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biort ech. 2011. 04. 079

Waisman H, Bataille C, Winkler H et al (2019) A pathway design framework for 
national low greenhouse gas emission development strategies. Nat 
Clim Chang 9:261–268. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ s41558‑ 019‑ 0442‑8

Wang X, Miller EN, Yomano LP, Zhang X, Shanmugam KT, Ingram LO (2011) 
Increased furfural tolerance due to overexpression of NADH‑dependent 
oxidoreductase FucO in Escherichia coli strains engineered for the pro‑
duction of ethanol and lactate. Appl Environ Microbiol 77:5132–5140. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1128/ AEM. 05008‑ 11

Wang C, Thygesen A, Liu Y et al (2013) Bio‑oil based biorefinery strategy for the 
production of succinic acid. Biotechnol Biofuels 6:74. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1186/ 1754‑ 6834‑6‑ 74

Xie HJ, Zhuang XL et al (2005) Screening and identification of the levoglu‑
cosan kinase gene (lgk) from Aspergillus niger by LC‑ESI‑MS/MS and 
RT‑PCR. FEMS Microbiol Lett 251:313–319. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
femsle. 2005. 08. 024

Xu L, Jiang L, Zhang H, Fang Z, Smith RL Jr (2020) Introduction to pyrolysis 
as a thermo‑chemical conversion technology. In: Fang Z, Smith RL 
Jr, Xu L (eds) Production of Biofuels and Chemicals with pyrolysis. 
Biofuels and biorefineries, vol 10. Springer, Singapore, pp 3–30 
(10.1007/978-981-15-2732-6_1)

Yang Z, Bai Z, Sun H et al (2014) Biomass pyrolysis liquid to citric acid via 
2‑step bioconversion. Microb Cell Fact 13:182. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
s12934‑ 014‑ 0182‑4

Yerrayya A, Natarajan U, Vinu R (2020) Production of valuable chemicals 
and fuel molecules from lignin via fast pyrolysis: experimental and 
theoretical studies using model compounds. In: Fang Z, Smith RL, 
Xu L (eds) Production of biofuels and chemicals with pyrolysis. 
Biofuels and biorefineries, vol 10. Springer, Singapore, pp 77–111 
(10.1007/978-981-15-2732-6_9)

Zhang Q, Chang J, Wang T, Xu Y (2007) Review of biomass pyrolysis oil proper‑
ties and upgrading research. Energy Convers Manag 48:87–92. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. encon man. 2006. 05. 010

Zhang L, Liu R, Yin R, Mei Y (2013) Upgrading of bio‑oil from biomass fast 
pyrolysis in China: a review. Renew Sustain Energ Rev 24:66–72. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. rser. 2013. 03. 027

Zhang S, Yang X, Zhang H, Chu C, Zheng K, Ju M (2019) Liquefaction of bio‑
mass and upgrading of bio‑oil: a review. Molecules 24:2250. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 3390/ molec ules2 41222 50

Zhao X, Davis K, Brown R, Jarboe L, Wen Z (2015) Alkaline treatment for detoxi‑
fication of acetic acid‑rich pyrolytic bio‑oil for microalgae fermentation: 

effects of alkaline species and the detoxification mechanisms. Biomass 
Bioenergy 80:203–212. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biomb ioe. 2015. 05. 007

Zheng H, Wang X, Yomano LP, Shanmugam KT, Ingram LO (2012) Increase in 
furfural tolerance in ethanologenic Escherichia coli LY180 by plasmid‑
based expression of thyA. Appl Environ Microbiol 78:4346–4352. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1128/ AEM. 00356‑ 12

Zheng D, Bao J, Lu J, Lv Q (2015) Biodegradation of furfural by Bacillus subtilis 
strain DS3. J Environ Biol 36:727–732

Zheng A, Chen T, Sun J, Jiang L, Wu J, Zhao Z, Huang Z, Zhao K, Wei G, He F, Li 
H (2017) Toward fast pyrolysis‑based biorefinery: selective production 
of platform chemicals from biomass by organosolv fractionation cou‑
pled with fast pyrolysis. ACS Sustain Chem Eng 8:6507–6516. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1021/ acssu schem eng. 7b006 22

Zhuang XL, Zhang HX, Yang JZ, Qi HY (2001) Preparation of levoglucosan by 
pyrolysis of cellulose and its citric acid fermentation. Bioresour Technol 
79:63–66. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0960‑ 8524(01) 00023‑2

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2017.07.059
https://doi.org/10.1021/ef900143u
https://doi.org/10.1021/ef402047y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2014.03.051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2014.03.051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2014.09.021
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-022-00618-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-022-00618-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/jctb.5758
https://doi.org/10.1002/jctb.5758
https://doi.org/10.1039/C4EE03230F
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2011.04.079
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-019-0442-8
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.05008-11
https://doi.org/10.1186/1754-6834-6-74
https://doi.org/10.1186/1754-6834-6-74
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.femsle.2005.08.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.femsle.2005.08.024
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12934-014-0182-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12934-014-0182-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2006.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2006.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2013.03.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2013.03.027
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules24122250
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules24122250
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2015.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.00356-12
https://doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.7b00622
https://doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.7b00622
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0960-8524(01)00023-2

	Bioupgrading of the aqueous phase of pyrolysis oil from lignocellulosic biomass: a platform for renewable chemicals and fuels from the whole fraction of biomass
	Abstract 
	Introduction
	Thermochemical biomass conversion processes
	Bio-oil from fast pyrolysis and its upgrading
	Composition
	Physicochemical properties
	Pyrolysis oil upgrading

	Bioconversion of the aqueous phase of pyrolysis oil into renewable chemicals and fuels
	Microbial lipids
	Bioethanol
	Organic acids
	Other renewable chemicals

	Challenges and perspectives for the biological upgrading of pyrolysis oil into renewable chemicals and fuels
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


