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This study presents a comprehensive process, economic, environmental, and
socioeconomic analysis of the enzymatic recycling of poly(ethylene terephthalate),
which is the most widely used synthetic polyester. The analyses predict that PET
deconstruction using enzymes can achieve cost parity with terephthalic acid
manufacturing as well as substantial reductions in both supply chain energy use
and greenhouse gas emissions relative to virgin polyester manufacturing. This
study also highlights key research areas for further impactful development of
biocatalysis-enabled plastics recycling.
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SUMMARY

Context & scale

Esterases have emerged as important biocatalysts for enzymebased polyester recycling of poly(ethylene terephthalate) (PET) to
terephthalic acid (TPA) and ethylene glycol (EG). Here, we present
process modeling, techno-economic, life-cycle, and socioeconomic
impact analyses for an enzymatic PET depolymerization-based recycling process, which we compare with virgin TPA manufacturing. We
predict that enzymatically recycled TPA (rTPA) can be cost-competitive and highlight key areas to achieve this. In addition to favorable
long-term socioeconomic benefits, rTPA can reduce total supply
chain energy use by 69%–83% and greenhouse gas emissions by
17%–43% per kg of TPA. An economy-wide assessment for the US
estimates that the TPA recycling process can reduce environmental
impacts by up to 95% while generating up to 45% more socioeconomic benefits, also relative to virgin TPA production. Sensitivity analyses highlight impactful research opportunities to pursue toward
realizing biological PET recycling and upcycling.

Chemical recycling and upcycling
of plastics will be critical
technologies to address the
plastic pollution challenge. Given
multiple process options for
recycling plastics, rigorous
process analysis is necessary to
identify challenges that must be
overcome for a technology to
reach an industrial scale. For PET
recycling, several chemical
recycling strategies have been
proposed and, in some cases—
chemo-catalytic and thermal
approaches—are being scaled
up. Given that PET exhibits labile
ester bonds that are also common
in natural biological systems, the
research community is vigorously
pursuing the engineering of
esterase enzymes to
depolymerize PET. This study
applies process analysis to
highlight drivers that the
community can focus on to
accelerate the development of a
biological PET depolymerization
process and also provides a basis
to compare current and future
enzyme-based approaches for
PET-recycling to chemo-catalytic
and thermal methods.

INTRODUCTION
Despite widespread application in daily life, there are limited options for the recycling of synthetic plastics, which presents an opportunity for the development of
critical new technologies. As plastics accumulate both in landfills and in the natural
environment, these materials are causing a global pollution crisis due to their recalcitrance against abiotic and biological breakdown.1–3 Compounding the issue, the
current mechanical recycling industry often produces lower-value products and is
unable to recycle many types of plastics. This confluence of environmental concerns
and the limitations of current recycling technology have catalyzed renewed interest
from the global research and industrial communities to pursue recycling strategies
that rely on depolymerization of polymers into their constituent monomers or other
processable, non-polymeric intermediates, namely via chemical recycling.4
Poly(ethylene terephthalate) (PET) is the most abundantly produced synthetic polyester in circulation today,1,5 produced globally at 82 million metric tons (MMT) per
year.6 The majority (54%) of PET is used in the production of textiles and fibers,
with 24 MMT (or 29%) undergoing further polymerization to produce resin for rigid
containers and single-use bottles, whereas the rest is used in films and other applications.7 Looking at the PET consumed annually in the United States (US),5 which is
approximately 3 MMT, only 18.5% is currently processed by mechanical recyclers.8
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Therefore, to achieve higher rates of PET recycling and potentially include PET substrates such as textiles that are not currently recycled, multiple chemical recycling
strategies for PET have been proposed, developed, and, in some cases, scaled up
over the last several decades.4,9,10 Methanolysis, hydrolysis, aminolysis, glycolysis,
and thermal depolymerization strategies are among the most well-studied chemical
recycling processes for PET.4,9,10
PET is synthesized mainly via polycondensation of two building blocks: terephthalic
acid (TPA) and ethylene glycol (EG). The inter-monomer chemical linkage in PET is an
ester bond, which is a prevalent linkage in biomolecules. For example, cutin, suberin, hemicellulose, and lignin are abundant plant-derived polymers, all of which
exhibit ester bonds.11–13 Given the prevalence of aromatic and aliphatic building
blocks in ester-linked natural polymers, it is perhaps not surprising, in hindsight,
that esterase enzymes can cleave ester bonds in PET and other synthetic polyesters.14–19 Considering the potential for esterases to deconstruct PET under mild conditions, the global research community is vigorously pursuing efforts in prospecting
for new PET-degrading enzymes (PET hydrolases), solving crystal structures thereof,
and engineering and evolving these enzymes for improved PET degradation capacity, with the aim of developing efficient biocatalysts for use as a chemical recycling
approach to address this common polyester.20–36
Given the growth in research related to biocatalyst development for PET depolymerization, it is critical to understand the projected economic and sustainability impacts that
such a process could have toward enabling PET circularity. To that end, we present
here a rigorous, comprehensive modeling effort for a conceptual enzymatic process
to depolymerize PET to recycled TPA (rTPA) and EG, including all utilities required for
an integrated process. Techno-economic analysis (TEA) of this process enables predictions of the capital and operating costs to project the minimum selling price (MSP) for
rTPA, including the sale of the two co-products, EG and sodium sulfate (SS). Sensitivity
analyses are employed to highlight the importance of the biocatalytic rate, enzyme
loading, and enzyme cost, along with multiple additional, tunable process variables
that are important for further process improvement and optimization. We employ the
Materials Flow through Industry (MFI) tool37 to estimate the total supply chain energy
and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for rTPA production from reclaimed PET via
this enzyme-based PET deconstruction process and compare this with virgin TPA
(vTPA) production. We expand this MFI analysis to include the use of a top-down, environmentally extended input-output (EEIO) model38 to evaluate the US economy-wide
impacts of implementing the rTPA process and compare it with the production of
vTPA across multiple environmental and socioeconomic indexes.
Taken together, the results in this study highlight the most crucial process steps to
improve enzyme-based recycling technologies for PET. In addition to the economic
factors, this work identifies important sustainability drivers for realizing environmental benefits (i.e., reduced resource use and byproduct release) and socioeconomic potential (i.e., added economic value and number of jobs) possible through
an enzyme-based PET-recycling strategy.
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Process and economic model construction
A process model for enzymatic PET depolymerization was developed by Aspen Plus to
explore how the assumptions and process requirements impact the process economics
and sustainability. Figure 1 presents a simplified process flow diagram (PFD) for the base
case, whereas a detailed PFD indicating all model inputs is provided in Figures S1–S4.
The recycling facility is modeled on the scale of 150 Mt of PET flakes processed per day
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Figure 1. Enzymatic PET-recycling process design and representation of supply chain and economy-wide analysis
(A) Simplified process flow diagram of the PET enzymatic depolymerization process, divided into three sections. In the first section, polyester flakes are
pre-treated (e.g., extrusion, size reduction, etc.) and subsequently enzymatically depolymerized in the second section. Following depolymerization,
rTPA, SS (salt), and EG are recovered via downstream processes in the third section. PET flakes and other raw material inputs are shown in red,
intermediate, recycle, and waste streams are shown in black, and the product and co-product streams are shown in blue. Case studies were performed
to evaluate key variables and process operations in each process section, labeled at the top of the upper panel.
(B) A representation of the supply chain modeled for the bottom-up MFI tool assessment in orange, and the top-down life cycle assessment by the
BEIOM tool in green. BEIOM considers the supply chain for the production of rTPA, as well as production, distribution use, and environmental and
socioeconomic factors. The detailed process flow diagram of the base case design as modeled in Aspen Plus is presented in Figures S1–S4.

(50,000 Mt/year). For reference, the average annual capacity of a US PET production
plant is 88,000 Mt/year.6 The plant size modeled here represents 1.7% of all PET
currently consumed in the US and 7% of the PET volume currently recycled in the US.
Post-consumer PET recycling in the US is primarily conducted for single-use beverage
bottles and, in total, accounts for 0.68 MMT (1,503 million pounds) of PET per year,
which is 29% of all PET bottles consumed annually in the US.39 The modeled facility
is assumed to be in close proximity to another manufacturing plant, such as a PET polymerization plant or a petroleum refinery, such that high-pressure steam, cooling water,
and wastewater treatment are assumed to be over-the-fence and priced accordingly as
utility operating expenses. Capital investment to build the auxiliary infrastructure for utilities is accounted in the outside battery limit costs.
In the baseline case, we assume that clean PET flakes, consisting of approximately
30% colored flakes, are obtained directly from a recycler, priced at $0.66/kg.40,41
The recyclable fraction (i.e., PET fraction, denoted by F) of the total feed is assumed
to be 0.95, with the remainder being contaminants such as caps, labels, adhesives,
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dirt, etc. Although enzymatic recycling is of potentially greater significance for dirty,
comingled streams, we had access to more reliable data on market prices of clean
PET flakes. Hence, the base case considered clean, colored flakes, which serves as
a conservative projection of the rTPA price. Other scenarios with different PET feedstock prices and PET purity are analyzed as sensitivity cases. Prior to
depolymerization, feedstock pretreatment steps designed to improve enzymatic
conversion are modeled in which clean PET flakes are fed to an extruder that heats
the plastic above its melting point (Tm260 C). The molten PET is then quenched to
yield PET with lower crystallinity, followed by size reduction via a microgranulator.42
This series of pretreatment steps results in a PET powder with particle sizes of less
than 1 mm prior to enzymatic depolymerization, in line with recent literature.35,42 Unlike mechanical recycling, drying is not required in this sequence.
Following mechanical pretreatment, the plastic is fed to a series of stirred-tank reactors for depolymerization to rTPA and EG via enzymatic hydrolysis. Specifically, the
PET stream is conveyed to a series of stirred tanks (950 m3 vessels) with a modeled
solids loading of 15% in the base case.35 The depolymerization process is catalyzed
by a generalized PET hydrolase that is produced offsite and purchased directly for
use in this process. Products of PET hydrolysis are recovered in this process scheme
upon reaching a 90% PET degradation extent.35 Additionally, this model ignores
other monomers that may be present in PET (e.g., isophthalic acid, 1,4-cyclohexanediol, diethylene glycol, etc.).
After enzymatic depolymerization, the hydrolysate is passed through a filter press
where the remaining solids are separated from the reaction solution, followed by
ultrafiltration to remove the enzymes. The filtrate is subsequently passed through
an activated carbon column to remove additives such as dyes and pigments.35,43,44 These steps inherently assume that rTPA at pH > 7 remains soluble
in the aqueous phase. The solution is then acidified by the addition of sulfuric
acid to lower the pH to 2.5 and cooled to precipitate rTPA.44,45 The precipitate
is passed through a continuous crystallizer and dried to recover rTPA crystals at
a purity of >98%.44,46 The remaining liquor is neutralized to pH 7 by the addition
of caustic (e.g., NaOH) and passed through a membrane unit with 96.5% rejection
for SS and 72% rejection for EG.47–49 The permeate, which is predominately water, is sent to the adjacent wastewater treatment, and the retentate is sent to a
continuous crystallizer for SS recovery. The SS is assumed to be crystallized as
Glauber’s salt (the most stable hydrate form) with 98.5% purity and sold at a market price of $0.15/kg50 as a co-product (overall, 76% mass recovery, adjusted for
anhydrous form). The model assumes that any remaining SS salt is lost during the
processing steps, such that the mother liquor from salt crystallization primarily
consists of EG and water. EG is subsequently recovered via a series of distillation
columns to obtain EG at a purity of 99%, enabling it to be sold at market price
($0.96/kg).50 The overall recovery of rTPA and EG in the process is modeled at
90% and 50%, respectively, and these values are varied as parameters in the
sensitivity analysis.
Material and energy balances from the model were used to estimate the required
equipment size and capital investment, whereas information on raw materials, utilities, etc., was used to estimate the variable operating expenses. A discounted cash
flow analysis approach with certain financial parameters (see Table S1) was applied
to project the rTPA MSP produced by this facility, with EG and SS salt sold at their
respective market prices as co-products. A summary of the results from this economic analysis can be found in Table S2.
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RESULTS
Base case scenario
The base case scenario, as outlined earlier, is a 150-metric-tons-per-day (MTPD)sized plant that considers depolymerization of clean PET flakes (F = 0.95, cost =
$0.66/kg, 30% color) to yield rTPA as a primary product, while EG (50% recovery,
selling price $0.96/kg) and SS (76% recovery, selling price $0.15/kg) are sold as
co-products. Co-product selling prices are based on a 5-year average of historical
prices in the US. For reference, historic prices for vTPA and the co-products are provided in Figures 2A and 2B. Including revenue from co-products, rTPA achieves an
MSP of $1.93/kg with a majority of the cost attributed to the feedstock supply, shown
in blue in the simplified cost breakdown chart (Figure 2C). The base case results for
rTPA MSP can be further delineated by the process sections. The detailed MSP cost
breakdown that combines the capital and operating contributions from each process step is shown in Figure 2D.
The total capital investment for a plant designed to process 150 MTPD of PET flakes
is projected to be $67M (Figure 2E). The highest contribution (29%) to the total
capital investment for constructing this plant is from product recovery steps, i.e.,
rTPA crystallization, salt recovery, and EG distillation, primarily owing to continuous
crystallizers and distillation columns. Feedstock pretreatment, which consists of
extrusion and cryo-micronization, and the depolymerization section, which consists
of a series of batch hydrolysis reactors, contribute nearly equally to the capital expenses, at 20% each. Additionally, a 25% contribution is assumed from the outside
battery limit (OSBL) investment, which consists of additional capital expenditure,
such as development of piping, instrumentation, etc., required to integrate the
over-the-fence utilities into the plant. Detailed information on the specific unit operations and the capital requirements for each process section is shown in Table S3.
In addition to the initial capital expenditures, the plant will require $44M per year in
operating costs. As shown in Figure 2F, these operating expenses are dominated by
the feedstock cost, which is priced for clean PET flakes (containing 30% colored
flakes) sourced from bottle recyclers.40,41 Electricity consumption is the other major
driver in the pretreatment section, primarily required for melt extrusion and microgrinding. In other process areas, the cost of chemicals such as caustic for pH maintenance, particularly in hydrolysis reactors, and sulfuric acid for rTPA crystallization
are primary drivers. The cost contributions for these chemicals are largely offset
by the recovery of SS, and salt recovery is being explored as a variation in the
base case process design (vide infra). Similarly, steam usage in the distillation step
is attributed to the EG recovery, which requires substantial water evaporation. In
addition, maintenance costs for filter, activated carbon bed, and membrane replacement are accounted for in the economics. Further details of the operating costs are
described in Table S4.
Additional analysis, conducted by the MFI tool, estimates that rTPA has a 69% lower
supply chain energy requirement (Figure 2G) and produces 17% less GHG (Figure 2H) than vTPA production. As shown in Figure 1, we divide the base case into
three sections: (1) feedstock pretreatment, (2) enzymatic PET depolymerization,
and (3) product and co-product recovery (rTPA, EG, and SS).
To further examine the process sections, we considered three primary case studies
focusing on variables within each section. In doing so, this work highlights the potential for further research and development across multiple disciplines and highlights
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Figure 2. Detailed cost breakdown of rTPA in the base case
(A and B) The US historic price data for (A) vTPA and (B) the co-products (EG and SS).
(C and D) The summary of the base case results for the (C) minimum selling price from the combined process, (D) minimum selling price, both the capital
and operating contributions, shown across each process section.
(E) Total capital investment of $67M in the base case split into different steps of the recycling process, including outside battery limit (OSBL), which is
assumed to be 25% of battery limit investment.
(F) Annual operating expenses for the proposed PET-recycling design, disaggregated by process step (total = $44M/year). Raw materials include PET
feedstock cost as well as other chemicals such as enzymes, caustic, and sulfuric acid, and co-products are EG and SS.
(G and H) The base case (G) supply chain energy, and (H) GHG emissions of rTPA are shown in comparison with vTPA. Numerical data in this figure are
reported in Tables S5–S10.

the most important factors to be overcome to enable the commercial success of this
technology.
Case study I: Feedstock pretreatment
In order to understand the opportunities for process improvement, we examined
various parameters. As noted in the base case, feedstock cost is one of the largest contributors to rTPA MSP. Most feedstock costs are associated with the cleaning of PET
bales and shredding into flakes.41 Due to the variable nature of post-consumer waste
composition, and the lack of uniformity in sorting schemes, the purity grade and relative
contaminant percentages of PET bales vary between material recovery facilities
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Figure 3. TEA sensitivity results for process parameters associated with the feedstock, pretreatment, and plant size
(A) Historical market prices of PET flakes.
(B) MSP of rTPA as a function of feedstock cost.
(C) Sensitivity analyses demonstrating variations in the pretreatment process section that exhibit the highest impact on rTPA selling price.
Abbreviations and symbols used—F PET : fraction of PET (by weight in the feedstock, base case value = 0.95), MTPD, metric tons per day (base case
value = 150 MTPD); NMP, no mechanical pretreatment. Numerical data in this figure are reported in Tables S11 and S12.

(MRFs),51,52 which, in turn, will affect the quality and price of reclaimed PET. Market reports indicate that the average price of mixed, baled PET in the US varies from $0.14–
0.48/kg, translating to clean PET flakes available at $0.55–0.90/kg (Figure 3A).40,41 Due
to the variability in cost, sensitivities of PET prices ranging from $( 0.11) to $1.10/kg are
modeled (equivalent to 5 cents to 50 cents per pound of PET), where negative feedstock costs indicate a scenario where a landfill tipping fee is potentially avoided.40,53,54
As observed, the PET feedstock cost drives the greatest variability in selling prices,
which range from $0.71/kg to $2.63/kg as modeled and exhibit a linear relationship
with MSP (Figure 3B). Additionally, to accommodate the variability in relative PET content, PET fraction sensitivities of F = 0.99 (e.g., clean mechanically recyclable grade)
and F = 0.91 (e.g., post-consumer curb side pickup grade but enriched in PET) are assessed.40,51,52 The relative PET content has minimal effect on MSP ($0.17/kg).
Additional sensitivity cases explored in this case study include varying the plant size
and modifying the pretreatment configuration (Figure 3C). The latter case considers
an alternate design scenario where no mechanical pretreatment (NMP) is required,
relying on the assumption that enzymes capable of activity on both crystalline and
amorphous domains of PET are available, thereby rendering the pretreatment steps
of extrusion, amorphization, and micronization unnecessary. By avoiding the mechanical pretreatment (NMP case) and achieving the same rate of depolymerization,
the rTPA MSP can be lowered to $1.69/kg.
Case study II: Enzymatic PET depolymerization
Next, we considered key variables in the enzymatic depolymerization section. Previous work from several research groups indicates that cost of enzyme production can
range widely from $25–$110/kg depending on enzyme type, expression strategy, titers, extraction methods, and production scale.35,55,56 This is higher than the cost of
fungal cellulases estimated in previous studies on biochemical conversion of lignocellulosic biomass, which are $5/kg.57–59 For the base case model, enzyme purchase cost is set as $15/kg and is varied in the sensitivity analysis (Figure 4A).60–63
Aside from enzyme production, additional sensitivity parameters explored include
enzyme loading and bioreactor residence time (t). The base case design considers
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Figure 4. TEA sensitivity results for process parameters associated with the enzymatic depolymerization step
(A) Cost breakdown of the rTPA MSP in the base case process design and as a function of process variables including enzyme loading (mg/g PET
feedstock, base case value = 5), enzyme price ($/kg, base case value = 15) as well as sensitivities related to the reactor configuration, including extent of
conversion (x base case value = 0.9), solids loading, wt % (4 base case value = 0.15), and residence time in hours (t base case value = 96 h).
(B) Multivariate sensitivity analyses demonstrating the combination of enzyme cost and enzyme loading in which a decrease in both parameters exhibits
a non-linear decrease in the selling price of rTPA.
(C) Multivariate sensitivity analyses demonstrating the combination of solids loading and enzyme loading, which affects the selling price of rTPA. Higher
solids loading and lower enzyme loading results in reduction of the rTPA MSP.
(D) Multivariate sensitivity analyses demonstrating the combination of solids loading and extent of conversion in which lowering both parameters
results in a decrease of TPA MSP. The contour lines serve as references to interpolate the MSP of rTPA ($/kg). Numerical data in this figure are reported
in Tables S15–S18.

these variables at an intermediate value of 5 mg enzyme/g of PET input and 96 h,
respectively. Products of PET hydrolysis are recovered in this process scheme upon
reaching a 90% PET degradation extent (the reaction scheme is shown in Figure S1).35
Additionally, the generalized PET hydrolase modeled is assumed to have maximal
degradation activity at 60 C and pH 8. PET hydrolases have been reported to function
over a range of temperatures and pH values,64 as well as a range of enzyme loading
values; therefore, these values were also explored as sensitvity parameters. Temperature and pH had a negligible impact on MSP in the ranges explored—data provided in
Table S13. The two factors with largest impact on MSP include solids loading (4) for
which a change from 10% to 20% results in a $0.47/kg decrease in MSP between
the two cases, and the extent of conversion (x) for which a change from 0.80 to 0.99
results in a $0.46/kg decrease in MSP between the two limits.
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In several cases, single-point sensitivity analyses are not sufficient to fully reveal process
modeling insights, namely, when process variables are strongly coupled. Thus, several
single-point sensitivity analyses were complemented with multivariate sensitivity analysis to understand the interaction of process variables and reveal examples of strongly
non-linear relationships that affect the overall rTPA selling prices. Examples of significantly correlated variables studied here include enzyme loading and enzyme cost (Figure 4B), solids loading and enzyme loading (Figure 4C), as well as solids loading and
extent of depolymerization (Figure 4D). As an illustrative example, solids loading
coupled with the extent of depolymerization can not only drive the MSP of rTPA as
low as $1.60/kg in the range examined at the highest loadings/extents but can also drive
costs to >$2.50/kg at the lowest loadings and extents. An additional multivariate sensitivity exploring enzyme loading and depolymerization is shown in Table S14.
Case study III: Product and co-product recovery
Lastly, we investigated the process variables in the downstream processing section.
Increasing the recovery of EG to 65% or rTPA to 98% will lower the MSP to $1.87/kg
(reduction by $0.05/kg) or $1.83/kg (reduction by $0.10/kg), respectively, whereas
reducing the selling price of EG and/or SS will lead to an increase in the overall
MSP (Figure 5A). Changing the market price of EG by approximately 30% in either
direction of the base case value ($0.96/kg50) changes the selling price of rTPA by
$0.12/kg between the two bounding cases. Since EG recovery leads to a significant
steam usage in distillation, a case where more EG selective membranes49 (99% EG
retention selectivity, while SS selectivity remains the same) are depolyed is modeled,
which could potentially reduce the capital and operating expenses to run the distillation columns. MSP in this case can be lowered to $1.75/kg and would have industry-wide implications in other EG/water recovery scenarios (EG Selective membrane,
Figure 5A).
The base case, reported in the previous case studies, assumes that both EG and SS
are recovered. Therefore, sensitivity cases around downstream process design were
explored where recovery of co-products was changed (Figures 5B and 5C). Two scenarios, one in which no EG is recovered (NEG) and one where neither co-product is
recovered (NCP), were considered. In the first scenario (NEG), when EG is not recovered but SS is, the EG-containing solution from the SS crystallizer is sent to wastewater treatment and the co-product credit associated with EG recovery is lost.
The rTPA MSP in this scenario (NEG) corresponds to $2.08/kg as shown in Figure 5B.
In the second scenario (NCP) where neither EG nor SS is recovered, the mother liquor from the TPA crystallizer is sent to wastewater treatment and the revenue opportunity from both co-product sales is discounted. As a result, the capital investment and utilities required for SS and EG recovery are omitted in this scenario. A
similar impact on the rTPA MSP is observed in the scenario exploring no co-product
recovery (NCP), resulting in an increased MSP of $2.10/kg (Figure 5B). Details on the
additional wastewater treatment, co-product credit losses, and the capital expense
tradeoffs can be found in Table S19.
Summary of TEA results
Based on the process variables examined in the three case studies/sections earlier, the
results of those sensitivity analyses from Figures 3, 4, and 5 were summarized to rank
cost drivers on rTPA MSP and are presented in the tornado plot (Figure 6; Table S21).
Within the parameter ranges chosen, feedstock cost is the largest contributor to the
rTPA MSP. The feedstock modeled in this study is clean PET that meets quality standards for mechanical recycling52 and drove the greatest variability in rTPA MSP as
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Figure 5. TEA sensitivity results for process parameters associated with product and co-product recovery
(A and B) (A) rTPA MSP for the base case (base case values: rTPA recovery = 90%; EG recovery = 50%; EG MP = $0.96/kg; SS MP = $0.15/kg) to indicate
the effect of product and co-product recoveries as well as the co-product market prices (B) MSP as a result of different co-product recovery schemes
without the co-product(s), illustrating that although operational expenses may decrease, MSP will increase because of the lack of a co-product credit.
(C) Process flow diagram of the modified separation processes. Numerical data in this figure are reported in Table S20. Abbreviations used—MP, market
price (for co-products, averaged over 5 years); NEG, no EG is recovered; NCP, no co-product is recovered.

also noted before (Figure 3A). Next, the effect of plant scale emerged important. A
facility size of 50 MTPD would indicate a decentralized approach (with smaller collection radii) for building such enzymatic recycling facilities for PET, which increases the
MSP from the base case by 26%, whereas 300 MTPD is being investigated to see the
effect of economies of scale, which decreases the MSP by 5%.
Besides exogenous factors, such as feedstock price and plant size, the relatively high
importance of depolymerization-related sensitivities such as solids loading and the
extent of conversion stand out as the dominant factors affecting MSP, followed by
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Figure 6. Tornado plot summarizing the effect of different process variables investigated on the
rTPA MSP
Univariate analysis summarizing how process variables affect rTPA MSP across the three case
studies of feedstock pretreatment, depolymerization, and product and co-product recovery. The
rTPA MSP in the base case is $1.93/kg. Factors not shown have a minimal effect in a univariate
sensitivity analysis. Numerical data for this figure are reported in Table S21.

overall TPA recovery. Residence time for batch hydrolysis and enzyme loading would
be of particular interest to the research community, and these parameters could
change the MSP by 5%–9% within the ranges examined. Variations in the total capital expense (+/ $15M relative to the base case fixed capital investment) is also
studied. Finally, the market price of co-products, varying over a 30% range, has a
relatively minor impact on the overall MSP of rTPA.
Note that this tornado plot only includes key process variables in the base design
and does not include the different process design (i.e., NMP, NEG, and NCP), but
those design changes do have a significant impact on MSP, as noted. Additionally,
the impact of variations in process design on the overall supply chain energy and
GHG emissions, as well as broader socioeconomic effects, is discussed in the
following sections.
Bottom-up analysis of supply chain energy and GHG emissions
To quantify the energy and GHG emissions associated with the modeled supply
chain, we employed MFI, a bottom-up, supply chain modeling tool.5,37,65 Specifically, MFI was used to compare the energy requirements and GHG emissions
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associated with rTPA produced using enzymatic depolymerization with those of the
conventional fossil feedstock-derived vTPA supply chain (see Figure S5). The results
of the TEA modeling were integrated into the MFI database by connecting the process inputs from the Aspen Plus model to their corresponding representations in the
MFI database of process inputs. The analysis conducted using MFI includes select
sensitivities from the previously mentioned case studies.
When comparing rTPA and vTPA, it is necessary to consider the effect of the first life of
the TPA (i.e., procurement, production, and polymerization into PET). To do so, we
define the functional unit (our basis of comparison) to be the total number of PET ‘‘lifetimes’’ that can be obtained from repeatedly utilizing the enzymatic depolymerization
process on the feedstock obtained from an initial quantity of 1 kg of fossil-derived
PET. Given an overall yield from the enzymatic depolymerization process of 0.63 kg
TPA/kg of depolymerized PET (current process design), and assuming that the requisite
amount of rTPA required to manufacture new PET is approximately 0.87 kg TPA/kg PET
(MFI process data), the recycled content of the rTPA-derived PET is approximately 72%.
An infinite summation series can be constructed for multiple loops through the enzymatic recycling process, which converges to the ‘‘lifetime’’ amount of rTPA-derived
PET that could be achieved from a given amount of fossil-derived waste PET feedstock.
The total amount of PET is calculated to be 3.6 kg in the enzymatic depolymerization
supply chain (see supplemental experimental procedures, MFI methodology and Figure S6 for the derivation), of which, 1 kg is fossil-derived and the remaining 2.6 kg is obtained from the enzymatic depolymerization process. The supply chain level impacts on
this supply chain were compared with the analogous supply chain to produce 3.6 kg of
PET from the conventional fossil-derived route. The results were then normalized to 1 kg
of PET for simplicity.
Results from the base case and select MFI analyses are presented in Figure 7 for
rTPA and PET, which indicate that there is a significant estimated energy savings potential from enzymatic depolymerization-based supply chains. The conventional
manufacturing supply chain for PET bottles requires 127 MJ/kg, (as calculated by
the MFI tool), whereas the enzymatic depolymerization supply chains require 74–
82 MJ/kg, a reduction of 35%–42%. This reduction is primarily due to a sharp reduction
in fossil feedstock energy requirements, from 56 MJ fossil feedstock/kg PET for the
conventional route to 18 MJ fossil feedstock/kg PET for the enzymatic depolymerization route. In the latter route, fossil feedstocks arise from the production of other
required supply chain inputs (e.g., sulfuric acid, caustic, etc.). Aside from supply chain
energies, the base case and the NMP case are estimated to emit 8% and 21% lower
GHG emissions per kg of PET, respectively, compared with the fossil-derived PET baseline, or 4.3 kg carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e)/kg PET and 3.7 kg CO2e/kg PET,
respectively. The reason for the discrepancy between percent energy reduction and
percent GHG reduction is that fossil feedstock use, by definition, does not entail
GHG emissions because the feedstock is not combusted, but converted into products
(hence the blue bar does not appear in the bottom row of charts in Figure 7).
As also shown in Figure 7A, when the system boundary is narrowed to exclude the
polymerization step, monomer rTPA production from enzymatic depolymerization
is estimated to consume 69%–83% less energy than conventional production of
vTPA, mostly due to differences in feedstock energy requirements. In fact, the enzymatic depolymerization monomer production entails a negative feedstock energy
contribution due to the offset from EG and SS co-production. GHG emissions impacts for monomer rTPA production exhibit a similar trend, with 17%–43% lower
GHG emissions for enzymatic depolymerization compared with fossil-derived vTPA.
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Figure 7. Supply chain energy and GHG emissions analysis
(A–D) Supply chain energy requirements for (A) TPA and (B) PET production. Supply chain GHG emissions for (C) TPA and (D) PET production. Supply
chain energy and GHG emissions are reported for the case of vTPA manufacture, the base case of this work (Base), and the three process design
sensitives of NMP, NEG, and NCP. In all of the cases reported here, the use of enzymatic processes results in a lower supply chain energy requirement
and GHG emissions. The reduction in supply chain energy requirement and GHG emissions is more pronounced for the case of TPA production over PET
production as the PET modeled here uses fossil-derived, polymerization-grade EG. Figure S5 illustrates the system boundary for MFI and numerical
data for this figure is reported in Tables S22 and S23. Abbreviations used—NMP, no mechanical pretreatment; NEG, no EG is recovered; NCP, no coproduct is recovered.

Top-down analysis of economy-wide impacts
The bio-based circular carbon economy EEIO model (BEIOM)66 was used to put the
supply chains into a US economy-wide context.38 BEIOM is a top-down, macro-level
model that assesses the economy-wide impacts of emerging technologies or portfolios thereof. It uses process-level data to create new sectors within the US
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economic structure reflecting the respective technologies at an industry scale. Originally, BEIOM was developed to quantify the effects of an expanding US bioeconomy, describing the potential benefits and unintended consequences of new
bio-based technologies across several environmental and socioeconomic impact
categories from a holistic perspective. Here, BEIOM is applied to compare the production of conventional vTPA with rTPA produced via enzymatic depolymerization.
The inclusion of the rTPA production processes as a new sector in BEIOM followed
the same procedure as previous work evaluating different bio-based processes.38
Specifics on how each TPA pathway was integrated into BEIOM can be found in supplemental experimental procedures and Figure S7, with detailed results illustrated in
Figures S8–S32.
The impacts of producing 1 kg of vTPA compared with 1 kg of rTPA include direct
impacts (generated by the plant itself and its supply chain) and indirect impacts
generated by related activities across all other sectors of the US economy (Figure 8).
To quantify impacts on a per kg basis, the total impacts (direct and indirect) from
either TPA production were divided by the total TPA output of the respective industry. Additional co-products (EG and SS) are accounted for and their impacts are allocated via substitution (on an economic basis). In the rTPA base case, EG and SS are
both recovered. Two sensitivity cases are also modeled to evaluate scenarios where
no EG is recovered (NEG), and where neither EG nor SS are recovered (NCP). We
also model a scenario that recovers both co-products but excludes mechanical pretreatment (NMP).
We estimate that rTPA generates socioeconomic benefits for both added economic
value and jobs, except in the NMP scenario where the exclusion of mechanical pretreatment reduces overall economic effects (Figure 8A). Further, the socioeconomic effects
are more concentrated for rTPA in the conversion plant and its direct supply chain,
whereas they are spread out more broadly across the economy for vTPA. Two thirds
of the jobs from rTPA production are concentrated in the conversion process and the
direct inputs for the process. Production of vTPA sustains more jobs further upstream
in the production chain, where one third of the jobs are in the service sectors.
In the resource use metrics category (Figure 8B), rTPA shows a much higher water withdrawal than vTPA, except when mechanical pretreatment is excluded (NMP case). This is
exclusively caused by water use accounted for in the US national electricity generation
mix for 2017 and is a consequence of higher electricity consumption modeled to produce rTPA as compared with vTPA. It suggests that rTPA plants sourcing electricity
with a low water footprint could alleviate this difference. Further, we find that rTPA reduces overall land occupation by at least 40% compared with vTPA. In both cases,
the resource use impacts are mainly attributable to economic activities, related to,
but beyond the rTPA plant and its supply chain, i.e., are indirect effects generated by
the system within which the supply chains are operating in. Most land occupation effects
are indirect (i.e., not attributable to the specific conversion facilities) and related to agriculture and the oil extraction sectors (land leases). For rTPA, 34% comes from forestry,
27% from grain farming, 12% from oil and gas extraction. For conventional TPA, oil and
gas extraction effects increase to 25%, whereas forestry and grain farming effects are
relatively similar to those from rTPA at 33% and 26%, respectively (Figure S1).
Across all (midpoint) life-cycle impact categories evaluated, rTPA shows an improvement in the domestic footprint by 10%–95% over vTPA (Figure 8C). vTPA impacts are
mainly caused by the TPA production step across all metrics, whereas for rTPA, only
the freshwater ecotoxicity is dominated by the production process. Instead, rTPA
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Figure 8. Socioeconomic and environmental impacts of producing 1 kg of TPA when accounting for the US economy-wide effects
(A–C) Impact from the production of 1 kg of TPA for each scenario presented for (A) socioeconomic, (B) resource use, and (C) environmental impact
categories. Scenarios include the production of vTPA, rTPA (Base), rTPA with no mechanical pretreatment (NMP), rTPA with no EG recovery (NEG), and
rTPA with no EG or SS recovery (NCP). Numerical data in this figure are reported in Table S24.

impacts are largely caused by upstream processes. Electricity generation also contributes notably to smog formation, acidification, and respiratory effects in the
rTPA cases.
Comparing the rTPA base case with the two co-product disposal sensitivity cases
(NEG, NCP) in Figure 8, we find that co-product recovery reduces the environmental
effects across resource use and impact categories per kg of rTPA. Excluding the mechanical pretreatment step (NMP) reduces the environmental impacts of the base
case (rTPA) by up to 65%; however, it also lowers the socioeconomic benefits by
10%–20%.

Joule 5, 2479–2503, September 15, 2021 2493

ll

OPEN ACCESS

Capturing economy-wide effects expands the system boundary beyond the supply
chain and generally increases the effects per metric (see Figure 8 ‘‘remaining supply
chain’’ segments for vTPA and rTPA). Although the inclusion of indirect effects does
not favor either one of the two products analyzed, its exclusion would alter results
toward a further improvement of environmental benefits from rTPA while dramatically reducing the socioeconomic benefits attributable to vTPA.

DISCUSSION
In response to the pollution crisis caused by waste plastics, new recycling processes
are needed for which requisite analyses will be critical to understanding the key cost
drivers, supply chain impacts, barriers to scale-up, and market implementation. Here,
we present a comprehensive analysis of enzyme-based PET recycling that includes
rigorous process modeling, economic impacts of key process variables, supply chain
energy, and GHG emissions impacts compared with fossil-based incumbent
manufacturing, and examination of life cycle and socioeconomic impacts. These analyses demonstrate that enzyme-based PET recycling exhibits substantial promise,
which can be improved with further process advancements, as detailed here.
Feedstock considerations
The current, global approach to PET recycling nearly universally employs mechanical
recycling of post-consumer single-use PET bottles, and less than 20% of the eligible
waste stream is processed in the US (less than 7% worldwide67). Furthermore, mechanical recycling imposes stringent contamination tolerances,52 necessitating
extensive preprocessing and cleaning steps, significantly impacting reclaimed PET
flake prices.68 Accordingly, plastic recycling technologies that are agnostic to the
feedstock quality and expand the waste streams eligible for recycling will be effective in changing the recycling landscape.
The enzyme-based chemical recycling process presented here is one such prospective technology. Enzymatic recycling offers the advantage of high selectivity for the
target PET substrate, thereby reducing the need for stringent contamination tolerances, opening up the pool of eligible waste feedstocks, and creating an opportunity for lower feedstock costs. Multiple feedstocks and conversion pathways should
be considered for their economic and environmental impacts, and compared with
mechanical recycling, which is already efficient but limited by the purity of the feedstock required. In the end, a combination of different technologies, ranging from
mechanical recycling to more substrate selective chemical recycling, will likely
need to be deployed to enable higher PET-recycling rates.
Size of the PET-recycling facility
Aside from feedstock cost, there are other engineering considerations that are key
cost drivers in realizing an enzymatic recycling process for PET, including the facility
size. The facility size will likely be dictated by local and regional collection rates and
whether any incentives exist that encourage recycling participation (e.g., the US
states with bottle deposit programs demonstrate higher collection volumes).39 In
this study, a plant with the capacity to process 150 MTPD was modeled. However,
the operation of any recycling plant is dependent on securing a steady and sufficiently large feedstock supply. Considering that the largest MRFs in the US can process about 1,000 MTPD of post-consumer waste,69 if the incoming waste stream is
about 3.7% PET by weight70 and a recovery of 91% PET can be obtained,71 only
33.7 Mt of PET could be secured from such a facility per day. This estimates that
the largest MRFs in the country are unlikely to obtain more than 50 MTPD of PET
that is suitable for mechanical recycling.
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Although the advent of new technologies, including the enzymatic process presented here, may lead to an enhanced recycling capacity, this analysis highlights
that it will still be necessary for any chemical recycling facilities to obtain PET-based
feedstock from multiple MRFs, or to include additional sources of PET previously
excluded from consideration for mechanical recycling, such as textiles, fibers, and
layered packaging materials. It is important to note that the average distance for
waste PET transport significantly varies throughout the US72 and in other parts of
the world;73–77 therefore, additional factors may influence the economics if the plant
size is increased. For example, in some regions, it might be necessary to establish
centralized recycling facilities to increase the collection volumes of post-consumer
PET78 at the expense of greater transportation costs. Securing a consistent feedstock supply by analyzing statistical and geospatial distribution of plastic waste
will be critical to de-risk the operation of any recycling facility.
Substrate considerations
Any requirement for size reduction of the feedstock and/or change in PET crystallinity will contribute to the economics, energy demands, and GHG emissions of
the overall process. This is exemplified by the NMP case, which lowers rTPA MSP
to $1.70/kg (12% less than the baseline MSP), generates 38% lower GHG emissions,
and requires 45% lower supply chain energies. Pretreatment that is akin to mechanical recycling has been proposed to enable greater enzymatic process efficiencies.
Specifically, the recent study by Tournier et al. reports an engineered PET hydrolase
enzyme capable of up to 85% product yield from post-consumer waste PET within
20 h of treatment,35,79,80 where the PET was pre-treated by extrusion, amorphization, and micronization to reduce the substrate crystallinity and size, respectively.
Size reduction has also been proposed to enhance the extent of depolymerization
by increasing the accessible surface area for enzyme action,81 however, systematic
investigation is necessary to understanding the influence of these factors on enzyme
performance. Additionally, the community will need to find an optimum size reduction that enables a high extent of depolymerization, desirable for increasing
throughput, and beyond which the additional cost of size reduction may not be
offset by incremental product yield.81–85
Biocatalyst performance
Enzyme performance and optimization remains an open area of opportunity with
important implications for the economics of an enzyme-based recycling process.
Here, we highlight that solids loading, enzyme loading, and enzyme cost are key
cost drivers; however, this is predicated on other assumptions in this model, the
key among them being that the enzyme can achieve a high extent of depolymerization of the PET feedstock. To achieve a high extent of depolymerization, the global
research community is investigating multiple parameters including the optimization
of enzyme performance, specificity for substrates of different crystallinities, tolerance to inhibition by products and contaminants, and improved stability for
enhanced catalytic lifetime.
The best-studied PET hydrolases to date are seemingly most active on the amorphous regions of the polymer.34 Continued optimization and engineering of enzyme
performance on PET substrates of different crystallinities will be critical, as the two
largest applications of PET (bottles and fibers) exhibit high (30%–40%) crystallinity.85
By leveraging enzyme design and exploring the use of thermophilic enzymes, improvements across multiple factors can be achieved. For instance, enzymes active
at approximately 70 C may exploit the reduction in crystallinity as PET approaches
its glass transition temperature. Enhanced thermostability may be engineered into
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PET-degrading enzymes as shown by the stabilizing effect of glycosylation on leafcompost cutinase (LCC),28 or the replacement of a potential calcium-binding site
in LCC with a disulfide bond35; in each case, the thermal stabilization was accompanied by enhanced PET hydrolysis activity at an elevated temperature.
Enzyme design can also enable faster turnover, product selectivity, and inhibition
resistance, all of which are ideal for mixed feedstock streams (e.g., textiles with
dyes). Recently, accumulation of additives has been documented to inhibit cutinase
activity,81 and therefore, methods to overcome inhibition, or remove contaminants,86 could improve enzyme performance. In addition, given the inevitable acidification of the solution that occurs upon ester bond hydrolysis, any acid-tolerant
PET-degrading enzymes that exhibit a broad pH optimum range would reduce
the need to continually neutralize the depolymerization reaction, thus saving on
caustic additive. Interestingly, acid-tolerant cutinases have been identified87–89
with an enzyme from the fungus Thielavia terrestris exhibiting esterase activity
over the pH range 4–8 and detectable PET-degrading activity at pH 4.0 and 50 C.87
Combining all of the properties mentioned earlier—thermostability, acid- and product-tolerance, and a high turnover of PET of varied crystallinities—represents a major
challenge for future enzyme engineering efforts.
Enzyme production
Beyond enzyme function, the work presented here assumes that the enzyme is produced offsite, which leads to the MSP exhibiting a linear dependence with enzyme
cost. Factors that drive enzyme production costs include the origin of the enzyme,
the expression host, and the level of purification required for adequate activity.
The price of generic hydrolase used in our base design is modeled after extracellular
secretion from the host organism and concentration of the enzyme in the crude
broth, without any elaborate purification. For intracellular protein production, purification requirements are key cost drivers.56,59,90–92 However, many industrial enzymes are secreted from the host therefore avoiding the processing steps associated
with cell lysis.56,59,90 Stabilizing agents are also frequently used to ensure the
longevity of the enzymes. However, consistent supply and compatibility of any stabilizers with enzyme function are important considerations in the development of an
enzyme product.
The production of cellulase enzymes in filamentous fungi offers an analogous system
for comparison and benchmarking, and this approach was used as the baseline for
enzyme costs in the current work. In the case of cellulases, fungi such as Trichoderma
reesei have been evolved and engineered over decades to secrete native and heterologous cellulases to extremely high levels (protein concentrations on the order
of 100 g/L).93,94 Thus, filamentous fungi offer an excellent starting point for future
development of PET-active enzyme production. Alternative eukaryotic expression
hosts may come to the forefront, for example, the methylotrophic yeast Pichia pastoris, which has been utilized for the recombinant expression of a variety of esterase
enzymes.28,89,95–100 To date, laboratory-scale fermentations of P. pastoris have produced recombinant cutinases at yields up to 10.8 g/L.95,96,100
Product and co-product recovery
Although pretreatment and enzyme optimization may influence the kinetics of PET
hydrolysis, efficient product recovery will also have a major impact on the rTPA
MSP, as this determines which products can be sold and at what purity. The process
modeled here assumes that dyes, pigments, and adhesives are removed by the solid
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filtration and activated carbon column.35,42–44 Spent enzymes are removed by ultrafiltration in the base case, which may not be a necessary step if there is sufficient
removal by the activated carbon column,101 thereby resulting in a lower MSP.
Although this design is aligned with reported practices, alternate and emergent separation techniques for product recovery can be potentially explored. For example,
TPA could be recovered by sublimation in a process akin to that developed by Eastman.102 The recovery of EG is contingent on the fact that all the added SS salt is
recovered from the solution prior to sending it to distillation columns, which remains
to be verified. As the recovery of EG is an energy-intensive process,103,104 alternative
separation schemes, (e.g., liquid-liquid extraction, membrane-based separations,
condensed phase chromatographic separations techniques, reactive distillation followed by hydrolysis, etc.) could also be explored, which may eventually reduce the
MSP and process energy requirements.44,103,105–113
Sustainability impacts
In terms of the environmental impact analysis of the supply chain modeling, it is clear
that a reduction in feedstock energy (in the form of natural gas and crude oil) is a primary contributor to the estimated reduction in supply chain energy for the enzymatic
depolymerization relative to fossil-derived routes to PET. However, feedstock energy alone does not offer an opportunity to reduce GHG emissions (since feedstocks
are, by definition, not combusted). Process-based energy requirements (e.g., from
steam utilization) are shown to be significantly reduced in the enzymatic depolymerization routes at the expense of increased electricity usage. GHG emissions associated with the supply chain’s electricity requirements are highly dependent on the
assumed grid mix of generation technologies. MFI supply chain models reflect current industrial practices within the US industry; for electricity specifically, MFI assumes a national grid mix as of 2016.114 Since the modeled enzymatic depolymerization supply chain has been shown to be relatively more electricity-intensive than
conventional PET production, additional GHG emissions reductions could be realized with an underlying electricity grid mix having a higher penetration of loweror non-GHG-emitting, renewable (e.g., solar and wind) generation sources.
Furthermore, analysis with BEIOM highlights that, within the rTPA plant design, the crystallization process might warrant a more in-depth assessment to reduce process emissions. In the present design, it shows the highest share of process emissions and resulting relative contributions to the impact categories assessed (Figure S30). Sulfuric acid
emissions are driving ecotoxicity and acidification impacts; EG (a regulated hazardous
air pollutant) is driving human toxicity; both EG and sulfuric acid affect smog formation,
along with volatile organic compounds from equipment leaks.
Social and environmental equity
The economy-wide comparison of vTPA and rTPA shows that the environmental and socioeconomic effects of the two processes are distributed unequally across their supply
chain tiers (see also Figure S10). Environmental impacts from vTPA largely result from
the production process itself, whereas its socioeconomic benefits mainly occur across
the broader economy and are not necessarily regional. The distribution of effects
from rTPA are reversed with socioeconomic benefits largely occurring at the facility itself
and its direct suppliers, whereas most environmental impacts result from indirect activities further away from the rTPA supply chain. To account for and detail these social and
environmental equity considerations, future analysis should further specify effects in
regional contexts and recommend process alterations, if possible, to achieve an appropriate balance.
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Beyond conventional substrates for recycling
Given the considerations presented, this work provides targets for process development toward realizing a more comprehensive recycling strategy than is available
today. Leveraging the selectivity of biological depolymerization offers the opportunity to process mixed waste plastics and expand the eligible range of feedstocks.
This concept can be extended to an integrated depolymerization refinery where
the action of a cocktail of enzymes could break down the mixed plastic waste stream
in a one-pot or tandem fashion. Changing feedstock, especially to materials that are
not recycled today, would also allow for expanded plant sizes to offer the benefit of
economies of scale for processing varied plastic types at higher volumes, particularly
since PET bottles comprise only 30% of all PET produced globally. Other forms of
PET waste, including discarded fabrics, textiles, and waste carpets (polyester fibers)
comprised 44 MMT (or 54%) of global PET demand in 20196 also present an opportunity for the application of enzyme-based recycling.
Importantly, the recycling approach described here will likely mirror the enzymebased processing of other polymers, especially those that contain linkages that
mirror natural polymers (e.g., nylons, polyurethanes, polycarbonates).115,116
Although each polymer will exhibit its own unique challenges, they may have
similar characteristics that increase their ease of recycling. As an illustrative
example, polyurethanes frequently feature crosslinking, which may limit access
to enzyme activity or slow reaction rates; however, polyurethanes may also
have a lower glass transition temperature and present a higher surface area, features that may accelerate reaction kinetics.19 The enzymatic recycling process
model and subsequent analyses described here can therefore provide a foundation for evaluating other new enzymatic technologies, as well as broad guidance
for the developing field.
Conclusions
Here, we describe the process design of an enzyme-catalyzed PET-recycling process and discuss the key factors impacting the process economics, supply chain
energy, GHG emissions, socioeconomic impacts, and job creation potential for
the enzyme-based recycling strategy as compared with the fossil-derived production currently employed. The TEA results estimate the potential for rTPA production at $1.93/kg, and the study outlines certain scenarios to further reduce costs.
In terms of pretreatment, feedstock prices and mechanical preprocessing are the
largest contributing steps to cost and energy requirements. Meanwhile, in the
depolymerization process, the extent of PET breakdown, solids loading, enzyme
price, and enzyme loading are all key cost drivers. Importantly, the yields of
recovered TPA and co-products (i.e., SS and EG) dictate the overall throughput
of the plant and significantly impacts the economics. Supply chain analysis shows
that PET recycling via the enzymatic route has lower supply chain energy requirement and lower supply chain GHG emissions compared to vTPA. An economywide assessment shows the potential socioeconomic (and largely regional) benefits of adding a plastics recycling sector and details environmental impacts per
process and supply chain steps to highlight potential improvement areas for
reducing unintended environmental consequences. There are multiple technologies in development as an alternative to the current mechanical PET-recycling
strategies (e.g., chemo-catalytic, pyrolysis, etc.) of which enzymatic recycling offers the benefit of providing substrate specificity for complex mixed feedstock
streams. Although the framework provided here is focused on PET reclaimed
from an MRF, the insights presented here apply more broadly to polymeric systems that are susceptible to enzymatic depolymerization.
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EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES
Resource availability
Lead contact
Further information and requests for resources and materials should be directed to and
will be fulfilled by the lead contact, Gregg T. Beckham (gregg.beckham@nrel.gov).
Materials availability
This study did not generate new unique materials.
Data and code availability
The datasets in this article are provided in full in the supplemental information. The
Aspen Plus models can be provided upon request and can be replicated by the inputs shown in the detailed PFD in the supplemental information.
The MFI tool is freely available to interested users on the NREL website. Accounts
can be created there to use the tool. There are restrictions to the availability of
the MFI code and database due to the proprietary nature of several process inventory datasets used by the tool.
Methods are described throughout the main text and in detail in the supplemental
information where appropriate. In general, Aspen Plus models were constructed
for all process and TEA analysis. MFI and BEIOM were used to quantify various supply chain and economy-wide effects.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
Supplemental information can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joule.
2021.06.015.
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Structural and functional studies on a
thermostable polyethylene terephthalate
degrading hydrolase from Thermobifida
fusca. Appl. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 98, 7815–
7823.
18. Yoshida, S., Hiraga, K., Takehana, T.,
Taniguchi, I., Yamaji, H., Maeda, Y., Toyohara,
K., Miyamoto, K., Kimura, Y., and Oda, K.

(2016). A bacterium that degrades and
assimilates poly (ethylene terephthalate).
Science 351, 1196–1199.
19. Magnin, A., Pollet, E., Phalip, V., and Avérous,
L. (2020). Evaluation of biological degradation
of polyurethanes. Biotechnol. Adv. 39,
107457.
20. Han, X., Liu, W., Huang, J.W., Ma, J., Zheng,
Y., Ko, T.P., Xu, L., Cheng, Y.S., Chen, C.C.,
and Guo, R.T. (2017). Structural insight into
catalytic mechanism of PET hydrolase. Nat.
Commun. 8, 2106.
21. Wei, R., and Zimmermann, W. (2017).
Biocatalysis as a green route for recycling the
recalcitrant plastic polyethylene
terephthalate. Microb. Biotechnol. 10, 1302–
1307.
22. Wei, R., and Zimmermann, W. (2017).
Microbial enzymes for the recycling of
recalcitrant petroleum-based plastics: how far
are we? Microb. Biotechnol. 10, 1308–1322.
23. Austin, H.P., Allen, M.D., Donohoe, B.S.,
Rorrer, N.A., Kearns, F.L., Silveira, R.L.,
Pollard, B.C., Dominick, G., Duman, R., El
Omari, K., et al. (2018). Characterization and
engineering of a plastic-degrading aromatic
polyesterase. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 115,
E4350–E4357.
24. Danso, D., Schmeisser, C., Chow, J.,
Zimmermann, W., Wei, R., Leggewie, C., Li, X.,
Hazen, T., and Streit, W.R. (2018). New
insights into the function and global
distribution of polyethylene terephthalate
(PET)-degrading bacteria and enzymes in
marine and terrestrial metagenomes. Appl.
Environ. Microbiol. 84, 02773–02717.
25. Fecker, T., Galaz-Davison, P., Engelberger, F.,
Narui, Y., Sotomayor, M., Parra, L.P., and
Ramı́rez-Sarmiento, C.A. (2018). Active site
flexibility as a hallmark for efficient PET
degradation by I. sakaiensis PETase. Biophys.
J. 114, 1302–1312.

ll

Article
26. Joo, S., Cho, I.J., Seo, H., Son, H.F., Sagong,
H.Y., Shin, T.J., Choi, S.Y., Lee, S.Y., and Kim,
K.J. (2018). Structural insight into molecular
mechanism of poly (ethylene terephthalate)
degradation. Nat. Commun. 9, 382.
27. Nikolaivits, E., Kanelli, M., Dimarogona, M.,
and Topakas, E. (2018). A middle-aged
enzyme still in its prime: recent advances in
the field of cutinases. Catalysts 8, 612.
28. Shirke, A.N., White, C., Englaender, J.A.,
Zwarycz, A., Butterfoss, G.L., Linhardt, R.J.,
and Gross, R.A. (2018). Stabilizing leaf and
branch compost cutinase (LCC) with
glycosylation: mechanism and effect on PET
hydrolysis. Biochemistry 57, 1190–1200.
29. Su, A., Shirke, A., Baik, J., Zou, Y., and Gross,
R. (2018). Immobilized cutinases: preparation,
solvent tolerance and thermal stability.
Enzyme Microb. Technol. 116, 33–40.

OPEN ACCESS

39. NAPCOR (2018). 2017 PET recycling report
(National Association for PET Container
Resources (NAPCOR)). https://napcor.com/
reports-resources/.

54. Enviros consulting. (2009). MRF quality
assessment study. Project Code: MRF011.
https://docplayer.net/20953314-Mrf-qualityassessment-study.html.

40. Recycling Markets (2021). Secondary
materials pricing. https://www.
recyclingmarkets.net/.

55. Ferreira, R.D.G., Azzoni, A.R., and Freitas, S.
(2018). Techno-economic analysis of the
industrial production of a low-cost enzyme
using E. coli: the case of recombinant betaglucosidase. Biotechnol. Biofuels 11, 81.

41. Closed Loop Partners (2017). Cleaning the
rPET Stream: How We Scale Post-Consumer
Recycled PET in the US (Closed Loop
Partners). https://www.mitchellwilliamslaw.
com/webfiles/2%20Cleaning%20your%
20rPET%20Stream%20.pdf.
42. Chateau, M. (2020). Method for producing
terephthalic acid on an industrial scale (World
Patent No. WO 2020/094661 A1) (World
Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO)).

30. Danso, D., Chow, J., and Streit, W.R. (2019).
Plastics: environmental and biotechnological
perspectives on microbial degradation. Appl.
Environ. Microbiol. 85, 01019–010195.

43. Karp, E.M., Cywar, R.M., Manker, L.P., Saboe,
P.O., Nimlos, C.T., Salvachúa, D., Wang, X.,
Black, B.A., Reed, M.L., Michener, W.E., et al.
(2018). Post-fermentation recovery of
biobased carboxylic acids. ACS Sustainable
Chem. Eng. 6, 15273–15283.

31. Furukawa, M., Kawakami, N., Tomizawa, A.,
and Miyamoto, K. (2019). Efficient
degradation of poly (ethylene terephthalate)
with Thermobifida fusca cutinase exhibiting
improved catalytic activity generated using
mutagenesis and additive-based
approaches. Sci. Rep. 9, 16038.

44. Brown, G.E., Jr., and O’Brien, R.C. (1976).
Method for recovering terephthalic acid and
ethylene glycol from polyester materials (U.S.
Patent No. US 3952053) (U.S. Patent and
Trademark Office).

32. Palm, G.J., Reisky, L., Böttcher, D., Müller, H.,
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