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a b s t r a c t

Hydrodeoxygenation (HDO) of phenol and methyl heptanoate separately and as mixtures was carried
out over a sulphided NiMo catalyst to compare the HDO of aromatic and aliphatic reactants. Some
experiments were also carried out in the presence of a sulphur additive. The conversion of phenol was
suppressed in the presence of methyl heptanoate, whereas the conversion of methyl heptanoate was
eywords:
ydrodeoxygenation (HDO)
ethyl heptanoate

henol
ulphided NiMo

practically unaffected by phenol. In addition, distributions of the hydrocarbon products were different
for reactants in the mixture and the reactants tested separately. Sulphur additive changed the product
distribution of the separate components more than that of the mixture. The findings indicate that reduc-
tion (including hydrogenation) reactions occur on coordinatively unsaturated sites (CUS) independently
of the aromatic or aliphatic character of the component. Sulphur, too, adsorbs on CUS and competes with
other reactants that have an affinity to CUS. Decarbonylation and acid-catalysed reactions are, instead,

hur-
ompetitive reactions proposed to occur on sulp

. Introduction

Concern over the impact of fossil fuels on the environment is
riving a quest for suitable, environmentally friendly alternatives
or fuels. Biomass-based liquids are considered as one option, either
s fuel components or as fuels in their own right. Wood-based bio-
ils and vegetable-based fatty acid methyl esters (FAME) can be
ixed with fossil fuels only in small amounts, however, because of

heir high oxygen content. In addition, their energy content is lower
han that of fossil fuels. Hydrodeoxygenation (HDO) [1], in which
xygen is totally or partly removed under H2 pressure, is a proven
ethod for upgrading these mixtures to the required quality.
HDO can be carried out over sulphided NiMo and CoMo cat-

lysts, which have been extensively studied in connection with
ydrodesulphurisation (HDS) [2] and hydrodenitrogenation (HDN)
3]. Still, the H2 activation mechanism and the active sites for
ydrotreating over sulphided catalysts are not fully understood.
irst, H2 may dissociate homolytically or heterolytically [4] and

econdly, sulphided catalysts are known to have at least two types
f active sites [5]. Breysse et al. [4] stated in their review dealing
ith H2 activation that homolytic dissociation occurs mainly over
stoichiometric sulphide surface, whereas heterolytic dissociation

∗ Corresponding author. Present address: Defence Forces Technical Research Cen-
re, Explosives and CBRN Protection Technology Division, P.O. Box 5, FI-34111
akiala, Finland. Tel.: +358 299 550 770.
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saturated sites.
© 2010 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

proceeds forming a hydride and a proton over pairs of coordina-
tively unsaturated sites (CUS) and sulphur ions. CUS associated
with MoS2 phase are generally accepted to be present over the sul-
phided catalyst, and heterolytic dissociation of H2 is therefore the
most commonly applied model. It should be added that heterolytic
dissociation also describes the dissociation of H2S.

Alumina support alone may have catalytic properties for
hydrotreating reactions. Al atoms are Lewis acid sites where as the
O atoms are basic sites. It is reported that H2S may react with Al
atoms but the oxygen sites are not adsorption sites for H2S. In addi-
tion, hydroxyl groups may interact with adsorbing molecules [6].
The promoting effect of Ni or Co atoms is generally accepted to
be due to an increase in the number of available vacancies. Pro-
moter can donate electrons to Mo and lead to a weakening of
the metal–sulphur bond. According to recent review by Prins [5],
characterisation of supported metal sulphides is difficult, and quan-
titative determination of the active sites over promoted catalysts
does not produce reliable results, because of the complexity of the
catalyst surface.

In HDN studies, Bunch et al. [7] and Delmon [8] have proposed
that hydrogenation sites are sulphur vacancies with Ni or Mo atoms
and hydrogenolysis sites are Brønsted acid centres associated with
Mo atoms. Detailed classification [9] suggests that the sites may

have Lewis acid character referring to CUS sites, i.e., sulphur anion
vacancies, and Brønsted acid character referring to SH− groups.
Adsorption and dissociation of H2S may change hydrogenation sites
(CUS) to hydrogenolysis sites via formation of SH− groups [7,8].
However, it has been reported [10] that hydrogenation may occur

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apcata.2010.09.010
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/0926860X
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/apcata
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ver Ni- and Co-promoted Mo catalysts with and without sulphur
acancies.

Density functional theory (DFT) studies have provided new
nsights into the structure of sulphided catalysts and the active sites
or hydrogenation. Besenbacher et al. [11] summarise the latest DFT
tudies as follows: unpromoted and promoted MoS2 catalysts have
pecific metallic edge sites that give rise to bright brims in scanning
unneling microscopy (STM). These edge sites could play a role in
ydrogenation reactions and also in hetero-atom removal. The DFT
tudies indicate the weak inhibiting effect of H2S on hydrogenation
eactions, since it is reported that H2S is unable to bind to the fully
oordinated brim site.

Previously, we studied the HDO of phenol and methyl hep-
anoate over sulphided NiMo/�-Al2O3 and CoMo/�-Al2O3 catalysts
12]. Phenol was used as an aromatic model component and methyl
eptanoate as an aliphatic model component for biomass-based

uels and the reactants were tested separately. Phenol was found
o be less reactive than methyl heptanoate in the experiments car-
ied out in a flow reactor at 250 ◦C under 1.5 MPa pressure. In some
ests, H2S was added to the gas feed to maintain the activity of
he sulphided catalyst. The effect of the sulphiding agent on the
DO of phenol was opposite to its effect on methyl heptanoate:

he HDO conversion of phenol decreased as a function of increas-
ng H2S concentration in the feed, whereas the HDO conversion of

ethyl heptanoate increased. From this, the HDO of the aromatic
lcohol and the aliphatic ester was concluded to occur on dissimilar
ctive sites.

Earlier studies on the HDO of mixtures [10,13,14] have been
arried out with aromatic components. Clearly, however, there are
ifferences in the behaviour of aromatic and aliphatic components
ver sulphided catalysts and in this study we focus on the HDO
f mixtures of aromatic and aliphatic oxygen-containing model
omponents, i.e., phenol and methyl heptanoate. The aim is to
nderstand the reactions of aromatic and aliphatic structures over
sulphided NiMo catalyst and to derive mechanistic information

hat applies both to the reactants separately and in their mixtures
ith and without sulphur additive.

. Experimental

.1. Reactor

The HDO experiments were performed in a 50 ml batch reactor
Autoclave Engineers) equipped with a fixed catalyst basket and a

agnetic stirrer. The stirring rate was 1000 rpm.

.2. Experiments

Commercial NiMo/�-Al2O3 catalyst was crushed and sieved to a
raction of 0.59–0.75 mm, dried at 100 ◦C for 5 h and packed (0.5 g)
nto the catalyst basket. The catalyst was presulphided in situ before
he activity tests. At the start of the pretreatment period, the reac-
or was heated up to 350 ◦C under N2 flow (atmospheric pressure),
nd the catalyst was dried at this temperature for 2 h. After drying,
he catalyst was sulphided at 350 ◦C under H2S/H2 (5 mol%, atmo-
pheric pressure) flow for 2 h. Activity test temperature (200 or
50 ◦C) was achieved under N2 flow during 30 min.

The liquid reactant solution was introduced to the preheated
eactor, and the total pressure was set with H2, typically to 7.5 MPa.
he liquid added to the reactor occupied 1/3 of the reactor volume.

uration of the reaction tests varied between 1 and 5 h. The test
rocedure has been described in detail previously [15].

The main reactants were phenol (Fluka, ≥99%) and methyl hep-
anoate (Merck, >98%) diluted with n-dodecane (Merck, ≥99%). The
eactions of the model components were studied both separately
A: General 389 (2010) 114–121 115

and as mixtures. In all tests, n-decane (Merck, >98%) was added as
an internal standard. All gases were obtained with 99.999% purity
from AGA. The effect of sulphur additive was tested in both types of
experiments. The partial pressure of H2S was adjusted with gaseous
H2S (up to 2000 ppm) or via the decomposition of a liquid sul-
phur component, dimethyl disulphide (0.2–0.8 wt%), DMDS (Fluka,
≥98%).

Compositions of the reaction mixtures (T = 250 ◦C and
P = 7.5 MPa) were as follows: mixture of phenol and methyl
heptanoate (both 3 wt%) was tested with H2S (650 and 2000 ppm),
with DMDS (0.2, 0.4 and 0.8 wt%) and without any sulphur addi-
tives. In addition, phenol alone (3 wt%) and methyl heptanoate
alone (3 wt%) were tested with DMDS (0.4 wt%) and without any
sulphur additives. To determine the effect of co-reactant amount
on the product distribution, lower (2 wt%) and higher (4 wt%)
amounts of phenol and methyl heptanoate were also tested
(keeping the amount of the other co-reactant at 3 wt% and in the
absence of any sulphur additive).

Supplementary experiments were carried out with benzene
(Fluka, >99.5%), cyclohexanol (Fluka, ≥99.0%) and cyclohexene
(Aldrich, 99%) to clarify the reaction pathways. These reactants
were studied both individually and as reactant mixtures together
with phenol.

The effect of H2 pressure was evaluated at 6.0, 7.5 and 9.0 MPa
at 200 ◦C and with 0.4 wt% DMDS at 7.5 and 9.0 MPa at 250 ◦C. Tem-
perature of 200 ◦C was used for three experiments to obtain a lower
reaction rate and allow clarification of the initial reaction steps. In
addition, the stirring rate was varied from 1000 to 1750 rpm to
assess the diffusion limitations at 250 ◦C and 7.5 MPa.

Catalytic character of commercial �-Al2O3 was explored with
methyl heptanoate as a reactant. The loading of the support was
0.4 g. Pretreatment of the catalyst was similar to the one described
above for NiMo/�-Al2O3.

2.3. Analytical methods

Liquid samples were analysed off-line with an Agilent Technolo-
gies 7890A gas chromatograph equipped with a capillary column
(HP-1, 60 m × 0.25 mm × 1 �m) and a flame ionisation detector.
The products were quantified by internal standard method. Sup-
plementary qualitative analyses were obtained with an Agilent
Technologies 5975C mass spectrometer connected to the gas chro-
matograph.

2.4. Definitions

Calculations were carried out on the basis of the analysed liq-
uid samples. Molar concentration of the product is the number of
moles of product divided by the total number of moles, including
unreacted reactant and products, and multiplied by 100%. The total
amount of hydrocarbon is the sum of the products containing no
hetero atoms. Hence, complete deoxygenation is achieved when
the total amount of hydrocarbon is 100%.

In this work, terms phenol and methyl heptanoate refer to
experiments where either of the reactants was used alone together
with the solvent. Mixture, in turn, describes experiments where
both phenol and methyl heptanoate, with the solvent, were used
together. Some of the experiments were performed in the presence
of a sulphur additive, either H2S or DMDS.

3. Results
3.1. Reactivity in the HDO of phenol and methyl heptanoate

HDO reactions were studied at 250 ◦C over the sulphided NiMo
catalyst. Using the reactant mixtures, we first tested two H2 pres-
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ig. 1. Conversion of phenol (�), methyl heptanoate (�), phenol in mixture (♦) and
ethyl heptanaote in mixture (�) at 250 ◦C and 7.5 MPa.

ures (6.0 and 9.0 MPa), in addition to the typically used 7.5 MPa, to
erify that the amount of H2 is not limiting the reactions. In addition
t 250 ◦C and 7.5 MPa, the stirring rate was varied between 1000
nd 1750 rpm at 7.5 MPa pressure. These experiments revealed
either increase nor decrease in the conversions of reactants nor
hanges in the product distribution. As the stirring rate was vig-
rous and changing the H2 pressure did not alter reactivity, there
ere evidently no changes in the availability of H2 due to external

r internal diffusion.
Fig. 1 presents typical conversion profiles as a function of

ime. Complete conversion of phenol (3 wt%) and methyl hep-
anoate (3 wt%) at 250 ◦C was achieved in 150 and 80 min,
espectively. Practically complete conversion of the mixture (3 wt%
henol + 3 wt% methyl heptanoate) was achieved in 240 min. The
esults plotted in Fig. 1 show that compared to the conversions of
he components separately, conversions in the mixture decreased
ignificantly in the case of phenol and only slightly in the case of
ethyl heptanoate.

.2. Reactivity in the HDO of phenol and methyl heptanoate in
he presence of sulphur additive

Decomposition products of DMDS are stated to vary depending
n temperature [16]. Methanethiol is formed at 150 ◦C. Increas-
ng temperature leads to transformation of methanethiol into
imethylsulphide (DMS) and further DMS into methane and H2S.
o DMDS, methanethiol or DMS was now detected and therefore,
omplete decomposition of DMDS to methane and H2S most proba-
ly occurred in our experimental conditions. It should also be noted
hat DMDS could form coke and in that case, lower the HDO reac-
ivity compared to H2S as a sulphur additive. Texier et al. [16] have
ublished sulphur and carbon contents of the catalyst after acti-
ation of NiMo by DMDS and H2S. When heptane was used as a
olvent, the carbon contents were 0.2 wt% (with H2S) and 0.8 wt%
with DMDS). With 1-methylnaphthalene as solvent the carbon
ontents were 2.0 wt% (with H2S) and 6.5/10.0 wt% (with DMDS).
ow carbon contents obtained with heptane and different sulphid-
ng agents lets us conclude that our solvent, n-dodecane, is suitable
or using DMDS and H2S as comparable sulphur additives.

The effect of H2 pressure on the decomposition of DMDS and on
he HDO reactions was studied with the reactant mixtures at 7.5

nd 9.0 MPa. As without sulphur additive, no differences in phenol
nd methyl heptanoate conversions or in the product distributions
ere observed for the two H2 pressures. These results confirmed

hat the reactivity of phenol and methyl heptanoate in their mixture
t 7.5 MPa with DMDS is not limited by the H2 pressure.
Fig. 2. Effect of sulphur additive on the conversion of phenol as a function of time
in mixture experiment with methyl heptanoate at 250 ◦C and 7.5 MPa: no additive
(♦), 0.2 wt% DMDS (�) and 0.4 wt% DMDS (�).

The conversion of phenol in the reactant mixture experiments
decreased significantly in the presence of sulphur additives as dis-
played in Fig. 2. No further decrease in the conversions occurred
when the DMDS concentration was increased from 0.2 to 0.4 wt%.
Addition of gaseous H2S produced a similar decrease in the con-
version of phenol. The conversion of methyl heptanoate with
increasing concentration of H2S or DMDS (up to 0.4 wt%) increased
slightly.

3.3. Reaction products

3.3.1. Products not containing sulphur
The main products of the HDO of phenol and methyl heptanoate

separately have been reported earlier [12,15]. In the case of phe-
nol, the improved analytical system of the present study allowed
the detection of a new hydrocarbon product, cyclohexyl cyclohex-
ane, and trace amounts of two new oxygen-containing products,
2- and 4-cyclohexyl phenol. No new products were observed in the
experiments with methyl heptanoate with the improved analysis.
No ring opening was detected as all the products of phenol were
cyclic (excluding water). Oxygen was released as water from both
reactants. During the HDO of methyl heptanoate, CO and CO2 were
formed, too.

To clarify the formation of cyclohexyl cyclohexane, we car-
ried out reaction tests with phenol, benzene, cyclohexanol and
cyclohexene. Various reaction pathways to produce cyclohexyl
cyclohexane have been proposed earlier. Tsodikov et al. [17] have
reported its formation by reductive dehydration of alcohol. Accord-
ing to Sapre and Gates [18], however, cyclohexyl benzene can
be hydrogenated to cyclohexyl cyclohexane, and several ways to
produce cyclohexyl benzene have been reported [19,20]. In addi-
tion, Yadav and Kumar [21] have suggested alkylation of phenol
with cyclohexene and Hong et al. [22] alkylation of phenol with
cyclohexanol to produce cyclohexyl phenol. In our experiments,
cylohexyl phenol as an intermediate and cyclohexyl cyclohexane as
a final product was clearly produced in the presence of phenol and
cyclohexene. Hydrogenation and dehydration of cyclohexyl phenol
produce cyclohexyl cyclohexane. No enhanced formation of cyclo-
hexyl cyclohexane was seen with phenol and benzene or phenol
and cyclohexanol. Thus, our tests show similar reaction route for

bicyclic components as Yadav and Kumar [21] have presented.

The simultaneous HDO of phenol and methyl heptanoate
revealed the same main products as in the single component
tests. Yet, the main products were present in different ratios, and
trace amounts (not more than 2 mol%) of several new products
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alone. Fig. 5 also shows the hydrocarbon distribution at complete
deoxygenation for methyl heptanoate and for methyl heptanoate
in the mixture. A shift towards C6 hydrocarbons occurred when
phenol was present.
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ere detected: methyl cyclohexane, methoxy benzene, 2- and 3-
ethyl phenol, phenyl heptanoate and 4-heptyl phenol. These new

xygen-containing components were formed because of the simul-
aneous presence of phenol and methyl heptanoate. All the oxygen-
nd sulphur-containing products were classified as intermediates,
ecause they were not observed at complete conversion.

To determine the effect of reactants on the product distri-
ution, the amount of phenol was varied while the amount of
ethyl heptanoate was held constant, and vice versa. At complete

eoxygenation, molar concentrations of cyclic and aliphatic hydro-
arbons consistently reached the same amounts as were used in
he reactant solutions. For example, in the solution of phenol and

ethyl heptanoate (3 wt%: 3 wt%, 60 mol%: 40 mol%), cyclic prod-
cts comprised 60 mol% and aliphatic products 40 mol%. Only trace
mounts of combined products were formed during the reaction
nd since they were intermediates they did not affect the amounts
f cyclic and aliphatic products at the point of complete deoxygena-
ion.

The experiment with sulphided �-Al2O3 and methyl heptanoate
howed low production of heptanoic acid and methanol. No hydro-
arbons were detected. Between 60 and 90 min the conversion of
ethyl heptanoate was unchanged at 16%. For comparison, the

onversion with sulphided NiMo/�-Al2O3 was 100% at 90 min [15].

.3.2. Sulphur-containing products
Trace amounts of sulphur-containing products were observed in

he experiments without sulphur additive. Formation of sulphur-
ontaining components in the HDO of methyl heptanoate without
ulphur additive was earlier reported [15] to take place in the reac-
ion mixture because sulphur that was attached to the catalyst
urface during pretreatment reacted with various intermediates.
ulphur content of the catalyst on carbon free basis has not been
bserved to vary in batch reactor experiments. Using methyl hep-
anoate as a reactant without sulphur additive, the sulphur content
as 5.7 wt% before HDO experiment and 5.6 wt% after [15].

Two sulphiding agents, DMDS and H2S, were used to study the
ffect of sulphur additive on the HDO of phenol and methyl hep-
anoate separately and in reactant mixtures. Sulphur-containing
roducts in the methyl heptanoate experiments were identified
s methanethiol, heptanethiol, hexanethiol, dimethyl sulphide
nd diheptyl sulphide. In the phenol experiments, only cyclo-
exanethiol was detected. In the mixture experiments, all the
bove-mentioned products plus 1- and 2-methyl thioheptane were
etected. The products were the same independent of the sulphur
dditive. The total amounts of the sulphur-containing components
ith and without added DMDS are shown in Fig. 3 as a function

f the progress of deoxygenation. The greater the sulphur addi-
ion, the more sulphur components were formed. Similarly, the
otal amount of the sulphur components increased as a function
f increasing H2S concentration.

.4. Hydrocarbon distribution

The differences in the distributions of the main hydrocarbon
roducts (cyclohexane, cyclohexyl cyclohexane, heptane and hex-
ne) between the experiments with phenol and methyl heptanoate
eparately and with their mixtures can be compared in terms of the
olar concentrations of these products without sulphur additive.

n the presentation of mixture results, cyclic products of phenol and
liphatic products of methyl heptanoate are calculated separately.
oncentration profiles for cyclohexane and cyclohexyl cyclohexane

re shown in Fig. 4a and those for heptane and hexane in Fig. 4b.
mounts of cyclohexene, benzene, methyl cyclohexane, hexenes
nd heptenes were low and are not shown in the figures.

Further comparisons of the results can be carried out at com-
lete deoxygenation. The fractions of cyclohexane and cyclohexyl
Fig. 3. Total amount of sulphur-containing compounds formed in HDO of phe-
nol and methyl heptanaote mixture with increasing fraction of sulphur additive
at 250 ◦C and 7.5 MPa: no additive (♦), 0.2 wt% DMDS (�), 0.4 wt% DMDS (�) and
0.8 wt% DMDS (—).

cyclohexane in the experiments with phenol and with the reactant
mixture are shown in Fig. 5. The group designated “others” con-
sisted of benzene in the phenol experiments and of benzene and
methyl cyclohexane in the mixture experiments. Comparison of the
molar concentrations shows that, in the case of the reactant mix-
ture, the fraction of cyclohexane increased and that of cyclohexyl
cyclohexane decreased relative to the experiment with phenol
time (min)

Fig. 4. (a) Concentration profiles of cyclohexane (�) and cyclohexyl cyclohexane
(—) in HDO of phenol and methyl heptanoate mixture at 250 ◦C and 7.5 MPa. (b)
Concentration profiles of heptane (�) and hexane (�) in HDO of phenol and methyl
heptanoate mixture at 250 ◦C and 7.5 MPa.
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Table 1
Ratios for products of phenol (monocyclic and bicyclic components) and methyl heptanoate (heptenes, heptane, hexenes and hexane) in the HDO of phenol and methyl
heptanoate and of their mixture at total hydrocarbon amount of 50%.

Monocyclics/bicyclic (Heptenes + heptane)/(hexenes + hexane)

No sulphur additive 0.4 wt% DMDS No sulphur additive 0.4 wt% DMDS

Reactant alone (3 wt%) 11.5 4.6 5.3 4.0
Mixture (3 wt% + 3 wt%) 24.0 11.5 2.8 3.2

Fig. 5. Molar concentrations of cyclic and aliphatic hydrocarbon products at com-
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Fig. 6. (a) Product distributions in the HDO of phenol alone (phenol), phenol in mix-
ture with methyl heptanoate (mixture/phenol), phenol alone with sulphur additive
(phenol + S) and phenol in mixture with methyl heptanoate and sulphur (mix-
ture/phenol + S) at total hydrocarbon amount of 50 mol% at 250 ◦C and 7.5 MPa:
cyclohexane (dots), cyclohexene (white), cyclohexyl cyclohexane (grey) and cyclic
intermediates (black). (b) Product distribution in the HDO of methyl heptanoate
alone (MH), methyl heptanoate in mixture with phenol (mixture/MH), methyl hep-
lete deoxygenation of phenol and methyl heptanoate and of their mixture at
50 ◦C and 7.5 MPa: cyclohexane (black), cyclohexyl cyclohexane (grey) and “oth-
rs” including benzene in phenol alone and both benzene and methyl cyclohexane
n mixture (white), heptane (horizontal lines) and hexane (dots).

.5. Hydrocarbon distribution in the presence of sulphur additive

Product distributions at the hydrocarbon amount of 50 mol% are
isplayed in Fig. 6a and b for phenol and methyl heptanoate sep-
rately and in their mixture, with and without sulphur additive
DMDS 0.4 wt%). At this point the yield of deoxygenated prod-
cts is half of their final amount. Table 1 shows the ratios of
onocyclic (cyclohexane and cyclohexene) to bicyclic (cyclohexyl

yclohexane) components and of C7 (heptane and heptenes) to
6 (hexane and hexenes) components calculated from details of
ig. 6a and b. These results depict points at different reactant
onversions because the addition of sulphur affects the conver-
ions. For comparison, the product distribution values at around
0% phenol conversion in mixture experiments are reported in
ables 2a and 2b. Product distribution with 0.2 wt% DMDS is listed,
oo. To enable analysis of phenol and methyl heptanoate exper-
ments at comparable points the methyl heptanoate conversions
re different.
When sulphur was added, the ratio of monocyclic to bicyclic
omponents decreased in a similar way in the experiments with
henol (from 11.5 to 4.6) and in those with the mixture (from 24.0
o 11.5) (Table 1). In the experiments with methyl heptanoate, how-
ver, the ratio of C7 to C6 decreased from 5.3 to 4.0 with added

able 2a
roduct distribution (mol%) of HDO of phenol in mixture with methyl heptanoate
n the absence and presence of sulphur at around 20% phenol conversion.

No sulphur
additive

0.2 wt%
DMDS

0.4 wt%
DMDS

Cyclohexene 0.7 0.7 0.4
Cyclohexane 2.4 0.6 0.3
Cyclohexyl cyclohexane 0.0 0.0 0.0
Benzene 0.1 0.0 0.0
Methyl cyclohexane 0.0 0.0 0.0
Oxygen-containing

cyclic intermediates
4.4 4.1 4.0

Sulphur-containing
cyclic intermediates

0.02 0.2 0.2

Unreacted phenol 92.4 94.4 95.1

tanoate alone with sulphur additive (MH + S) and methyl heptanoate in mixture
with phenol and sulphur (mixture/MH + S) at total hydrocarbon amount of 50 mol%
at 250 ◦C and 7.5 MPa: heptane (horizontal lines), heptenes (dots), hexane (white),
hexenes (grey) and aliphatic intermediates (black).

Table 2b
Product distribution (mol%) of HDO of methyl heptanoate in mixture with phenol
in the absence and presence of sulphur at around 20% phenol conversion.

No sulphur
additive

0.2 wt%
DMDS

0.4 wt%
DMDS

Hexenes 1.4 4.1 5.2
Hexane 9.2 6.4 4.6
Heptenes 4.0 15.9 17.4
Heptane 20.9 22.1 15.0
Oxygen-containing

aliphatic intermediates
33.7 26.5 23.6

Sulphur-containing
aliphatic intermediates

0.2 5.1 11.2

Unreacted methyl
heptanoate

30.6 19.9 23.0
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ulphur indicating a decrease in the amount of C7 hydrocarbons
ut no apparent change in the ratio of C7 to C6 occurred in the mix-
ure experiments (increase from 2.8 to 3.2). In general, the changes
ue to the sulphur additive were more pronounced for phenol. In
he experiments with methyl heptanoate (Fig. 6b and Table 2b) sul-
hur caused an increase in the molar concentrations of heptenes
nd hexenes.

. Discussion

.1. Steps involved in the HDO of phenol and methyl heptanoate

The main end products in the simultaneous HDO of phenol
nd methyl heptanoate were cyclohexane, cyclohexyl cyclohexane,
exane and heptane (Fig. 4a and b). Methyl cyclohexane was also

ormed, but its molar concentration at complete deoxygenation
as only 2 mol%.

The most often used classification of hydrotreating into
ydrogenolysis and hydrogenation is not adequate in the HDO of
henol and methyl heptanoate since the acid-catalysed reactions
annot be combined with either the hydrogenolysis or the hydro-
enation reactions. In this work, we instead divide the reactions
nto the following categories:

1) reductive reactions, where
a. H2 is added, i.e., hydrogenation (saturation of double-bond)

or
b. H2 is added and simultaneously water or alcohol is released

(hydrogen is added adjacent to carbonyl carbon)
2) acid-catalysed reactions refer to esterification, hydrolysis,

dehydration and alkylation (initiated with electrophilic proton
transfer to nucleophilic oxygen of the reacting molecule)

3) decarbonylation reactions (removal of carbon monoxide)

Reaction steps in the HDO of phenol [12] are mainly reduc-
ive (Scheme 1). Reactions of phenol, benzene, cyclohexanone and
yclohexene to cyclohexane belong to this group as do reactions
rom cyclohexyl phenol to cyclohexyl cyclohexane. Dehydration of
yclohexanol to cyclohexene and alkylation of phenol with cyclo-
exene, on the other hand, are acid-catalysed reactions.

The reaction steps in the HDO of methyl heptanoate [23]
Scheme 2) include the decarbonylation reactions of heptanoic
cid and heptanal and acid-catalysed reactions, which are methyl
eptanoate hydrolysis, heptanol dehydration and esterification of

eptanoic acid with heptanol. Reduction reactions include steps

rom ester to heptanol, from heptanoic acid to heptanal, from
eptanal to heptanol and from hexenes and heptenes to hexane
nd heptane. Methyl heptanoate may also react through alkaline
ydrolysis [15] with SH− or OH− nucleophiles.

Scheme 2. Reaction pathways of the HDO reactions of
Scheme 1. Reaction pathways of the HDO reactions of phenol over sulphided cata-
lyst [12].

4.2. Reaction pathways without sulphur additive

Reactivity tests for phenol and methyl heptanoate separately
and for their mixtures without sulphur additive indicated that phe-
nol was more sensitive to the presence of the other reactant than
methyl heptanoate was (Fig. 1). The hindering effect of methyl
heptanoate on the reactivity of phenol indicates that some of the
reaction steps of the reactants or their intermediates are competing
for the same active sites of the catalyst.

The alkylation of phenol with cyclohexene requires the proto-
nation of cyclohexene, and protonation of cyclohexene most likely
occurs on acidic sites. The differences in the product distributions
presented in Fig. 5 suggest that acid-catalysed alkylation of phe-
nol is suppressed in the reactant mixture experiments. In addition,
the fact that the conversion of methyl heptanoate was practically
unchanged in the presence of co-reactant (Fig. 1) indicates that
the reactivity of methyl heptanoate was only slightly affected by
the reactions of phenol. It seems likely, therefore, that methyl
heptanoate or its intermediates capture the active sites for their
acid-catalysed reactions.

In addition to the product concentrations of phenol, those of
methyl heptanoate changed in the presence of co-reactant (Fig. 5).
The molar concentration of C6 hydrocarbons increased from 9
(reactant alone) to 15 mol% (mixture) although C7 hydrocarbons
still were the main components.

We have previously [15] shown that the reduction of methyl
heptanoate is only a minor route to heptanol. Here, therefore, our
discussion of the formation of C7 hydrocarbons focuses on the

reductive reactions of heptanoic acid and heptanal. We also pre-
viously [15] concluded that the production of C6 hydrocarbons
by decarbonylation occurred predominantly from heptanoic acid.
Hence, the increase in C6 molar concentration in the mixture may

methyl heptanoate over sulphided catalyst [23].
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e explained by suppression of the reduction of heptanoic acid and
eptanal due to the competitive adsorption of acid or aldehyde and
henol or intermediates on the same active sites.

.3. Reaction pathways with sulphur additive

When sulphur was added to the mixture of reactants the con-
ersion of phenol was lower as a function of time (Fig. 2) compared
o the experiment without sulphur. In contrast, the conversion of

ethyl heptanoate increased slightly compared to the experiment
ithout sulphur. Earlier [12], in the experiments where phenol and
ethyl heptanoate were studied separately in a flow reactor H2S

ad a similar suppressing effect on the reactivity of phenol but
learly promoting effect on methyl heptanoate conversion. The fact
hat the flow reactor studies were carried out in gas phase may
ave contributed to the difference in the results. Here we com-
are only the results obtained with DMDS, because the changes
re clearer. In the case of product distributions sulphur addition
ad a weaker effect in the experiments with methyl heptanoate
han in those with phenol (Tables 1, 2a and 2b). The more sulphur
as added to the reactant mixtures the larger was the fraction of

ulphur-containing intermediates (Fig. 3, Tables 2a and 2b).
Product distributions at the hydrocarbon amount of 50 mol% are

isplayed in Fig. 6a and b for phenol and methyl heptanoate sep-
rately and in their mixture, with and without sulphur additive
DMDS 0.4 wt%). At this point 50 mol% of the liquid components
n the system are totally deoxygenated. In the case of methyl hep-
anoate alone, the route to C7 hydrocarbons was slightly suppressed
hen sulphur was added. Comparison of methyl heptanoate alone

nd in the reactant mixture revealed suppression in route to
7. However, no additional suppression of this route to C7 was
bserved in the reactant mixture with sulphur additive. These
esults indicate that phenol, or its intermediates, and sulphur have
he same hindering effect on acid and aldehyde reduction. Related
o this Wang et al. [24] have reported that the competitive adsorp-
ion of aldehyde and sulphur species suppresses the reduction of
ldehyde because sulphur decreases the number of active sites
vailable for the reactions of aldehyde.

In the case of phenol, sulphur addition decreased the fraction of
yclohexane indicating hindering effect of sulphur on the hydro-
enation of benzene and cyclohexene (Fig. 6a). Moderate decrease
n the fraction of monocyclics was also observed in the reac-
ant mixture with sulphur. Sulphur addition in methyl heptanoate
xperiments increased the fractions of hexenes and heptenes, again
ecause of hindering of hydrogenation reactions. A recent publica-
ion [25] on the impact of H2S on the reactivity of 1-hexene over
oMo catalyst suggests that sulphur components are adsorbed on
he same site where alkenes are saturated. Our observation that
ulphur additive (here DMDS) decreases the fraction of cyclohex-
ne is in good agreement with this. Probably alkene adsorption is
indered and, further, the hydrogenation reactions.

.4. Catalyst surface and reactivity relations

For further consideration of the role of specific active sites,
t is useful to explore the reacting components (phenol, methyl
eptanoate and sulphur) and the reaction types (reduction,
cid-catalysed reactions and decarbonylation). Earlier studies of
ur group [26] showed that acid-catalysed reactions occur on
ulphur-saturated sites. Since methyl heptanoate hydrolysis is an
cid-catalysed reaction, it occurs on a sulphur-saturated site. It

as also been found [7,8] that CUS can be transformed to sulphur-
aturated sites in the presence of H2S, and the acidity of the catalyst
s thereby increased. Our study clearly shows that sulphur additive
ffects phenol and methyl heptanoate dissimilarly, in particular by
uppressing the reactivity of phenol. On the basis of this finding
A: General 389 (2010) 114–121

it seems probable that phenol and methyl heptanoate adsorb on
different active sites, and we propose that phenol adsorbs on CUS.
As described above, suppressed reduction of heptanoic acid and
heptanal due to competitive adsorption of phenol or its interme-
diates suggests that these reactions also occur on CUS. Moreover,
since sulphur additive hinders hydrogenation, we can presume that
hydrogenation, too, occurs on CUS. We may further extend our con-
clusions to state that all the reduction reactions occur on CUS and
compete with the adsorption of sulphur.

Kasztelan and Guillaume [27] carried out extensive studies on
the inhibiting effect of H2S on toluene hydrogenation over unpro-
moted MoS2 catalyst and reported that hydrogenation proceeds
by addition of hydride to toluene followed by addition of pro-
ton, or vice versa. Heterolytically dissociated H2, indeed, provide
hydrides and protons on CUS [4]. Thus, inhibition of reduction
(hydrogenation) in the presence of sulphur additive may be partly
due to decrease in CUS but partly also in the availability of hydrides.
Our earlier [15] conclusion that protonic SH− groups (sulphur-
saturated sites) serve as a hydrogen source is still valid because
these species may release protons for reactions occurring on both
CUS and sulphur-saturated site.

As presented in Scheme 2, heptanoic acid may react further
by reduction, decarbonylation and esterification. In this study it
is proposed that reduction occurs on CUS and the acid-catalysed
esterification on sulphur-saturated sites. The site for decarbonyla-
tion cannot be exclusively assigned on the basis of our reaction data.
Probably, however, decarbonylation occurs on sulphur-saturated
sites because, in the presence of sulphur additive, the suppression
of acid/aldehyde reduction increased the fraction of C6 hydrocar-
bons. If instead decarbonylation had occurred on CUS, formation
of C6 hydrocarbons would have been suppressed, too, and the
reactivity of methyl heptanoate and its intermediates would have
decreased relative to tests without the sulphur additive.

We earlier [15] concluded that the high nucleophilic strength
of SH− groups is important in the hydrodeoxygenation reactions of
aliphatic esters. Depending on the sulphidation state of the catalyst,
the surface of the catalyst also contains OH− groups, whose action
is similar to but weaker than that of the SH− groups. Therefore, the
ratio of CUS and sulphur-saturated sites is not the only determining
factor in the reactivity.

In our test, alumina was found to slightly catalyse the for-
mation of heptanoic acid and methanol from methyl heptanoate.
Sulphidation of alumina is reported to increase the Brønsted acid-
ity [28] and thus enhance the acid-catalysed reactions such as
ester hydrolysis. The reaction between heptanoic acid and hep-
tanal was not observed which shows that reactions taking place on
CUS cannot probably occur on alumina. As a conclusion, sulphided
alumina has potential to catalyse acid-catalysed reactions but not
reduction reactions and NiMoS structure is needed to enhance the
reactivity.

5. Conclusions

The present study deals with the HDO of phenol and methyl
heptanoate over sulphided NiMo catalyst. Conversion of phenol
decreased in a reactant mixture. At complete deoxygenation of the
mixture, the fraction of cyclohexane was increased relative to the
fraction obtained with phenol alone. This result was explained by
suppression of the acid-catalysed alkylation of phenol by the dom-
inating acid-catalysed reactions of methyl heptanoate. Although

phenol had only a minor effect on the total conversion of methyl
heptanoate, it had a suppressing effect on the reaction pathway
from methyl heptanoate to C7 hydrocarbons. The reduction of hep-
tanoic acid or heptanal or both was also hindered, most probably
because of competition with the reduction reactions of phenol.
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In the reactant mixture, sulphur had a weaker effect on the
eactions of methyl heptanoate than on those of phenol. Sulphur
uppressed the conversion of phenol and the molar concentration
f bicyclic components decreased, but conversion and product dis-
ribution of methyl heptanoate remained practically unchanged.
ontrary to the finding in the reactant mixture, when sulphur was
dded to the methyl heptanoate alone, the amount of C7 hydrocar-
ons decreased. In the mixture, therefore, cyclic components and
ulphur have the same hindering effect on the reduction of hep-
anoic acid and aldehyde, and sulphur has no additional effect on
he reduction reactions. In addition, sulphur decreases the hydro-
enation of alkenes.

On the basis of the experiments carried out with the reac-
ant mixture as well as with sulphur additive, we conclude
hat reduction reactions (including hydrogenation) occur on CUS.
ulphur-saturated sites, in turn, are needed for acid-catalysed and
ecarbonylation reactions. In addition, sulphur adsorbs on CUS and
ffects the reactions occurring on these sites.
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