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About Solena Fuels, LLC.  

Solena Fuels, LLC. (“Solena”) is building a sustainable jet 
and marine fuels platform to directly provide industrial end 
users - such as airlines and shipping companies – price 
competitive alternatives to fossil fuel sourced energy.  We 

use our proprietary technology to convert any type of biomass, including municipal solid waste, 
into a renewable synthetic gas (“BioSynGas”) which is subsequently upgraded into a synthetic, 
certified drop-in liquid fuel that replaces fossil fuel-based energy. Solena’s biomass-to-liquids 
(“BTL”) facilities are all standardized to allow for scaled economics, low costs and feedstock 
flexibility. 

Introduction 

Having reviewed the “Integrated Waste Management Facilities Environmental Impact 
Assessment Report” documentation, which is currently undergoing the Public Consultation 
Phase, and associated documents as listed below, Solena is pleased to submit the present 
document with its comments for the consideration of the Director of Environmental Protection of 
the EIA Ordinance and other officials. 

List of Documentation Reviewed: 

• Engineering Investigation and Environmental Studies for Integrated Waste Management 
Facilities Phase 1 – Feasibility Study. Environmental Impact Assessment Report 

• Legislative Council Brief - Development of the Integrated Waste Management Facilities 
• ACE-EIA Paper 6/2011 and associated Annexes 
• Confirmed Minutes of the 166th Meeting of the Advisory Council on the Environment 

held on 14 December 2009 at 2:30 pm 
• Paper WMSC 01/10. Integrated Waste Management Facilities Sorting and Recycling 

Plant 

The listed documents show that the major problems challenging the City of Hong Kong are the 
limited amount of land that can be used to safely landfill MSW and the projected large increases 
in MSW production. At present, these wastes are currently being generated at a rate of 19,000 
tonnes per day.  

Solena believes that the mass burn incineration technology preliminarily chosen to solve the 
waste and landfill space problems (i) is not efficient in recovering energy and therefore increases 
the costs of waste disposal, (ii) is an open loop system which causes the production of toxic air 
emissions which must be scrubbed at high costs and which cannot be completely eliminated, and 
(iii) it produces large amount toxic bottom and fly ash, which requires special costly landfilling  
after they have been rendered inert by a costly post-incineration inertization process. Therefore, 
Solena is of the opinion that the proposed IWMF is employing an obsolete combustion 
technology, which is very damaging to the environment, may worsen climate change and does 
not entirely solve the problems posed by the lack of landfilling space and increased production of 
MSW. 
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Solena Fuels Proposal 

To solve the problems of increasing volumes of waste and lack of enough landfill space in Hong 
Kong, Solena proposes an innovative and well-vetted solution such as its waste Biomass-To-
Liquids (“BTL”) facility, which is based on the Fischer-Tropsch synthetic fuels industrial 
platform enhanced with Solena’s patented high temperature gasification technology and process.  

Solena’s Biomass-To-Liquids solution can process 3,000 tonnes per day of raw Municipal Solid 
Waste (“MSW”) and produces over 30 million gallons of biofuels per year and 22 MW net of 
renewable baseload electricity (plus 55 MW of its own parasitic load that is auto-consumed) 
while producing no toxic SVOC emissions or solid waste effluents that need to be landfilled. As 
such, the Solena BTL facility is highly efficient in energy recovery by converting both the 
chemical hydrocarbon energy as well as the sensitive heat energy in the MSW into a high  
demand sustainable transport liquid fuels and clean electricity, respectively.   

By producing the carbon neutral sustainable aviation fuels (“Bio Synthetic Paraffinic Kerosene”)  
and partnering with Hong Kong largest local airline as long term fuel purchaser, Solena will be 
able to privately finance the facilities while offering substantial reductions in waste disposal 
costs to the City of Hong Kong. Specifically, since Solena’s BTL plants are privately funded and 
obtain revenues from the sale of its advanced biofuels and renewable power, the cost of 
operation and capital costs are offset, which can translate into significant savings to the city-state 
of Hong Kong both in capital investment and in waste disposal fees, as the BTL facility can offer 
savings of up to 50% in tipping fees. 

Solena’s solution is based on the historically and successfully proven Fischer-Tropsch synthetic 
fuels platform, currently in use today to produce advanced biofuels from coal or natural gas, 
enhanced with Solena’s proprietary high temperature plasma gasification technology to enable 
the conversion of waste biomass into sustainable biofuels. Figure [1] below illustrates the 
different routes currently being used to produce synthetic fuels from different sources. 
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Figure [1] 
Certified Synthetic Fuel Production Platform 

 

Solena’s facility would require approximately 8 Hectares of land and will not produce any toxic 
ash or solid waste effluents.  The BTL plant’s power production system will produce an exhaust 
composed mainly of nitrogen, oxygen and moisture. In addition, the exhaust is virtually free of 
SOX and particulate matter, has low NOX levels, no mercury or volatile metals. The facility will 
produce small quantities of vitrified slag, which can be used in making concrete, road fill, bricks 
and other manufacturing uses. The US EPA considers it an inert and safe material. In addition, 
the plant can be designed to fit into the existing space on one of the proposed sites or 
alternatively at one of the existing landfills without high buildings and it will be free of odor. 

Equally important, Solena’s BTL facility is a zero-landfill solution, i.e., the facility does not 
produce any solid waste. Thus there will not be a requirement to take any material to a landfill.  
All waste destined to the landfill, which would normally decompose into a more potent GHG 
such as methane, would be avoided when disposed in the BTL facility.  Additionally, since the 
majority of the CO and H2 (synthesis gas) are converted into FT fuels (BioJetFuel, Renewable 
Diesel or BioNaphtha), the plant drastically reduces the emissions of green house gases by at 
least 50% less than the incinerator currently being proposed. Moreover, the CO2 in the gas 
turbine exhaust is considered to be carbon neutral. In summary, Solena offers a system and 
process that (i) is pollution free both from toxic air emissions and GHGs, (ii) does not require 
any landfills, and (iii) will produce large amounts of high value advanced biofuels and renewable 
baseload power.  
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Current Developments 

Solena’s utilizes a team of highly reputable world-leading companies such as General Electric, 
Honeywell, UOP, and Fluor to bring its bioenergy platform to market worldwide. The first of 
such BTL plants is scheduled to begin construction in London, England by Q1 of 2013. The 
London project, in partnership with British Airways as project partner and fuel off-taker, will be 
built in East London and will start production of BioJetFuel in 2015.  Two of London’s largest 
waste management companies will be providing the MSW/RDF feedstocks. 

In addition, Solena was selected by the City of Rome Waste company AMA to build a similar 
sized BTL facility for BioJetFuel production for Alitalia, the plant will be built within a refinery 
located in front of the Malagrotta Rome landfill; a Solena BTL facility in Sydney for Qantas 
Airlines with one of Australia’s largest waste providers;  one BTL facility at the Arlanda Airport 
in Stockholm, Sweden for SAS Airline; and in San Francisco, CA, US with a consortium of 
North American airlines led by American Airlines, United Continental Airlines, FedEx, JetBlue,  
Lufthansa, Air Canada, with waste supply by the Recology group.  All of these projects will be 
of the same standard size and capacity as that of London and will be built and operating by 2015, 
2016, and 2017.  

In Hong Kong, Solena is in discussions with the largest local airline company to develop its BTL 
facility with the same throughput and fuel production capacity as described above. In order to 
meet the 2018 timeframe indicated in the IWMF EIA Report, Solena would need to begin 
construction no later than 2016. This provides ample time for Solena to develop the necessary 
partnerships with local entities, finalize the engineering works and obtain the necessary 
environmental and construction permits. This will allow Solena to offer a solution to Hong 
Kong’s challenging problems in the same time frame, if not earlier, than the proposed IWMF. It 
should be noted as well that by 2016 Solena will have 4 to 5 Industrial BTL plants in operation 
(London, Rome, Sydney) or under construction (Stockholm and San Francisco), thus providing 
industrial construction and commercial operational track record and mitigating risks to the 
project partners in Hong Kong.  

 
Benefits of Solena’s Waste-Biomass-to-Advanced-Biofuels Plant 

Solena’s proposed waste-biomass-to-advanced-biofuels facility represents the following benefits 
to the local community, the environment, as well as to the city-state of Hong Kong: 

• Zero-landfill solution for waste disposal challenges – no need for post-processing and 
disposal of toxic fly and bottom ash. 

• Use of innovative and well-vetted technology platform currently in use today. 
• Highly efficient and non-polluting conversion of waste biomass into highly demanded 

products. 
• Privately funded facility – revenues from sale of advanced sustainable fuels offset capital 

and operation costs. 
• Substantial reduction of up to 50% in waste disposal costs to the city-state of Hong Kong. 
• Same waste processing capacity as the proposed IWMF. 
• Faster timeframe for commencing of operations and smaller footprint than the proposed 

IWMF. 
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BTL Plant description 

Solena’s BTL facility consists of five integrated processing “islands”: (i) MSW Reception and 
Processing Island; (ii) Solena’s proprietary high-temperature gasification; (iii) BioSynGas 
conditioning; (iv) Fischer-Tropsch (“FT”) processing & upgrading; and (v) power production.  
The facilities are designed to produce (i) 16 million gallons of sustainable aviation fuel; (ii) 14.5 
million gallons of sustainable naphtha; and (iii) 77 MW of sustainable electricity (of which 55 is 
consumed by the facility and 22 is exported/sold to the grid).  Each of the processing islands are 
illustrated in Figure [2] below and described hereunder.   

Figure [2] 
Integrated Processing Blocks of Solena BTL Solution 

 

Mixed MSW Reception and Processing Island 

Solena’s BTL plant receiving mixed MSW will incorporate a reception and MSW processing 
island. The purpose of this pre-treatment area is two fold: (i) to optimize the overall efficiency of 
the BTL facility by removing most of the inert materials (mainly metals and glass) and (ii) to 
control, sample and analyze the quality of the feedstock sent to the gasification process. To 
achieve these goals, the incoming mixed MSW will be first sorted using both manual separation, 
which also serves as a first recycling process for glass containers or bottles and other bulky 
items, and then using mechanical industrial methods such as magnetic separators and trommel 
screens, which are commonly used in MSW processing plants due to their high degree of 
effectiveness and efficiency. Following the separation stages, the waste streams will be sized (5 
cm. to 10 cm.) and dried (to approximately 20% moisture content), thereby producing a refuse-
derived fuel, which is ideally suited for the gasification process (calorific content of 16 MJ/kg). 
Figure [3] below illustrates the RDF production process. As a result of the inert materials and 
moisture being removed from the mixed MSW, it is estimated that the incoming 3,000 tonnes per 
day of mixed MSW will be reduced to approximately 2,000 tonnes per day of RDF, which are 
then fed to the four gasification reactors, each rated at 500 tonnes per day. 
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Figure [3] 
Schematic of the MSW to RDF production process 

 

Solena Proprietary High Temperature Gasification Island 

The second processing block in Solena’s BTL solution is its proprietary high temperature 
gasification system.  This processing block receives the waste biomass via screw feeders, which 
deliver the feedstock to one of four Solena Plasma Gasification Vessels (“SPGV”).  Each SPGV 
is rated at 20 tonnes of RDF or a waste biomass feedstock per hour and hosts three independent 
plasma heating systems each.  The plasma jet generates an extremely high temperature that heats 
a catalytic bed, which forms the base of Solena’s counter-current, fixed bed gasification process.  
The resulting even distribution of high temperature heat across the cross section of the SPGV 
dissociates organic hydrocarbon materials into basic elemental gases while at the same time all 
the inorganic inert materials are melted into an inert and non-leachable “slag”. This process of 
thermal de-polymerization of organic materials and melting of inorganic materials by means of 
high temperature plasma energy is Solena’s patented gasification system. 

The SPGV is illustrated in the schematic in Figure [4] below with details of the gasification 
zones.  
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Figure [4] 
Schematic Section of Solena’s Plasma Gasification Vessel 

 

The SPGV efficiency and functionality is based on its capacity to deliver reliable and instant 
high temperature heat through the plasma arc torch heating system.  Plasma is a very high 
temperature ionized gas.  It is considered to be the fourth state of matter and it exists in nature, 
for example, in stars and lightning.  In the plasma gasification process, the plasma field is 
produced in a controlled environment via a plasma torch.  Historically, man-made plasma has 
been produced in a controlled environment that is capable of generating temperatures in excess 
of 5,000º C through plasma arc torches, in both a transferred and non-transferred arc mode.  

Solena’s technical team has been continuously extending its know-how and intellectual property 
through extensive research and development and two pilot facilities. The patents are based on the 
knowledge developed during tests campaigns at these facilities. 

BioSynGas Conditioning Island 

Upon exiting the gasification island, the BioSynGas produced in the Gasification Island is sent to 
the BioSynGas conditioning island through a BioSynGas duct that is the interface between the 
two Islands.  The BioSynGas is free of tar, soot, or medium to long chain hydrocarbons.  
BioSynGas composition is continuously monitored at the BioSynGas duct level.  Entering the 
BioSynGas Conditioning Island, the BioSynGas is rapidly cooled and filtered to ensure that any 
remaining volatile metals, and/or particulate matter are removed. Moreover, any acidic gases 
such as hydrogen chloride (HCl) and hydrogen sulfide (H2S) are removed to meet FT process’ 
technical specifications and ensure that the BioSynGas does not damage the Fischer-Tropsch 
catalyst.  Once the BioSynGas is cooled, it is passed through a scrubbing system for acid gas 
removal.  The BioSynGas treatment process train removes acid gases and ensures that the 
BioSynGas meets or exceeds the fuel gas specifications required by the FT provider. This 
process typically involves a hydrogen chloride absorption system, a compressor and a sulfur 
removal system to remove hydrogen sulfide and traces of carbonyl sulfides.  Once the 
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BioSynGas has been cleaned, it is passed through a series of filters and moisture separators to 
condition it before it is delivered to a hydrogen separation and purification unit to provide the FT 
process and the LFTL/wax upgrading unit with pure hydrogen.   At that point, the conditioned 
BioSynGas is sent into the FT processing island.   

FT Processing Island 

Upon exiting the BioSynGas conditioning island, the BioSynGas is fed into the FT processing 
island.  The FT processing island consists of processing the cleaned BioSynGas through a slurry 
bed reactor whereby the BioSynGas is converted – via a chemical synthesis reaction that is 
exothermic – into various hydrocarbons such as soft wax, hard wax, and a light Fischer-Tropsch 
liquid (once cooled).  All FT systems must utilize a catalyst that is appropriate for the type of 
synthetic gas being processed. Solena’s BioSynGas is ideally suited for iron-based catalysts 
since these are more efficient when used with a synthetic gas with a H2 to CO ratio of 1. In 
addition, these iron-based catalysts are less expensive than a majority of FT systems in use 
today, which utilize cobalt-based catalyst.  The waxes and liquids produced within the FT 
processing island are subsequently upgraded into liquid fuels (jet or marine and naphtha) via the 
FT wax upgrading process. 

Used extensively in the refining industry today, the FT wax upgrading process combines 
hydrocracking and hydrotreating to convert the FT waxes into various liquid fuels.  After 
filtering, the FT products are heated in a wax pre-heater, mixed with the recycled stream from 
the FT reactor unit and flashed in the heavy wax flash drum to remove residual light ends, such 
as carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide and nitrogen.  The processed streams are subsequently 
separated into the jet or marine fuel and naphtha.  The residual flashed gas free of impurities is 
routed to the power production block.  

Power Production Block 

The FT processing island produces a tail gas that is a combustible fuel suitable for driving gas 
turbines in combined cycle. As such, the FT tail gas is used within the BTL facility for power 
generation.  After the FT tail gas has been combusted with excess air in the gas turbine 
generator, the temperature of the combustion products (i.e. the exhaust gas) is high because of 
the combustion process. The large flow of hot exhaust gases is passed through a heat recovery 
steam generator (HRSG) where the heat energy in the exhaust gases is used to generate steam.  
The steam generated by the HRSG is then used to drive a steam turbine in combined cycle for 
generating additional electrical energy.  In addition to the steam produced in the combined cycle, 
there are other instances in the plant where steam is produced (hot BioSynGas heat recovery and 
FT process exothermic reaction). This steam is also sent to the combined cycle’s steam turbine to 
maximize power production and energy efficiency of the plant. 
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Feedstock Versatility 

Independently with Dr. S. Camacho, a former NASA scientist, in the renowned PTC Research 
Triangle of North Carolina, USA and in conjunction with Dr. S. Dighe at Westinghouse Plasma 
center in Pittsburgh, Solena has tested, treated and analyzed hundreds of biomass and waste 
streams at industrial capacity to establish its database and to develop the SPGV process for 
BioSynGas manufacturing.  These tests and/or treatment periods were performed on behalf of 
clients and in conjunction with Solena’s research and development efforts.  The feedstock 
streams successfully treated and gasified by the plasma systems include all of those listed below 
in Table [1]. 

Table [1] 
Feedstocks Successfully Processed by Solena Group 

  

It should be noted that due to the robustness and fuel flexibility of Solena’s process, the proposed 
BTL facility will, as described above, be able to accept raw, mixed MSW into the plant. 
However, although the high temperature gasification process is perfectly capable of gasifying 
raw MSW, Solena has determined that the efficiency gained by processing refuse-derived fuel 
instead of unsorted municipal solid waste warrants incorporating a mechanical sorting process 
prior to the gasification process. Therefore, in order to increase the efficiency of the process and 
thus the profitability of the plant, Solena would incorporate a sorting facility into its standard 
BTL Plant design that will to sort out the recyclable and inert materials in the incoming MSW.  

Well-Vetted High Temperature Gasification Solution 

More than 10 years of developing, testing and refining the SPGV technology and solutions has 
allowed Solena Fuels’ team to collect, compile and analyze a significant amount of material data. 
The Company has used this data to design and develop its patents and proprietary steady state 
gasification computer model in order to simulate system performance and design control systems 
to regulate and monitor each BioEnergy Plant.   

Solena’s proprietary data includes information such as: 

• the SER (Specific Energy Requirement) for each biomass and waste stream, i.e. the 
amount of energy required within the plasma system to completely gasify and vitrify 
a ton of the specific biomass stream;  

• the cost of operation per ton of a specific biomass or waste stream; 
• the behavior of each biomass and waste stream within a plasma reactor;  
• the optimum capacity of the plant for each biomass or waste stream; 
• the heat and material balance for each biomass stream; 
• the characteristics and composition of the BioSynGas generated by the biomass 

stream under plasma SPGV conditions; 

Biomass Municipal	  Type	  Waste Industrial	  Waste
Agricultural	  /	  Grain	  Biomass Municipal	  Solid	  Waste Asbestos	  Fibers
Wood	  and	  Forestry	  Biomass Automobile	  Tires Contaminted	  Materials
Treated	  Wood Car	  Fluff Contaminated	  Fines,	  Soils	  &	  Landfill
Mixed	  Source	  Biomass	  &	  Waste Sludge	  &	  Harbor	  Sediment Liquid	  PCBs
Pathological	  Biomass Hospital/Medical	  Biomass/Waste Paints	  &	  Solvents
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• the energy content of the fuel gas and the energy recovered from the gas either in the 
form of electricity or liquid fuel, etc.; 

• the characteristics and safety of the vitrified slag (e.g., TCLP limits, etc.); 
• the environmental impact of the Solena BTL Solution; 
• the air pollution control/gas scrubbing system required for each biomass stream; and 
• the optimum biomass and waste condition/composition to generate the maximum 

energy within the BioSynGas recovery. 

Based on experience and process testing, the Solena technical team was able to refine the SPGV 
process in order to maximize its technical efficiency and cost-effectiveness.  Prior to Solena’s 
developments, plasma technology pyrolysis required over 1,000 kWh of electricity to handle one 
ton of feedstock. Through extensive research and modification of the design of the reactor and 
refining the process control system, Solena has made the SPGV process nearly ten times more 
efficient than traditional plasma pyrolysis technology (with SPGV requiring only 150-200 kWh 
per ton of biomass).  A single modular reactor can handle from 145 tonnes per day for a small 
system to 500 tonnes per day for a large system and reactors can be strung together in various 
configurations such as the four reactors we use for the BTL solution. 

The extensive experience of the Solena team and the aforementioned critical data will help 
minimize technology risk and help establish Solena as an industry leader in sustainable, synthetic 
fuel production. 

 

Specific Comments to the Executive Summary of the above mentioned IWMF EIA Report 

Page 1: Introduction:  

Under section 1.1, it is indicated that the Incineration Facility is intended to be constructed and 
operated under a design-build-operate model. The Solena facility briefly described above would 
also be under a contract for design-build-operate of the Biomass Fuels Facility (BFF).  

The Solena plant will use only a gasification process that initially will process the 3,000 tonnes 
per day of the MSW with recyclables removed (1.1.1.2).  A recycling facility would be built on 
the front-end of the plant to remove inorganic material that the City wants recycled.  If there is 
no market for recyclables, the Solena plant would size and process all the MSW. Most 
importantly, Solena’s biomass-to-liquid fuels and power facility will not produce any dioxins, 
furans, or their precursors and not produce any flue gas. The high operating temperature of the 
gasification process ensures all organic molecules are depolymerized and the resulting off-gases 
reform into the BioSynGas. As such, and because the system is a closed loop in which the syngas 
is then converted to advanced biofuels,  (as opposed to an incineration open loop, which vents 
the flue gas to the atmosphere), Solena’s BTL plant enhances public health and safety and 
protection of air and water around the facility. 

In 1.1.1.3, it is noted that Hong Kong now depends on three landfills, which will reach capacity 
in 2014, 2016, and 2018. Solena can build the described BTL facility at each landfill processing 
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more 3,000 tonnes per day of MSW and producing 30 million gallons of advanced sustainable 
biofuels and 22 MW of renewable baseload electricity. Using this approach the landfills would 
not fill as quickly and therefore have an extended life. The plants can process new incoming 
waste or previously landfilled waste (mining the landfill to extract waste) thereby reducing the 
overall volume of the landfills and eliminate the need for additional extension of the landfills.  
This approach would not succeed with an incinerator since the incinerator would produce a 
significant amount of ash, which still requires post-processing and landfilling. In addition, the 
incinerator can only produce small amounts of power since it only takes advantage of the 
sensible heat energy of the waste whereas a Solena gasification plant would produce power much 
more efficiently because the BTL process uses both the sensible heat energy as well as the 
chemical energy in the waste by converting it into a syngas fuel.  

In 1.1.1.5, it is stated that Hong Kong must move quickly to solve its waste management 
problems. With the Solena system construction can be completed over 24 months from the time 
it is permitted and financial closing achieved, hiring over 1000 construction workers during that 
period and over 200 full time employees.  In other words, Solena can expedite and move quickly 
on plant construction once the site is permitted. Moreover, Solena brings with it a major local 
airline as a project partner and fuel off-taker, who would be committed to purchasing the 
sustainable biofuels produced at the BTL plant. 

In 1.1.1.6, there is a listing of benefits, which the City appears to be satisfied with.  

In relation to the bulk reduction of waste volume, it should be noted that although incineration 
reduces the volume of waste processed, it does so at the expense of producing toxic fly and 
bottom ash. Incinerators typically produce ash in large quantities – approximately 20% of the 
incoming dry matter comes out in the form of ash, which requires costly post-processing and 
landfilling. Therefore, the incineration facility does not solve the problem of decreasing landfill 
space. In contrast, Solena’s BTL process converts all the incoming waste into advanced biofuels 
and slag. As noted above, slag is an inert material with commercial applications in the 
construction industry and does not require landfilling.  

With regards to energy recovery, as noted above, the IWMF incineration process is an open loop 
process which relies solely on the sensible heat energy of the incoming materials by burning 
them and therefore wastes most of the energy contained in the waste by releasing its carbon 
content into the atmosphere in the form of CO2. In contrast, Solena’s closed loop high 
temperature gasification system, converts the heat energy content of the waste into BioSynGas, 
thus keeping all the carbon within the process in the form of CO for the subsequent production of 
advanced biofuels through the Fischer-Tropsch system. As such, the Fischer-Tropsch facility 
enhanced with high temperature gasification technology is vastly superior in energy recovery 
efficiency.  

With regards to the greenhouse gas reduction, it should be noted that, like the IWMF, the Solena 
BTL facility will also use the available MSW thus obtaining the same benefits in reduction of 
green house gases on the input side. However, since the BTL plant is a closed loop system that 
keeps all the carbon within the system (instead of emitting large amounts of CO2 to the 
atmosphere like the IWMF would do), it reduces GHG emissions further by up to 50%.  
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produces liquid biofuels instead of  

2.2.1.3:   The Solena gasification system will process 3,000 tonnes per day of MSW using 4 
gasification reactors rated at 500 tonnes per day of refuse-derived fuel (“RDF”, refuse-derived 
fuel will be produced on-site from the 3,000 tonnes per day of MSW at a sorting facility which 
will convert the MSW into 2,000 tonnes per day of RDF).  

The BTL plant can meet the emission limit of NOX for the State of California of 57 mg/m3, 
which is stricter than the 100mg/m3 that is proposed for the incineration plant. Indeed, the U.S. 
Federal standard of 100mg/m3 is much better than the referenced 200mg/m3 EU standard, but the 
California standard is stricter to all other NOX standards in the world. It is also important to note 
that the Solena plant will produce advanced biofuels in addition to renewable power, which an 
incinerator cannot do. 

2.2.1.6 The table shows the air emission limits for the IWMF that the incinerator is required to 
meet.  It is important to note that a Solena gasification plant not emit any of the pollutants listed, 
except lower volumes of NOX. 

2.2.2.1 As stated at the TTAL site, the incineration unit will require 11 hectares, of which 1.2 
hectares are a pond habitat for Litter Grebe. A comparable Solena BTL plant requires 8 hectares 
and therefore it would not require to ‘decommission’ the 1.2 Ha of pond habitat. Instead of 
building a plant at the Island and disrupting the habitat and attempting to build an artificial island 
that again will have adverse impacts on the habitat and the surrounding water, Solena suggests 
that instead the Hong Kong government should consider building plants at the three landfills as 
noted above. This would be a less expensive approach since all the work on the Island TTAL site 
and creating an artificial island SKC will be very expensive and will have adverse impacts on the 
environment whereas land around the current landfills is zoned as industrial, has an existing 
infrastructure of roads, power lines, etc. and the addition of three plants would not be intrusive 
and have a considerably smaller environmental impact. 

In section 2.2.3.3 the IWMF clearly state that “the bottom ash, fly ash and air pollution control 
residues produced from the incineration process will be collected for treatment and disposed of at 
the WENT landfill or its extension if they have met the disposal requirements.” If the landfill has 
not met the requirements to dispose of the toxic materials produced by the IWMF in large 
quantities (approximately 20% of the dry matter will become bottom and fly ash, i.e., 390 tonnes 
per day), the IWMF will have no place to dispose of these toxic solid waste effluent, thus forcing 
the facility to stop production. Even if the WENT landfill met the requirements, the IWMF 
would still require costly post treatment of the bottom and fly ash and disposal at landfill. 
Therefore the IMWF has higher waste processing costs (need to pay for toxic bottom and fly ahs 
inertization processes and disposal costs) and clearly does not solve the challenging problems 
that the City of Hong Kong is facing. In contrast, the BTL plant proposed by Solena does not 
produce any solid waste effluent and the cost of MSW disposal is substantially reduced.  
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In section 2.3.1.1 it is noted that the IWMF would be ready for commissioning by 2018 - 2019. 
As noted above the Solena BTL facility could meet or exceed this timeframe and start operations 
earlier. In order to do so, Solena would need to begin construction no later than 2016, which 
allows ample time for the project development activities to take place. Therefore, a Solena BTL 
facility could start accepting Hong Kong’s MSW earlier than the proposed IWMF and offer 
lower disposal costs.  

3.1.3 Evaluation of shortlisted Sites: The site selection criteria are exacting, but based on 
preconceived idea that a plant would be industrial and ugly. I would like to refer you to Solena 
Fuels’ website (www.solenafuels.com), where a video shows a rendering of a proposed plant 
near Prague, CZ Republic. This plant is modern, fits into the local area and is not an eye-sore 
like most industrial facilities. Because the plant is exceptionally clean in all respects, such a 
facility in the Hong Kong area should be very acceptable and could open other sites that were 
passed by because of concerns about plant design and not being able to fit into the architecture of 
the surrounding community, which is probably true for an incinerator, but not for Solena’s 
proposed BTL facilities. 

3.1.3.11 S5-Tsang Tsui Ash Lagoons. This site would also be ideal for the construction of 
Solena’s BTL plant as described above. 

3.1.3.13 S6-Tuen Mun Area 38 would be suitable for a Solena BTL plant, especially since it is so 
close to the WENT landfill. Solena’s plants would easily meet air quality requirements. This 
plant would not require water front space since all the waste would be easily hauled by truck to 
the plant from the nearby WENT landfill. 

3.2.1.2 and 3.2.1.3 (In the technology selection) In general, the incineration technologies 
discussed are not innovative and utilize limited and inefficient XIX century designs. The 
discussion about gasification is uniformed, e.g., a plant for General Motors was commissioned in 
1987 in Defiance, Ohio, with the capability of processing 50 to 100 tonnes per hour in one 
reactor. As indicated above, Solena will be able to accept and process the 3,000 tonnes per day of 
mixed MSW and convert it into sustainable biofuels and baseload renewable power. Solena’s 
BTL plant will incorporate four reactors rated at 500 tonnes of RDF per day each (2,000 tonnes 
per day of RDF would be produced on site from the incoming 3,000 tonnes of mixed MSW). As 
described above, the high operating temperatures (up to 4,000 degrees Celsius) insure that all 
inorganics melt and organics are dissociated into basic gases, i.e., hydrogen and carbon 
monoxide, forming a BioSynGas, which is then used as feedstock for a Fischer Tropsch unit to 
produce 30 million gallons per year of advanced biofuels and 22 MW net of renewable power. 
This is Solena’s basic design for over 15 BTL plants currently being implemented around the 
world. 

3.2.2.2   While environmental, engineering, and cost considerations are important; it is a fatal 
flaw to exclude visual impacts, employment opportunities, public health, and public acceptance 
because some options are thermal treatment technologies. In almost all cases the public opposes 
incineration because of health impacts, damage to the environment, and potential climate change 
risk. In addition, design of incinerators is limited and does not have the flexibility of design 
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found in gasification plants, which can easily blend into the architecture of the surrounding 
community as referenced above for the plant in Prague, CZ. 

3.2.3.1 In Table ES5, Summary of Option Evaluation for Thermal Treatment Technologies is 
flawed and shows little or no understanding of gasification technology and how it functions.  For 
example, under flexibility, gasification is given a least favorable mark because of “the ability to 
tolerate a fluctuation of the MSW characteristics.”  On the contrary, Solena’s gasification 
technology and process is very robust and fuel flexible since it can easily treat a broad range of 
organic material derived from MSW. With regards to the land requirements and system 
complexity criteria, again this shows lack of understanding of gasification technology. A 
gasification plant would have almost the same requirement as a moving grate incineration unit 
and probably have a lower capital and operating costs. A typical Solena gasification unit 
combined with a FT unit to produce biofuel and renewable power would have income streams 
from the biofuels and the power, as well as the vitrified slag. This would enable the facility to 
recover its capital costs quickly and operating costs are also low. 

Therefore, Solena disagrees with the results of Table ES5 – Summary of Option Evaluation for 
Thermal Treatment Technologies, which are most likely due to the lack of knowledge of 
Solena’s technology and process. In turn, Solena presents the following Table [1] for your 
consideration: 

Table [1] 
Revised Table of Option Evaluation for Waste Disposal Processes 

CRITERIA MOVING GRATE 
INCINERATION 

FLUIDIZED BED 
INCINERATION GASIFICATION 

SOLENA 
BIOMASS TO 

LIQUIDS 

Air Emissions High High Low Low 
Flexibility Medium Low High High 
Power Production Efficiency Low Low High High 
Reliability (Unit Capacity) 10-920 TPD 10-80 TPD 100 – 500 TPD 100-500 TPD 
Reliability (Plant Capacity) 20-4,300 TPD 10-200 TPD 100 – 3,000 TPD 3,000 TPD 
Reliability (Suppliers) Many Limited Medium High 
Land Requirements & 
System Complexity 

Medium High Low Medium 

Op. Experience w/ Mixed 
MSW treatment 

High Medium Medium Medium 

Capital Costs High High Medium(1) Medium(1) 
Operating Costs High High Medium(1) Medium(1) 
Waste Disposal Costs High High Low Low 
Overall Less Favorable Least Favorable More Favorable Most favorable 
 
3.2.3.2   It is asserted that moving grate incineration is more favorable, even though it is 
extremely inefficient and not cost effective, than gasification because the latter technologies are 
of much smaller scale.  This clearly is not true given the example above of the GM plant that has 
been processing up to 2,500 tonnes per day since it became operational in 1987. In addition, 
Solena gasification will not have scale up risks since the required plant size has been operational 
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over 20 years.  One cannot justify a technology such as moving grate on the basis it has been in 
operation for over 100 years, because it has never been cost effective, efficient, and is a heavy 
polluter causing possible climate change, damage to the environment with heavy pollution of 
toxic chemicals, and causing major health problems to surrounding communities and harming 
wildlife.  

The statement that a moving grate is more tolerant of fluctuation of MSW characteristics is 
clearly not true. Anyone with experience with moving grate incineration should acknowledge 
that high moisture content and large quantities of plastics can cause a shutdown, which is clearly 
not the case with Solena gasification technology.  

The statement that moving grates incineration needs less land than gasification on the basis that 
the latter needs more land for treatment units. Just as a single example of how false this 
statement is, the Solena biofuels plant in London requires less than 10 hectares and no additional 
landfilling. One must take into account the area needed by the incineration facility to landfill the 
ash it produces. 

The justification about the number of gasification vendors is also false. Clearly old and 
inefficient technologies go out of business, but new and better technologies are entering the 
market. In any case, the decision is not going to be made on the basis of the number of vendors 
in the market, since Solena alone can handle Hong Kong’s MSW problems with a superior 
gasification system producing power and biofuels. The problems with other gasification 
technologies cannot be related back to Solena’s gasification technology or process, as they are 
fundamentally different in design and operation philosophy.  

The statement about capital and operational costs of a moving grate Vs. gasification system 
shows a lack of knowledge about new gasification plants producing biofuels and renewable 
power, both of which a moving grate system would find almost impossible to produce 
comparable power levels and of course could not produce biofuels. 

3.2.3.3 This statement again shows little understanding of gasification. A Solena gasification 
plant produces no flue gas. Of course moving grate incineration systems can attempt to capture 
toxic gases, mercury, bottom and fly ashes, but at a huge expense and without guarantees on 
efficiency of dioxins removal. Without producing flue gas and no pollution, Solena’s gasification 
system has lower capital and operating costs, which enable it to function without creating 
pollution or toxic ash, which an incinerator needs to send to a landfill, thus increasing operating 
costs and therefore, costs of waste disposal.  

3.2.3.6   For the Advisory Council meeting on the ACE held on 14 Dec. 2009, one can only 
assume that the Council had no objections to moving grate incineration technology because it 
was not given a full and complete presentation on the cost effectiveness, efficiency, and benefits 
associated with Solena’s gasification process and production of biofuels and renewable power as 
described herein. 

3.2.4.1   MBT technology has flaws, which were identified. However, it would be a waste of 
money to build even a small-scale unit. Clearly what is needed, which has been adopted in 
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Europe and the U.S., is an efficient technology process to separate recyclables from MSW and 
creating a valuable refuse derived fuel (RDF), which has a broad range of use and easily fits 
feedstock needs for a gasification plant. 

3.2.4.3   Instead of worrying about how to separate recyclables and where such a process can be 
built, the City should let the private sector come up with a RDF solution. Waste haulers in the 
UK and Europe have done this very successfully. Such a facility would not then need to be 
included in the IWMF land requirement.  

4.2.1.3 With a Solena gasification system there is no need for a SCR because NOX levels will be 
low and meet the emission standard for NOX without the need for post-combustion cleaning.  If 
necessary, with an SCR, Solena’s system could lower NOX levels to 51 mg/m3. 

4.2.4.2    With a Solena gasification system, no toxic bottom ash, toxic fly ash, or air pollution 
control residues would be produced. Therefore, there would be no landfill requirement for toxic 
ash.   

4.2.4.3 Of course, there will be no land contamination with Solena’s gasification system. 

4.2.5.1   With Solena’s gasification, a biofuels plant could be built on a smaller tract of land, i.e., 
8 hectares instead of 11 hectares, which means less impact on the environment. 

4.2.7 Health Impact: There is no discussion of the health impacts of fugitive emissions of 
dioxins, furans, and their precursors, as well as volatile metals including mercury. Many of these 
are considered to be carcinogenic.  

4.2.10 Landfill Gas Hazard.  For Solena landfill gas is not a hazard. The gas could be captured 
and used. Of course, since Solena’s gasification plant would help alleviate the need for 
landfilling and there would be less methane gas being generated by the landfill. 

4.3.1.2 With Solena’s gasification plant there would be no pollution created, no odor released, 
and the overall green plant would be very clean and beneficial to the workers and local 
community. 

4.4.1.3 With Solena’s gasification plant an advanced air pollution system would not be required 
and a SCR most likely would not be necessary saving on capital and operational costs. In 
addition, no dioxins, furans, or their precursors would be created. 

4.3.4.1   Time and money could be saved by building smaller plants at the three existing landfills 
or at abandoned landfills instead of trying to build islands. Also small volumes of inorganic 
waste captured in the separation process could be processed in the gasification unit and melted 
into an inert vitrified slag, which has many industrial uses. 

4.3.5 Ecology:  waters around the islands and the area near SKC are too important in terms of 
habitat for the Finless Porpoise and other species to expose them to an incineration plant, which 
will be producing toxic ash and emissions not healthy to human or animal life. These toxic 
materials will escape into the ecosystem as has happened elsewhere, which is why the 
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construction of incineration plants is such a rare event in other countries. As an example, 
Denmark has recently rejected a proposed modern incineration plant on the basis of its CO2 
emissions1, which were deemed to high and damaging to the environment. Instead, the Danish 
government will focus its efforts in other recycling activities while looking for other alternatives. 
The 198 coral colonies would be of special concern. 

4.3.6.1 Fisheries This is another example of why it is so risky to try to build such a plant on the 
proposed sites. The City would be better served if smaller plants were built at three existing and 
operating landfills or abandoned landfills. 

5.1.1.1 The EIA is quite comprehensive. However, because it is so uninformed about Solena’s 
plasma gasification process and production of biofuels and renewable power, the evaluation 
process may no be providing the City with all the information it needs to make a decision.  

 

Specific comments on Paper WMSC 01/10: Integrated Waste management Facilities 
Sorting and Recycling Plant 

 

Paragraph 2: Since almost all countries in the world have great concerns about incineration of 
wastes it is not clear why Hong Kong would want such a primitive method of treating wastes, 
which is very expensive to build and operate with very low cost effectiveness and efficiency. 
Moreover, incinerators of this type are notorious for creating vast volumes of contaminated and 
toxic ash, which must be landfilled using special and expensive methods. In addition, such 
incinerators also bellow large volumes of contaminated emissions containing dioxin, furans, 
volatile metals, mercury, and cadmium just to name a few besides equally huge volumes of 
carbon dioxide that is not carbon neutral, and other gases that only help to worsen climate 
change. Of course, this array of toxic emissions and pollutants not only harms the immediate 
environment, but surrounding areas of land and water causing immense damage to the 
environment and adversely impact human, animal, and fish health.  Since a gasification system 
such as used by Solena Fuels can easily avoid all these problems and produce useful alternative 
biofuels and renewable power, it is not clear why such an inferior burner technology was 
selected for the IWMF.  Hong Kong should aspire to greater things and be the showplace for the 
world and attract more tourists to an even cleaner and safer environment.   

It is not clear why 3,000 tonnes per day was selected for one plant. This will only concentrate all 
the problems mentioned above. Why not have three Solena gasification plants producing biofuels 
and treating 3,000 tonnes per day each and producing 30 million gallons of advanced sustainable 
aviation fuel annually, as well as 22 MW net of renewable power each. These could be built 
easily at the three active landfills or at abandoned landfills, all of which are located on stable 
land, zoned industrial, and easily used to treat the wastes and produce biofuels and power 
without further harm to the environment and lessen the increase of climate change. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  http://www.architizer.com/en_us/blog/dyn/35348/big-ski-slope-denied/ 
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Re sorting and recycling, most countries turn this over to private companies who have 
determined how to produce a harmless refuse derived fuel that meets the caloric and moisture 
content needs of a gasification plant producing biofuels and renewable power. If this is not 
acceptable, Solena has a design for a sorting and compacting plant, briefly described above, that 
can easily be built on the front end of a gasification unit.  Incidentally if there is no market for 
the recyclable, then Solena’s system is so robust, it can process all the organic and inorganic 
waste. 

Regarding paragraph 8, a gasification plant using RDF would solve these problems and eliminate 
the need for MBT. 

Regarding paragraph 9, I addressed this sorting and recycling issue above. Without such 
recycling, the incinerator problem would have an availability of less than 50% since it would 
have a hard time processing the inorganics, plastics, etc. On page 4, number (iii), it is important 
not to compare incineration to a recycling and sorting plant. This is not a meaningful 
comparison. Solena’s front-end system mentioned above would be much smaller. In fact, it 
would probably be smaller than one hectare. And cost about $5 million and very low 
sorting/operation costs because it would be partially automated and use employees to sort.  Of 
course, Solena’s design eliminates odor and dust. Re (iv), the easy solution is to gasify all the 
waste. 
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Key findings:

• If all the wastes and residues that are sustainably 
available in the European Union were converted 
only to biofuels, this could supply 16 per cent of 
road transport fuel in 2030. (Technical potential).

• If advanced biofuels from wastes and residues are 
sourced sustainably, they can deliver GHG savings 
well in excess of 60 per cent, even when taking a 
full lifecycle approach. 

• Safeguards would be needed to ensure this 
resource is developed sustainably, including 
sustainable land management practices that 
maintain carbon balances and safeguard 
biodiversity, water resources and soil functionality. 

• If this resource were utilized to its full technical 
potential, up to €15 billion of additional revenues 
would flow into the rural economy annually and 
up to 300,000 additional jobs would be created by 
2030.

• While some combinations of feedstock and 
technology will require short-term incentives, others 
are close to being competitive and require little 
more than policy certainty.
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Europe could cut the carbon-intensity of transport 
fuels, reduce spending on oil imports and boost the 
rural economy by developing sustainable advanced 
biofuels from wastes and residues. 

There are currently concerns that wastes and 
residues are available in insufficient quantities to 
make a meaningful or cost-effective contribution to 
fuelling transport. This in-depth analysis concludes 
that advanced biofuels from wastes and residues, if 
mobilized in a sustainable manner, can make a sizeable 
contribution to reducing European dependence on 
imported oil.

This study starts with a precautionary approach and only 
focuses on wastes and residues that were viewed by 
all project partners as sustainable. The main conclusion 
is that if all the sustainably available resources were 
converted only to road transport fuel, the technical 
potential could equal 16 per cent of demand in 2030.

Commercializing this resource could also create 
hundreds of thousands of jobs, both in building and 
operating refineries and in collecting the resources to 
feed them. 

Meanwhile, the potential CO2 savings range from 
60 to 85 per cent in most cases, making a significant 
contribution to EU climate goals.

The latest review of evidence by the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) reports with high 
confidence that rising levels of CO2 are warming 
oceans, melting ice and turning oceans more acidic. 
Global average temperatures are projected to be 2.6-
4.8° Celsius (C) higher than at present by the end of this 
century if emissions continue to rise at the current rate.

Although emissions from other sectors are generally 
falling, road transport is one of the few sectors where 
emissions have risen rapidly in recent years. The 
transport sector is on track to become the EU’s biggest 
source of CO2  by 2030 according to the European 
Commission.

While significant gains have been made in recent years 
to improve vehicle efficiency, there is also much that 
can be done to reduce the carbon intensity of energy 
used in transport. Alternative energy carriers, such as 
hydrogen, natural gas, biofuels and batteries are part 
of this picture, in cases where life cycle assessments 
(LCAs) show genuine CO2 reductions.

Creating more advanced biofuels from wastes and 
residues, which might otherwise be left to decompose, 
offers one opportunity to reduce the carbon-intensity 
of transport fuels without creating significant impacts 
on food commodity markets or land resources. Such 
advanced biofuels also fulfill the role of improving 
European energy security and providing an additional 
revenue stream to farmers and forest owners. 

Questions remain unanswered about the sustainability 
of “wastes and residues”, many of which are not 
truly wasted, as they have existing uses that would 
be displaced by their use as biofuel feedstocks. 
Furthermore, there has been little research to date 
on what volumes of these wastes or residues might 
realistically be mobilized in an economically viable 
manner without unintended consequences.
 
Previous life cycle assessments have overlooked 
potentially important sources of emissions, such as soil 
carbon loss, any need to use extra fertilizer if removing 
residues and indirect emissions caused by diverting 
residues and wastes from their existing uses. The CO2 
savings from forest residues are complex to estimate, 
as there are uncertainties around their decomposition 
rate if left in forests or the impacts on soil carbon. 
The above issues are taken into consideration in this 
project by using a comprehensive carbon accounting 
approach. Equally pressing are questions about the 
costs and economics of the advanced technologies 
required to convert such wastes and residues into liquid 
transport fuels. 

There is a pressing need to 
transform the way in which 

society uses energy
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This project has shed light on such questions. An expert 
panel has been convened of environmental NGOs, 
energy analysts and companies with direct experience 
in technologies to produce advanced biofuels. These 
experts have examined the sustainability of converting 
wastes and residues to biofuels; the availability of the 
most sustainable resources; the economic impact if this 
resource is fully converted to transport fuel; and the 
business-case for doing so.

The project found that many advanced biofuels from 
wastes and residues can make a significant contribution 
to mitigating climate change, even when accounting 
for losses to soil carbon and the need for additional 
fertilizer. Forest residues, known as slash, were found to 
deliver CO2 savings of around 60 per cent, provided 
steps are taken to minimize soil carbon losses. Savings 
might be found to be lower or higher depending on 
the accounting approach taken for emissions from 
decomposition of slash. Timber-processing residues 
such as sawdust were found to deliver savings of around 
75 per cent while still accounting for displacement 
effects. 

Higher greenhouse gas savings were found to come 
from agricultural residues, reaching 80 per cent in 
cases where indirect emissions due to displacement 
effects can be minimized. Municipal solid waste was 
found to deliver the highest greenhouse gas savings of 
all, well in excess of 100 per cent due to the possibility 
of avoiding decomposition to methane in landfill sites.

While Europeans generate around 900 million tonnes of 
waste paper, food, wood and plant material each year, 
only a fraction of this can be considered available, 
because much of this material has existing uses. A 
good example is sawdust, a “waste product” of timber 
production that is then used to make products such 
as fiberboard. The crop residues such as leaves and 
stalks that remain after cereal harvesting are “waste” 
from the perspective of food production, but are often 
used in other areas of agriculture including mushroom 
cultivation and bedding for livestock. 

Some wastes and residues do not have industrial uses, 
but still provide valuable environmental services. The 
twigs and leaves left over from felling trees for timber 
return carbon and nutrients to the soil to support future 
tree growth. Some plant residues from harvesting food 
crops should be left on the ground to maintain soil 
structure and fertility.

Diversion of these materials from their current uses will 
have potentially negative secondary impacts, and 
therefore not all of the 900 million tonnes identified 
above can be mobilized. In general, it makes sense 
to use a cascading approach to wastes and residues, 
prioritizing re-use or recycling and acknowledging that 
the value of this material is more than simply its energy 
content. Accounting for the various industrial uses 
and sustainability restrictions, about a quarter of this 
cellulosic material is available for energy use between 
now and 2030 – about 220 million tonnes per year in 
total.

FIG 1.1
 GHG savings potential 
from selected wastes and 
residues, compared to fossil 
diesel and gasoline
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To put this into context, if all of Europe’s sustainably 
available cellulosic biomass from wastes and 
residues was converted to transport fuel only, at 
current conversion rates, this technical potential 
would equal 16 per cent of road fuel in the EU by 
2030. 

Aside from fuels made from biogenic wastes and 
residues, there is also high potential to produce 
fuels from other feedstocks, such as used cooking 
oil or industrial waste gases. Currently, around 
1.1 million tonnes of used cooking oil is being 
converted each year to low-carbon fuel in the EU, 
with potential to expand.

There are other more novel methods of producing 
advanced biofuels that utilize carbon-rich wastes 
from industry (such as the steel industry) that 
are beginning to scale to commercial levels. 
For example, today, steel production in Europe 
accounts for 8 per cent of the EU’s CO2 emissions. 
Production of ethanol from European steel mill 
residues alone could amount to around one-third 
of the EU’s Renewable Energy Directive target of 
10 per cent biofuels in transport by 2020 - around 8 
million tonnes of oil equivalent (Mtoe) - according 
to some estimates.

Europeans generate around 
900 million tonnes of 

waste paper, food, wood and 
plant material each year

FIG 1.2 
Sustainable availability of 
wastes and residues in the EU 
in 2030

40 million tonnes of
Forest Slash

1 million tonnes of
Used Cooking Oil 
(+ imports)

44 million tonnes of
Municipal Solid Waste

139 million tonnes of
Crop Residues
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The economic analysis in this project showed that many 
of the biofuel processes from wastes and residues could 
be mobilized with incentives at similar levels to those 
offered for the start-up of first generation biofuels from 
food crops. In some countries, the cost of agricultural 
residues might remain high at around €70-80 per 
tonne, posing a barrier to development, but there are 
many regions where costs are low. The economics of 
biofuels derived from municipal solid waste are more 
compelling, because of the relatively low feedstock 
cost.

It is not possible to determine how much of the technical 
potential for biofuels from wastes and residues will be 
met, but if investors realized the full technical potential 
identified here, up to €15 billion annually would flow into 
Europe’s rural economy and up to 133,000 permanent 
jobs would be created in feedstock collection and 
transport. In addition, construction of these biofuel 
plants would require up to a further 162,000 temporary 
workers, and operation of these plants would create 
up to a further 13,000 permanent jobs.

It should be recognized that in reality there would also 
be competition for feedstocks within the energy sector 
– particularly for heating or electricity generation – so 
all of the above estimates should be understood as the 
upper limits. In the future, policymakers might need 
to consider the relative value of low-carbon mobility 
versus other demands on biomass resources. 

On the other hand, the employment estimates represent 
only the direct jobs from feedstock collection, transport 
and processing. Additional indirect employment would 
flow though machinery suppliers, fuel suppliers and 
other ancillary industries, significantly increasing the 
overall impact in the EU.

FIG 1.3 
High-end estimates of additional employment from fully utilizing wastes and residues for conversion to advanced biofuels 

Agricultural residue collection
up to 83,000 permanent jobs

Forest residue collection
up to 50,000 permanent jobs

Refinery operations
up to 13,000 permanent jobs

Refinery construction
up to 162,000 temporary jobs
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The EU transport sector should be made more 
sustainable and lower in GHG emissions, primarily 
by improving energy efficiency and by reducing the 
carbon intensity of energy used in transport. There is a 
significant role in this transition for sustainably produced 
advanced biofuels, which can achieve the triple-win 
of cutting GHG emissions, improving energy security 
and boosting rural incomes.

This project has found that significant volumes of wastes 
and residues could be mobilized as biofuels without 
creating sustainability issues, provided safeguards are 
put in place. Many of the conversion pathways are 
already close to being competitive under the right 
conditions, but commercialization is being held back 
by policy uncertainty. 

Commercialization now depends on political leadership 
and adequate policies, as it must be acknowledged 
that new innovative technologies are not yet cost 
competitive against their fossil alternatives, which 
still receive subsidies and have profited from over a 
century of optimization. Compounding the investment 
problem, the ongoing global financial and economic 
crisis has made investors and lenders more risk averse.

It is the role of policymakers to create policy certainty 
to foster innovation and to ensure that Europe achieves 
its environmental, economic and energy objectives. 
Full lifecycle accounting of emissions should be the tool 
that under-pins the mitigation of CO2 from transport 
fuels. This should apply equally to all types of energy 
used in transport, including biofuels, hydrogen, fossil 
fuels and electricity.

Decarbonization targets, such as those in the EU Fuel 
Quality Directive (FQD), play a useful role in reducing 
the carbon-intensity of transport fuels in a cost-effective 
manner. 

The FQD is the primary tool to reduce the carbon-
intensity of transport fuels in 2020, and it should become 
increasingly ambitious beyond 2020.

Policy mechanisms to drive advanced biofuels into the 
market should be based on a thorough understanding 
of the volumes that are sustainably available and the 
indirect impacts that might occur from exceeding 
those volumes. Sustainability criteria must be in place 
to direct investment towards the most sustainable 
resources. 

The organizations in this project therefore call on the 
European Parliament and Council of Ministers to deliver 
a sustainable, stable policy framework to decarbonize 
transport without delay. 

Financial mechanisms will also play an important 
future role. The proposal to set up a new Public Private 
Partnership (PPP) to support bio-based industries is a 
step in the right direction. The estimated budget of 
this new initiative is €3.8 billion. The EU will contribute 
€1 billion from the Horizon 2020 programme budget, 
while industrial partners will commit €2.8 billion. The PPP 
should help demonstrate the efficiency and economic 
viability of advanced biofuels and other bio-based 
products.

The PPP under Horizon 2020 is a starting point that needs 
to be complemented with other funding sources in 
order to support advanced, first-of-a-kind commercial-
scale biofuel plants. To do so, it would benefit from 
being combined with structural funds, particularly in 
Central and Eastern Europe. If such countries connect 
both funding opportunities, they will benefit from the 
innovation and economic opportunities while making 
use of structural funds that are currently underspent.
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It is the role of policymakers to create policy 
certainty to foster innovation and to ensure 

that Europe achieves its environmental, 
economic and energy objectives
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of biofuels from wastes and residues, which are described in 
greater detail in the paper “Assessing the climate mitigation 

potential of biofuels derived from residues and wastes in the 
European context” Baral A, Malins C,   2014

International Council on Clean Transportation

Advanced biofuels from wastes and residues have the 
potential to deliver high levels of GHG savings, but not 
all residues can be used sustainably. 

This project only considers processes and feedstocks 
that would deliver significant GHG savings and does 
not look into feedstocks that were excluded due to 
sustainability concerns.

Biofuels from wastes and residues have been shown 
in previous Life Cycle Assessments (LCAs) to deliver 
high CO2 savings. Estimates of carbon intensities have 
ranged from around -25 grams of CO2 equivalent per 
megajoule (g CO2e/MJ) at the low end to 40g CO2e/
MJ at the high end, compared to fossil fuels at around 
84g CO2e/MJ1,2.

However, previous studies have often overlooked 
important sources of emissions, such as soil carbon loss, 
any need to use extra fertilizer if removing residues, 
and indirect emissions caused by diverting residues 
and wastes from their existing uses. For forest residues, 
there is also the issue that in some climates the residues 
decompose slowly and act as a temporary carbon 
sink. This has an impact on the potential carbon 
savings from mobilizing such residues for conversion to 
advanced biofuels. 

The above issues are taken into consideration in this 
project by using a comprehensive carbon accounting 
approach. Three biofuel pathways are considered: 
biochemical ethanol, Fischer-Tropsch (FT)-diesel and 
pyrolysis diesel.

Biochemical ethanol processes use enzymes to break 
cellulose down into simple sugars, such as glucose, 
which are then converted into ethanol. To prepare the 
cellulosic feedstock for enzymic conversion, it is usually 
pre-treated with acid, alkali or steam.

During the FT process, feedstocks are gasified at 
temperatures of more than 700°C in the presence of 
limited amounts of oxygen and/or steam. This syngas is 
then converted into diesel and gasoline in the presence 
of catalysts and at temperatures of 150-300°C. 

During pyrolysis, a feedstock is subjected to elevated 
temperatures in the absence of oxygen, resulting in 
bio-oil, bio-char, and pyrolysis gases. Bio-oil can be 
upgraded via hydrocracking to break it down into 
lighter hydrocarbons for diesel and gasoline.

GHG impact of harvesting
Agricultural and forest residues are important for 
returning carbon and nutrients to the soil and to 
help maintain soil fertility, reduce soil erosion and 
contribute to soil carbon. Hence, residue removal, 
even when done in line with sustainable practices, is 
likely to negatively impact soil carbon sequestration 
potential, a conclusion supported by both empirical 
and modelling studies3. The negative impact on soil 
organic carbon from residue removal can to some 
extent be mitigated by agricultural practices such as 
no-till, manure application or use of cover crops.

This project bases its assumptions for agricultural 
residues on a long-term empirical study where wheat 
straw removal was analyzed over a period of 22 
years at a site in the UK4. It is acknowledged that the 
assumptions are based on limited data, and additional 
empirical evidence covering a wider geographical 
range would be extremely valuable.
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When forest residues are left behind, especially in 
colder climates like Europe, decomposition occurs 
slowly, providing a temporary carbon sink if not 
harvested for biofuels. For example, between 2 and 30 
per cent of the carbon stored in twigs and branches 
(known as slash) may still remain sequestered after a 
period of 25 years in Northern European countries5. 

The carbon in un-decomposed forest residues would 
be released if used for bioenergy, and thus this can 
be seen as a carbon loss when considering emissions 
over a 20-year project timeframe. If the timeframe 
considered were longer, the estimated carbon loss 
would be smaller. This analysis assumes that 10 per cent 
of slash will remain un-decomposed at 20 years if not 
removed for biofuel production.

Previous analysis shows a wide range of results for 
soil carbon loss. Several empirical studies fail to find 
evidence of a statistically significant increase in soil 
carbon loss from the removal of slash6,7. 

However, several modelling studies do suggest that 
slash removal might lead to increased soil carbon 
loss8,9,10. In the absence of clear evidence, this study 
assumes no carbon loss for slash removal in the central 
case, but it also examines a sensitivity case where 3 
tonnes of carbon per hectare is lost. 

Since both agricultural residues and (to a lesser 
extent) slash contain macro-nutrients such as nitrogen, 
phosphorous and potassium, their removal from fields 
or forests results in loss of nutrients that would otherwise 
return to the soil. This implies that to maintain soil 
fertility, inorganic fertilizers, manure or other residues 
should be applied to compensate for nutrient loss. N2O 
emissions from fertilizers have a particularly significant 
climate impact. 

While in some cases farmers might choose not to 
fully replace lost nutrients, the analysis in this project 
calculates the emissions associated with full nutrient 
replacement. 

Advanced biofuels from wastes and 
residues have the potential to deliver 
high levels of GHG savings, but not 

all residues can be used sustainably 
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GHG impact of displacement
Many types of residues already have uses, ranging 
from straw for livestock to woodchips for fibreboard to 
incineration for energy. Depending on the degree to 
which each resource is already utilized, diverting these 
resources for use as biofuel feedstock could cause 
displacement effects leading to indirect GHG emissions. 

Although in principle feedstock demand could be met 
through using unused residues, in the real world it is likely 
that a certain portion of biofuel may come from residue 
that has already been collected for other purposes. 
In line with the conservative approach taken in this 
project, it is assumed in this LCA that half of the utilized 
agricultural residues come from increased collection 
and the other half come from displacing existing uses. 

By contrast, for slash there is no existing use, and therefore 
no displacement is considered. For sawdust, it was 
assumed that all use for biofuels leads to displacement, 
as sawdust is currently burned for electricity or used in 
construction materials and furniture. 

Where existing uses are displaced, the analysis in this 
project assumed the shortfall would be compensated 
by using either Miscanthus or willow. In reality, there 
would be a wide spectrum of possible downstream 
displacement effects and responses, and this is an area 
where further analysis would be valuable.

Miscanthus is a fast-growing perennial crop that has 
a relatively high expected yield of about 8 tonnes 
per hectare in large-scale commercial plantations. 
Provided food prices remain significantly higher than 
Miscanthus prices, farmers are likely to plant Miscanthus 
on land that is not used for food production. Miscanthus 
sequesters significant amounts of carbon into the soil via 
its roots and this outweighs the other emissions, such that 
the overall emissions factor is negative over a 20-year 
timeframe (-0.4g CO2e/MJ). The carbon intensity would 
be significantly higher if planted on fertile agricultural 
land, due to indirect land use change. 

In the case of willow, the emission factor is positive 
(9g CO2e/MJ), since carbon sequestration is not large 
enough to offset the emissions from its farming, 
harvest and transport. 

While displacement impacts generally lead to increased 
carbon intensity, the converse is true when conversion 
of residues to biofuel prevents them from decomposing 
to the potent GHG methane. In many parts of Europe, 
municipal solid waste goes to landfills, where it would 
decompose to methane. Therefore, its conversion to 
biofuel offers significant additional GHG savings. For this 
pathway, the displacement GHG emissions for ethanol 
from municipal solid waste amount to -225g CO2e/MJ. 
Similarly, leaving rice residues to decompose would lead 
to methane release, and therefore converting rice straw 
to bioethanol generates a significant GHG credit. 

While displacement 
impacts generally lead to 

increased carbon intensity, 
the converse is true when 
conversion of residues to 

biofuel prevents them from 
decomposing to the potent 

greenhouse gas methane
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Most of the biofuels from wastes and residues examined 
in this project were found to deliver significant GHG 
savings compared to fossil fuels.

Biofuels derived from agricultural residues were found to 
offer GHG savings of around 80 per cent in most cases, 
ranging from 73 per cent for rapeseed straw ethanol to 
173 per cent for rice straw ethanol, when compared to 
diesel or gasoline at 83.8g CO2e/MJ. Even if avoided 
methane is overlooked for rice straw ethanol, it still 
delivers GHG savings of around 80 per cent.

When using agricultural residues via the FT-diesel 
pathway, GHG savings ranged from 77 per cent for 
rapeseed straw to 176 per cent for rice straw. Similarly, 
diesel obtained from fast pyrolysis of agricultural 
residues led to GHG savings of 80 per cent for rapeseed 
straw to 140 per cent for rice straw. Forestry slash offers 
reasonable carbon savings depending on the pathway 
chosen, reaching as high as 61 per cent for pyrolysis 
diesel. 

For sawdust, GHG savings range from 74 per cent in the 
pyrolysis diesel process to 78 per cent in the biochemical 
ethanol process. This is despite the significant 
displacement emissions when sawdust is diverted 
from existing uses to biofuel production. Without the 
displacement effects, GHG savings could reach almost 
100 per cent. GHG savings are even more significant for 
municipal solid waste due to the GHG credit for avoided 
methane, leading to GHG savings as high as 296 per 
cent. 

In conclusion, the evidence presented in this chapter 
shows that many advanced biofuels from wastes 
and residues can make a significant contribution to 
mitigating climate change, even when taking account 
of losses to soil carbon, displacement effects and the 
need for additional fertilizers.

Life Cycle Assessment  Results

Many advanced biofuels 
from wastes and residues 

can make a significant 
contribution to mitigating 

climate change, even when 
taking account of losses to 
soil carbon, displacement 

effects and the need for 
additional fertilizers
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This chapter summarizes the project’s assessment of which waste and residue 
feedstocks are most sustainable and in what volumes. A more detailed 

analysis can be found in the paper “Availability of cellulosic residues and 
wastes in the EU”, Searle S and Malins C, 2013
International Council on Clean Transportation

Considerable volumes of crop residues are 
produced in the EU, including field residues 
such as stems and leaves of grain crops, and 
processing residues such as chaff, husks and 
cobs. This study assesses availability of the 
EU’s 12 most produced crops using data from 
the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations Statistical Division (FAOSTAT) 
(2002-2011).

With modern harvesting technology – combine 
harvesters that cut, separate and thresh 
the grain – almost all residues remain in the 
field. However, not all residues should be 
considered available for bioenergy. It is widely 
acknowledged that a fraction of residue 
should remain in the field to maintain moisture, 
reduce erosion and protect soil carbon, 
nutrients and soil structure. In addition, a 
fraction of residues are currently collected and 
have other uses, mainly for animal bedding. 

Unfortunately, there have been relatively few 
experimental studies in the EU on the impact 
of removing residues, and a review of those 
studies that have been undertaken found 
significant variation11. In the absence of a 
detailed evidence base, this study relies on the 
current “best practice” of leaving one-third 
of total residues in the field, as advised by the 
EU Joint Research Centre12. This is consistent 
with the current practice of many European 
farmers, but it is important to stress that the 
ideal residue retention rate varies by location, 
soil type, slope, erosion, precipitation patterns, 
etc., and should be determined on a local 
level. 

A proportion of those crop residues that remain 
available have existing uses, such as bedding 
and fodder for livestock, mushroom cultivation 
and other various horticultural uses. The 
proportion of residues used for livestock rearing 
varies widely between European countries, 
with estimates as high as 42 per cent in the 
UK (ADAS) and as low as 11 per cent for the 
EU overall13. The wide variance in estimates is 
likely to reflect regional differences in farming 
techniques. This project conservatively assumes 
that one-third of available residues have 
existing uses. While this approach might result 
in an underestimate of availability, it allows 
reasonable confidence that this quantity of 
material is indeed sustainable. 

Based on the assumption that one-third of 
residues must remain in the field to maintain 
soil quality, and one-third must be left for 
existing uses, this study estimates that around 
122 million tonnes of agricultural residues are 
currently sustainably available. Estimates 
of future availability are extrapolated 
onwards from the European Commission’s 
2012 projections of increased agricultural 
production to 2022. In 2030, this study estimates 
139 million tonnes of agricultural residues will 
be sustainably available, broadly in line with a 
recent estimate of 155 million tonnes14.

These numbers are also within the range of 
other estimates, from 35-53 million tonnes at 
the low end15 to 182-229 million tonnes at the 
high end16.

Availability of crop residues
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During logging, a significant fraction of the 
tree – leaves, small branches and stumps 
– is discarded. These forestry residues are 
bulky, difficult and expensive to collect and 
transport, and currently have little commercial 
value. However, if the market for renewable 
energy made collection profitable, some of 
this material could be made available.

The ratio of residues to harvested wood varies 
widely with species and harvesting technique, 
but there is consensus in the forestry sector 
that, on average, about half of any tree is 
discarded17. Scientific literature estimates 
residues are in the range of 30-50 per 
cent18,19,20.

This study uses the assumption from Mantau 
(2012)21  that 24 per cent of the tree is 
discarded as residues, on the grounds that this 
is a recent publication that is likely to reflect 
modern harvesting techniques in Europe, and 
also that it provides a conservative estimate in 
line with the priorities of this project. 

Total residue availability was calculated from 
FAOSTAT records of EU roundwood production 
from 2002-2011, leading to an estimate that 
around 80 million tonnes of forestry residues 
are produced annually in the EU.

Using all the residues from forestry would 
mean that nutrients, which are concentrated 
in the leaves, are no longer returned to 
the soil, resulting in lower tree growth in 
subsequent years22,23,24,25,26,27,28. Leaving stumps 
to protect against erosion and leaves to 
return nutrients to the soil would help mitigate 
these impacts. Current practice is to leave 
the needles and leaves in the forest when 
branches are collected. To estimate forestry 
residue availability, this study has assumed 
that it is sustainable to harvest 50 per cent of 
available residues if combined with good land 
management practices. 

Over the last decade, timber harvesting 
remained broadly constant. While population 
growth would suggest an increase in future 
harvesting, there is also some evidence 
of a decline in per-capita use of timber. 
Meanwhile, the long-term growth of 
competing uses of biomass for heat and 
electricity generation to meet the EU 
Renewable Energy Directive remains unclear. 
This study therefore assumes that sustainable 
availability of forestry residues in 2030 remains 
broadly unchanged from today – at around 40 
million tonnes per year.

Availability of forestry residues
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European households dispose of around 150 
million tonnes of biogenic material each year 
– mostly discarded wood, paper, food and 
garden waste. Some of this material is then 
recovered and recycled or incinerated for 
heat and power. In many EU countries, the 
rest is permanently disposed of, typically to 
landfills. The fraction of waste that can most 
sustainably be used for biofuel is that which 
would not otherwise be recovered for any use 
– in particular that which would otherwise be 
landfilled. 

Generation of Municipal Solid Waste is 
projected to continue increasing (EEA, 2011), 
but rates of recycling are increasing at a 
faster rate, leading to an overall decrease in 
available volumes between now and 2030.

Paper and cardboard is usually discarded 
after 1-2 years, and about 81.5 million tonnes 
were consumed in Europe in 2011, according 
to the Confederation of European Paper 
Industries. The waste hierarchy prioritizes 
recycling above energy recovery because 
materials are considered to have a higher 
value when recycled than that reflected by 
their raw energy content alone, so use of the 
recycled fraction of municipal solid waste is 
not considered sustainable. About two-thirds 
of paper and cardboard is either recycled, 
composted or incinerated with energy 
recovery. 

Nevertheless, about 17 million tonnes a year of 
paper waste are estimated to be sustainably 
available, reducing to around 12 million tonnes 
annually by 2030 as recycling rates improve.
Estimates of the wood fraction of Municipal 
Solid Waste, for example discarded furniture 
or renovation debris, are in the range of 26-
57 million tonnes per year29,30. Of this, around 
40 per cent is recycled into other products 
and around 50 per cent is burned for energy, 
leaving just under 10 per cent available as a 
potential feedstock for advanced biofuels. 
Therefore, about 6 million tonnes a year of 
wood waste are estimated to be sustainably 
available in 2030.

Households and businesses also produce a 
considerable amount of cellulosic material in 
the form of unused food and garden waste, 
such as lawn and tree cuttings, with previous 
estimates in the range of 50 million tonnes per 
year. Recycling and composting are likely to 
increase in future years, such that around 44 
million tonnes of household and garden waste 
is estimated to be available in 2030.

Municipal Solid Waste
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There is already significant and sustainable 
conversion in the EU of used cooking oil 
(UCO) to biodiesel. In some countries, such 
as Germany, there are existing controls on 
UCO disposal, and using more of it as biofuel 
feedstock could have some displacement 
impact. However, in general UCO is still 
an under-utilized resource. Processing into 
biofuel can therefore be expected to deliver 
significant GHG reductions. 

It is challenging to find reliable data on the 
size of the future potential market, due to the 
fact that the industry collects from a widely 
distributed network of restaurants. This is 
especially the case in developing countries. 
Nevertheless, there is clearly a large resource 
and potential for expansion. Industry analysts 
estimate that more than 1.1 million tonnes 
of UCO was consumed in Europe in 2013. 
Similarly, the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) reports consumption of 
1.225 million tonnes of UCO feedstock in 
Europe31.

Of this volume, about 700,000 tonnes per 
year are estimated to come from within the 
EU, but there are also substantial imports of 
UCO. Eurostat reported over 250,000 tonnes 
of imported UCO in 2012, largely coming 
from the United States. Increased collection 
in the future is likely to be offset by more 
efficient use. Major growth in UCO supply is 
therefore likely to require the introduction of 
home collection, which would require some 
behaviour change. If cost-effective, supply 
could also come from harvesting oils from 
wastewater, which could offer significant 
environmental co-benefits. 

 

There is also a large potential for increased 
imports, as in many regions UCO collection 
is poorly established. In Turkey, for instance, 
one estimate suggests that only a tenth of the 
waste oil produced is being collected. 
In the UK, UCO from 47 countries was used as a 
feedstock last year32. A robust chain of custody 
and proof of origin – for instance through one 
of the certification schemes operating in the 
EU currently33 – would be needed to prevent 
malpractice and safeguard the credibility of 
the UCO fuel market. 

Conclusions
A significant volume of wastes and residues 
are generated in Europe each year – around 
900 million tonnes. However, much of these 
“waste” streams are already being used as 
low-value inputs for industrial and agricultural 
processes and cannot be diverted to 
bioenergy production without secondary 
impacts on downstream markets. Some 
proportion of these “wastes” play a valuable 
environmental role in protecting soil quality, 
preventing erosion and supporting biodiversity. 
Taking these points into consideration, this 
project estimates that 223-225 million tonnes of 
biomass is technically available as a feedstock 
for advanced biofuels. To put this in context, 
if all this material were converted to biofuel 
at current yields, it could supply 36.7 Mtoe per 
year of liquid fuel, equivalent to 12 per cent of 
current road fuel consumption, or 16 per cent 
of projected consumption in 2030.

There will in reality be competition between 
different energy users. To ensure this resource is 
deployed most effectively, policymakers might 
in the future need to make choices regarding 
the value of low-carbon mobility versus other 
demands.

Used Cooking Oil
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This chapter summarizes an analysis by the National Non Food Crop 
Centre (NNFCC), which is presented in greater detail in the report 

“Use of sustainably-sourced residue and waste streams for biofuel 
production in the European Union: rural economic impacts and 

potential for job creation”, NNFCC, 2014

Wheat and barley straw are commonly traded 
in Europe for use in the livestock sector. Small 
amounts are also used in the horticulture sec-
tor. While straw is a relatively low-bulk density 
product, this does not prevent intra-EU trading, 
which has involved transport of significant ton-
nages across long distances. 

In areas of high demand, straw can be collect-
ed on up to 80 per cent of the barley area and 
60 per cent of the wheat area. If not collected 
and removed, it is typically ploughed back 
into soil.

There are a number of issues that affect the 
price of agricultural straw residues, such as 
transport costs and the impact of weather on 
supply. As an example, Figure 5.1 shows the 
variability in wheat straw costs experienced in 
the UK in recent years.

Wheat and barley straw prices also vary sig-
nificantly between EU Member States. Cereal 
straw is scarce in the Netherlands and straw 
prices are high, at around €110-120 per tonne, 
reflecting that most straw is imported. Prices 
in eastern and southern Europe can be as low 
as around €25-40 per tonne, reflecting lower 
labour costs.

Where straw is being used for heat and elec-
tricity, buyers have developed long-term 
supply contracts with growers. These offer 
longer-term security to farmers, but the price 
on offer can be €20-30 per tonne below that 
on the open market. The development of 
advanced biofuels creates opportunities to 
develop more efficient supply chains, supply-
ing reliable markets with long-term contracts 
for straw. 

A straw price of €60-80 per tonne (delivered) 
is a reasonable estimate for northern Europe, 
and €30-40 per tonne would be more typi-
cal for southern and eastern Europe. Cost for 
collection, transport and replacement fertilizer 
can amount to €30 per tonne. Taking all these 
issues into account, the actual profit margin for 
the farmer is likely to be only a few euros per 
tonne at residue prices of €30-40 per tonne, 
although this margin rises to €28-43 per tonne 
in areas where farmers can charge €60-80 per 
tonne for straw. 

Crop residues
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Forestry Residues
The largest reserves of forest residue resources are to 
be found in Finland, France, Germany, Poland, Spain 
and Sweden. However, with the exception of Finland 
and Sweden, these residues are currently not collect-
ed. Where costs have been estimated, these tend to 
be higher in Northern Europe, reflecting the mecha-
nized approach adopted for collection, and lower in 
Eastern Europe where labour costs are lower.
Harvest residues are typically collected in bundles 
and then either stored or chipped at the roadside. 
Efficiency can be improved by chipping at a central 
‘receiving plant’ before onward shipping to the end 
user. 

Different collection techniques and supply chains 
lead to wide variation in estimates of cost. The PIX 
Bioenergy Forest Biomass index, which is based on real 
material trades in Finland, shows prices of €62.5 per 
tonne, but other studies show costs as low as €25 per 
tonne, especially in areas of low labour cost. Transport 
of forest residues adds around €8-12 per tonne to the 
delivered price for a trip of up to 100 kilometres (km)34. 
It is uneconomic to transport chips more than 200km 
over land. These costs are in line with current market 
prices for industrial wood chips of around €59-65 per 
tonne35. 

Municipal Solid Waste 
Given the wide range of contaminants in municipal 
solid waste, biofuel plants are likely to rely on a steady 
stream of pre-sorted waste, known as Refuse Derived 
Fuels (RDF). RDF, in addition to wood and paper, will 
also contain plastic and other fossil-derived combus-
tible materials that cannot easily be removed by re-
cycling processes. Only a proportion of the feedstock, 
and therefore any biofuel produced from it, can 
therefore be classed as ‘renewable’. However this is 
typically much greater than 50 per cent, and can be 
as high as 80 per cent, depending on the sorting and 
separating technologies used.

Use of RDF is compatible with advanced conversion 
processes utilizing thermochemical conversion, but 
its heterogeneous nature makes it less suitable for 
biochemical processes. Waste handlers and proces-
sors incur charges to dispose of such waste via landfill, 
and therefore biofuel operations might be able to 
charge a gate fee in the range of €20-40 per tonne 
for accepting the material. The low end of this range 
is typical for areas where RDF is currently used for 
power generation, indicating that increasing bio-ener-
gy investment could ultimately lead to lower gate fee 
revenue for accepting RDF.
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Impact of feedstock costs
The business case for advanced biofuels from wastes 
and residues is highly dependent on access to a 
cheap and reliable supply of feedstock. Figure 5.2 
shows the economic incentives that would be re-
quired to make biofuels from agricultural or forestry 
residues competitive with those made from food 
crops. In regions where feedstocks are cheapest 
(€30-40 per tonne), little or no incentives are required 
to make biochemical ethanol cost-competitive with 
first generation biofuels. By contrast, in regions with 
high feedstock costs (at €80 per tonne), this industry is 
unlikely to take off without sustained incentives.

Biofuels derived from municipal solid waste are 
cost-competitive even with zero gate fee receipts. In 
cases where they could charge gate fees at current 
levels of around €20-46 per tonne, the ethanol or 
FT-diesel produced should be saleable at a compet-
itive price (see Figure 5.3). However, compensation is 
required to cover the lower value fossil-derived biofuel 
produced as a co-product (from fossil contaminants 
in the waste stream, which are likely to be traded at a 
discount to bioethanol).The barriers to investment are 
largely a result of policy uncertainty and investor at-
titudes to risk associated with technologies that have 
not been demonstrated at large scale.

Impact on the rural economy
Up to €15 billion could flow into the European rural 
economy if all the available agricultural and forest 
harvest sustainably resources could be utilized at the 
price-range identified (€40-80 per tonne for agricul-
tural residues and €40-65 per tonne for forest harvest 
residues). This would flow back through the whole 
feedstock supply chain, including the supporting 
logistics operators, machinery suppliers, contracted 
equipment suppliers, etc.

Taking account of the costs beyond the farm gate 
– mainly replacement fertilizer and transport – net 
revenues of up to €5.2 billion annually would flow to 
the farming community. In the case of forestry, the net 
return would be up to €2.3 billion annually.

This project has also sought to estimate the amount 
of employment that would be created in rural econ-
omies as a result of utilizing wastes and residues for 
advanced biofuels. Using typical work-rates in the ag-
ricultural and haulage sectors, it was estimated that 
470-680 workers would be needed annually to process 
1 million tonnes of feedstock over a year. Previous 
studies in Scandinavia36,37 have estimated between 
340-620 workers would be required to shift 1 million 
tonnes of forestry residue, although it should be noted 
that Scandinavian forestry systems are highly mech-
anized and would therefore be at the low end of the 
range of employment intensity.

FIG 5.1
Seasonal and annual variation in UK 
big bale wheat straw average price 
(£ per tonne ex-farm, good quality) 
(source: UK Hay and Straw Traders 
Association)
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As with most refining of fuels, there is low labour inten-
sity associated with operating a bio-refinery (around 
50-80 full time employees per plant), but significant 
levels of temporary employment are created during 
the construction phase. For example, the Vivergo 
wheat-to-ethanol plant, which recently opened in the 
UK, created about 1,000 jobs in its construction phase. 

Based on the level of feedstock availability estimated 
in Chapter 4, it is possible to estimate the full poten-
tial for job creation from developing an advanced 
biofuels industry in the EU using sustainable wastes 
and residues as feedstock. To make full use of this 
resource, in the range of 87-126 thermochemical bio-
fuel plants would be needed, each requiring around 
300,000 tonnes of feedstock annually. Alternatively, 
in the range of 105-162 biochemical ethanol plants 
would be needed for around 150,000 tonnes required 
annually. 

On this basis, 56,000 to 133,000 permanent jobs would 
be created in the rural economy if the full potential of 
wastes and residues were developed in the agricul-
tural and forestry sectors. In addition, construction of 
these biofuel plants would require 87,000 to 162,000 
temporary workers. Operation of these plants would 
create 4,000 to 13,000 permanent jobs. 

It should be noted that in reality, competition will be 
high from the heat and power sector, and utilization is 
unlikely to take off in all regions. Furthermore, reach-
ing this scale would require a sharp increase in invest-
ment. Therefore the real creation of direct jobs will be 
much lower than the full potential.

These represent only the direct employment associ-
ated with feedstock collection, transport and pro-
cessing. Additional indirect employment would flow 
though machinery suppliers, fuel suppliers and other 
ancillary industries, significantly increasing the overall 
employment impact in the EU.

FIG 5.3 
Effect of feedstock price (€ per tonne) on the incentive required over and above the anticipated base fuel market price to achieve an IRR of 10,15 and 
20 per cent for FT-diesel process using municipal solid waste.

FIG 5.2 
Effect of feedstock price (€ per tonne) on the incentive required over and above the anticipated base fuel market price to achieve an internal rate of 
return (IRR) of 10,15 and 20 per cent for biochemical ethanol processes using agricultural or forestry residues.
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Conclusions
This analysis highlights that it is feasible to develop 
a biofuel industry based on use of agricultural and 
forest residues, which in the case of the cheapest 
feedstocks could become cost-competitive with 
only modest incentives. Such fuels would have the 
added advantage of avoiding land-use change 
impacts. Similarly, refuse-derived biofuels could be 
cost-competitive without further support, as long as 
feedstocks are available at little or no cost. However, 
some support would be required to compensate for the 
lower returns anticipated for fuels derived from the fossil 
component of refuse. 

Chapter 4 demonstrated that converting all the 
sustainably available wastes and residues to road 
transport fuels could in theory deliver  technical 
potential of 16 per cent of demand in 2030 if a rapid 
and large scale investment programme could be put 
in place. However, in reality the volumes would be 
lower due to problems mobilizing the entire resource at 
reasonable cost and investing in the large number of 
biorefinery plants required. 

While utilising all of the available resource might be 
viewed as optimistic, achieving just 2 per cent of 
EU road transport fuel in 2020, as suggested by the 
European Parliament, would be less challenging. 

Such a level would secure up to an additional 38,000 
permanent jobs in the rural economy and 3,700 more 
jobs in biofuel refineries, with the potential to return up 
to €1.1 - 2.4 billion in net revenues to the agricultural 
and forestry sectors.
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