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Abstract

The potential power generation from land-based bioenergy is predicted globally using a computer model. Simul-
taneous consideration of land use, cost and carbon restrictions enables practical evaluation of net power output.
Comparisons are made with wind and solar power, and a sensitivity analysis is used to explore the effects of
different policy assumptions. Biomass is shown to offer only moderate power-generating potential, and would
satisfy less than half of current demand even if all suitable existing arable land were used to grow bioenergy
crops. However, bioenergy can be cheap to generate given current economics, and is able to remove atmospheric
carbon in some cases if coupled with carbon capture and storage. Wind turbines are able to provide more power
globally, but photovoltaic solar panels are the only source considered with the potential to satisfy existing
demand. Since land-based bioenergy is also restricted by the need to grow food for an expanding population,
and technological developments are likely to greatly increase the viability of other renewable sources, the role of
land-based bioenergy appears relatively limited and short-term.
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Introduction

Present focus on renewable energy is driven by a
combination of aims, which include reducing carbon
emissions (Schiermeier ef al., 2008), increasing energy
security (Eaves & Eaves, 2007) and minimising
dependence on finite fossil fuel reserves (Mackay, 2008).
Bioenergy is a prominent component of many govern-
ment and industry strategies to exploit renewable
energy due to its ability to contribute towards these
objectives (Berndes ef al., 2003; Bringezu ef al., 2009).
However, renewable energy capacity remains some way
from meeting total demand, supplying just 16% of
global energy consumption in 2009 (REN21, 2011). A
major challenge is to increase power generation from
renewable sources while accounting for concerns such
as cost, carbon emissions and available land.

Recent studies have established the potential for
renewable energy sources to satisfy global demand
(Delucchi & Jacobson, 2011; IPCC, 2011; Jacobson &
Delucchi, 2011). In this article, we provide greater scru-
tiny of bioenergy by comparing it directly against other
land-based renewable sources to investigate its role at
regional and global scales. Emphasis is placed on spatial
results, which are particularly important to account for
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land use competition (Ehrlich & Pringle, 2008; Smith
et al., 2010) and energy distribution (Mackay, 2008).

Computer simulations are used to map predicted
global power generation, production costs and carbon
emissions. Results for bioenergy are compared against
on-shore wind and solar power to assess the relative
importance of bioenergy. Practical potentials are esti-
mated for each source by combining model predictions
with existing land use data. The investigation is thus
able to provide a broader evaluation of the relative
importance of bioenergy than previous global studies
(Fischer & Schrattenholzer, 2001; Beringer et al., 2011),
and allows the merits of bioenergy to be assessed in
terms of different policy aims.

We restrict our consideration of bioenergy to Miscan-
thus x giganteus, a non-food crop which can be grown
on marginal land (Ercoli et al., 1999; Beringer et al.,
2011). Its impact on food prices — perhaps the most
serious criticism of the possible consequences of bioen-
ergy (Eggers et al, 2009) — is therefore able to be
reduced; however, for simplicity only existing arable
land is considered in the current study, as this provides
a straightforward assessment of the spatial distribution
and scale of potential power generation. Miscanthus is
widely reported to provide higher yields than other
candidate bioenergy crops over a range of conditions,
hence offering more efficient use of space, and thereby
minimising disruption of other land uses (Heaton ef al.,
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2004; Tilman et al.,, 2006). Moreover, high levels of
biodiversity have been found in Miscanthus field studies
relative to other agricultural uses (Semere & Slater,
2007). Residues from existing crops are not considered
due to the likely negative impact on soil fertility
(Andrews, 2006); traditional sources of biomass, such as
firewood, are also neglected due to their restricted scope
for development.

This study uses an established crop model (Clifton-
Brown et al., 2000; Hastings et al., 2009a) to predict
bioenergy yields. Incident radiation in the crop model is
used to estimate solar panel power generation, and a
simple model of wind power is also presented. The aim
of the study is to use available global data to provide a
straightforward assessment of the importance of
bioenergy relative to other land-based renewables, and
the modelling approach is deliberately simple and
transparent. For simplicity, we focus on power genera-
tion rather than demand, storage and transmission. This
approach provides clear predictions on the location and
magnitude of available renewable power. While several
assumptions are necessary to facilitate the study, they
are clearly presented and their effects are also investi-
gated.

Materials and methods

Crop and solar calculations

Miscanthus yields are calculated using the crop growth model
Miscanfor (Hastings et al., 2009a), which is a development of
the Miscanmod model (Clifton-Brown et al., 2000) based on the
energy use efficiency method of Monteith (Monteith, 1977; Ew-
ert, 2004). The model uses meteorological and soil data to pre-
dict annual crop yields, and has been shown to provide good
agreement with field data for Miscanthus in Europe and North
America (Clifton-Brown et al., 2000, 2004; Khanna et al., 2008;
Dondini et al., 2009; Hastings et al., 2009a,b). Growth is calcu-
lated according to the product of intercepted photosyntheti-
cally active radiation and the empirical radiation use efficiency
(Clifton-Brown et al., 2000). Temperature and water stress are
accounted for (Hastings ef al., 2009a), assuming no irrigation.

Beringer et al. (2011) recently modelled global Miscanthus
yields using the LPJmL vegetation model, which was validated
globally against yield data for different crop types; results were
compared against Miscanmod in Europe, showing good agree-
ment. Miscanfor has also been successfully compared in Eur-
ope against a highly simplified crop model (Pogson, 2011),
which also shows strong agreement at a global scale (correla-
tion coefficient 0.7 for historical average yields). In the absence
of reliable global field data for Miscanthus, the agreement of
Miscanfor with different modelling approaches strongly sug-
gests it is a reliable method. It has the advantage of being sim-
pler than the LPJmL model, but with more accurate
representation of key marginal areas than the highly simplified
crop model.

Incident radiation is calculated in the Miscanfor model
according to latitude and time of year, accounting for cloud
cover (Hastings et al., 2009a). From this, usable solar power is

obtained simply by multiplying by the conversion efficiency of
a solar panel. Solar panels are assumed parallel to the Earth’s
surface; although this will underestimate light interception rel-
ative to an appropriately angled surface, the difference is not
deemed important to the investigation. No limits are placed on
maximum power output (Nelson et al., 2005), efficiency is
assumed constant with temperature, and electrical energy stor-
age is not considered. Consideration of solar panels is restricted
to standard photovoltaic (PV) cells due to their broader scope
than water heating panels and more general applicability than
concentrating solar panels; although all types of solar panel are
important, standard PV results give a good representation of
the scope for solar power. Conversion efficiency is assumed to
be 0.1 (Mackay, 2008), which is a fairly conservative estimate.

Wind turbine calculations

Wind turbines are assumed to have horizontal-axis rotors per-
pendicular to incident wind. Harnessed power is calculated
from monthly average wind speed data recorded at a fixed
height. At wind speed u, the momentum of air per unit area
perpendicular to the wind direction is equal to pu, where p is
air density. The wind power g per unit area is found as a func-
tion of wind speed by substituting momentum per unit area
for mass in the kinetic energy equation (Mackay, 2008):

g(u) = 0.5p° (1)
The power P generated per unit land area is therefore:
P(u) = q(u)Bef (2)

where e is the efficiency of conversion from wind to mechanical
energy, f is the efficiency of conversion from mechanical to
electrical energy and B is the area swept by the turbines per
unit land area, given by:

B nd?

= Ief (3)

where d is rotor diameter, s is lateral spacing of turbines and ¢
is longitudinal spacing.

Recorded mean wind speed y is adjusted for turbine height
according to the wind profile power-law method (Irwin, 1979):

where p is the mean wind speed at the rotor hub, h, is the
height of measurement, & is the height of the rotor hub and z is
a dimensionless constant obtained empirically.

Assuming wind speed follows a Rayleigh distribution (Feijéo
et al., 1999), expected power U generated by the turbines per
unit land area is calculated as:

u= /R

where R, is the Rayleigh distribution with mean g, v is the cut-
in wind speed, w is the rated wind speed and x is the cut-out
wind speed. Integrals are evaluated by use of the error function
(Abramowitz & Stegun, 1964). Expected energy per unit land
area is obtained by multiplying U by the time period.

w)du + P(w / R, (u (5)
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Wind turbines are assumed identical in all regions as data
are insufficient to match turbine specifications to local condi-
tions. Turbines are assumed to have rotor diameter d of 80 m,
height h of 60 m, cut-in speed v of 4 m s~ !, rated speed w of
16 m s7' and cut-out speed x of 25 m s7!, typical for a large
turbine (Vestas, 2011). Standard values are used for turbine
spacing s and t as 5d and 10d respectively (Manwell et al.,
2009). Mechanical efficiency e is assumed constant at 0.35 (Hau,
2006); although this is a fairly large simplification, the approxi-
mation only applies between the cut-in speed and rated speed,
which is where the assumption is most accurate. Electrical effi-
ciency f is also assumed constant, at 0.85 (Hau, 2006). The
empirical exponent z in Eqn (4) is assumed 1/7 (Mackay,
2008). Air density p is assumed constant at 1.23 kg m (Inter-
national Organization for Standardization, 1999); variation with
temperature is beyond the scope of this study. The effect of
surface gradient is not considered explicitly, but is implicit to
the wind speed data.

Cost calculations

Production costs per unit energy are estimated for the life-cycle
of each energy source, neglecting possible changes in land
value, technology, fuel costs and infrastructure, and excluding
any subsidies. Consideration of distance to users is not made,
although an implicit assumption is made for Miscanthus that
transport costs become prohibitive if plantations are greater
than 50 km from power stations or end use.

Cost per unit energy in terms of present value V is calcu-
lated as (Smeets et al., 2009; van den Broek et al., 2000; Wang
et al., 2011):

_ S XL G/ + Y
Sy E)/ 1+

(6)

where M is the total of number of costs, Ci(y) is the cost of item i
in year y, N is the number of years over which costs are
incurred, d is the annual discount rate and E(y) the gross energy
yield in year N. Mean yields are used for each productive year.

Crop costs are split into one-off costs (establishment and
removal of rhizomes), annual overheads based on land area
(land rent, harvest of above-ground matter and storage) and
annual transport costs based on yield; this choice of categories
is guided in part by available data. Bauen et al. (2010) provide
these costs for Miscanthus in the UK, excluding transport, while
Hoogwijk (2004) provides transport costs, labour costs and
land costs for general bioenergy crops across global economic
regions. Fertiliser costs are neglected due to the low require-
ments of the crop (Ercoli et al., 1999).

To obtain relevant costs across all regions, the costs from Ba-
uen ef al. (2010) are adjusted according to the costs presented
by Hoogwijk (2004) for each region relative to W Europe, tak-
ing the mid-point of reported values. Transport costs are taken
directly from Hoogwijk (2004). Establishment, removal, harvest
and storage costs are scaled as the transport costs of Hoogwijk
(2004), since these processes are assumed to rely heavily on
machinery, while land costs are scaled according to the land
costs of Hoogwijk (2004). The resulting costs are shown in
Table 1, and the assumptions are considered further in the Dis-
cussion section.

To calculate the average annual cost per unit energy of Mi-
scanthus, the values in Table 1 are substituted into Eqn (6),
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using the mean annual energy yield for each year in the sum-
mation, except the first 3 years, where the yield is 0 (Defra,
2007). The crop lifespan is assumed to be 20 years (Beringer
et al., 2011). The discount rate is assumed to be 0.06 for all
regions (Wang et al., 2011).

Photovoltaic solar panel costs are assumed 2503 m 2 (based
on a near-term estimate by Smestad, 2008) with a lifespan of
20 years at full efficiency (Mackay, 2008). All references to $
are for USD. Dismantling costs are neglected due to the scrap
value of solar panels. Land rent is assumed one-quarter of crop
land rent due to the assumed lower value of non-cultivable
land, and the possible application of solar panels to existing
structures. No other costs are considered, such as maintenance
or energy storage.

Wind turbines (as described above) are assumed to cost 2M$
per turbine to install and 100k$ yr~' per turbine for mainte-
nance and insurance (DTI, 2005). Land rent is assumed one-
quarter of crop land rent due to the sparse coverage of wind tur-
bines allowing other land use to some extent. Land rental costs
for wind turbines, as well as solar panels, are likely to be lower
in reality, but are used as a conservative estimate. Turbines are
assumed to have a lifespan of 20 years (Vestas, 2009); disman-
tling costs are neglected due to the scrap value of turbines.

Net power and carbon calculations

Net power and carbon emissions for Miscanthus are calculated
as described by Hastings et al. (2009b), including farming
inputs using fossil fuel-powered machinery. The crop is
assumed to provide no yield for the first 3 years following
establishment, hence mean power output of crop production is
rescaled by a factor of 17/20 to account for the full lifespan (or
the equivalent factor when considering different lifespans).
Only unavoidable energy losses are considered; for Miscanthus
this includes furnace efficiency (which is taken as a minimum
loss for all uses) and biomass losses prior to harvest.

For solar panels, energy inputs and carbon emissions of
2300 MJ m 2 and 125 kg C m™?, respectively, are spread over
the expected lifespan (Stoppato, 2008). For wind turbines,
energy inputs and carbon emissions of 72 T] per turbine and
530 t C per turbine, respectively, are spread over the expected
lifespan, assuming current production methods, including
metal extraction and processing (Vestas, 2009).

With the exception of carbon calculations for Miscanthus
which assume previously cultivated land, carbon emissions
from land use change are not considered due to the proposed
land uses (see below); however, this could be a significant fac-
tor were other land uses considered.

Data inputs

Meteorological inputs used to run the Miscanfor model are
CRU TS 3.0 monthly cloud, temperature and precipitation data
on a 0.5° grid (Mitchell & Jones, 2005). Rather than using mean
meteorological data, which inherently smooth out weather con-
ditions, annual results are calculated explicitly, from which
average yields are obtained (Hastings et al., 2009a). Future
predictions use A2 scenario data from HADCM3 CRU climate
projections (Johns et al., 2003), as described by Hastings et al.
(2009b). IGBP soil data for field capacity and wilt point are
used on a 5 grid (Global Soil Data Task Group, 2000), and
assumed constant with time. Solar power is calculated in the
model according to latitude and time of year, and is only
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Table 1 Miscanthus production costs. Data derived from Bauen et al. (2010) and Hoogwijk (2004)

Region Establishment $/ha Removal $/ha Land $/ha/yr = Harvest $/ha/yr  Storage $/ha/yr  Transport $/GJ
Canada 2050 9 85 117 18 0.33
USA 1930 9 185 110 17 0.31
C America 1800 8 130 103 16 0.29
S America 1800 8 130 103 16 0.29
N Africa 2490 11 30 142 22 0.4
W Africa 2490 11 25 142 22 0.4
E Africa 2490 11 25 142 22 0.4
S Africa 1930 9 85 110 17 0.31
W Europe 2800 13 150 160 25 0.45
E Europe 2360 11 80 135 21 0.38
F USSR 2360 11 35 135 21 0.38
M East 1930 9 40 110 17 0.31
S Asia 1930 9 135 110 17 0.31
E Asia 1990 9 170 114 18 0.32
S-E Asia 1620 7 160 92 14 0.26
Oceania 1620 7 30 92 14 0.26
Japan 2300 11 720 131 21 0.37

affected by cloud input data (Hastings et al., 2009a). Wind
power is calculated using CRU CL 2.0 mean wind speed data
1961-1990 on a 10’ grid (New et al., 2002); due to the difficulty
in accurately measuring and predicting wind speed, global
time-series data and future projections are unfortunately not
readily available. SAGE global land use data are used to pro-
vide the percentage land cover of arable land in the year 2000
on a 5’ grid (Ramankutty et al., 2008), as well as total land suit-
able for cultivation, and 1992 urban areas on a 0.5° grid (Rama-
nkutty & Foley, 1998; Ramankutty et al., 2002). Summations of
results assume a spherical Earth of radius 6371 km (Shirley &
Fairbridge, 1997), with the area of each grid cell calculated
according to its angular size and latitude.

Land use

Provided production criteria are satisfied in a given grid cell,
10% of any arable land is considered available for Miscanthus
(pasture land is avoided to lessen soil carbon emissions due to its
high carbon content (Davidson ef al., 2002); displacement of live-
stock is not considered since this would simply shift rather than
reduce carbon emissions); 10% of any land deemed unsuitable
for cultivation is considered for solar panels; and 10% of any land
deemed unsuitable for cultivation (excluding urban areas) is con-
sidered for wind turbines. It is worth noting that much of the
land covered by wind turbines could still be used for other pur-
poses, hence competition for land between the considered energy
sources is minimal due to the imposed land use restrictions. The
value of 10% is discussed further below, but is easily adjusted
since power output scales linearly with available land (since the
land inside an individual grid cell is uniform in the model).

Land deemed suitable for cultivation which is not already
used as arable land is avoided in all cases due to the
importance of its conservation (Ramankutty et al., 2002). The
fractions are chosen as an upper bound on what might be
possible, and are used to obtain a generous estimation of the
availability of renewable power. In reality, land use would
clearly vary with location, depending on many factors. Given
existing pressures on land use, the arable land fraction may

appear particularly high, but previous studies have considered
using up to 25% of arable land (FAO, 2008). It is also worth
considering the present acceptance of highly inefficient use of
land for meat production (Erb et al., 2009), high levels of over-
consumption of food in many countries (James et al., 2001),
and that around one-third of food produced for human con-
sumption is currently wasted (Gustavson et al., 2011). This
study does not advocate that 10% of land should in fact be
used, or suggest that use of this land for bioenergy crops
would affect these issues over food availability in poorer
regions without political intervention; the purpose is simply to
establish an estimate of the technical potential so that avail-
able technologies can be compared.

The value of 10% land use is clearly somewhat arbitrary.
However, results for different land fractions can be obtained
simply by multiplying the new land fraction relative to 10%.
Furthermore, cost and carbon results are independent of frac-
tional land area, hence are unaffected by the assumption. The
value of 10% is chosen as it gives a reasonable idea of potential
power generation, and is simple to change to a different value.
The major assumption in results is the land types used for each
energy source, as opposed to the fraction of each type; this is
harder to adjust, but is also a less arbitrary assumption.

Assessment of sources

Direct comparison is made between power generation from
each source, avoiding complications of weighting energy
according to its type or storage requirements (Mackay, 2008).
Power generation is only permitted in locations where net
power is positive and production costs and carbon emissions
are below 163 GJ ' and 20 kg C GJ ! gross energy, respec-
tively, equivalent to oil at 100$ per barrel, neglecting subsidies
(Sims et al., 2006).

Unlike solar and wind power generation, bioenergy crops
store chemical potential energy which is not in a directly usable
form. Although this has some advantages, such as its scope to
be converted for use by existing fossil fuel-powered machinery,
it highlights the difficulty to compare power delivery fairly

© 2013 John Wiley & Sons Ltd, GCB Bioenergy, 5, 513-524
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from different sources (Mackay, 2008). Energy values for Mi-
scanthus assume it is burnt in a furnace, giving the maximum
usable energy (Hastings et al., 2009b). Further energy losses
would clearly be involved in generating electrical power; how-
ever, unlike the other sources considered, Miscanthus energy
(i.e. dry matter) could be stored for some time, and transporta-
tion of energy over large distances would require minimal
changes to existing infrastructure.

Comparison of cost and carbon emissions is similarly difficult
between sources. Again, results are presented simply for power
generation without consideration of its type or how it will be used.

Results

Net power, production cost and carbon emissions

Maps from global simulations of net power generation
for each source are shown in Fig. 1. Results are pre-
sented for the power density of each source without
accounting for land use, cost and carbon restrictions
(Fig. 1a—c); results are masked to show only positive net
power generation. Results are also presented accounting
for restrictions (Fig. 1d—f); results are masked according
to cost and carbon restrictions, and power density
rescaled according to available land to show the effec-
tive power density of each grid cell. The map presented
for restricted solar power (Fig. 1e) uses double the max-
imum permitted cost as otherwise all solar power is
ruled out; this is considered further below. Units are
per ha; for values per m? multiply by 107%
1 W m 2 =315576 G] ha ' yr '. Greenland is missing
from crop and solar maps due to data coverage; this is
unimportant due to its poor conditions for power
generation from these sources.

From Fig. 1a, it is evident that Miscanthus is fairly
limited in its spatial distribution, unlike solar and wind
which are able to generate power over most of the
world (Fig. 1b and c). However, production restrictions
have little effect on viable regions for Miscanthus
(Fig. 1d), in contrast with solar (Fig. le) and wind
(Fig. 1f) which are both drastically reduced in spatial
extent by these restrictions (note the doubling of cost
restriction in Fig. le as mentioned above). Although
wind and solar power have relatively high peak power
outputs in Fig. 1e and f, these are often in remote areas
(such as arctic and desert areas), hence their value is
limited. However, both are also able to generate energy
in more populated areas if restrictions are relaxed
(Fig. 1b and ¢). To put power generation per unit area
into context, average global demand is around
30 GJ ha~! yr ' and varies for each country by a factor
of up to around 10 above or below this value (Mackay,
2008).

Maps of production cost and carbon emissions are
shown in Fig. 2. Miscanthus provides generally low
costs and carbon emissions where it is able to be grown

© 2013 John Wiley & Sons Ltd, GCB Bioenergy, 5, 513-524

(Fig. 2a and d). Wind is fairly expensive in many areas
(Fig. 2c), but has generally low carbon emissions
(Fig. 2f). Solar costs (Fig. 2b) and carbon emissions
(Fig. 2e) are generally high and scale very closely with
the inverse of power generation (Fig. 1b) due to the
high manufacturing cost of panels and the assumption
of one-off carbon emissions from manufacture.

Comparison of energy sources

Maps showing which sources provide the highest net
power (with and without accounting for restrictions),
lowest cost and lowest carbon emissions are shown in
Fig. 3. It is evident from Fig. 3a that solar panels are
able to provide the most power almost everywhere;
hence if cost and carbon emissions are not an issue,
solar provides the highest output and best use of space.
However, accounting for available land, cost and carbon
emissions in Fig. 3b, solar power is not currently viable,
and no suitable renewable power source exists across
large parts of the world. Miscanthus provides higher
power output than wind in many areas of Fig. 3b, but
not necessarily higher total power across whole regions
because wind tends to generate more power where it is
productive, as considered below. It should be noted for
Fig. 3c that while solar power is cheapest per unit
energy in many areas, it is still not currently economi-
cally viable, and hence does not appear in Fig. 3b; a
similar explanation holds for carbon emissions from
wind turbines in Fig. 3d. The cost of energy from
Miscanthus is generally lowest of all the sources where it
can be grown, as are carbon emissions, with the notable
exception of large parts of Europe.

Regional totals

Regional net power output, cost, carbon emissions and
required land area for each source are shown in Fig. 4,
accounting for production restrictions. Values for exist-
ing power consumption (2008) are also displayed, taken
from DOE/EIA (2011). Land use in Fig. 4a is the area of
land suitable for each source according to production
criteria, all of which is required to generate the net
power in Fig. 4d. Results for double the maximum per-
mitted cost are also presented to show the scope of
halving production costs or doubling energy prices.
From Fig. 4d it is clear that raising the maximum per-
mitted cost is necessary to satisfy existing power
demand without increasing the already high assumed
land use fraction or converting protected land. Without
raising cost restrictions, around 30% of existing global
demand is met, although much of this comes from wind
in relatively inaccessible areas (Fig 1f). The result is
around 10 times larger than the current figure for the
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Fig. 1 Global distribution of power generation. Maps of unrestricted mean net power density (climate 1961-1990) for: (a) Miscanthus,

1 1

(b) PV solar panels and (c) wind turbines, all in G] ha™" yr~

; corresponding maps of mean net effective power density (climate 1961—

1990) accounting for land use, cost and carbon restrictions for: (d) Miscanthus, (e) PV solar panels (with double cost permitted) and (f)
wind turbines, all in GJ ha™? yr_1. Grey areas indicate no power generation.

considered sources (REN21, 2011), and is around double
of what is currently provided by all renewable sources,
the vast majority being from traditional biomass (such
as wood burning) and hydroelectricity (IPCC, 2011;
RENZ21, 2011), which are not considered in this study.

Costs in Fig. 4b are at the lower end of expected
values (IPCC, 2011) due to neglecting conversion of
biomass into usable energy, energy storage and trans-
mission. Power generation is generally very similar to
previous predictions for global totals (IPCC, 2011).
Negative carbon emissions from Miscanthus in Fig. 4c
are due soil carbon gains owing to the exclusive use of
previously cultivated land. This assumes carbon capture
and storage and a recent conversion of land to Miscan-
thus plantation; negative emissions would decrease in
magnitude with time.

Future bioenergy production vs. demand

Net power and land requirements for Miscanthus using
projected climate data are shown in Fig. 5, assuming
the same cost, carbon and land use restrictions as previ-
ously defined; projected power demand is also dis-
played, using data from DOE/EIA (2011). Regional
changes in bioenergy production largely cancel out at a
global scale, and when compared against projected

demand, it appears that bioenergy will only be able to
provide a decreasing fraction of future power consump-
tion (Fig. 5b). It is worth noting that changes in power
generation are predominantly due to changes in land
areas that are suitable for Miscanthus to grow, rather
than changes in the power output per unit area from
the crop; this is evident from the correlation of both
graphs in Fig. 5. Possible improvements due to crop
breeding are ignored.

Sensitivity to policy assumptions

To examine the effects of different technology and
policy assumptions, values for net power, land use,
mean cost and mean carbon emissions are presented in
Fig. 6 with varying lifespan (i.e. the time period each
energy source remains productive before needing
replacement), cost and carbon restrictions. Results are
presented relative to those obtained from the maximum
rescaling of each parameter. Solar panel results are only
presented for changing cost restriction because power
generation remains zero when varying other parame-
ters. Varying the land fraction has a simple linear effect
on power output, and no effect on mean cost and
carbon emissions, as discussed in the Materials and
methods section (results not shown for simplicity).

© 2013 John Wiley & Sons Ltd, GCB Bioenergy, 5, 513-524
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Fig. 2 Global cost and carbon emissions. Maps of mean cost per unit energy up to 100 MJ~" for: (a) Miscanthus, (b) PVsolar panels
and (c) wind turbines, all in$ MJ~'; maps of mean carbon emissions up to 30 kg C MJ " for: (d) Miscanthus, (e) PV solar panels and

(f) wind turbines, all in kg C M]’T.

Decreasing lifespan lowers average carbon emissions
per unit energy from Miscanthus, as the combination of
restrictions means it can only be grown in increasingly
productive areas (due to the fixed energy overhead of
unproductive initial years). Increasing lifespan causes a
large reduction of wind carbon emissions due to one-off
manufacturing emissions (a similar case would hold for
solar panels). Cost is brought down for all energy
sources by increasing lifespan, but with ever-diminish-
ing returns; power generation and suitable land area
similarly increase with lifespan. There are no downsides
to increasing lifespan (assuming increased lifespan is
not at the expense of other aspects of production, such
as manufacturing efficiency and embedded carbon), and
it is of most value in reducing carbon emissions from
wind turbines.

Increasing permitted carbon emissions has almost no
effect on wind power generation, and little effect on
bioenergy productivity. The small increase in crop
power generation is associated with a large increase in
cost, required land area and, particularly, carbon emis-
sions; the extra power evidently comes from marginal
areas which generate little power per unit area, and
hence are more expensive and less carbon efficient.
Increasing permitted carbon emissions therefore
appears to have very little benefit.

© 2013 John Wiley & Sons Ltd, GCB Bioenergy, 5, 513-524

Increasing permitted cost (equivalent to reducing
production cost) has very little effect on bioenergy
above current levels, suggesting that production cost is
not a limiting factor over present conditions (for bio-
mass production, at least). With wind power, the effect
of increasing permitted cost has a fairly even effect on
power generation, cost and carbon emissions, hence
achievable wind power could be viably increased by
lowering production costs. However, solar power
displays by far the greatest response to increasing
permitted cost; power output increases vastly over a
very small range of change in cost, displaying very
large returns on relaxing cost restrictions. Within a
small percentage change in costs, solar power changes
from not being viable to being hugely productive.

Discussion

Bioenergy compared with other renewables

Miscanthus is both unable to satisfy existing demand
and generally makes the least efficient use of land
(Fig. 4). It is unlikely to increase in productivity either
through changes in policy (Fig. 6) or climate (Fig. 5); it
is also worth noting that irrigation and fertilisation have
previously been shown to be limited in scope to
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(a)

Fig. 3 Global comparison of energy sources. Maps of which source provides: (a) highest power output per unit area, (b) as (a) but
accounting for restrictions (without doubling permitted cost for solar panels), (c) lowest cost per unit energy and (d) lowest carbon
emissions per unit energy (white areas denote no suitable power source).
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Middle East — for: (a) land use, (b) cost per unit energy, (c) carbon emissions per unit energy and (d) net power (n.b. log scale) (hatch-
ing denotes double maximum cost restriction; white bars in Fig. 4d show power demand from DOE/EIA (2011)).
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improve yields (Ercoli et al., 1999; Beringer ef al., 2011).
Using 10% of suitable arable land to grow Miscanthus
(which equates to around 6% of all arable land) gener-
ates less than 5% of total power demand (Fig 4). Hence,
if all suitable arable land were converted to grow
Miscanthus, it would provide less than half of current
demand. However, it can in some cases remove atmo-
spheric carbon in the initial years of establishment
(Fig. 4; the effect of this would be permanent if com-
bined with carbon capture and storage technology), is
cheap to grow (Fig. 3), and may be of use at a local
scale for heat or power generation or a combination of
both. Since many of the most productive areas for
Miscanthus occur in less developed countries, it is possi-
ble that bioenergy crop farming could aid sustainable
development (Mathews, 2007). However, because areas
of high yield also largely coincide with natural forests,
it is essential that natural habitats are not converted (as
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Fig. 5 Future Miscanthus energy. Graphs of future climate pre-
dictions relative to 1961-1990 mean for: (a) land requirement
for Miscanthus, and (b) net power (dashed lines indicate pro-
jected demand, using data from DOE/EIA (2011); note that
Asian and S American projected power demands coincide).
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avoided in this study), as this would not only reverse
carbon benefits but would also result in many other
harmful consequences (Searchinger et al., 2008). Predic-
tions of potential benefits for developing areas must
also be balanced by the current situation of biofuels
often benefitting developed countries at huge detriment
to people in poorer areas (Rice, 2010). Although only
Miscanthus has been considered in this study, we
believe that the use of other bioenergy crops to exploit
local conditions would have only a small effect on
overall yield relative to total demand (Beringer ef al.,
2011).

It should be noted that the cost estimates for Miscan-
thus are particularly lenient. Fairly old values have been
used, which will tend to underestimate actual costs,
especially due to rising fuel prices. Fertilisation costs
have also been neglected, although they are likely to be
relatively low. Furthermore, results for carbon emis-
sions have assumed the use of carbon capture and
storage, which is not only an immature technology but
would also significantly increase production costs and
reduce available power, neither of which has been
accounted for in this study.

Our prediction of total yield from a dedicated bioen-
ergy crop is at the low end of many previous global
estimates. Due to our land use restrictions, and consid-
eration of net rather than gross energy, we predict just
under 25 EJ yr~! from bioenergy, compared with some
previous estimates exceeding 100 EJ yr ' (Beringer
et al., 2011; Haberl et al., 2011; Nijsen et al., 2011). Our
estimate assumes the use of 10% of suitable arable
land, while previous studies have considered partial
conversion of natural land and forests. Since Beringer
et al. (2011) showed good agreement between their crop
model and the present one, the large differences in
yields are down to land use assumptions rather than
modelling disparities. The totals obtained in previous
studies may be achievable, but the discrepancies
highlight the scale of cultivation required for land-based
bioenergy to generate a significant fraction of global
demand, as our land use assumptions are already high.
Nijsen et al. (2011) predicted yields of 32 EJ yr™' from
degraded land excluding land currently used for arable,
pasture or forest, while Erb et al. (2012) estimated yields
as low as 26 EJ yr ' without conservation-related con-
straints, which would lower their prediction further.
This raises the question of whether it is sensible to con-
centrate on using vast areas of land to grow dedicated
bioenergy crops; in comparison to other land-based
renewable energy sources, which generally require less
land per unit energy and have greater power-generating
potential, the value of large scale production of bioener-
gy from dedicated crops is highly debatable. The
limited scope for bioenergy presented here is in line
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with the conclusions of other recent studies (German
National Academy of Sciences Leopoldina, 2012).

Wind power is able to provide more power than
Miscanthus and generally uses land more efficiently. It
has higher production costs and carbon emissions per
unit energy (Fig. 4), although these are still relatively
low. While it is more limited in its spatial distribution
than Miscanthus with current restrictions on cost and
carbon emissions, it has the potential to be productive
over far greater areas with these restrictions reduced
(Figs 1 and 6). It should be noted that modelling inaccu-
racy is likely to be the largest for wind power.

Although it appears that solar power is generally not
economically viable given current production costs (as
described in the Materials and methods section), it has
by far the greatest potential of the renewable sources
considered in terms of the magnitude, density and
distribution of power (Figs 1 and 4), and is also the
cheapest power source in many areas (Fig. 3c). With
small increases in permitted maximum cost (equivalent
to falling production costs), realisable power generation
increases rapidly (Fig. 6), and easily satisfies existing
demand at double the cost (Fig. 4), using 10% of suitable
non-cultivable land. However, the distribution of pro-
duction would be highly concentrated in few areas at
this cost limit (Figs le and 4d), and because energy
transmission is not accounted for here, it would remain a
significant barrier; this is evidently of major importance,
along with the issue of energy storage. Solar panels are,
however, the only power source considered that has the
ability to satisfy current demand, and could deliver
energy across the globe if cost restrictions were over-
come. The large potential of solar power also means that
it could meet projected future demand (Figs 1a and 5b).
Unlike dedicated bioenergy crops, which use land that is
valuable for many other uses, the proportion of land
used for solar panels could realistically be increased in
many areas, resulting in up to 10 times the productivity
reported here in some regions. Since a large proportion
of existing energy demand is for heating, the usefulness
of water heating solar panels should be noted, which are
significantly cheaper and more efficient than PV panels;
the use of concentrating solar panels to maximise power
output from strategic locations is also important to con-
sider. The study has been conservative in certain aspects
of its estimates of available solar power by assuming
non-angled panels and a fairly low conversion efficiency.
Although solar power has by far the highest carbon
emissions of all the energy sources considered, these are
still on average less than half of fossil fuel emissions per
unit energy (and electric engines are far more efficient
than combustion engines, which would reduce relative
demand; Mackay, 2008), hence its high power delivery
means it has a large potential to mitigate carbon emis-
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sions. However, growth in energy demand may offset
much of this (EMF, 2011).

Power supply

Because carbon emissions and production costs are
mainly overheads which are independent of generated
power for all energy sources, lower prices and lower
carbon emissions per unit energy are closely correlated,
and hence areas of high yield are trebly valuable for
renewable power sources since they minimise land use
requirements, costs and carbon emissions. However,
benefits of distributing renewable sources more evenly
include greater local energy security, shared burden
of land use, and cheaper and more straightforward
transmission of energy. Fluctuations in power supply
are beyond the scope of this study, but it is worth
noting that biomass is reasonably suited to providing a
store of energy, which could compensate for short-term
fluctuations in conditions. Although harvested each
year, the difference in seasons between northern and
southern hemispheres means that globally there would
be two harvests per year.

Future prospects

Given current trends of rapidly increasing population
size and energy usage per capita across the world
(International Energy Outlook, 2011), and the related
need for increased food production (Smith et al., 2010),
it is unlikely that power demand will decrease or that
more land (or even anywhere near as much land) could
be used for bioenergy than considered here without
converting protected land.

Production costs for many aspects of renewable
power are likely to decrease as technologies mature,
and it is likely that policies which target the effects of
carbon emissions will also effectively reduce the cost
of renewable sources due to their potential for carbon
mitigation. While it is possible to obtain relatively
cheap energy from renewable sources, more expensive
energy is required to meet existing demand. It there-
fore seems that the price to users should not be con-
stant, but should increase with usage; this would help
to reduce the cost of energy for those least able to
afford it.

The high sensitivity to cost restrictions for achievable
power from solar panels means that both subsidies
and investment in technology would be particularly
valuable, with advances in conversion efficiency,
lifespan, production methods (Pala ef al., 2009) and
reduced land rental all able to vastly increase the
viability of solar power. This would further decrease
the role of bioenergy at a global scale.

© 2013 John Wiley & Sons Ltd, GCB Bioenergy, 5, 513-524

This study has emphasized the challenges of
decarbonising the use of energy and the adoption of
land-based renewables. Key areas for further research
include the reduction of cost per unit of energy of solar
and wind power, increasing their lifespan and reducing
their embedded carbon. Bioenergy, while limited in
global output, could be important for well-distributed
small-scale energy use. Furthermore, since land avail-
able for growing bioenergy feedstocks is a major
limiting factor in its production, the exploitation of bio-
energy should focus on uses that produce the highest
net energy per unit area of land. It therefore follows that
research should focus on plant breeding and agronomy
that produces the largest yields per unit area.

Acknowledgements

PS is a Royal Society-Wolfson Merit Award holder. This work
contributes to the UK Energy Research Centre (UKERC)/
NERC-funded project ‘Spatial Mapping and Evaluation of
Energy Crop Distribution in Great Britain to 2050" (NE/
HO013415/1) and the EU-funded project ‘GHG-Europe’. The
authors are grateful to Shifeng Wang, Ed Jones, Mark Richards
and Matthias Kuhnert (University of Aberdeen, UK) for helpful
discussions. Thanks also to anonymous reviewers for their
helpful comments.

References

Abramowitz M, Stegun TA (1964) Handbook of Mathematical Functions. pp. 297-300.
Dover Publications, New York.

Andrews SS (2006) Crop Residual Removal for Biomass Energy Production: Effects on
Soils and Recommendations. White paper USDA Natural Resource Conservation
Service, Washington, DC.

Bauen AW, Dunnett AJ, Richter GM, Dailey AG, Aylott M, Casella E, Taylor G
(2010) Modelling supply and demand of bioenergy from short rotation coppice
and Miscanthus in the UK. Bioresource Technology, 101, 8132-8143.

Beringer T, Lucht W, Schaphoff S (2011) Bioenergy production potential of global
biomass plantations under environmental and agricultural constraints. GCB
Bioenergy, 3, 299-312.

Berndes G, Hoogwijk M, van den Broek R (2003) The contribution of biomass in
the future global energy supply: a review of 17 studies. Biomass and Bioenergy,
25, 1-28.

Bringezu S, Schiitz H, O’Brien M, Kauppi L, Howarth RW, McNeely J (2009) Towards
Sustainable Production and Use of Resources: Assessing Biofuels. United Nations Envi-
ronment Programme, New York.

van den Broek R, van den Burgh T, van Wijk A, Turkenburg W (2000) Electricity
generation from eucalyptus and bagasse by sugar mills in Nicaragua. Biomass and
Bioenergy, 19, 311-355.

Clifton-Brown JC, Neilson B, Lewandowski I, Jones MB (2000) The modelled pro-
ductivity of Miscanthus x giganteus (GREEF et DEU) in Ireland. Industrial Crops
and Products, 12, 97-109.

Clifton-Brown JC, Stampfl PF, Jones MB (2004) Miscanthus biomass production for
energy in Europe and its potential contribution to decreasing fossil fuel carbon
emissions. Global Change Biology, 10, 509-518.

Davidson EA, Nepstad DC, Klink C, Trumbore SE (2002) Pasture soils as carbon
sink. Nature, 376, 472-473.

Defra (2007) Planting and Growing Miscanthus, Best Practice Guidelines. Defra,
London.

Delucchi MA, Jacobson MZ (2011) Providing all global energy with wind, water and
solar power, part II: reliability, system and transmission costs, and policies.
Energy Policy, 39, 1170-1190.

DOE/EIA (2011) International Energy Outlook. U.S. Energy Information Administra-
tion, Washington, DC, DOE/EIA-00484.



524 M. POGSON et al.

Dondini M, Hastings A, Saiz G, Jones MB, Smith P (2009) The potential of Miscan-
thus to sequester carbon in soils: comparing field measurements in Carlow, Ire-
land to model predictions. GCB Bioenergy, 1, 413-425.

DTI (2005) Scroby Sands — Supply chain analysis. A report to Renewables East by Douglas-
Westwood Limited and ODE Limited. Commissioned by the DTI, UK.

Eaves ], Eaves S (2007) Renewable corn-ethanol and energy security. Energy Policy,
35, 5958-5963.

Eggers ], Troltzsch K, Falcucci A (2009) Is biofuel policy harming biodiversity in
Europe? GCB Bioenergy, 1, 18-34.

Ehrlich PR, Pringle RM (2008) Where does biodiversity go from here? A grim busi-
ness-as-usual forecast and a hopeful portfolio of partial solutions. PNAS, 105,
11579-11586.

EMF (2011) Energy Efficiency and Climate Change Mitigation. Report 25. Energy Model-
ing Forum, Stanford.

Erb K-H, Haberl H, Krausmann F et al. (2009) Eating the Planet: Feeding and Fuelling
the World Sustainably, Fairly and Humanely — a Scoping Study. Social Ecology Work-
ing Paper No. 116. Commissioned by Compassion in World Farming and Friends
of the Earth UK. Institute of Social Ecology and PIK Potsdam, Vienna.

Erb K-H, Haberl H, Plutzar C (2012) Dependency of global primary bioenergy crop
potentials in 2050 on food systems, yields, biodiversity conservation and political
stability. Energy Policy, 47, 260-269.

Ercoli L, Mariotti M, Masoni A, Bonari E (1999) Effect of irrigation and nitrogen fer-
tilization on biomass yield and efficiency of energy use in crop production of Mi-
scanthus. Fields Crop Research, 63, 3-11.

Ewert F (2004) Modelling plant responses to elevated CO,: how important is leaf
area index? Annals of Botany, 93, 619-627.

FAO (2008) The State of Food and Agriculture. Biofuels: Prospects, Risks and Opportuni-
ties. FAO, Rome.

Feijoo AE, Cidras J, Dornelas JLG (1999) Wind speed simulation in wind farms for
steady-state security assessment of electrical power systems. IEEE Transactions on
Energy Conversion, 14, 1582-1588.

Fischer G, Schrattenholzer L (2001) Global bioenergy potentials through 2050. Bio-
mass and Bioenergy, 20, 151-159.

German National Academy of Sciences Leopoldina (2012) Bioenergy — Chances and
Limits. German National Academy of Sciences Leopoldina, Halle (Saale).

Global Soil Data Task Group (2000) Global gridded surfaces of selected soil charac-
teristics (IGBP-DIS). Oak Ridge National Laboratory, doi:10.3334/ ORNLDAAC/569.

Gustavson J, Cederberg C, Sonesson U, van Otterdijk R, Meybeck A (2011) Global
Food Losses and Food Waste. FAO, Rome.

Haberl H, Erb K-H, Krausmann F et al. (2011) Global bioenergy potentials from agri-
cultural land in 2050: sensitivity to climate change, diets and yields. Biomass and
Bioenergy, 35, 4753-4769.

Hastings A, Clifton-Brown J, Wattenbach M, Mitchell CP, Smith P (2009a) The devel-
opment of MISCANFOR, a new Miscanthus crop growth model: towards more
robust yield predictions under different climatic and soil conditions. GCB Bioener-
gy, 1, 154-170.

Hastings A, Clifton-Brown J, Wattenbach M, Mitchell CP, Stampfl P, Smith P (2009b)
Future energy potential of Miscanthus in Europe. GCB Bioenergy, 1, 180-196.

Hau E (2006) Wind Turbines: Fundamentals, Technologies, Application, Economics (2nd
edn). Springer, Berlin.

Heaton E, Voigt T, Long SP (2004) A quantitative review comparing the yields of
two candidate C4 perennial biomass crops in relation to nitrogen, temperature
and water. Biomass and Bioenergy, 27, 21-30.

Hoogwijk MM (2004) On the Global and Regional Potential of Renewable Energy
Sources. PhD thesis, Utrecht University, The Netherlands.

International Energy Outlook (2011) DOE/EIA-0484, Energy Information Administra-
tion. U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, DC.

International Organization for Standardization (1999) Standard Atmosphere: ISO 2533.
International Organization for Standardization, Geneva.

IPCC (2011) Summary for Policymakers. In: IPCC Special Report on Renewable Energy
Sources and Climate Change Mitigation (eds Edenhofer O, Pichs-Madruga R, Sokona
Y, Seyboth K, Matschoss P, Kadner S, Zwickel T, Eickemeier P, Hansen G, Schls-
mer S, von Stechow C), Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK and New
York, NY.

Irwin JS (1979) A theoretical variation of the wind profile power-law exponent as a
function of surface roughness and stability. Atmospheric Environment, 12, 191-194.

Jacobson MZ, Delucchi MA (2011) Providing all global energy with wind, water,
and solar power, part I: technologies, energy resources, quantities and areas of
infrastructure, and materials. Energy Policy, 39, 1154-1169.

James PT, Leach R, Kalamara E, Shayeghi M (2001) The worldwide obesity epedem-
ic. Obesity Research, 9, 228-233.

Johns TC, Gregory JM, Ingram W] et al. (2003) Anthropogenic climate change for
1860 to 2100 simulated with the HadCM3 model under updated emissions sce-
narios. Climate Dynamics, 20, 583-612.

Khanna M, Dhungana B, Clifton-Brown ] (2008) Costs of producing Miscanthus and
switchgrass for bioenergy in Illinois. Biomass and Bioenergy, 32, 482—493.

Mackay DJC (2008) Sustainable Energy — Without the Hot Air. UIT, Cambridge.

Manwell JF, McGowan ]G, Rogers AL (2009) Wind Energy Explained: Theory, Design
and Application (2nd edn). Wiley, Chichester.

Mathews JA (2007) Biofuels: what a Biopact between North and South could
achieve. Energy Policy, 35, 3550-3570.

Mitchell TD, Jones PD (2005) An improved method of contructing a database of
monthly climate observations and associated high resolution grids. International
Journal of Climatology, 25, 693-712.

Monteith JL (1977) Climate and the efficiency of crop production in Britain.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London B, 281, 277-294.

Nelson DB, Nehrir MH, Wang C (2005) Unit sizing and cost analysis of stand-alone
hybrid wind /PV/fuel cell power generation systems. Renewable Energy, 31, 1641
1656.

New M, Lister D, Hulme M, Makin I (2002) A high-resolution data set of surface
climate over global land areas. Climate Research, 21, 1-25.

Nijsen M, Smeets E, Stehfest E, van Vuuren D (2011) An evaluation of the global
potential of bioenergy production on degraded lands. GCB Bioenergy, 4, 130-147.

Pala RA, White ], Barnard E, Liu J, Brongersma ML (2009) Design of plasmonic
thin-film solar cells with broadband absorption enhancements. Advanced Materi-
als, 21, 3504-3509.

Pogson M (2011) Modelling Miscanthus yields with low resolution input data.
Ecological Modelling, 222, 3849-3853.

Ramankutty N, Foley JA (1998) Characterizing patterns of global land use: an
analysis of global croplands data. Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 12, 667-685.

Ramankutty N, Foley JA, Norman ], McSweeney K (2002) The global distribution of
cultivable lands: current patterns and sensitivity to possible climate change.
Global Ecology and Biogeography, 11, 377-392.

Ramankutty N, Evan AT, Monfreda C, Foley JA (2008) Farming the planet: 1.
Geographic distribution of global agricultural lands in the year 2000, Global
Biogeochemical Cycles 22, GB1003, doi: 10.1029/2007GB002952.

REN21 (2011) Renewables 2011 Global Status Report. REN21 Secretariat, Paris, pp. 11-32.

Rice T (2010) Meals per gallon. The impact of industrial biofuels on people and glo-
bal hunger. ActionAid report.

Schiermeier Q, Tollefson J, Scully T, Witze A, Morton O (2008) Energy alternatives:
electricity without carbon. Nature, 454, 816-823.

Searchinger T, Heimlich R, Houghton RA et al. (2008) Use of U.S. croplands for
biofuels increases greenhouse gases through emissions from land-use change.
Science, 319, 1238-1240.

Semere T, Slater FM (2007) Ground flora, small mammal and bird species diversity
in miscanthus (Miscanthus x giganteus) and reed canary-grass (Phalaris arundina-
cae) fields. Biomass and Bioenergy, 31, 20-29.

Shirley JH, Fairbridge RW (eds.) (1997) Encyclopedia of Planetary Sciences. Chapman &
Hall, London.

Sims REH, Hastings A, Schlamadinger B, Taylor G, Smith P (2006) Energy crops:
current status and future prospects. Global Change Biology, 12, 2054-2076.

Smeets EMW, Lewandowski IM, Faaij APC (2009) The economic and environ-
mental performance of miscanthus and switchgrass production and supply
chains in a European setting. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 13,
1230-1245.

Smestad GP (2008) The basic economics of photovoltaics. Conference Paper Pre-
sented at Solar Energy: New Materials and Nanostructured Devices for High Effi-
ciency (Solar), Stanford. Available at http://www.solideas.com/papers/OSA _
Solar_Stanford_Smestad.pdf (accessed 27 September 2012).

Smith P, Gregory PJ, van Vuuren D et al. (2010) Competition for land. Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society B, 365, 2941-2957.

Stoppato A (2008) Life cycle assessment of photovoltaic electricity generation.
Energy, 33, 224-232.

Tilman D, Hill J, Lehman C (2006) Carbon-negative biofuels from low-input high-
diversity grassland biomass. Science, 314, 1598-1600.

Vestas (2009) An Environmentally Friendly Investment: Lifecycle Assessment of a V80-
2.0MW Onshore Wind Turbine. Vestas Wind Systems, Denmark.

Vestas (2011) V80 2.0MW Commercial Brochure. Vestas Wind Systems, Denmark.

Wang S, Wang S, Hastings A, Pogson M, Smith P (2011) Economic and greenhouse
gas costs of Miscanthus supply chains in the United Kingdom. GCB Bioenergy, 4,
358-363.

© 2013 John Wiley & Sons Ltd, GCB Bioenergy, 5, 513-524



