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Forest biomass sources




Tree-level biomass from diameter and/or height
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Renewables Obligation: Sustainability Criteria for Solid and Gaseous Biomass
United Kingdom government policy, December 2011

Decision tree for Sustainability: Land Criteria

Does the generating station have a DNC =50kW (i.e. a
microgenerator)? See section 4.2 Yes

\L, No Generator is exempt
from reporting
against the land
Yes criteria.

Is the biomass a waste, wholly derived from waste, landfill
gas or sewage gas? See section 2.24
J;  No
Is the biomass, or biomaterial from which it was obtained a

residue (other than a residue from agriculture, aquaculture,
fisheries of forestry)? See section 2.25

J/ No Yes

Did the land from which your biomass was obtained have the
following status during or after January 2008 —

* Primary forest; or

* Land designated for nature protection purposes - unless

production of that biomaterial did not interfere with purposes

for which this land was designated. Yes
See section 2.7

J No

Did the land from which your biomass was obtained have the
following status during January 2008 —

The biomass does not
meet the land criteria
as it was obtained
from a non-permitted
source.

* Peatland - unless the cultivation and harvesting of
biomaterial did not involve the drainage of previously
undrained soil;

* Continuously forested area - unless the land is still a
continuously forested area;

* Lightly forested area — unless the land is still a lightly
forested area or a continuously forested areas, or unless the
biomass GHG emissions does not exceed 79.2gGHG/M]  (or
285.12 kg CO2eq/MWNh) electricity; or

+* Wetland area - unless that land still is a wetland.
See section 2.7

No

You will have to collect information concerning the category
of land from which the biomass feedstock ariginates during
January 2008 (and after January 2008, where applicable)
See section 4.6

!

You may also be able to use a voluntary scheme (EC or UK approved) to support or
supplement that information you collect in relation to the land criteria. For the scope which
the voluntary scheme does not cover, you will need to use additional evidence to
demonstrate full compliance with the land criteria. This additional evidence may be in the
form of other EC or UK recognised voluntary schemes, but operators will need to collect
information on the category of land from which the biomass feedstock originates during
January 2008 (and after January 2008, where applicable). See section 4.6




Did the land from which your biomass was obtained have the
following status during or after January 2008 —

sIPrimary forest} or

e Tand designated for nature protection purposes - unless
production of that biomaterial did not interfere with purposes
for which this land was designated.

See section 2.7

T o

Did the land from which your biomass was obtained have the
following status during January 2008 —

* Peatland - unless the cultivation and harvesting of

biomaterial did not involve the drainage of previously
undrained soil;

* Continuouslv forested area - unless the land is still a

Primary forest:

Yes

The biomass does not
meet the land criteria

as it was obtained
from a non-permitted
source.

forest and other wooded land of native species, where there is no clearly
visible indication of human activity and the ecological processes are not

significantly disturbed

= A good proportion of Canadian forests!
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Functional relationships between « risks of damage» to
ecosystems and site properties

Rating of risk to soil fertility with forest biomass

harvesting according to two scenarios
Thiffault et al. In preparation
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Risk rating for carbon in Nova-Scotia
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Relationship A
Mean value of carbon

Relationship A
Mimimum value of carbon
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Relative cost, $/oven-dry tons
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Thiffault et al. 2012




Integration of ecological aspects into value chain modelling

Generic value chain model in industrial engineering
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Export routes for solid biomass products
Junginger et al.

2009 Major Pellet Trade Flows

Pellet Trade [P1]
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SUMMARY

Estimate, manage and follow uncertainty sources in
biomass inventories.

Develop, improve and spatialize functional relationships
between risks of ecosystem damage and site properties.

Integrate ecological tools with industrial engineering
tools.
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