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ABSTRACT: Perennial biomass crops (PBCs) can potentially contribute to all ten Common Agricultural Policy (2023-

27) objectives and up to eleven of the seventeen UN Sustainable Development Goals. This paper discusses interlinked 

issues that must be considered in the expansion of PBC production: i) available land; ii) yield potential; iii) integration 

into farming systems; iv) research and development requirements; v) utilisation options; and vi) market systems and the 

socio-economic environment. The challenge to create development pathways that are acceptable for all actors, relies on 

measurement, reporting and verification of greenhouse gas emissions reduction in combination with other environmental, 

economic and social aspects. This paper makes the following policy recommendations to enable greater PBC deployment: 

1) incentivise farmers and land managers through specific policy measures, including carbon pricing, to allocate their 

less productive and less profitable land for uses which deliver demonstrable greenhouse gas reductions; 2) enable 

greenhouse gas mitigation markets to develop and offer secure contracts for commercial developers of verifiable low 

carbon bioenergy and bio-products; 3) support innovation in biomass utilisation value chains; and 4) continue long-term, 

strategic research and development and education for positive environmental, economic and social sustainability impacts. 

Keywords: perennial biomass crops, ecosystem services, upscaling feedstock for the bioeconomy, land use change, social 

acceptance, policy recommendations 

 

 

1 BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES 

 

Perennial biomass crops (PBCs) include grasses and 

tree species with rotation lengths up to 20 years grown on 

agricultural land (arable or rotational grassland). PBCs can 

match the productivity of high input annual crops in terms 

of dry tonnes of biomass per year with lower 

environmental impacts [1] whilst providing a wider range 

of ecosystem services [2, 3] (Figure 1A). However, as with 

all crops, PBCs require land, water, and nutrients and 

therefore fall within the land-water-food-energy nexus [4, 

5]. Increasing PBC production in an already established 

landscape has both ‘perceived’ (because quantitative 

evidence is often lacking) benefits and potential dis-

benefits (Figure 1). Some have strong quantitative 

evidence but, for many, our knowledge is limited by 

temporal and spatial factors that interact from crop 

production right through to product (and product end-of-

life or recycling). PBC research programmes over the past 

three decades have been driven by the need to reduce the 

use of fossil fuels in energy and materials production and 

to maximise the environmental sustainability of growing 

raw materials for these purposes.  

Up to the year 2021, total planted areas of PBCs had 

stagnated despite industrial partnerships embedded in 

public-private funded projects promoted by organisations 

such as the EU’s Biomass-Based Industries Consortium 

(https://www.bbi.europa.eu/). This stagnation may be 

attributed to several uncertainties, both for potential 

growers and supply chain managers; some related to 
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technical aspects of crop management [6], some to non-

technical barriers such as indirect land use change and 

others due to insufficiently joined-up policy support from 

governments, needed to create a sufficiently profitable 

market for the biomass produced [7]. Multi-actor 

communication is still lacking and we, the scientists 

working on PBCs, are increasingly being encouraged to 

engage with the public and policymakers. This paper is a 

contribution to a large discussion at this, and many other, 

biomass conferences and is an abridged version of a recent 

opinion paper [8]. 

 

 
 

Figure 1: Perceived benefits (A) and potential dis-benefits 

(B) associated with perennial biomass crops (PBCs) drawn 

from project results, the literature, and practical experience 

depending on previous land use and social context. The 

term ‘Biodiversity’ refers to modifying landscapes 

providing habitats with lower disturbance than arable 

systems which have been shown to support birds, plants, 

and small mammals especially on the transition zones 

(edges) between PBCs and the surrounding land use. 

‘Security’ refers to security of supply of biomass for the 

green transition and transformation of society (Figure 

adapted from [8]). GHG = greenhouse gas, TRL = 

technology readiness level 

 

 

2 BIOMASS SUPPLY (PUSH) AND UTILIZATION 

(PULL) 

 

To provide a structure for this opinion paper, we use a 

'pipeline model’ (Figure 2) divided into production (push) 

and demand (pull). 

These factors interact to determine the deployment 

opportunities for PBCs (production and utilisation chains) 

and identify broad areas for discussion on policy 

interventions. We use this structure to identify where 

barriers to upscaling exist, and their consequences from a 

production and utilisation perspective. Only if all actors in 

the pipeline can make a profit comparable to other 

potential activities with the same resources (i.e., benefits 

outweighing opportunity costs) will upscaling occur 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2: Factors involved in production (PUSH) and 

market demand (PULL) perennial biomass crop upscaling 

(discussed in sections below). (Photo: Uwe Kuehn. 

R&D=research and development). 

 

2.1 Push factor 1: Available land 

How much land could be used for PBCs without 

detrimentally affecting essential food production or 

ecosystem services? This is a complex question to answer, 

as there are many interacting factors including population 

demographics and distribution, diet, technological 

advances, and political shocks [9, 10]. One suggestion is 

the concept of land sparing associated with sustainable 

intensification [11, 12]. This was unintentionally tested by 

the EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) ‘set-aside’ 

policies of the early 1990s where it was found that leaving 

10% of arable land fallow did not result in the reduction of 

overall food produced in the EU as predicted by Hodge 

[13]. This highlights the complexity of assessing land 

availability as individual land managers can alter practice 

in a myriad of ways to either maintain production or meet 

changing demands.   In Brazil, the US, EU and UK, a large 

amount of land is used to produce high input annual crops 

(food crops and silage maize) for bioenergy purposes (i.e., 

‘first generation’ bioenergy crops such as oil seed rape and 

soybean being used for bio-diesel production or maize for 

bioethanol and biogas). Subsequently, concerns about 

indirect land use change were triggered by policies 

supporting the use of first generation bioenergy crops, first 

in the US [14] and then in the EU by the Institute for 

European Environmental Policy [15] due to a failure to 

meet sustainability criteria. Focussing PBC planting on 

land less suitable for food production (often referred to as 

marginal land) has been proposed as an effective way to 

mitigate indirect land use change risks [16] and improve 

habitat for biodiversity. Marginal land categorisation is 

complex and comprises many factors [17]: soil texture 

[18], aspect ratio, drainage, climate, stoniness, altitude etc. 

(e.g. MAFF [19]), and must also consider sociological and 

economic contexts [20, 21]. Earlier estimates of the 

‘marginal’ agricultural land in Europe that could 

potentially be used for PBCs range between 69 and 95 

million ha [18, 22]. Recent programmes, including the EU 

MAGIC project (https://magic-h2020.eu/), have worked to 

improve these definitions and quantify potential land area 

to better evaluate the impact of land use change to PBC 

production [22-24]. At a European level, spatial analyses 

are beginning to use remote sensing to identify abandoned, 

degraded or contaminated lands that could move from 

annual to perennial crop production, i.e. available for 

PBCs, afforestation or rewilding [23, 25].  

It has been argued that a reduction in consumption of 

livestock products is required to ‘free up’ land for biomass 

feedstock cultivation as well as for afforestation and 

restoration of other natural ecosystems [26].  
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A recent analysis found that 75% of agricultural land 

use in Germany is used for livestock production (mainly 

grain fed pigs) (Scheffler et al., 2021), with the figures for 

the UK being 85% [27], while globally around 40% of all 

arable crops grown are used to feed livestock for meat, egg 

and dairy production [28]. There is general agreement that 

meat consumption in the global north needs to decrease, 

and that this will free up significant areas of land for non-

food uses. For example in the UK, the Climate Change 

Committee indicates a 35% reduction in meat and dairy 

consumption by 2050, thus allowing expansion of the 

planted area of PBCs. Changes in food consumption and 

production are more likely to be gradual than rapid. If 

landowners are to be persuaded to convert some land from 

livestock feed production to PBCs, the income to 

producers from growing PBCs needs to be at least as 

economically attractive as other alternative land use 

options. For such a transition comprehensive policy 

support (whole farming system) will be necessary to allow 

farmers and supply chains the confidence to adopt these 

new low-carbon enterprises [29, 30].  

In addition to the challenges of identifying potentially 

available land, there are also important considerations of 

how PBCs can be spatially integrated into the landscape to 

maximise co-benefits for the ecosystem while minimising 

negative environmental impacts [3, 31, 32]. PBC 

strip/alley plantings into ‘readily harvestable-hedgerows’ 

could provide shelter, erosion control and landscape 

connectivity supporting wildlife and biodiversity [33-36]. 

Implementation details would depend on the specific site 

attributes, such as soil texture, rainfall, current land use, 

and landscape type [31]. To implement these would likely 

require a ‘farm level’ environmental impact assessment 

and a system for Monitoring, Reporting and Verification 

(MRV) certification with payments for ecosystem services 

using multi-dimensional metrics [37, 38].  

The developers of new land use policies are grappling 

with this due to a scarcity of robust long-term quantitative 

evidence about land use transition to PBCs from 

alternative land use. As scientists, we would hope that data 

at the whole European level, from trials combined with 

crop modelling and remote sensing in Geographic 

Information Systems (GIS), would be used in planning and 

supporting spatially explicit land use, including PBC 

plantings. 

In conclusion, these debates on land availability are 

nuanced, but extensive integrated assessment modelling, 

both within-country and EU-wide, does support the 

expansion of PBCs [39]. Based on these modelling 

outcomes, and our combined experience, we conclude 

that, with appropriate development of MRV schemes, a 

simple EU-wide target of 10% of total existing agricultural 

land (arable and rotational grassland) for PBCs is large 

enough to deliver sufficient feedstock to develop the 

sustainable biomass-based industries required, but small 

enough to provide protection for current food production 

capacity, water resources, biodiversity and the 

environment. We recommend therefore that agricultural 

and related policy support PBC production to 10% of the 

agricultural area and for this to be included within the 

following CAP period from 2028 to 2032. Clearly, 

however, pursuit of such a target must also consider the 

local context and conditions, such as changing climatic 

ranges for crop suitability, outbreaks of pests, diseases and 

political events (such as the Russian invasion of Ukraine 

[40-44]).  

 

2.2 Push factor 2: Yield and carbon capture potential  

To optimise the economic return from PBCs and the 

carbon savings or greenhouse gas (GHG) removals 

delivered by these crops, we need to maximise above-

ground yield and below-ground soil carbon sequestration 

while minimising field-based GHG emissions. The yields 

of PBCs and short rotation forests vary depending on the 

harvest cycle/rotation length and time since planting, with 

the fastest growth rates in the early years in perennial 

grasses and woody crops (see Figure 3). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Top panel: Aboveground accumulated harvest 

yields for three different PBC systems with different 

harvest cycles: annually (C4 grasses e.g. 

miscanthus/switchgrass), every 2–4 years (short rotation 

coppice, e.g. willow), every 5–15 years (short rotation 

forestry, e.g. poplar) indicated by the coloured coded 

arrows. Bottom panel: accumulative carbon stocks for 

topsoil (0–30 cm soil depths) as informed by Dondini et 

al. [45]. ‘Sankey style’ black line thicknesses 

schematically indicate how the numbers (#) of measured 

yields and soil carbon experiments diminish well before 

the expected crop lifespans are reached. (redrawn from 

[46]) 

 

We estimate over 200 field trials have been planted 

with PBCs across Europe since the early 1990s to study 

the establishment and production potential. Of these 

perhaps ~20 were/are maintained beyond the initial project 

funding (of between 3 and 5 years). Even at the ‘long-term 

sites’ staff and equipment changes leads to protocol 

inconsistencies reducing the data quality. This makes it 

challenging to track the long-term trends with interannual 

variation in weather. Rainfall patterns are likely to be the 

most important determinants of yield variations, especially 

on lower grade marginal land, but the long-term data 

remain scarce. 

To project above-ground harvestable yields, studies 

have used traditional crop models with parameters adapted 

to PBCs using field trial data (MiscanFor [47], 

Salix/PopFor [48]), Switchgrass [49, 50]). Yield potentials 

estimated by these crop production models are then used 

to determine potential soil carbon changes and GHG 

emissions from these crops [51, 52].  

Output maps of potential yield are dependent on the 

spatial resolution of input climate, land use, and soil 

property maps, which are often at 1 km resolution. Whilst 

this is good enough for planning large-scale use of 
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biomass, this is not spatially and temporally explicit 

enough to predict yields at field levels [53]. Differences 

between modelled yield potentials and farmer 

measurements can be explained by variation in crop 

establishment rate [54], effectiveness of crop 

management, and by missing fractions in commercial 

harvesting (e.g., stubble residue heights) [55]. 

Maximising aboveground yield is a significant factor 

in the carbon savings delivered from PBCs. However, 

changes in soil carbon stocks and GHGs which need to be 

accounted for in overall carbon budgets, or equivalent (see 

McCalmont, et al. [56]), as land use change to, and 

reversion from PBCs can result in net positive or negative 

emissions [57, 58]. There are very few trials where soil 

carbon is measured properly with adjustment for changes 

in bulk density over time, sampling before planting, or 

with an appropriate paired site, appropriate depth of 

sampling (min. of 30 cm), and with sampling conducted 

after a sufficient length of time to detect statistically 

meaningful stock changes [59, 60]. The eddy covariance 

technique (Fig. 4) measures carbon fluxes from land use in 

near real-time and these can be accumulated into daily, 

monthly, annual, and multi-annual budgets to identify 

sources and sinks of emissions well before changes can be 

detected in the soil. The delta 13C shifts associated with 

converting to PBCs with C4 photosynthesis can help with 

detection of new carbon such as in Dondini et al. [45]. 

Recently, GHG flux measurements in paired sites 

representing land use change and original land use are only 

just starting to be undertaken, one example being the 

PBC4GGR project in the UK (https:// pbc4ggr.org.uk), 

where verification and reporting of soil carbon change will 

be carried out by combining on-site eddy covariance 

monitoring with modelling [61, 62].  

 

 
 

Figure 4: Developing measurement, reporting and 

verification of greenhouse gas emissions: Measurement of 

net ecosystem exchanges of carbon and water fluxes by 

eddy covariance over a 6-hectare field of M. x giganteus 

in Aberystwyth that began in 2011 before land use change 

from rotational grassland. (Photo: Jon McCalmont) 

 

At the end of the crop lifespan the root and rhizome 

biomass of the PBCs is incorporated into the soil by 

maceration and is decomposed relatively quickly [63]. It 

should be noted that reversion to previous land use will 

likely result in a return over time to soil carbon levels 

commensurate with that land use and therefore should not 

be used for carbon credits at field scale. However, at 

landscape level, if new PBC plantings replace those that 

are reverted, then the overall net soil organic carbon 

should still increase at country level (and globally) 

relevant to carbon accounting systems aimed at mitigating 

emissions causing climate change. 

We recommend policymakers put in place steps to 

ensure crop longevity and the performance of PBCs is 

monitored by measuring yields on farms over the crop 

lifespan (~15 years) to create a best practice knowledge 

base. This could be a requirement for receiving any 

financial incentive related to cropping PBCs. 

 

2.3 Push factor 3: Integration into farm businesses 

As with any new cropping system, innovation or 

policy instrument, many factors interact and affect land 

managers’ decisions on whether to grow PBCs. There is a 

growing body of work in the UK that identifies social, 

economic, technical, and political barriers to integrating 

PBCs into farming systems as well as identifying 

‘enablers’ to facilitate change. There has been resistance 

to adoption due to attitude and perceived risk of loss [64]. 

Decision factors include upfront investment, long-term 

commitment of land, potential crop failure, yield 

variability that is not protected by crop insurance, 

competition with alternative land use (including other non-

food options), immature markets, limited number of end-

users, and lack of long-term market certainty. The capacity 

to absorb these risks varies according to farming system 

characteristics (e.g., size, tenure, level of investment in 

other enterprises and a positive grower attitude towards 

innovation of new products and markets).  

In Europe, capacity for uptake of PBCs is greater at 

large arable farms (farms >100 ha account for 50% of the 

utilised agricultural area [65]) with appropriate 

infrastructure and machinery. Farmers have also been 

found to prefer the flexibility of annual crops which allow 

them to respond to changing commodity prices. 

Uncertainties associated with future policy instruments 

such as emerging carbon markets, as well as the food and 

energy security debates and volatile cereal and oil crop 

prices associated with the war in Ukraine, are all 

disincentives to commit to PBCs [66].  

On a more positive note, evidence for the ecosystem 

service benefits of PBCs is building, for example, using 

PBC strips (which could include agroforestry) in open 

arable landscapes to promote biodiversity [36] (Figures 5, 

6). These aspects of PBCs are viewed positively by 

farmers and large-scale land managers (such as the UK’s 

Royal Society for Protection of Birds, the National Trust, 

the military, Crown Estates, golf course owners etc.) and 

could support PBC integration into future land 

management payments in the EU and UK focused on 

environmental and public goods, but this will require the 

development of novel measurement, reporting and 

verification methods.  

 

 
 

Figure 5: A Miscanthus strip strategically planted in an 

open arable landscape. Fam. Schmitt, Limburg, Hessen 

(Germany). (Photo: John Clifton-Brown) 
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Within farming systems, supply chain intermediaries 

or innovation brokers can be influential in increasing 

uptake [67]. The importance of supply chain companies in 

building confidence in the farming community and 

developing market and industrial capacity and lobbying 

government is clear. Contracts are being specifically 

developed to overcome the effects of inadequate markets 

[68-70]. For both growers and supply chain companies to 

expand production of PBCs, they need stronger, longer, 

and more integrated policy support and the confidence that 

this support will remain consistent over time scales that are 

relevant to the economic performance of perennial crops. 

Small adjustments such as the relatively recent inclusion 

of PBCs in CAP ‘greening payments’ [71] have helped but 

are insufficient. Adams and Lindegaard [69] identified 

similar obstacles in a policy review for the period 1990-

2015. 

 

 
 

Figure 6: Silvoarable agroforestry on the farm 

‘Gladbacherhof’. (Photo: Dr. Suzanne Jacobs) 

 

More recently, in a study in 2020 using a Delphi 

approach [72], UK PBC stakeholders (from farmers, 

industry and academia) identified the top 5, out of 13, 

biomass policies according to categories for ‘desirability’, 

‘feasibility’ and ‘effectiveness’ (Ford et al., pers comm). 

The panel recognised the need for long-term commitment 

and strongly recommended policy intervention at the end 

of the PBC supply chain to provide users with the financial 

security needed to offer attractive contracts to farmers, 

which would then in turn stimulate development of the full 

supply chain. But, as mentioned earlier, incentivising large 

scale end-users may not pull through small-scale supply 

chains. These comments are also reflected in other 

stakeholder workshops concerning feedstocks for negative 

emission technologies [73]. This view was also reflected 

in a survey of 20 existing Miscanthus growers who 

identified the largest barrier to extending their Miscanthus 

crop areas was the establishment cost. MRV could play a 

crucial role in ensuring/incentive the placement of PBCs 

in location where the greatest gains in ES can be achieved. 

For forestry planting an Environmental Assessment 

framework already exist in the UK. These frameworks 

manage the potential for negative impacts of sensitive 

species such as farmland land waders, which also apply to 

PBC’s. Applying such practices to all PBC would be 

effective in overcoming risk and maximising benefits [74]. 

In a recent Delphi study [8], stakeholders identified that 

further investment in breeding-agronomy research to 

improve establishment speed and the promotion of 

advisory support for growing PBCs were desirable. 

However, the balance of public and private investment was 

debated; some panellists supported including PBCs in the 

English Environmental Land Management Schemes 

designed to deliver public goods, while others felt that the 

benefit of PBCs were not as great as other uses of land, 

such as woodland creation, and political opposition to 

inclusion could be expected. Several studies emphasised 

the need for policy integration across government 

departments, government continuity and communicating 

strategic priorities which would help build market 

confidence. They also identified the need for clarity with 

respect to policy incentives such as agri-environmental 

schemes, planting grants, and any emerging carbon 

markets.  

These studies demonstrate that further social science 

research is urgently required, involving a wide variety of 

stakeholders, thus taking a multi-actor approach. As 

widespread PBC plantings will change the visual 

landscape it is important to understand the perceptions of 

all stakeholders, including the public, of this change and 

its benefits and disbenefits. There is scope to include 

deliberative techniques with communities to try to reduce 

or transform specific local economic impacts and enhance 

community and wider societal ‘buy-in’. We recommend 

that PBC development be community-based with active 

involvement of local communities in project development 

with priority given to generating benefits for communities. 

 

2.4 Push factor 4: R&D needed for upscaling production 

Over the last 20 years, public-supported research and 

development (R&D) with industry involvement and 

coordination between national and EU funded projects has 

delivered significant advances in our ability to scale-up 

PBC deployment with R&D on the following steps: 

genetic resource collection and characterisation, breeding, 

propagation, agronomy, harvest, transport and storage, 

pre-treatment and valorisation. In large projects, parallel 

development in different steps has been attempted to 

accelerate holistic system developments, making chains 

that connect production with utilisation. Typical start to 

finish testing durations to breeding new hybrids ready for 

widespread testing are 12 to 15 years for the grasses 

Miscanthus and switchgrass and 15 for willow and 22 

years for poplar [75].  

EU programmes have been effective in building up 

multi-location trial networks for evaluation of new hybrids 

and how well they are matched to different environments 

[76-78]. Continuity of these trials over relevant timescales 

beyond the EU programmes depends on national funding 

arrangements which tend to be patchy, jeopardising 

progress. 

Beyond plot trials, there is much to do in agronomy 

and crop management to upscale to commercial fields. 

This has been the driver for developing Miscanthus 

propagation by seed which has multiplication rates from 

2,000-5,000. This only requires between 10 and 20 ha of 

land in a southerly location where the parents flower to 

produce sufficient seed to achieve the UK CCC upscaling 

target of 23,000 ha yr-1. Large inter-annual variations in 

weather present new challenges to crop establishment, 

such as early spring or summer droughts, or floods during 

planting periods (https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sixth-

assessment-report-cycle/). However, innovations in 

planting and agronomy such as mulch films are being 

developed to cover these challenges (Fig. 7). 
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Figure 7: Upscaling: Learning by doing. planting 

Miscanthus at commercial scale. Above shows the start of 

a 12 ha planting of clonal rhizomes near Limburg, Hessen, 

Germany in 2023. Below shows 9 ha of seed-to-plug-to 

field establishment with bioderived and biodegradable 

mulch film [79] in UK, 2022. (Photos: John Clifton-Brown 

and Chris Ashman) 

 

Technology readiness levels for the reliable 

establishment of PBCs, such as Miscanthus, range 

between 4 and 6 for areas up to 10 ha, but higher planting 

rates still need many innovations. For all PBCs the 

methods for harvest, storage, and transport logistics need 

further work in the local context. In addition, spatial 

harvest yield monitoring in commercial plantings is 

required to inform these developments to optimise yield 

and minimise environmental impact. We recommend 

policymakers put long-term commitments to publicly 

supported R&D and coordination between national and 

EU funded projects needs to continue. Industry 

involvement in projects is essential to the commercial 

translation of the technologies developed. 

 

2.5 Pull factor 1: Utilisation options 

The fifth step identified in Figure 1 is where the 

biomass enters value chains. The push factors 1 to 4 impact 

the potential quantity and quality, spatial and temporal 

availability of biomass, but without the end-to-end value 

chains this potential will not turn into reality. These 

currently are: 1) biomass for energy, 2) biomass for energy 

with carbon capture and storage, 3) biomass for chemicals 

and materials in bioproducts to replace high carbon 

alternatives and 4) biomass for livestock bedding and 

fodder. Cascaded uses for the different biomass fractions 

are being actively encouraged for the circular bioeconomy. 

For bioenergy, there are many national initiatives [80], 

but it has long been argued that a simpler ‘volume market’ 

is a better way to initiate sector growth. In the UK, 

favourable policies for bioenergy have supported simple 

straw-burning power stations with a total installed 

capacity of ~160 MW in 2022 (www.eco2uk.com). These 

currently capture neither heat nor CO2 but, depending on 

transport distances, still only emit 21.3 kg CO2 MWh-1 

which is an order of magnitude less than gas [81]; 

however, more could be done to maximise GHG 

mitigation. In addition to providing much-needed 

renewable energy, these straw-burning power stations 

have established domestic biomass supply chain actors 

and developed the expertise needed to deliver more 

ambitious plans for Bioenergy with Carbon Capture 

Storage. However, incentive schemes that are poorly 

designed can have serious consequences beyond energy 

and agricultural policy; the power sharing agreement in 

Northern Ireland collapsed in 2017 because of a renewable 

heat incentive scheme [82], paralysing government for 

almost three years. Reuters poll on carbon price in 2021 

indicated that the price must be increased to more than 

$100 (up to $250) per tonne to limit warming to 1.5°C 

[83]. At this level the carbon price will cover the costs of 

the carbon capture storage component [84]. As other 

countries expand biomass use, prices are expected to rise 

[85] with increasing importance on indigenous biomass 

production driven by global shocks such as the recent 

Russian invasion of Ukraine. 

In Germany, it was energy policy rather than 

agricultural policy that led to the largest recent changes in 

agriculture. The EEG (Renewable energy law) supported 

the production of green electricity [86]. Feed-in tariffs 

were granted to farmers or biogas plant operators for 

producing electricity from biogas. This policy intervention 

led to a boost of investments into biogas plants and today 

Germany has about 8,600, mostly farm-based, biogas 

plants [87] using manure in combination with maize. As a 

result, silage maize production for biogas rapidly 

increased until 2011 and since then remained constant at 

approximately 2.65 million ha (FNR, 2022). Due to a 

revision of the EEG in 2012, further expansion of biogas-

based electricity generation was largely stopped due to 

reduced guaranteed feed-in tariffs for biogas electricity 

from energy crops.  

In the EU, the vision for the Biomass Based Industries 

(BBI) initiative (2014-20) was ‘a competitive and 

sustainable Europe leading the transition towards a 

bioeconomy, while decoupling growth from resource 

depletion and environmental impact’. The BBI promoted 

products not energy, the cascaded use of biomass 

feedstocks and their use in long lived products such as 

building materials (Figure 8). This has been recently 

replaced by the Circular Bio-based Europe Joint 

Undertaking (CBE) (2021-2031) 

(https://www.cbe.europa.eu).  

 

 
 

Figure 8: Biobased building materials (here from 

Miscanthus) can substitute some -cement-based products 

and provide long-term carbon sequestration. (Photo: Uwe 

Kuehn) 

 

In addition to the cascaded uses, the CBE initiative is 

pushing for whole system circular thinking where the end 
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of life for one product is the beginning of life for another 

bio-based product. Ambitious projects will be needed to 

translate these simple concepts into commercial practice.  

We recommend that financial and policy support 

should be underpinned by increasing carbon pricing which 

will encourage the development and use of low GHG 

emission energy and materials. This carbon pricing 

support should be designed in such a way that all actors in 

the supply chain, including farmers, reap the benefits.  

 

2.6 Pull Factors 2 and 3. Market systems, the socio-

economic environment and sustainability goals 

Our understanding of the technology and uses of PBCs 

is documented above. However, a topic that has received 

far less attention is the role of wider systems and 

governance in determining whether PBCs become widely 

planted [88]. Historical studies of rapid and profound 

transitions occurring in other industries such as energy 

[89] and transport [90] have demonstrated that transitions 

are not necessarily led by experts or driven by technology, 

and are unlikely to be rationally planned or linear. The key 

feature of many of these studies is an appreciation of the 

socio-technical regime; the idea that policymakers, 

technology users and scientists all participate in the co-

creation and development of a technology, rather than 

viewing technology and its uptake as a purely technical 

issue [91].  

Geels & Schot [92] provide a useful (but critiqued) 

framework for transition using the multi-level perspective. 

Three levels exist. The highest level is the socio-technical 

landscape. This consists of overarching factors such as 

cultural norms, macro-economics and political traditions. 

These are relatively slow to change and, at least in the short 

term, are not influenced by other levels. The (second) 

meso-level is the socio-technical regime: the interactions 

between science, policy, industry, market preferences, 

regulation, culture, and technologies in current use. These 

meso-level regimes are seen as relatively stable and 

‘locked in’ to particular patterns and interactions. The third 

level is known as niches and is where innovations begin; 

small networks of innovators act to incubate specific 

innovations.  

For a technological transition to become established 

(i.e., a breakthrough of an innovation from being niche to 

being part of the wider socio-technical landscape), 

interactions between all three levels are needed. When 

applied to the general question of uptake of PBCs several 

key themes emerge. Firstly, at the level of the regime, 

cooperation, and development of understanding between 

several very different industries is required. Secondly, the 

lack of understanding amongst innovators about non-

technical aspects of the regime is significant. Thirdly, 

transition to an economy based on biomass is not being 

driven by the technology, rather it is the socio-technical 

landscape (e.g., the need to limit climate change) and the 

regime (e.g., the reconfiguring of the industry towards 

renewable sources) that are driving the need for 

innovation. In addition, political events create new 

requirements that hasten change. Pioneers of change 

respond to pressures from the socio-technical landscape 

and regime, accept the need for co-design of systems, and 

do not consider their work as being a purely scientific 

endeavour [91, 93].  

Current ‘landscape’ level changes such as rapid global 

warming and its public awareness, and the global energy 

crisis, have created a socio-economic environment that 

supports change. In addition, biomass based energy and 

products can potentially contribute to eleven of the 

seventeen UN Sustainable Development Goals [94]. 

Therefore, we witness an impetus to create policies that 

support technology to displace fossil resources.  

We agree with the six interacting policy approaches 

identified by Murphy-Bokern [86]: Firstly, for prioritising 

climate protection, PBCs have the advantage of high 

output returns relative to input costs, therefore achieving 

high energy ratios and low embedded GHG emissions. 

GHG balance and mitigation assessments need to include 

soil carbon changes due to land use change as well as a 

comparison with the previous land use (and other 

opportunity costs). Secondly, market-based interventions 

or incentives need to ensure adequate profit for all actors 

in the production and utilisation chains for thermal 

generation of heat and electricity or biobased products. 

Contracts for difference (CfD) is the UK’s new main 

mechanism for supporting low-carbon electricity because 

it guarantees a price reflecting the investment and does not 

change with market forces over the agreed lifespan. CfD 

guarantees return on investment for the producer and 

protects the consumer from unplanned market pressures 

such as war. We believe that variants of CfD could also 

effectively support bio-based products because they could 

be tailored to reward developers for production, 

conversion, and circularity. Such approaches need to 

incorporate demand-side innovations with labelling, 

procurement, and standardisation. Thirdly, standards for 

bio-based products and circularity are seen as key enabling 

technologies; however, as biomass types are diverse, 

standards are difficult to define. Fourthly, long-term 

commitment and planning are crucial as already 

highlighted in the Delphi analysis above. This is due to 

lead in times of 3-8 years for planting of crops and for 

construction of bioconversion facilities which need to 

occur at the same time to avoid ‘chicken and egg’ 

stagnation. Fifthly, research policies are needed to 

accelerate PBC breeding and agronomy to reduce 

establishment times on available land types, improve 

resilience to drought, frost and heat, increase yields and 

improve biomass quality. Research is also needed to 

integrate top-down GIS methods, informed by images 

from drones and satellites, with bottom-up social science 

approaches to support land managers who are considering 

including PBCs in their business portfolios. Land 

managers need to be included in the development of 

measurement, reporting and verification systems aiming to 

quantify environmental, biodiversity and GHG mitigation 

benefits. This will aid the co-creation of a sustainable and 

validated carbon market supported by a credible life cycle 

assessment. Sixthly, land use policies are needed to enable 

land managers to optimise resources and maximise 

profitability based on a combination of crop choice, 

available skill, on- and off-farm infrastructure, personnel 

values, and traditions. Careful analysis is needed to pitch 

the levels of payments required to stimulate planting PBCs 

and avoid triggering unintended consequences on food 

systems, soils, or ecosystems. Environmental benefits may 

not be as simple as selecting the most challenging land for 

PBCs. New forms of farm payment, e.g., UK 

Environmental Land Management Schemes recognise and 

reward environmental benefits in line with the principle of 

public money for public goods. Currently these schemes 

only make a small contribution to total farm income but 

should provide a mechanism to promote environmentally 

sound land use decisions. 
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All these policies must be concurrent so that 

landowners, industrialists and their supporting scientists 

and policymakers join forces to translate PBCs into 

significant negative emissions technologies to fight the 

climate emergency. This will require the provision of 

much-needed information to the general public and an 

increase in the number of specialists throughout the PBC 

value chains, achieved through improved education at 

primary, secondary and tertiary levels, including 

apprenticeship schemes, with all contributing to ‘Shaping 

the Transition to a Sustainable, Biobased Economy’ [95]. 

 

 

3  CONCLUSIONS 

 

Ultimately, land managers will determine how much 

land is allocated to PBCs for biomass production. Their 

decisions will be influenced by market demand for 

feedstock and confidence in the stability of the supply 

chain. They should be incentivised through specific policy 

measures coupled to carbon pricing. The percentage 

allocation of land to PBCs needs to be managed at a 

government level through incentives to avoid unintended 

consequences such as loss of biodiversity or reduction in 

essential food security.  

Furthermore, reward mechanisms are required for 

commercial developers of low carbon bioenergy and bio-

based products to encourage investment in a way that 

rewards actors in the entire value chain, particularly the 

farmers. Hence, there is a need for further development of 

measurement, reporting and verification systems to ensure 

that payments are made for actual long-term GHG 

emission mitigation. We note that the support for 

utilisation, both energetic and material, with public-private 

collaborations should continue until higher technological 

readiness levels are achieved for the whole value chain 

including cascaded use of the feedstocks and products. 

Additional funding is considered necessary to encourage 

‘on-farm’ innovation for agronomy, harvest, transport, and 

storage with comparative sustainability assessments. 

Similarly, continued support for innovation in the 

R&D of biomass production to increase the availability of 

planting material to upscale to the hectarage required for 

net-zero is required. This must include long-term research 

to quantify the impact and value of large scale PBC 

introduction into the landscape on ecosystem functions 

including carbon sequestration to soil, carbon mitigation, 

flood prevention, erosion control, water cycling, water 

quality, soil fertility, biodiversity, and cultural values. The 

value of these ecosystem benefits may be of the same order 

as the biomass value chain. 

Finally, interdisciplinary training and education are 

required to develop the body of expertise and experience 

for growing the PBC industry to improve the pool of 

skilled workers. 

Our policy recommendations follow each section, but 

here we have simplified to just four pointers to help shape 

the future policy ecosystem:  

a) support ramp up of PBC production from less than 

1% to 10% of farmed land by 2050 by 

incentivising farmers in Europe;  

b) involve the community during the process of project 

development (co-creation) and in measurement, 

reporting and verification;  

c) secure long-term commitments to public 

supported R&D between national and EU 

funded projects and coordinate between them; 

d) support industry involvement in projects 

for commercial translation of the technologies 

developed. 

 

4 REFERENCES 

 

[1] Kiesel, A. and I. Lewandowski, Miscanthus as 

biogas substrate–Cutting tolerance and potential for 

anaerobic digestion. GCBB, 2017. 9(1): p. 153-167. 

[2] Abreu, M., et al., Low Indirect Land Use Change 

(ILUC) Energy Crops to Bioenergy and Biofuels—

A Review. Energies, 2022. 15(12): p. 4348. 

[3] Von Cossel, M., et al., Bridging the gap between 

biofuels and biodiversity through monetizing 

environmental services of Miscanthus cultivation. 

Earth's Future, 2020. 8(10): p. e2020EF001478. 

[4] Vera, I., et al., Land use for bioenergy: Synergies 

and trade-offs between sustainable development 

goals. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 

2022. 161: p. 112409. 

[5] Valentine, J., et al., Food vs. fuel: the use of land for 

lignocellulosic next generation' energy crops that 

minimize competition with primary food 

production. GCBB, 2012. 4(1): p. 1-19. 

[6] Winkler, B., et al., Implementing miscanthus into 

farming systems: A review of agronomic practices, 

capital and labour demand. Renewable and 

Sustainable Energy Reviews, 2020. 132: p. 110053. 

[7] Bates, J., et al., Sustainable Bioenergy Feedstocks 

Feasibility Study. Task 1 Report. 2020, Ricardo 

Energy & Environment for Department for 

Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (UK 

Government): London. p. 159. 

[8] Clifton‐Brown, J., et al., Perennial biomass cropping 

and use: Shaping the policy ecosystem in European 

countries. GCBB, 2023. doi/10.1111/gcbb.13038. 

[9] Von Cossel, M., et al., Prospects of bioenergy 

cropping systems for a more social-ecologically 

sound bioeconomy. Agronomy, 2019. 9(10): p. 605. 

[10] Lewandowski, I., Securing a sustainable biomass 

supply in a growing bioeconomy. Global Food 

Security, 2015. 6: p. 34-42. 

[11] Godfray, H.C.J. and T. Garnett, Food security and 

sustainable intensification. Philosophical 

transactions of the Royal Society B: biological 

sciences, 2014. 369(1639): p. 20120273. 

[12] Lamb, A., et al., The potential for land sparing to 

offset greenhouse gas emissions from agriculture. 

Nature Climate Change, 2016. 6(5): p. 488-492. 

[13] Hodge, I., The governance of rural land in a 

liberalised world. Journal of Agricultural 

Economics, 2007. 58(3): p. 409-432. 

[14] Searchinger, T., et al., Use of US croplands for 

biofuels increases greenhouse gases through 

emissions from land-use change. Science, 2008. 

319(5867): p. 1238-1240. 

[15] Kretschmer, B. and D. Baldock, Addressing ILUC? 

The European Commission’s proposal on indirect 

land use change. Institute for European 

Environmental Policy, London and Brussels, 2013. 

[16] Traverso, L., et al., Cost Benefit and Risk Analysis 

of Low iLUC Bioenergy Production in Europe 

31st European Biomass Conference and Exhibition, 5-8 June 2023, Bologna, Italy

359



Using Monte Carlo Simulation. Energies, 2021. 

14(6): p. 1650. 

[17] Shepherd, A., et al., Novel Miscanthus hybrids‐

Modelling productivity on marginal land in Europe 

using dynamics of canopy development determined 

by light interception. GCBB, 2023: p. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.13029. 

[18] Gerwin, W., et al., Assessment and quantification of 

marginal lands for biomass production in Europe 

using soil-quality indicators. Soil, 2018. 4(4): p. 

267-290. 

[19] MAFF, Agricultural Land Classification of England 

and Wales. 1988. p. 

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publicatio

n/6257050620264448, 60 pages, accessed 30 Aug 

2022. 

[20] Helliwell, R., Where did the marginal land go? 

Farmers perspectives on marginal land and its 

implications for adoption of dedicated energy crops. 

Energy Policy, 2018. 117: p. 166-172. 

[21] Shortall, O., “Marginal land” for energy crops: 

Exploring definitions and embedded assumptions. 

Energy Policy, 2013. 62: p. 19-27. 

[22] Elbersen, B., Eupen,van E., Mantel, S., 

Verzandvoort, S. , Boogaard, H. , Mucher, S. 

Cicarreli, T., Elbersen, W., Bai, Z., Iqbal, Y , Cossel, 

M. Ian MCallum, I, Carrasco,J., Ciria Ramos, C.d 

Monti, A.,Scordia, D., Eleftheriadis, I. , Deliverable 

2.6 Methodological approaches to identify and map 

marginal land suitable for industrial crops in Europe. 

2018, MAGIC; GA-No.: 727698. p. DOI 

10.5281/zenodo.3539311. 

[23] Elbersen, B., et al., Analysis of Actual Land 

Availability in the EU, Trends in Unused, 

Abandoned and Degraded (Non-) Agricultural Land 

and Use for Energy and Other Non-Food Crops. 

2020: p. 275. 

[24] Von Cossel, M., et al., Marginal agricultural land 

low-input systems for biomass production. Energies, 

2019. 12(16): p. 3123. 

[25] Meijninger, W., et al., Identification of early 

abandonment in cropland through radar‐based 

coherence data and application of a Random‐Forest 

model. GCBB, 2022. 

[26] CCC, Reducing UK emissions: Progress report to 

Parliament. 2020, Reducing UK emissions: London. 

p. 196  

[27] de Ruiter, H., et al., Total global agricultural land 

footprint associated with UK food supply 1986–

2011. Global environmental change, 2017. 43: p. 72-

81. 

[28] Mottet, A., et al., Livestock: On our plates or eating 

at our table? A new analysis of the feed/food debate. 

Global Food Security, 2017. 14: p. 1-8. 

[29] Reay, D.S., Land Use and Agriculture: Pitfalls and 

Precautions on the Road to Net Zero. Frontiers in 

Climate, 2020. 2. 

[30] CCC, Sixth Carbon Budget, in Climate Change 

Committee. 2020, London p. 

https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/sixth-

carbon-budget/. 

[31] Tscharntke, T., et al., Landscape perspectives on 

agricultural intensification and biodiversity–

ecosystem service management. Ecology Letters, 

2005. 8(8): p. 857-874. 

[32] Dauber, J. and S. Miyake, To integrate or to 

segregate food crop and energy crop cultivation at 

the landscape scale? Perspectives on biodiversity 

conservation in agriculture in Europe. Energy, 

Sustainability and Society, 2016. 6(1): p. 1-11. 

[33] Lamerre, J., et al., Productivity of poplar short 

rotation coppice in an alley-cropping agroforestry 

system. Agroforestry Systems, 2015. 89(5): p. 933-

942. 

[34] Tsonkova, P., et al., Ecological benefits provided by 

alley cropping systems for production of woody 

biomass in the temperate region: a review. 

Agroforestry Systems, 2012. 85(1): p. 133-152. 

[35] Dockerty, T., K. Appleton, and A. Lovett, Public 

opinion on energy crops in the landscape: 

considerations for the expansion of renewable 

energy from biomass. Journal of Environmental 

Planning and Management, 2012. 55(9): p. 1134-

1158. 

[36] Kraft, P., et al., Modelling Agroforestry’s 

Contributions to People—A Review of Available 

Models. Agronomy, 2021. 11(11): p. 2106. 

[37] Milner, S., et al., Potential impacts on ecosystem 

services of land use transitions to second-generation 

bioenergy crops in GB. GCBB, 2016. 8(2): p. 317-

333. 

[38] Von Cossel, M., et al. Bioenergy cropping systems 

of tomorrow. in 28th European Biomass Conference 

and Exhibition (Session 1BO. 13, Part 3). 2020. 

Pflanzenwissenschaften. 

[39] CCC, Land use: Policies for a Net Zero UK. 2020, 

Land use: Policies for a Net Zero UK: London. p. 

123. 

[40] Bentley, A., Broken bread—avert global wheat 

crisis caused by invasion of Ukraine. Nature, 2022. 

603(7902): p. 551-551. 

[41] Ben Hassen, T. and H. El Bilali, Impacts of the 

Russia-Ukraine war on global food security: towards 

more sustainable and resilient food systems? Foods, 

2022. 11(15): p. 2301. 

[42] Esfandabadi, Z.S., M. Ranjbari, and S.D. Scagnelli, 

The imbalance of food and biofuel markets amid 

Ukraine-Russia crisis: A systems thinking 

perspective. 2022. 

[43] BÖR, Bioeconomy between food and the energy 

crisis. 2022. p. 

https://www.biooekonomierat.de/en/publications/st

atements/2022/En_Final_Opinion_Food-

Energycrisis_13092022.pdf?m=1664529348&. 

[44] Glauber, J. and D. Laborde, How will Russia’s 

invasion of Ukraine affect global food security? 

2022, IFPRI Blog. p. 

https://www.ifpri.org/blog/how-will-russias-

invasion-ukraine-affect-global-food-security. 

Accessed 14 Oct 2022. 

[45] Dondini, M., et al., Carbon sequestration under 

Miscanthus: a study of 13C distribution in soil 

aggregates. GCBB, 2009. 1: p. 321-330. 

[46] Hastings, A., et al., Chapter 12 – Biofuel crops and 

greenhouse gases, in Biofuel Crop Sustainability, 

B.P. Singh, Editor. 2012, John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 

Oxford, UK. . p. DOI: 

10.1002/9781118635797.ch12. 

[47] Hastings, A., et al., The development of 

MISCANFOR, a new Miscanthus crop growth 

model: towards more robust yield predictions under 

different climatic and soil conditions. GCBB, 2009. 

1(2): p. 154-170. 

31st European Biomass Conference and Exhibition, 5-8 June 2023, Bologna, Italy

360

https://doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.13029
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6257050620264448
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6257050620264448
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/sixth-carbon-budget/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/sixth-carbon-budget/
https://www.biooekonomierat.de/en/publications/statements/2022/En_Final_Opinion_Food-Energycrisis_13092022.pdf?m=1664529348&
https://www.biooekonomierat.de/en/publications/statements/2022/En_Final_Opinion_Food-Energycrisis_13092022.pdf?m=1664529348&
https://www.biooekonomierat.de/en/publications/statements/2022/En_Final_Opinion_Food-Energycrisis_13092022.pdf?m=1664529348&
https://www.ifpri.org/blog/how-will-russias-invasion-ukraine-affect-global-food-security
https://www.ifpri.org/blog/how-will-russias-invasion-ukraine-affect-global-food-security


[48] Henner, D.N., et al., PopFor: A new model for 

estimating poplar yields. Biomass and Bioenergy, 

2020. 134: p. 105470. 

[49] Di Vittorio, A.V. and N.L. Miller, Reducing the 

impact of model scale on simulated, gridded 

switchgrass yields. Environmental Modelling & 

Software, 2014. 51: p. 70-83. 

[50] Liu, Y., et al., The development of a new crop 

growth model SwitchFor for yield mapping of 

switchgrass. GCBB, 2022. 

[51] Richards, M., et al., High‐resolution spatial 

modelling of greenhouse gas emissions from land‐

use change to energy crops in the United Kingdom. 

GCBB, 2017. 9(3): p. 627-644. 

[52] Pogson, M., et al., ELUM: A spatial modelling tool 

to predict soil greenhouse gas changes from land 

conversion to bioenergy in the UK. Environmental 

Modelling & Software, 2016. 84: p. 458-466. 

[53] Shepherd, A., M. Martin, and A. Hastings, 

Uncertainty of Modelled BECCS Projections due to 

Variability of Data. Global Change Biology. 

Bioenergy, 2020: p. DOI: 10.1111/gcbb.12803  

[54] Shepherd, A., et al., Commercial experience with 

miscanthus crops: Establishment, yields and 

environmental observations. GCBB, 2020. 

doi/10.1111/gcbb.12690 

[55] Magenau, E., et al., Influence of cutting height on 

biomass yield and quality of miscanthus genotypes. 

GCBB, 2021. 13(10): p. 1675-1689. 

[56] McCalmont, J.P., et al., Soil nitrous oxide flux 

following land‐use reversion from Miscanthus and 

SRC willow to perennial ryegrass. GCBB, 2018. 

10(12): p. 914-929. 

[57] Ouattara, M.S., et al., Evolution of soil carbon stocks 

under Miscanthus× giganteus and Miscanthus 

sinensis across contrasting environmental 

conditions. GCBB, 2021. 13(1): p. 161-174. 

[58] Rowe, R.L., et al., Soil carbon stock impacts 

following reversion of Miscanthus× giganteus and 

short rotation coppice willow commercial 

plantations into arable cropping. GCBB, 2020. 

12(9): p. 680-693. 

[59] Kravchenko, A. and G. Robertson, Whole‐profile 

soil carbon stocks: The danger of assuming too 

much from analyses of too little. Soil Science 

Society of America Journal, 2011. 75(1): p. 235-240. 

[60] Rowe, R.L., et al., Initial soil C and land‐use history 

determine soil C sequestration under perennial 

bioenergy crops. GCBB, 2016. 8(6): p. 1046-1060. 

[61] McCalmont, J.P., et al., An interyear comparison of 

CO2 flux and carbon budget at a commercial-scale 

land-use transition from semi-improved grassland to 

Miscanthus x giganteus. Global Change Biology 

Bioenergy, 2017. 9(1): p. 229-245. 

[62] Dondini, M., et al., Simulation of greenhouse gases 

following land‐use change to bioenergy crops using 

the ECOSSE model: A comparison between site 

measurements and model predictions. GCBB, 2016. 

8(5): p. 925-940. 

[63] Martani, E., et al., Soil organic carbon significantly 

increases when perennial biomass plantations are 

reverted back to annual arable crops. Agronomy, 

2023. 13(2): p. 447. 

[64] Anand, M., R. Miao, and M. Khanna, Adopting 

bioenergy crops: Does farmers’ attitude toward loss 

matter? Agricultural Economics, 2019. 50(4): p. 

435-450. 

[65] Eurostat, Distribution of EU farms and utilised 

agricultural area according to farm size. 2016, 

ec.europa.eu/eurostat/. p. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-

explained/index.php?title=Farms_and_farmland_in

_the_European_Union_-_statistics. Accessed 15 

Sept 2022. 

[66] Ingram, J., J. Mills, and H. Mackley Ward, Barriers 

and enablers to upscaling perennial biomass crops: 

synthesis report for PBC4GGR  project. 2023. p. In 

preparation. 

[67] Helliwell, R., S. Seymour, and P. Wilson, Neglected 

intermediaries in bioenergy straw supply chains: 

Understanding the roles of merchants, contractors 

and agronomists in England. Energy Research & 

Social Science, 2020. 63: p. 101387. 

[68] Piterou, A., S. Shackley, and P. Upham, Project 

ARBRE: Lessons for bio-energy developers and 

policy-makers. Energy Policy, 2008. 36(6): p. 2044-

2050. 

[69] Adams, P. and K. Lindegaard, A critical appraisal of 

the effectiveness of UK perennial energy crops 

policy since 1990. Renewable and Sustainable 

Energy Reviews, 2016. 55: p. 188-202. 

[70] Kärcher, M., et al., Comparing the performance of 

Miscanthus x giganteus and wheat straw biomass in 

sulfuric acid based pretreatment. Bioresource 

Technology, 2015. 180: p. 360-364. 

[71] Emmerling, C. and R. Pude, Introducing Miscanthus 

to the greening measures of the EU Common 

Agricultural Policy. GCBB, 2017. 9(2): p. 274-279. 

[72] Dalkey, N. and O. Helmer, An experimental 

application of the Delphi method to the use of 

experts. Management Science, 1963. 9(3): p. 458-

467. 

[73] Vaughan, N.E. and C. Gough, Expert assessment 

concludes negative emissions scenarios may not 

deliver. Environmental Research Letters, 2016. 

11(9): p. 095003. 

[74] von Hellfeld, R., et al., Expanding the Miscanthus 

market in the UK: Growers in profile and 

experience, benefits and drawbacks of the bioenergy 

crop. GCBB, 2022. doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12997 

[75] Clifton-Brown, J., et al., Breeding progress and 

preparedness for mass-scale deployment of 

perennial lignocellulosic biomass crops switchgrass, 

miscanthus, willow and poplar. Global Change 

Biology Bioenergy, 2019. 11: p. 118-151. 

[76] Kalinina, O., et al., Extending Miscanthus 

Cultivation with Novel Germplasm at Six 

Contrasting Sites. Frontiers in Plant Science, 2017. 

8. doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.00563. 

[77] Kiesel, A., et al., Site-Specific Management of 

Miscanthus Genotypes for Combustion and 

Anaerobic Digestion: A Comparison of Energy 

Yields. Frontiers in Plant Science, 2017. 8. 

doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.00347. 

[78] Nunn, C., et al., Environmental Influences on the 

Growing Season Duration and Ripening of Diverse 

Miscanthus Germplasm Grown in Six Countries. 

Frontiers in Plant Science, 2017. 8. 

doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.00907. 

[79] Ashman, C., et al., Developing Miscanthus seed 

plug establishment protocols with mulch film for 

commercial upscaling. GCBB, 2023. 

doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.13044. 

31st European Biomass Conference and Exhibition, 5-8 June 2023, Bologna, Italy

361

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Farms_and_farmland_in_the_European_Union_-_statistics
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Farms_and_farmland_in_the_European_Union_-_statistics
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Farms_and_farmland_in_the_European_Union_-_statistics


[80] Cross, S., et al., Bioenergy development in the UK 

& Nordic countries: A comparison of effectiveness 

of support policies for sustainable development of 

the bioenergy sector. Biomass and Bioenergy, 2021. 

144: p. 105887. 

[81] Hastings, A., et al., Economic and Environmental 

Assessment of Seed and Rhizome Propagated 

Miscanthus in the UK. Frontiers in Plant Science, 

2017. 8: p. 1058. 

[82] Muinzer, T., Incendiary Developments: Northern 

Ireland's Renewable Heat Incentive, and the 

Collapse of the Devolved Government. Elaw 

Newsletter, 2017 p. 18-21, 

https://www.ukela.org/elaw-newsletter. 

[83] Bhat, P., Carbon needs to cost at least $100/tonne 

now to reach net zero by 2050: Reuters poll. 2021. 

p. https://www.reuters.com/business/cop/carbon-

needs-cost-least-100tonne-now-reach-net-zero-by-

2050-2021-10-

25/#:~:text=%22Current%20carbon%20prices%20i

n%20G20%20economies%20are%20between,carb

on%20pricing%20in%20itself%20is%20no%20silv

er%20bullet.%22. 

[84] Hastings, A. and P. Smith, Achieving net zero 

emissions requires the knowledge and skills of the 

oil and gas industry. Frontiers in Climate, 2020. 2: 

p. 601778. 

[85] Bates, J., Biomass Feedstock Availability: Final 

Report. 2020, Ricardo Energy & Environment for 

Department for Business, Energy and Industrial 

Strategy (UK Government): London. p. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government

/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/5973

87/Biomass_feedstock_availability_final_report_fo

r_publication.pdf, Accessed 15 Nov 2022. 

[86] Murphy-Bokern, D., Pointers for Bioenergy Policy 

in a Resource-Constrained World, in Perennial 

Biomass Crops for a Resource-Constrained World, 

S. Barth, et al., Editors. 2016, Springer. p. 15-31. 

[87] Fachagentur_Nachwachsende_Rohstoffe, 

Entwicklung der Biogasanlagenstandorte in 

Deutschland. 2021. p. 

https://mediathek.fnr.de/grafiken/daten-und-

fakten/bioenergie/biogas/entwicklung-der-

biogasanlagenstandorte-in-deutschland.html. 

Accessed 15 Sept 2022. 

[88] Silveira, S. and F.X. Johnson, Navigating the 

transition to sustainable bioenergy in Sweden and 

Brazil: Lessons learned in a European and 

International context. Energy Research & Social 

Science, 2016. 13: p. 180-193. 

[89] Fouquet, R. and P.J. Pearson, Past and prospective 

energy transitions: Insights from history. 2012, 

Elsevier. 

[90] Evans, F.T., Roads, railways, and canals: technical 

choices in 19th-century Britain. Technology and 

Culture, 1981. 22(1): p. 1-34. 

[91] De Laurentis, C., Innovation and policy for 

bioenergy in the UK: a co-evolutionary perspective. 

Regional Studies, 2015. 49(7): p. 1111-1125. 

[92] Geels, F.W. and J. Schot, Typology of 

sociotechnical transition pathways. Research Policy, 

2007. 36(3): p. 399-417. 

[93] Roesler, T. and M. Hassler, Creating niches–The 

role of policy for the implementation of bioenergy 

village cooperatives in Germany. Energy Policy, 

2019. 124: p. 95-101. 

[94] BMEL and BMBF, National Bioeconomy Strategy. 

2020: Bundesministerium für Bildung und 

Forschung/Federal Ministry of Education and 

Research (BMBF). 

https://www.bmel.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/EN/P

ublications/national-bioeconomy-

strategy.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=2, 

Accessed 18 Nov 2022. 

[95] Lewandowski, I., et al., Bioeconomy: Shaping the 

transition to a Sustainable Biobased Economy. 2018, 

University of Hohenheim: Springer Open. 

 

31st European Biomass Conference and Exhibition, 5-8 June 2023, Bologna, Italy

362

https://www.ukela.org/elaw-newsletter
https://www.reuters.com/business/cop/carbon-needs-cost-least-100tonne-now-reach-net-zero-by-2050-2021-10-25/#:~:text=%22Current%20carbon%20prices%20in%20G20%20economies%20are%20between,carbon%20pricing%20in%20itself%20is%20no%20silver%20bullet.%22
https://www.reuters.com/business/cop/carbon-needs-cost-least-100tonne-now-reach-net-zero-by-2050-2021-10-25/#:~:text=%22Current%20carbon%20prices%20in%20G20%20economies%20are%20between,carbon%20pricing%20in%20itself%20is%20no%20silver%20bullet.%22
https://www.reuters.com/business/cop/carbon-needs-cost-least-100tonne-now-reach-net-zero-by-2050-2021-10-25/#:~:text=%22Current%20carbon%20prices%20in%20G20%20economies%20are%20between,carbon%20pricing%20in%20itself%20is%20no%20silver%20bullet.%22
https://www.reuters.com/business/cop/carbon-needs-cost-least-100tonne-now-reach-net-zero-by-2050-2021-10-25/#:~:text=%22Current%20carbon%20prices%20in%20G20%20economies%20are%20between,carbon%20pricing%20in%20itself%20is%20no%20silver%20bullet.%22
https://www.reuters.com/business/cop/carbon-needs-cost-least-100tonne-now-reach-net-zero-by-2050-2021-10-25/#:~:text=%22Current%20carbon%20prices%20in%20G20%20economies%20are%20between,carbon%20pricing%20in%20itself%20is%20no%20silver%20bullet.%22
https://www.reuters.com/business/cop/carbon-needs-cost-least-100tonne-now-reach-net-zero-by-2050-2021-10-25/#:~:text=%22Current%20carbon%20prices%20in%20G20%20economies%20are%20between,carbon%20pricing%20in%20itself%20is%20no%20silver%20bullet.%22
https://www.reuters.com/business/cop/carbon-needs-cost-least-100tonne-now-reach-net-zero-by-2050-2021-10-25/#:~:text=%22Current%20carbon%20prices%20in%20G20%20economies%20are%20between,carbon%20pricing%20in%20itself%20is%20no%20silver%20bullet.%22
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/597387/Biomass_feedstock_availability_final_report_for_publication.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/597387/Biomass_feedstock_availability_final_report_for_publication.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/597387/Biomass_feedstock_availability_final_report_for_publication.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/597387/Biomass_feedstock_availability_final_report_for_publication.pdf
https://mediathek.fnr.de/grafiken/daten-und-fakten/bioenergie/biogas/entwicklung-der-biogasanlagenstandorte-in-deutschland.html
https://mediathek.fnr.de/grafiken/daten-und-fakten/bioenergie/biogas/entwicklung-der-biogasanlagenstandorte-in-deutschland.html
https://mediathek.fnr.de/grafiken/daten-und-fakten/bioenergie/biogas/entwicklung-der-biogasanlagenstandorte-in-deutschland.html
https://www.bmel.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/EN/Publications/national-bioeconomy-strategy.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=2
https://www.bmel.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/EN/Publications/national-bioeconomy-strategy.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=2
https://www.bmel.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/EN/Publications/national-bioeconomy-strategy.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=2



