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	Nuša Urbančič
	Transport & Environment 
	nusa.urbancic@transportenvironment.org

	Deviah Aiama
	IUCN
	Deviah.AIAMA@iucn.org 

	Kit Prins
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	Kit.prins@gmail.com 

	Faustine Defossez
	EEB
	Faustine.Defossez@eeb.org

	Trees Robijns 
	Birdlife Brussels
	Trees.Robijns@birdlife.org 

	Nils Rettenmaier
	IFEU
	nils.rettenmaier@ifeu.de 

	Dieter Bockey
	UFOP/Bauernverband
	d.bockey@bauernverband.net

	Biomass Futures team:
	
	

	Hannes Böttcher 
	IIASA
	bottcher@iiasa.ac.at

	Berien Elbersen
	Wageningen UR, Alterra
	Berien.Elbersen@wur.nl 

	Bettina Kretschmer
	IEEP
	bkretschmer@ieep.eu 



Chairs:

Hannes Boettcher (IIASA) and Berien Elbersen (Alterra)

Agenda:

1. Welcome 
2. Introduction to procedures
3. Introductory round of participants
4. Round for clarification questions on the briefing sent out
5. Comments per section of the briefing
5.1. Overview of main biomass categories
5.2. Spatial identification of biomass categories
5.3. Overview of sustainability criteria (Do you agree with criteria? Are the main sustainability criteria covered and properly represented or are there any gaps?)
6. Answers from participants on questions 1-4 (p.3 of the briefing):

6.1. How would one define 'high carbon stock areas' in Europe? Could you give examples of these types of areas and can you make suggestions on how to map them?
6.2. How would one define 'highly biodiverse areas' in Europe? Could you give examples of these types of areas (preferably the ones that are part of farmland) and can you make suggestions on how to map them?
6.3. How would one define abandoned and/or degraded lands in Europe? Are there suggestions on how to spatially identify them? Is this type of land resource likely to be used for dedicated biomass cropping. Would this indeed be a sustainable option?
6.4. Until now limited sustainability constraints are expected to be linked to the use of by-products and waste (except for use of some primary residues from agriculture). Would you agree with this assumption or do you see specific sustainability constraints not discussed in note?
Minutes of the discussion

The stakeholder teleconference was opened by Bettina Kretschmer from IEEP who welcomed and thanked the participants for their contribution to the Biomass Futures project. The subsequent chairing was done by Hannes Boettcher from IIASA with Berien Elbersen guiding the discussion along the content of the briefing prepared as a basis for the discussion (Berien Elbersen, Briefing for first stakeholder consultation on the sustainable supply of biomass in the EU27 for the heat, electricity & CHP sectors). In this briefing, it is explained how different sources of biomass that can be used for energy production are categorised for the sake of estimating their potentials. Also, an initial overview and discussion of different sustainability criteria that are considered per category and potentially limit the potential is given. Furthermore, the different data sources used to estimate and map potential across EU NUTS2 regions are listed and example maps are given.
 
Overview of main biomass categories

The first part of the discussion focused on the “Overview of main biomass categories” presented in Table 1 of the briefing. The following summarises the main points mentioned:
· One participant advised to be more precise and transparent about the eventual use of the different feedstocks for energy purposes. This particularly referred to waste/by-products which have alternative uses and it would be useful to involve that in their potential estimate. In response it was then clarified that for the waste categories information from Eurostat is incomplete  to make this more transparent.
· Another participant pointed out work on biomass categorisation undertaken as part of WP3 of the BEE project (www.eu-bee.info) in order to avoid double efforts and in order to avoid inconsistency between the two projects (e.g. classification of manure as primary as opposed to secondary agricultural residue). 
· It was clarified that biomass from algae is not part of the scope of the project.
· It was highlighted by several participants that the Biomass Futures team should be aware of the potential danger of double counting waste potential. Also, it was mentioned that several forms of primary agricultural residues should not be classified as waste products. 
· With regard to agricultural biomass, it was noted that the present categorisation focuses on biomass derived from arable land. It was suggested to extend the scope to include the biomass potential from grasslands (in terms of harvesting the grass, no ploughing up to convert it to arable land).
·  Regarding the energy crop category comprising sugar, starch and oil crops that can be used for either food, feed or fuel, the question was raised how to distinguish between these different uses and whether by-products derived from converting these crops into bioenergy are accounted for. The Biomass Futures team clarified that the potential for sugar, starch and oil crops will cover the whole available potential and that this information is then fed into the economic models used in the project. The models then endogenously determine on the allocation across food, feed and fuel sectors. By-products are included in the modelling framework.
· Concerning woody biomass, one participant pointed out results and data generated by the EUWood project, that have just been published. Berien Elbersen made clear that the Biomass Futures team had been delaying wood related potential estimations in order to take the outcomes of EUWood into account. Important to keep in mind in the wood context are the cascade of uses of wood products and the link between bioenergy activities and the traditional forest industry as the latter will eventually determine the amount of wood residues available for the former. 
· It was emphasised that short rotation coppice (SRC) are grown on agricultural land and thus not to be confused with forestry activities. Also, forestry policies typically don’t apply to SRC and thus they should be included as a separate category as was done already. It was also suggested to include the Short Rotation Forestry as a separate category as the system is also different from a normal forest management system.
· One participant asked for a description of the structure and underlying assumption of the models used within Biomass Futures so as to understand the drivers of their results. Policy briefings providing non-technical model descriptions are envisaged for next year. 


Spatial identification of biomass categories

The categorisation of different forms of biomass is done with the aim to spatially map the potential for the different categories in European NUTS2 regions. 

· Since premium payments for growing energy crops under the CAP have been abolished, it is not possible anymore to map energy crop potentials according to direct payment statistics. 
· It was further noted that energy crop sustainable management should take into account the whole cropping system within which energy cropping takes place.
· AEBIOM data and national statistics are the primary data sources for mapping present dedicated biomass cropping within the Biomass Futures project.
· It was agreed that the eventual Biomass Futures report on mapping biomass potentials would be distributed among the stakeholder group in order to receive more detailed comments on technical aspects in written.

Overview of sustainability criteria

To begin with, it is clarified that sustainability criteria under Biomass Futures focus on the environmental dimension. There was criticism among participants about this limited scope. However, the global economic modelling with GLOBIOM will yield crop price indices that can convey bioenergy’s impact on food security globally. More specific comments are summarised in the following.
 
· One participant missed a clear connection to the existing legal framework on sustainability, i.e. the sustainability criteria of the Renewable Energy Directive (RED) on high carbon stock areas.
· In response to one participant’s question, the Biomass Futures team stressed that the sustainability criteria considered go beyond the inventory of existing policies to take into account perceived gaps in legislation (focusing on the environmental dimension).
· Questions on bioenergy’s lifecycle emissions were raised. These are accounted in the Biomass Futures models. Also, by combining supply side and demand side models, the Biomass Futures modelling framework bridges from feedstock to end-use bioenergy potential.
· Furthermore, the importance of clarifying the underlying greenhouse gas accounting assumptions (e.g. discount land use change emission over 20 years as is done in the RED context) is underlined. 
· The threat of overexploitation of manure is judged to be minimal: With biogas plants located close to manure sources, the residues from the digestion process (digestates) are typically brought back onto the fields. In this context and because conversion into biogas reduces the methane in manure it was stressed that manure used for biogas generation is considered to be very beneficial from an environmental sustainability point of view. 
· Several participants highlighted that it is important to consider current uses of residues and prevent potentially negative diversions away from existing to new, energetic uses, and possibly encouraging the return to fossil alternatives. The relevance of these competing uses was especially underlined for forest residues.
· Concerning forest/wood related criteria, long-standing existing legislation and standards were pointed out as vital to be taken into account. Forestry is an area where international consensus on rather broad, encompassing criteria has been established. Specifically, one participant mentioned the work under “Forest Europe” (formerly MCPFE – Ministerial Conference for the Protection of Forests in Europe), which specified a checklist of sustainability criteria for forest resources exploitation. 
· More general remarks concerned the presentation of results: 
· The mentioning of potential positive environmental effects should be made explicit. 
· Once biomass potentials are published, it is important to communicate the underlying safeguards in terms of environmental sustainability underlying the final figures.

Answers from participants on questions 1-4 (p.3 of the briefing)

As a more general comment, several participants stressed that one should be careful with defining the below listed types of land. 

On high carbon stock areas:
While those have been defined by the European Commission, assessing whether peatlands are deemed high carbon stock land or not is difficult according to the existing RED criteria. It was suggested to use soil maps as the basis for peatland mapping, particularly the histosols. It was also mentioned that the RED criteria did still allow for dedicated bioenergy cropping on peatlands, except when it did not involve drainage of previously undrained soils. This implies that ploughing up of such lands for dedicated crops is still allowed even though that can potentially lead to enormous losses of soil carbon. 
	
On biodiverse areas:
· Several participants stressed to take into account existing legislation, standards and research work, such as: high nature value land, nature protection areas, Natura2000, cross compliance, research on highly biodiverse grasslands by Oeko-Institut (Klaus Hennenberg). 
· Berien Elbersen raised concerns about designated biodiversity rich areas actually being mapped. The quality of different mapping exercises varies considerably across Member States. 

On abandoned/degraded land:
· Be aware of the distinction between abandoned land and abandoned farmland. Also note that it is mainly economic drivers that determine whether an area is abandoned or not. One participant expressed interest in knowing about the occurrence of land abandonment across Europe and on potential triggers to bring this land back into production.
· Be aware that both can have a high value in terms of biodiversity and ecosystem services benefits.
· It was advised to take into account the definition of degraded land in the context of the RED.

On limited sustainability constraints for by-products and waste:
· One participant mentioned that the issue with by-products and waste is the competition of uses, or “IRUC – indirect resource use competition”
· Waste and by-products are not without any sustainability constraints, as regards for instance leaving straw or woody residues on the soil for maintaining soil conditions and favouring biodiversity, but also regards competing uses. If present alternative uses of waste are abandoned in favour of conversion into bioenergy, alternative non-sustainable solutions could result from it. 
· Several participants advised to be careful using the word ‘waste’. As long as there are other competing uses for a biomass feedstock it should be called a by-product. Waste is feedstock with non-competing uses outside energy recovery.
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