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IEA Bioenergy Task 39
Commercializing Conventional and Advanced Transport Biofuels from Biomass and Other Renewable Feedstocks
 (Technology, policy, market and sustainability considerations)

Possible programme of work (POW) for the next triennium (2022-2024)

1. Among the current projects in the 2019-2022 triennium, which projects you suggest Task 39 should continue in the next triennium? (please refer to the list of current projects and their short descriptions in Task 39 newsletter#54)
I will provide my position on all topic headers below, since I think most of them are still valid, but the precise scope should be adapted.
· Drop in biofuels/Co-Processing (possibly with Task 33 &34)
a. Need to see the current report first, according to the text in the newsletter the topic will be covered in all relevant aspects, so I´m not sure which questions will remain. I think the main information will be covered through our current update so no need for another technical report at this point of time.
b. We are trying to monitor implementations of co-processing in refineries through the implementation agendas questionnaire and I think we should continue doing so. We should include these implementations in the demoplants database.
c. We should definitely collaborate with Task 33 and 34 for monitoring implementations of co-processing of bio-crudes.
d.  no technical report but include information in implementation agendas and demoplants database
· Decarbonizing long distance transport – Aviation
a. Again it would be helpful to see the current report as to be able to judge which questions remain open.
b. However, for this topic I feel we still have many open questions that should be addressed, e.g.
i. Go into the details of supplying SAF to specific airports and analyse the biomass supply chain, size of installations, integration with refinery, transfer of SAF to the airport, storage of SAF at the airport,…
ii. Depending on technology pathway, how large can SAF production facilities be and what percentage of jetfuel demand can they cover (this can serve as input to national authorities that are considering mandates for SAF)
iii. Estimate investments needed and production costs of SAF from different technology pathways
iv. Effect of SAF on particulate emissions that cause contrails
v. Competition with road transport for feedstock – regulator´s plans and their effect on FAME and HVO producers
c. Should be undertaken by a team from different nations; collaboration with AMF could be relevant
d.  yes, continue the topic but focus on supply chain issues and country-specific issues
· Implementation agenda/ compare and contrast biofuels policies
a. Very useful report, especially the last one that really analysed the data collated
b.  definitely continue along the current lines
· Demoplants database
a. The database continues to be an important source for many to monitor the development and implementation of all the different biofuel pathways
b. New elements could include:
i. Co-processing of vegetable oils and biocrudes in refineries
ii. Facilities that combine hydrogen from electrolysis with carbon dioxide from biomass (PBtL installations)
c. Continue efforts to obtain more information from China
d. Continue collaboration with others to keep the database updated
e. While the online database is a great tool, compiling the information into a status report offers additional benefits and should be done again (the last report is from 2013)
f.  yes, continue and expand
· Phase 2 of Lessons Learned Biofuels InterTask project
a. Need to obtain more information on the current project before it is possible to identify issues to be tackled in the next triennium
b.  continue if there are interesting aspects to focus on
· Certification schemes for supply chains
a. I think this is a one-time project, so currently I don´t see a continuation in the next triennium
b.  no continuation, just finalise the project
· Decarbonizing long distance transport – Marine
a. The current work aims to identify barriers
b. The topic will remain important. Work in the new triennium could probably focus on developing and testing marine biofuels from biocrudes that are only upgraded as far as necessary and thus cheaper, Steve had a proposal on that earlier in the triennium
c.  continue, but with a new focus
· Continuation/further work on emerging markets/developing countries
a. I think it is a one-time project and will not be continued in the next triennium
b. What happens in the emerging economies is extremely relevant and we should try to support the market implementation of biofuels in e.g. China and India, but they will have to bring forward their ideas
c.  one project on emerging economies-specific issues per triennium would be fine
· CAPEX and OPEX cost reduction opportunities
a. Steve´s project so far has not materialized. Instead India has created a project that shall answer the main questions they have around building biomass supply chains, lowering CAPEX and OPEX, and LCA. I think this very well captures the most important issues for India and maybe also other emerging economies.
b. I think it is a one-time project and will not be continued in the next triennium
c.  no continuation, just finalise the existing project
· LCA and sustainability of transportation biofuels 
a. The topic continues to be relevant, but this triennium it has taken really long to take a decision which aspects to focus on. 
b. The aspects in the current project are relevant, but most details that we are focusing on are not a major barrier to biofuels deployment. Except for the issue of determining the bio-content in fuels when bio-oils were co-processed. We should focus on issues that constitute barriers.
c. If we want to do something of benefit to the biofuels sector as a whole we should probably prepare easy to digest information and use it to educate the public. Do a one-year social media campaign, a TED-talk, provide educational material for high schools,…
d. A more technical topic could be to provide information about how to do LCA for efuels.
· TEA of biofuels production
a. I have no idea what this would be about and which need or barrier it would address.
b.  either come up with a detailed suggestion or drop the topic

2. What new project(s) might Task 39 tackle in the next triennium (not currently included in Task 39 activities)? Please provide a short description of the suggested project including the scope and the objectives (Max. 150 words).

· Logistics for sustainable aviation fuels
The logistics of producing SAF and introducing them into airports is not straightforward, especially if the production is not based on virgin or waste oils. Large amounts of biomass have to be sourced and converted into a raw product that might need to be upgraded in a refinery; pipelines to and tanks within the airport might need to be adapted to include the SAF, or separate infrastructure has to be built; the scale of possible biomass supply does not match with the large quantities needed to substitute a significant portion of fossil jet fuel. Supply chain issues vary between countries and airports and it can be hard for regulators to understand how much SAF could be locally produced and what percentage of overall jet fuel demand could be replaced.
The purpose of the project is to analyse SAF supply chains for specific airports that can serve as examples for other airports. For any given airport and for varying technology pathways, the analysis shall:
· Describe the details of the supply chain and the integration with existing infrastructure
· Quantify potential SAF volumes and relate it to the current jetfuel demand
· Estimate CAPEX and OPEX of a potential SAF production
· e-fuels / PtX position paper
Energy providers and automakers recently push for e-fuels / PtL / PtG, as they see the opportunity to keep internal combustion engines in the market based on liquid or gaseous fuels produced from renewable electricity. Many technologies for the production of biofuels can be part of e-fuel conversion pathways, and the resulting fuels are the same that could also be produced from biomass alone. While e-fuels do have potential to maximise the amount of low-carbon transport fuels that can be produced, they are less energy efficient than direct use of electricity in electric vehicles, and costlier than their biofuel equivalents. Yet we see industrial interest in pushing for these fuels.
Task 39 should help to provide solid facts and data to decision makers. Next to a description of technological pathways, potential costs and GHG emission reductions, Task 39 should also provide guidance about for which types of vehicles and in which timeframes e-fuels would offer benefits, and clarify that neither the use of biofuels nor the electrification of passenger cars should be hindered by a focus on e-fuels.
Collaboration with Task 33, 37 and 44 would be beneficial in order to cover all technology pathways and the systemic issues. AMF might also be interested in collaboration.

· Infrastructure costs for biofuels
A wide range of biofuel pathways exists, producing a variety of fuels from a variety of feedstocks. The resulting biofuels can either be used in low-blends, in high blends in so-called alternative fuel vehicles, or as drop-in fuels. All pathways have specific pros and cons over a range of aspects. While we are already well aware of feedstock availability, TRL, CAPEX, OPEX, GHG emission reductions, local pollutant emissions, and compatibility with engines, the infrastructure cost component is much less understood.
The infrastructure cost component includes investments required to build biomass conversion facilities, modify vehicle production facilities, buy alternative fuel vehicles and install alternative fuel pumps. From a national perspective it is unclear what the overall costs for rolling out a specific biofuel are, how much added value could be created through related investments, and what the motivation of the specific actors would be to invest. 
The purpose of the project is to establish a number of examples of infrastructure costs and to reflect on the motivation of the respective actors (private people, logistic companies, fuel producers, petrol stations, vehicle producers) to invest.
The project can build on data from past market introductions of e.g. E85 in Sweden, and investigate new data in collaboration with the respective industries such as vehicle manufacturers and petrol stations. It would allow us to engage more with industry, and to provide policy makers with information on costs associated with various biofuels and who would have to invest.

3. How do we increase industry and international organisations involvement in our Task?
Industry:
If we want to increase industry involvement we will have to offer some kind of interactive information exchange. A regular series of online discussion meetings could be a way to involve them. Apart from that, each country representative should remain in touch with relevant industry in their own country. A regular question (e.g. in the questionnaire for the implementation agendas) should be about what industry sees as most important barriers to further biofuels deployment.
International organisations:
Which international organisations do we want to reach? 
· IEA TCPs such as AMF, Combustion, and Hydrogen could be of interest, also IEA (Ilkka Hannula will be working on aviation fuels and on hydrogen there). Collaboration in projects is extremely difficult as all of these have different project financing mechanisms, so we would have to be very flexible. It might be easier to agree on joint workshops to which everyone brings new information. 
· ETIP Bioenergy, in particular WG 2 on conversion processes would be open to collaboration. This is a platform between academia and industry for information exchange on RD&D on biofuels and bioenergy. We are already collaborating in terms of updating the demoplants database.
· Biofuture Platform, Mission Innovation, IRENA, ITF, ICCT: all of these work on a more political level. It would be good to keep them informed about our publications as they can help to deliver messages to policy makers. Also experts like Pierpaolo Cazzola can offer excellent input to our strategic direction by delivering a high-level view of how the required transformation of the energy and mobility system can be achieved (although PP does not so much believe in biofuels and internal combustion engines).

4. How can we better links and collaborate with other IEA Bioenergy Tasks? (which Tasks, which topics).

· Task 33 and 34: co-processing of biocrudes to obtain fuels with biocontent
· Task 37: biomethane in the transport sector
· Task 33, 34, 37, 44: PBtL and PBtG
· Task 37: demoplants database

5. Do you have any further advice or suggestions for the next triennium? 
[bookmark: _GoBack]
· I think the information exchange that we have established e.g. through the country reports is very important and extremely valuable and should be continued. Either all country reports in one task meeting per year or half of them in every task meeting.
· Also important of course are our projects, and that we obtain information about the progress and even more important, a summary of the findings at task meetings.
· On top of that I would like to have more strategic discussions about which type of projects and which topics we should address. As mentioned earlier, we could also ask externals to provide input to such discussions.
· With respect to the management of the Task, I consider it important to take decisions about the work program and the budget allocation jointly (actually this is what IEA rules prescribe). This means that we need to have a clear view on each of the projects, e.g. in a written project description along a common template, and a clear view on the budget in terms of an excel table that includes all budget items (projects and management items and funding of others like BCSmart). I know that some tasks actually vote on which projects to address, with each member being able to prioritize e.g. 3 projects. 
· Also I think we should aim to fully comply with rules of IEA Bioenergy, e.g. in terms of having the work program for the triennium clearly ligned up within the first half year of the triennium, deciding on details for the following year at the fall task meeting, providing all information on the budget in the way requested etc. If compared with other tasks we are clearly falling short in this respect.
· Task 39 has been led by North America for a very long time. I think we should aim to distribute the leadership between more delegates from different regions and form a core group of those interested in contributing actively to the overall strategic direction, to the definition of the new triennium proposal, and to the specific agendas for task meetings. Several countries have indicated interest in taking a more active role or eventually leading the task, including Austria, Germany and New Zealand, but others could probably be motivated as well.
· In the post-pandemic future I think we should aim for a balance of online meetings and physical meetings. 
· Independent from the nature of the meetings, it seems difficult to effectively stimulate discussions in groups larger than about 8. Especially in online meetings it would be worth to split into break-out groups of around 5 for effective discussion and then report back to the plenary. We have such a diversity within the group, we should really try to gain the benefit of all the different viewpoints.
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