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Gasification is a promising pathway for the conversion of biomass into energy products. In particular, the
syngas generated through biomass gasification is of great interest for hydrogen production. Based on an
overview of technological options, a base-case system for hydrogen production via biomass gasification is
defined, and its environmental and thermodynamic performance is evaluated through a life cycle
assessment and an exergetic analysis.

The case study involves poplar gasification in a low-pressure char indirect gasifier, catalytic tar
destruction, cold wet gas cleaning, syngas conversion and hydrogen purification. The calculated exergetic

Ke ds: . > . . . .

Bfg :L\: zlr s efficiency of the plant is 48%, a value comparable to that of conventional coal gasification technologies for
Exergy hydrogen production. The total exergy loss of the plant (mainly associated with the flue gas streams) is
Hydrogen found to be 4.6% of the fuel exergy provided to the overall plant, while 47% of the overall fuel exergy

vanishes as exergy destruction within the individual components of the plant.

The life cycle assessment of the system covers from poplar cultivation to hydrogen purification. Seven
impact potentials are considered: cumulative energy demand, global warming, ozone layer depletion,
photochemical oxidant formation, land competition, acidification and eutrophication. The life-cycle
energy balance of the system suggests a relatively promising energy performance. Poplar cultivation
and harvesting, biomass pre-treatment and syngas cleaning are identified as the subsystems with the
largest contributions to the environmental impacts. Measures to enhance the environmental and energy
performance of the system should focus on minimizing the poplar feedstock demand, improving the
logistical planning for biomass supply, reducing the natural gas demand of the steam reforming sub-
system, and optimizing the electricity demand of the gas cleaning subsystem. Lower consumption levels
of fertilizers and diesel for poplar cultivation and harvesting should also be achieved.

© 2014 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

Life cycle assessment

1. Introduction

In recent years, there has been an increasing interest in using
biomass as an energy source due to rising energy prices caused by
fossil fuel shortages and growing energy demands. Moreover, in
contrast to fossil fuels, biomass is considered to be a carbon neutral
source (Kirubakaran et al., 2009; Nguyen et al., 2013). Thus,
biomass-derived fuels are seen as one of the most promising al-
ternatives to conventional fuels. Nevertheless, although carbon
dioxide is absorbed during the growth of the biomass, greenhouse
gas emissions arise during biomass production, transportation and
conversion, as well as during product distribution (Koroneos et al.,
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2008). Therefore, comprehensive life-cycle thermodynamic and
environmental evaluations of biomass energy systems are needed
(Moya et al., 2013).

Biomass conversion can be carried out through a wide range of
processes, e.g., combustion, pyrolysis, gasification and fermenta-
tion. In particular, gasification is considered one of the most
promising technologies for the conversion of biomass into elec-
tricity, heat and chemical compounds (Campoy et al., 2008). With
gasification, biomass is converted into a gaseous fuel (syngas, also
called biosyngas) through heating in the presence of a gasifying
agent (typically air, oxygen and/or steam). Syngas contains carbon
monoxide, hydrogen, carbon dioxide, methane, water and traces of
other components, such as tars and dust (McKendry, 2002).

Syngas can be used in a large number of applications, including
electricity and/or heat generation and the synthesis of various
products. For instance, it can be used to produce ammonia, meth-
anol, hydrogen and diesel (Huber et al., 2006). Specifically,
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hydrogen is a clean energy resource that can be used in chemical
synthesis, petrochemical reactions, as well as in fuel cells (Tanksale
et al., 2010). It is commonly produced through steam methane
reforming (SMR) from natural gas, but sustainability concerns have
led researchers to investigate other, more environmentally friendly,
hydrogen-production methods focused on biomass gasification and
syngas upgrading (Corella et al., 2008; Ni et al., 2006; Turn et al.,
1998).

In the present study, technological alternatives for biomass
gasification are outlined. On the basis of this overview, a base-case
system for hydrogen production via biomass gasification is defined.
Then, the thermodynamic and environmental performance of the
system is evaluated using an exergetic analysis and a life cycle
assessment (LCA).

Exergy is the maximum theoretical work that can be obtained
when a system is brought to thermodynamic equilibrium with the
reference environment, while heat transfer occurs with this envi-
ronment only (Tsatsaronis and Cziesla, 2004). Exergy remains
constant only in reversible processes. An exergetic analysis reveals
and quantifies losses that occur in real (irreversible) thermal pro-
cesses and cannot be accounted for in an energy analysis (Ptasinski,
2008; Tsatsaronis and Cziesla, 2004). This makes exergetic analysis
an appropriate method for evaluating the effectiveness of energy
conversion processes.

LCA is a well-established methodology to evaluate the envi-
ronmental impacts of a product over its life cycle. This is achieved
by gathering all relevant inputs and outputs of the considered
system, evaluating the potential environmental impacts related to
these inputs and outputs, and interpreting the results obtained in
the inventory analysis and impact assessment phases (ISO,
2006a,b).

Beyond LCA studies that evaluate the cumulative exergy de-
mand category (Dufour et al., 2012), several exergetic LCA studies
have already been performed in the field of fuel production
systems. For instance, Granovskii et al. (2007) carried out the
exergetic LCA of hydrogen production via water electrolysis using
renewables. Ozbilen et al. (2012) performed a similar study for
nuclear-based hydrogen production through thermochemical
water splitting. Similar works have also been conducted for
biodiesel (Talens Peir6 et al., 2010) and bioethanol (Ofori-
Boateng and Lee, 2014). The present study deals with the LCA
and exergetic analysis of hydrogen production via biomass
gasification.

2. Overview of technological alternatives for biomass
gasification

While syngas production via coal gasification has been investi-
gated for many years (Stiegel and Maxwell, 2001), biomass gasifi-
cation is a relatively new area, currently widely studied due to its
potential environmental advantages. Biomass gasification is the
thermochemical conversion of biomass into a gaseous fuel in a
gasification medium such as air, oxygen and/or steam (McKendry,
2002). It takes place at elevated temperatures, between 500 and
1400 °C, and consists of two stages: pyrolysis and gasification. The
former involves the thermal decomposition of the feedstock into
volatile hydrocarbons and char, while the latter entails the trans-
formation of these products into syngas (Ciferno and Marano,
2002; Zhang et al., 2010). The operating pressure varies from at-
mospheric pressure to 33 bar, which highly depends on the plant
scale and the final application of the produced syngas (Ciferno and
Marano, 2002). High pressures lead to size and efficiency advan-
tages, but at the expense of increased complexity and maintenance
costs. Thus, only large-scale processes would be profitable when
operating at high-pressure conditions.

The composition of the produced syngas depends on several
factors, such as the biomass composition, the gasification tech-
nology and the gasifying agent. Air is the most common gasifying
agent because it is inexpensive, when compared to oxygen. How-
ever, when air is used, the produced syngas presents low energy
content due to the dilution effect of nitrogen, with a higher heating
value (HHV) of 3.7—6.4 M] per cubic metre at standard temperature
and pressure (m? stp; 25 °C, 1 atm) (Li et al., 2004). On the other
hand, gasification with oxygen and/or steam produces syngas with
an HHV between 9.2 and 16.5 MJ/m?> stp.

The heat demand of gasification can be supplied directly or
indirectly. Direct gasification (or autothermal gasification) is the
most common approach. It occurs when partial oxidation of
biomass is sufficient to fulfil the heat demand of the process.
Otherwise, when an external energy source is used, the process is
called indirect gasification (or allothermal gasification) (Belgiorno
et al., 2003).

2.1. Biosyngas production

Fixed bed, fluidized bed and indirect gasifiers are the three main
types of reactors used for biomass gasification. The most common
configurations of these gasifiers are shown in Fig. 1. Even though
entrained bed gasifiers constitute a developed technology for coal
gasification, they are not considered in this section, because they
impose high processing costs when used for biomass gasification
(McKendry, 2002).

2.1.1. Fixed bed gasifiers

According to the direction of the flow of the gasifying agent,
fixed bed gasifiers can be classified into updraft (counter-current)
and downdraft (co-current) gasifiers. Updraft gasifiers (Fig. 1a) are
the most mature and simplest type of fixed bed gasifiers. Biomass
moves downwards through a bed, while reacting with the gasifying
agent that moves in the opposite direction. Gas temperature varies
between 500 °C at the exit and 1000 °C at the hearth zone (Ciferno
and Marano, 2002; Zhang et al., 2010). The advantages of updraft
reactors include suitability for biomass with high moisture content
(up to 60%) and high thermal efficiency. The main disadvantage is
that the produced syngas contains high amounts of tar, requiring
extensive clean-up before it can be used in engines or turbines, or
in synthesis applications (Ciferno and Marano, 2002; Zhang et al.,
2010). Updraft gasifiers have been successfully operated in
various countries — such as Finland and Sweden — since the mid
1980s. An example of this type of reactors is the Bioneer gasifier
developed in Finland (VTT, 2002). However, due to the high tar
content in the produced syngas, these gasifiers have not been
widely studied.

In downdraft gasifiers (Fig. 1b), the gasifying agent moves
downwards through the bed, in the same direction as the biomass
feedstock. The main advantage is that the produced syngas has low
tar content and, therefore, it does not need to undergo extensive
clean-up. Reported disadvantages include that biomass with low
moisture content (<20%) is required, and that the thermal effi-
ciency is low, because the gas stream leaves the gasifier with a
temperature of 900—1000 °C (McKendry, 2002). Additionally, large
quantities of unconverted char are produced (McKendry, 2002;
Quaak et al., 1999). Although this type of gasifier has been widely
investigated (Jaojaruek et al., 2011; Lv et al., 2007; Midilli et al.,
2001), its related drawbacks make it unattractive for further
development (Ciferno and Marano, 2002).

2.1.2. Fluidized bed gasifiers
Fluidized bed gasifiers typically use a bed of inert material (e.g.,
sand and alumina) to improve the fluid-dynamic and heat
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transmission properties of the system. The biomass feedstock is
injected into the bed, mixing rapidly with the bed material.
Biomass particles and the bed material are fluidized by the gasi-
fying agent, which flows through the bed, achieving a uniform
temperature distribution. Bubbling fluidized bed and circulating
fluidized bed gasifiers are the two main types of these reactors,
which usually operate at 700—900 °C (Belgiorno et al., 2003).

In bubbling fluidized bed gasifiers (Fig. 1c), the gasifying agent is
injected at the bottom of the reactor at a velocity equal to the
minimum fluidization velocity, fluidizing the bed material and
ensuring intense mixing of the hot bed material. The main advan-
tage of these gasifiers is their suitability for a wide range of biomass
particle sizes (Ciferno and Marano, 2002). Moreover, bubbling flu-
idized bed gasification with air is a relatively simple process for
syngas production. For these reasons, these gasifiers have been
considered in several studies (Lim and Alimuddin, 2008; Narvaez
et al.,, 1996). For instance, Gémez-Barea et al. (2005, 2006) re-
ported the results of pilot-plant experiments on biomass gasifica-
tion in a 150 kWy, air-blown bubbling fluidized bed reactor using
different biomass feedstocks, and evaluated the influence of oper-
ating conditions on the produced syngas.

Circulating fluidized bed gasifiers (Fig. 1d) are similar to
bubbling fluidized bed gasifiers, with the difference that the ve-
locity of the gasifying agent exceeds the minimum fluidization
point. Due to this high velocity, an entrainment of the particles in
the product gas occurs. The particles are separated in a cyclone at
the exit of the reactor and the bed material is returned to the
reactor. This type of gasifier has high conversion rates with low
contents of tar and unconverted carbon, and is suitable for large-
scale applications. Even though these gasifiers can produce more
energy, in comparison with bubbling fluidized bed reactors, their
heat exchange is less efficient (Ciferno and Marano, 2002; Zhang
et al, 2010). The Virnamo demonstration plant in Sweden is
based on this technology (Albertazzi et al., 2005).

Fluidized bed gasifiers for hydrogen production have been
widely studied (Aznar et al., 2006; Rapagna et al., 1998). Since the
hydrogen content of biomass is around 6 wt%, biomass by itself is
not an interesting source of hydrogen. In fluidized bed gasifiers that
use steam as the gasifying agent, the hydrogen production can be
increased. Unfortunately, the high energy intensity of this tech-
nology makes it unattractive. In this context, indirect gasifiers arise
as a possible alternative (Corella et al., 2008).

2.1.3. Indirect gasifiers

Indirect gasification can be carried out in two types of reactors:
gas indirect gasifiers and char indirect gasifiers. As observed in
Fig. 1, in contrast to fluidized bed gasifiers, indirect reactors involve
the use of combustors as additional units to provide the required
heat. In both gas and char indirect gasifiers, pure steam is the
gasifying agent, because it increases the hydrogen content of the
syngas. Gas indirect gasifiers (Fig. 1e) use a fluidized bed heated by
a hot gas stream from a separate burner, in which a fraction of the
syngas is combusted with air to meet the heat requirements. Gas
indirect gasification can work with a wide range of feedstocks
(Belgiorno et al., 2003).

Alternatively, instead of burning part of the syngas produced,
char can be combusted. Char indirect gasifiers (Fig. 1f) consist of
two separate reactors: a fluidized bed gasifier and a fluidized bed
combustor. Biomass is converted into syngas in the gasifier at 700—
900 °C (Goransson et al., 2011). The char and bed material (sand)
are separated from the syngas in a cyclone. The resulting solid
stream enters the combustor, where the char is burned, thereby
heating the sand. The sand is circulated between the two reactors to
provide the necessary heat of the gasification. This process has the
highest conversion rates and gas yields (Belgiorno et al., 2003).

Some examples of this process are the Battelle biomass gasifier,
licensed in the USA by Future Energy Resource Corporation (Ciferno
and Marano, 2002; Corella et al., 2008), and the fast internally
circulating fluidized bed gasifier developed at the Technical
University of Vienna in cooperation with the Austrian Energy &
Environment company (Duret et al., 2005; Hannula, 2009). As
char indirect gasifiers produce a hydrogen-rich gas with a suitable
heating value, further research on their use for hydrogen produc-
tion is being performed (Mann, 1995; Pfeifer et al., 2004; Shen et al.,
2008).

2.2. Biosyngas conditioning

Although syngas consists mainly of CO and Hy, it also contains
undesirable compounds such as particles, condensable tars, alkali
compounds, CO,, H,S, HCl, NH3, HCN and COS. Therefore, syngas
must be purified and conditioned to produce a gas with a suitable
composition for its final application. Syngas purification also di-
minishes potential problems in downstream processes (e.g., cata-
lyst poisoning, clogging, etc.). Before cleaning the gas, tar removal is
required. In general, tars can be partly removed by thermal/cata-
lytic destruction or condensation. To decrease the tar levels and
enhance syngas production and quality, tar removal is performed
by thermal/catalytic destruction followed by condensation.

Thermal destruction generally requires temperatures between
900 and 1100 °C, which are usually higher than the temperature of
the output stream of the gasifier (McKendry, 2002). Thus, additional
energy is needed to heat the gas. Moreover, high temperatures can
cause material and economic complications (Huber et al., 2006).
Catalytic destruction allows operation at lower temperatures, so that
zero or little energy is needed to heat the gas. Hence, it is a more
common procedure to reduce tar content than thermal destruction
(Huber et al., 2006; McKendry, 2002; Pfeifer et al., 2004). The reac-
tion of tars with H,0, CO, and/or O, producing CO, CO,, CHg, H, and
H,O0 is assisted by catalysts (Huber et al., 2006).

After tar destruction, syngas undergoes cold wet gas cleaning
(Goransson et al., 2011; Toonssen et al., 2008). This proven tech-
nology includes various stages. First, syngas is cooled and fine
particles and condensed alkali compounds are removed by means
of filtering devices such as filter bags. In the next stage, residual
particles, halides, ammonia and residual tars are removed via
scrubbing. Finally, H,S and COS are removed by means of the LO-
CAT® process and a ZnO guard bed, in order to avoid catalyst
poisoning downstream (Spath et al., 2005). Sulphur concentration
can be reduced below 0.1 ppm.

Dry hot gas cleaning constitutes an alternative to cold wet gas
cleaning. It is based on the use of a series of sorbent reactors and
separators (Sharma et al., 2013). Alkali impurities and halides are
removed in the first sorbent reactor. Thereafter, the sorbents and
ash are separated in a cyclone. Desulphurization occurs in the
second sorbent reactor. A filter is then operated in pulsed or pulse-
less regime to completely remove all the particles. Finally, the
resulting gas stream is passed through a multi-zoned packed bed of
different sorbents to capture trace impurities of S, Se, As, Hg, NH3,
etc. (Sharma et al., 2013). When compared to cold wet gas cleaning,
dry hot gas cleaning can result in a more efficient operation, also
avoiding wastewater generation (Goransson et al., 2011; McKendry,
2002). Nonetheless, dry hot gas cleaning presents significant
technical challenges associated with the performance of sorbents
and particulate filters (McKendry, 2002; Sharma et al., 2013).

2.3. Biosyngas in energy applications

Currently, from an energy perspective, the main uses of syngas
are power and heat generation through direct combustion, co-
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Fig. 2. Diagram of the main processes involved in the base case for biomass gasification.

firing in existing coal power plants, combined heat and power
generation, and integrated gasification combined cycles (Boerrigter
and Rauch, 2005). Alternatively, syngas can be used in the synthesis
of energy products, such as methanol, synthetic fuel, synthetic
natural gas (SNG) and hydrogen. Syngas generated through
biomass gasification is primarily used for hydrogen production
(Kirtay, 2011).

Syngas from biomass gasification using air or oxygen contains
between 8 and 14 vol% of hydrogen. However, if steam is used as the
gasifying agent, the hydrogen content can reach concentrations
ranging from 30 to 60 vol% (Shen et al., 2008). Biosyngas is con-
verted into hydrogen in two main steps: steam reforming (per-
formed due to the methane content of the syngas, usually above 5
vol% [Boerrigter and Rauch, 2005]) and water gas shift (WGS) re-
action. The first process (steam reforming) converts methane and
higher hydrocarbons into CO and Hj:

CxHy + xH;0<x CO + (x +y/2)H;
CO is then converted into CO, and H; by the WGS reaction:

(1)

CO + H,0COy + Hy 2)

The WGS reaction is generally performed in two consecutive
reactors: a high-temperature reactor (HTS) at 350—500 °C and a
low-temperature reactor (LTS) operating at around 200 °C (Huber
et al., 2006). The most common catalysts for the WGS reaction
are Fe—Cr-based catalysts for HTS and Cu-based catalysts for LTS.
Hydrogen is purified by pressure swing adsorption (PSA) (Mann,
1995; Spath et al., 2005).

In addition to hydrogen production, SNG generation from
lignocellulosic biomass, via gasification and catalytic methanation,
is also being investigated (Steubing et al., 2011; Zhang, 2010). To
meet the final SNG specifications, the produced syngas must have a
high methane content and a low or zero nitrogen content. An
example of this application is the Milena pilot plant in the
Netherlands (Zhang, 2010).

Other biosyngas uses are subject to study, but, to date, their
relevance is low, when compared to hydrogen production. For
instance, research activities on biosyngas transformation into
synthetic fuels through the Fischer—Tropsch synthesis are being
performed (Huber et al., 2006; Opdal, 2006; Zhang, 2010). How-
ever, currently, there are no commercial plants that use biomass for
this process, since the syngas must be very clean (Huber et al.,
2006; Kumar et al., 2009).

3. Material and methods
3.1. The base case

The goal of this study is to evaluate the exergetic and envi-
ronmental performance of a base case for biomass gasification.
As hydrogen is considered one of the most promising alternatives
to fossil fuels, the considered base case is associated with
hydrogen production through biomass gasification. Based on the
technological alternatives summarized in Section 2, poplar gasi-
fication in a low-pressure char indirect gasifier, catalytic tar
destruction, cold wet gas cleaning and syngas conversion to
hydrogen through SMR and WGS, followed by PSA purification,
have been considered. Fig. 2 shows a schematic representation of
the base case. Poplar (50% moisture) has been selected as the
biomass feedstock due to the current interest in short-rotation
plantations (SRP) for the production of second-generation bio-
fuels. SRP poplar can grow with little input and in relatively small
areas, thus improving the life-cycle performance of the biofuel
(Gasol et al., 2009).

As shown in Fig. 2, the process selected for poplar gasification
uses a low-pressure char indirect gasifier designed by Battelle Co-
lumbus Laboratory, operating at 870 °C and 1.6 bar (Spath et al,,
2005). The heat required for the endothermic gasification is sup-
plied by the bed material that circulates between the gasifier vessel
and the char combustor. Steam is used as the gasifying agent,
producing a syngas of relatively high hydrogen content, in
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Table 1

Composition of the biosyngas after tar reforming (mol%, wet).
Component Mol% (wet)
H, 334
H,0 26.5
Cco 16.5
€O, 16.1
CH4 6.1
Higher hydrocarbons 1.2
Others (NHs, HS, N2) 0.2

comparison to that produced in air-blown gasifiers. The bed ma-
terial is synthetic olivine, which promotes tar destruction, thus
increasing the syngas yield. The syngas stream exiting the gasifier is
sent to the tar reformer, where tars are converted into CO and Hj.
This reactor consists of a bubbling fluidized bed that uses olivine as
catalytic bed material. After the tar reformer, the syngas is condi-
tioned by cold wet gas cleaning that is preferred to dry hot gas
cleaning, which is associated with technical challenges. Elemental
sulphur is obtained as a by-product from the cleaning subsystem,
which is linked to the LO-CAT® process (48 °C, 30 bar). Thereafter,
syngas undergoes SMR (at 850 °C and 30 bar) and high- and low-
temperature shift conversion (at 350 °C and 200 °C, respectively).
SMR is carried out because the produced syngas contains signifi-
cant amounts of methane and higher hydrocarbons after tar
reforming (Table 1) (Spath et al., 2005). Lastly, the final product (i.e.,
purified hydrogen) is obtained in a PSA unit that operates at 43 °C
and 25.5 bar. The steam reformer is fuelled by the PSA off-gas

(primary fuel) and natural gas (secondary fuel), which provides
the additional thermal energy required by the reforming process.
Since the attractiveness of hydrogen production is highly depen-
dent on its primary energy demand, the conversion technology
used and the related environmental impacts, a thorough evaluation
of the thermodynamic and environmental performance of the case
study must be conducted (Reijnders, 2009; Serrano et al., 2012).

3.2. Introduction to the exergetic analysis

The inefficiencies present within the boundaries of a system are
represented by the exergy destruction. Streams that exit the system
boundaries and are not further used in the process constitute the
exergy losses. To calculate exergy values, a reference environment
with a reference temperature, pressure and chemical potential
must be defined (exergy reference environment or thermodynamic
environment). At the reference state the exergy is zero. The defined
reference values remain constant when heat and materials are
exchanged between a system and the environment.

Exergy is separated into physical (I':‘p ) and chemical (ECh) parts.
Physical exergy depends on temperature and pressure and for a
stream of matter it is defined by Eq. (3), where h and s are the
specific enthalpy and entropy, respectively. The subscript O denotes
the values at the temperature and pressure of the environment (Tg
and pp). The temperature and pressure of the environment
considered in this study are 15 °C and 1 bar, respectively.

P = (h—hg) — Ty (s — o) 3)
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Fig. 3. Simplified flowchart of the base case study: definition of subsystems (dotted arrows involve flows between subsystems).
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Table 2
Main inventory data for hydrogen production via poplar gasification (FU: 1 m? stp of
purified hydrogen).

Inputs from the technosphere
Materials and fuels

Outputs to the technosphere
Products

Poplar wood chips 2.14 kg Purified hydrogen 1.00 m?> stp
(wet basis) (SS0)
Magnesium 408-107° kg Avoided products
oxide (SS3)
Olivine (SS3) 3.21-1002 kg  Sulphur 8.63-107% kg
Process 430-10 kg Wastes to treatment
water (SS3)
Natural gas (S55)  9.73-10~> kg  Sand/ash to 430-1072 kg
landfill (SS3)
Makeup 7.69-107' kg  Catalyst to 350-107% kg
water (SS8) landfill (SS3)
Makeup 599-107' kg  Wastewater to 121-107" kg
water (SS9) treatment
plant (SS4)
Energy Sludge to 5.82-1073 kg
incinerator (SS4)
Electric 9.45-10% kWh Emissions to water
energy (SS2)
Electric 463-107 kWh Wastewater (SS8) 1.48-107! kg
energy (SS3)
Electric 2.79-1072 kWh Wastewater (SS9) 4.07-1072 kg
energy (SS4)
Electric 1.61-107* kWh Emissions to air
energy (SS5)
Electric 1.61-107* kWh Oxygen (SS2) 6.25-1072 kg
energy (SS6)
Electric 4.82-10~* kWh Nitrogen (S52) 1.91 kg
energy (SS7)
Electric 1.41-10~ kWh Water (SS2) 1.11 kg
energy (SS8)
Electric 8.41-100% kWh Argon (S52) 3.26-1072 kg
energy (SS9)
Transport by lorry Carbon 6.20-107"' kg
dioxide (SS2)
Poplar 1.71-107!' t-km Ammonia (SS2) 1.57-107% kg
wood chips
to plant (SS1)
Inputs from the environment Oxygen (SS4) 3.46-1072 kg
Air (SS3) 2.58 kg Nitrogen (SS4) 1.32 kg
Air (S54) 2.09-103 kg  Water (S54) 3.42-107' kg
Air (SS5) 1.78 kg Argon (S54) 2.24-1072 kg
Carbon 1.40 kg
dioxide (SS4)
Nitrogen 292-107° kg
dioxide (SS4)
Water (SS8) 6.22-107" kg
Carbon 3.38-107% kg
dioxide (SS9)

Ammonia (SS9)  8.75-107° kg

Chemical exergy depends on the reference model used for its
calculation (Tsatsaronis and Cziesla, 2004). Although available
models are arbitrary to some extent, their uncertainties and dif-
ferences do not affect the conclusions of an exergetic analysis. In
this article, the model formulated by Ahrendts is used. The calcu-
lation of the chemical exergy is based on the chemical exergy per
unit of mass defined in the reference model used. The chemical
exergy per mole of a mixture of n gases is calculated by Eq. (4),
where el.ch and x; stand for the standard molar chemical exergy and
the mole fraction of each i substance, respectively.

i=n i=n
ech — in.el@h + RTO in'ln(xi) (4)
i=1 i=1

After the exergies of all necessary streams are known, the fuel
and product exergies of the overall process, Epior and Epor,

System boundaries

1
Biomass ! i Hydrogen
—_—>
! i
Natural gas | ! Suphor
: i Flue gas
Catalysts 1
: PLANT ' Water
Water d
d 1 Purge, ash, vent
1
Air | i Air
_ ! >
1

1
006 T om0 S e el it S e i
{Net electricity

Fig. 4. System boundaries considered in the exergetic analysis.

respectively, are defined and the exergetic efficiency of the plant
(etot) can be calculated with Eq. (5).

E
Etot = .Pitot ( 5)
EF,tot
The total exergy destruction of the plant (EDm) is calculated by
subtracting its overall product exergy and exergy loss (E o) from
its overall fuel exergy, as in Eq. (6).

EDitot = EF,tot - EPi,tot - EL,tot (6)

3.3. LCA framework and data acquisition

The functional unit (FU) of the LCA study — i.e., the quantified
performance of the product system to be used as the reference unit
(ISO, 2006a, 2006b) — is 1 m? stp of purified hydrogen (at plant).
The system boundaries set for the LCA of the base case are shown in
Fig. 3. As observed, a cradle-to-gate approach has been followed,
starting at the feedstock plantation and finishing at the purification
facility. A total of nine subsystems have been defined, viz., feedstock
transportation (SS1), pre-treatment (SS2), gasification and tar
reforming (SS3), gas cleaning (SS4), steam reforming (SS5), water
gas shift (SS6), hydrogen purification (SS7), cooling water supply
(SS8), and steam and power generation (SS9). Additionally, poplar
cultivation and harvesting has been included as a background
subsystem (SSO) that mainly involves land occupation, CO; ab-
sorption, fertilizer use and diesel consumption (Fan et al., 2011;
Gasol et al., 2009). As presented in Fig. 3, a steam cycle is inte-
grated into the system to fulfil the steam requirements, as well as to
partly satisfy the electricity demand of the system. In this way, the
electricity purchased from the grid is significantly reduced.

An LCA study requires the quantification of the relevant inputs
and outputs of a system through its life cycle. In the present study,

Table 3
Composition of biomass and ambient air (wt%).

Biomass Ambient air

Composition (wt%, dry basis) Composition (wt%)

C 50.88 N2 74.04
H 6.04 0, 22.70
N 0.17 Ar 1.26
S 0.09 CO, 0.05
0 41.90 H,0 1.95
Ash 0.92
Lower heating value (MJ/kg) 18.20
Moisture content (wt%) 50.00
e (MJ/kg; dry and ash free) 20.50
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foreground data have been adapted from a techno-economic report
on hydrogen production via poplar gasification (Spath et al., 2005).
Table 2 summarizes the main inventory data gathered for the
considered base case study. The biomass transportation distance
assumed (80 km) has been based on literature data (Iribarren et al.,
2012).

Secondary data have been mainly taken from the ecoinvent
database (Frischknecht et al., 2007). Background processes include
transportation (Spielmann et al., 2007) and the production of
chemicals (Althaus et al., 2007) and energy carriers (Dones et al.,
2007). Data from specific scientific literature have been used for
poplar cultivation and harvesting (SSO) (Fan et al., 2011; Gasol et al.,
2009).

4. Results and discussion
4.1. Exergetic analysis

In the exergetic analysis, the sulphur output has been consid-
ered as part of the overall product of the system. Thus, the product
consists of hydrogen (main product) and sulphur (by-product).
Fig. 4 shows a simplified diagram of the system considered in the
exergetic analysis.

To calculate the chemical exergy of the streams, their compo-
sition must be known. The composition of the biomass is shown in
Table 3. Stream data have been derived from Spath et al. (2005) and
the incoming and outgoing streams in Fig. 4 may consist of more
than one substream.

Based on Eq. (5) and according to the exergies of the considered
streams and the power input (W;,), the exergetic efficiency of the
plant has been calculated using Eq. (7). The numerator and the
denominator of the ratio represent the product and fuel exergies of
the plant, respectively. The fuel exergy provided to the overall
plant, EF‘,tot, involves the biomass, the added natural gas (consid-
ered here as pure methane), the air (used as oxidizer), the catalysts
used and the power input required to operate the system. The net
power input required by the plant is approximately 10 MW. The
product exergy of the plant, Ep o, includes the hydrogen and the
produced sulphur. The calculated stream exergies are shown in
Table 4. As observed, although sulphur has been considered as a by-
product, its effect on the overall plant efficiency is negligible.

Etot = EPIOt _ EHZ + ES (7)
ot = = =3 : o 2 A
EF,tot Ebiomass + ECH4 + Ecatalysts + Eair + Win

The exergetic efficiency of the plant has been found to be 48%.
Since efficiencies of approximately 49% have been reported for the
production of hydrogen via coal gasification (Abbas and Wan Daud,
2010; Rosen, 1996; Stiegel and Ramezan, 2006), the biomass gasi-
fication system can be considered an attractive alternative as long
as environmental advantages are associated with this system. The
use of a renewable resource (poplar biomass) and the production of
high purity hydrogen (99.9 vol%) should support the suitability of
this system.

As shown in Eq. (8), the exergy loss consists of the exergy of
streams exhausted to the atmosphere (i.e., the flue gas streams led
to the stack, Eqye gas)» the cooling air used in the compression unit

(ECAout—CAm) and the cooling water used in various parts of the plant

(EcWoy—cwy,)-

EL,tot = Efye gas + ECWouﬁCWm + ECAour*CAin (8)

When calculating the total exergy loss of the plant, some
streams, such as the disposed sludge and ash, as well as the vent

Table 4
Specific physical and chemical exergies (eP", e) and overall exergy rates (Esgream ) Of
incoming and outgoing streams.

efh (kj/kg) eh (kj/kg) Estream (kw)
Incoming streams
Biomass 0.0 1.0- 10* 4.7-10°
Natural gas 0.0 46-10* 9.6-10°
Catalysts 0.0 622.8 427.5
Water 0.0 7.1 72.5
Air 0.0 4.1 119.1
Win - - 1.0-10*
Outgoing streams
Hydrogen 5.0-10° 1.2:10° 24-10°
Sulphur 5.3 0.0 0.2
Water 101.9 7.6 209.8
Air 0.0 22 0.1
Flue gas 156.8 145.8 2.2-10%

exhausted from the deaerator have been neglected. In these cases,
the chemical exergy is considered to be zero and the physical
exergy negligible. The total exergy loss of the plant has been found
to be 4.6% of the EFrmt and it is mainly associated with the flue gas
streams.

According to Eq. (6), 47% of the overall fuel exergy provided to
the plant vanishes as exergy destruction. This percentage corre-
sponds to 230 MW and it is constituted by the exergy destruction
within the individual components of the plant. Through the overall
exergetic analysis of the plant presented here, a general overview of
the performance of the plant has been obtained. It is expected that
most of the exergy destruction will occur in the components where
chemical reactions take place (Bejan et al., 1996; Petrakopoulou,
2010), with the largest part in the gasifier. One common practice
to improve the operating efficiency of chemical reactors is to in-
crease the temperature of the reacting streams. However, because
most of the exergy destruction within the chemical reactors is
unavoidable (Petrakopoulou, 2010), only marginal improvements
can be achieved. Further measures depend on the system config-
uration and its specific potential for improvement that can be
revealed using advanced exergy-based methods.

4.2. Environmental characterization

The life cycle impact assessment phase of an LCA study associ-
ates life cycle inventory data with a set of environmental impact
categories and their corresponding indicators, in order to evaluate
the environmental performance of a system (ISO, 2006a, 2006b).
The environmental characterization of hydrogen production via
poplar gasification has been carried out taking into account seven
categories: cumulative energy demand (CED), global warming
(GWP), ozone layer depletion (ODP), photochemical oxidant for-
mation (POFP), land competition (LC), acidification (AP) and
eutrophication (EP). CED refers to the cumulative non-renewable
(fossil and nuclear) energy demand (VDI, 2012), while the other

Table 5
Environmental characterization of the overall system (FU: 1 m> stp of purified
hydrogen).

Whole system Sulphur credit Hydrogen
CED (M] eq) 2.05 —435-1073 2.04
GWP (kg CO, eq) 1.30-107! -2.76-107% 1.30-107!
ODP (kg CFC-11 eq) 1.49-10°8 —-3.53.10~ 1" 1.49-10°8
POFP (kg CoH4 eq) 2.20-107° —-1.38-107° 2.07-107°
LC (m?a) 7.93-10~" -1.32-1077 7.93-107!
AP (kg SO, eq) 1.16-1073 —345-107° 1.13-10°3
EP (kg PO3~ eq) 2.52-1074 —1.45-1077 2.52-1074
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Fig. 5. Contribution (%) of the subsystems to the potential environmental impacts allocated to hydrogen.

impact potentials have been computed using the CML method
(Guinée et al., 2001). The software SimaPro 7 has been used for the
computational implementation of the inventories (Goedkoop et al.,
2010).

Table 5 presents the environmental characterization results of
the overall hydrogen production system. These results have been
shared between the different products generated by the system:
hydrogen (main product) and sulphur (marketable by-product). An

100% -

allocation procedure has been followed to face this multifunctional
system (Ekvall and Finnveden, 2001). Since the produced sulphur
can be introduced to the existing sulphur market and cover part of
its demand, an avoided burden approach has been adopted. The
produced sulphur has been assumed to partly replace the con-
ventional production of sulphur (avoided product), preventing,
therefore, the related environmental burdens (avoided impacts).
Based on this method, an environmental credit has been computed
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Fig. 6. Contribution (%) of the main processes to the potential environmental impacts allocated to hydrogen.
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to account for the generation of the sulphur by-product. The
environmental characterization results linked to the hydrogen
product in Table 5 have been calculated by subtracting this envi-
ronmental credit from the impacts of the whole system. As
observed, the environmental reduction associated with the sulphur
credit is negligible (percentage reduction < 0.25%) for all consid-
ered impact categories, with the exception of POFP (6%) and AP
(3%).

The use of an LCA approach allows the identification of the
subsystems that contribute most to the potential impacts attrib-
uted to the produced hydrogen. As shown in Fig. 5, the biomass
cultivation and harvesting subsystem (SSO) dominates the LC
impact category, also accounting for the highest contributions to
POFP (48%), ODP (45%) and CED (42%). Although SSO also contrib-
utes to AP and EP significantly, these categories are dominated by
the pre-treatment subsystem (SS2), with a contribution percentage
of 28% in both cases. Finally, the gas cleaning subsystem (554) has
been found to be the subsystem with the highest contribution to
GWP. In this category, a desirable effect has been identified for SSO,
due to CO, absorption during the poplar cultivation stage. This
favourable effect of poplar cultivation on the GWP category, as well
as the leading role of SSO regarding LC, agrees with observations
from other LCA studies of energy systems that use biomass as
feedstock (Hsu, 2011; Iribarren et al., 2012; Susmozas et al., 2013).

Even though biomass transport (SS1), gasification (SS3), steam
reforming (SS5) and steam and power generation (SS9) have not
been identified as top contributors to any impact category, they
should not be disregarded. For instance, SS5 contributes to ODP and
CED with more than 25%, SS9 presents contributions of higher than
12% to AP and EP, and SS1 contributes significantly to ODP (18%).

The application of the LCA methodology to hydrogen production
via poplar gasification leads to the identification not only of the
most contributing subsystems, but also of the specific processes
that result in these contributions. Fig. 6 summarizes the contribu-
tion of the main processes to the potential environmental impacts
attributed to hydrogen.

As observed, direct emissions to air from the pre-treatment
subsystem (SS2) are the reason of the high contribution of this
subsystem to AP, EP and GWP. It should be noted that the off-gas
stream from the gasification subsystem (SS3) is used for biomass
drying in the pre-treatment subsystem. Thus, the final emission
impacts have been fully attributed to SS2.

Direct emissions to air from the gas cleaning subsystem (SS4)
are responsible for the contribution of SS4 to GWP. In addition to
poplar cultivation/harvesting/transport and direct emissions to air
from SS2 and SS4, other processes with high environmental impact
contributions include: (i) the natural gas production linked to SS5
(contribution of 29% to ODP and 28% to CED), (ii) the electricity
production associated with SS4 (contribution of 22% to POFP, 13% to
CED, 12% to AP and 10% to EP), and (iii) direct emissions to air from
SS9 (contribution of 12% to AP and EP). The significant role of
electricity is in agreement with previous life-cycle studies on
biomass gasification (Koroneos et al., 2008), as well as the leading
role of poplar production and direct emissions from the processing
plant (Susmozas et al.,, 2013). Nevertheless, it should be noted that
gasification plants could be designed to be (completely) energy
self-sufficient (Susmozas et al., 2013).

Based on the CED indicator of the produced hydrogen (Table 5),
a preliminary life-cycle energy balance has been carried out. While
the total fossil and nuclear energy demand accounts for 2.04 MJ/FU,
a total energy output of 10.79 M]/FU has been estimated according
to the lower heating value of the produced hydrogen (Waldheim
and Nilsson, 2001). Hence, an energy surplus of 8.75 M]J/FU has
been found, which is equivalent to 81% of the potential energy
output. Although more thorough energy balances are needed,

preliminary results suggest a relatively promising energy perfor-
mance of hydrogen production via poplar gasification, as also
observed in previous studies (Koroneos et al., 2008; Susmozas et al.,
2013).

Finally, based on the environmental hot spots identified in this
section, actions to (i) minimize the poplar feedstock demand (i.e.,
attainment of higher conversion efficiencies), (ii) improve the
logistical planning for biomass supply, (iii) reduce the natural gas
demand of the steam reforming subsystem, and (iv) optimize the
electricity demand of the gas cleaning subsystem, are highly rec-
ommended to enhance the environmental and energy performance
of the system. Improvements related to poplar cultivation and
harvesting also are of great value, especially concerning the
achievement of lower consumption levels of fertilizers and diesel.

5. Conclusions

Based on an overview of the current alternatives available for
biomass gasification, a representative base case was defined:
hydrogen production via poplar gasification in a low-pressure char
indirect gasifier. The thermodynamic and environmental perfor-
mance of this case study was evaluated through an exergetic
analysis and an LCA.

The exergetic efficiency of the considered plant was found to be
48%. In this respect, the performance of the biomass gasification
system is comparable to hydrogen production via coal gasification,
while achieving environmental advantages associated with the use
of a renewable bioresource (poplar).

Inventory data for the base case were collected to estimate the
potential environmental impacts of the system for a selection of
seven impact categories. Poplar cultivation and harvesting, biomass
pre-treatment and syngas cleaning were found to be the sub-
systems with the largest contributions to the environmental im-
pacts. Measures to improve the environmental and energy
performance of this hydrogen production system should focus on
minimizing the poplar feedstock demand, improving the logistical
planning for biomass supply, reducing the natural gas demand of
the steam reforming subsystem and optimizing the electricity de-
mand of the gas cleaning subsystem. Lower consumption levels of
fertilizers and diesel for poplar cultivation and harvesting should
also be achieved.

Acknowledgements

This research has been supported by the Regional Government
of Madrid (S2009/ENE-1743).

References

Abbas, H.E, Wan Daud, W.M.A., 2010. Hydrogen production by methane decom-
position: a review. Int. ]. Hydrog. Energ. 35, 1160—1190.

Albertazzi, S., Basile, F., Brandin, J., Eivall, J., Hulteberg, C., Fornasari, G., Rosetti, V.,
Sanati, M., Trifiro, F, Vaccari, A., 2005. The technical feasibility of biomass
gasification for hydrogen production. Catal. Today 106, 297—300.

Althaus, H.J., Chudacoff, M., Hischier, R., Jungbluth, N., Osses, M., Primas, A., 2007.
Life Cycle Inventories of Chemicals. ecoinvent report No. 8. Swiss Centre for Life
Cycle Inventories, Diibendorf.

Aznar, M.P, Caballero, M.A., Corella, J., Molina, G., Toledo, J.M., 2006. Hydrogen
production by biomass gasification with steam-0, mixtures followed by a
catalytic steam reformer and CO-shift system. Energ. Fuel 20, 1305—1309.

Bejan, A., Tsatsaronis, G., Moran, M., 1996. Thermal design and Optimization. John
Wiley & Sons Inc., New York.

Belgiorno, V., De Feo, G., Della Rocca, C., Napoli, RM.A., 2003. Energy from gasifi-
cation of solid wastes. Waste Manage 23, 1-15.

Boerrigter, H., Rauch, R., 2005. Syngas production and utilisation. In: Knoef, H.A.M.
(Ed.), Handbook Biomass Gasification. Biomass Technology Group (BTG),
Enschede.

Campoy, M., Gomez-Barea, A., Villanueva, A.L,, Ollero, P., 2008. Air-steam gasifica-
tion of biomass in a fluidized bed under simulated autothermal and adiabatic
conditions. Ind. Eng. Chem. Res. 47, 5957—5965.

Please cite this article in press as: Iribarren, D., et al., Environmental and exergetic evaluation of hydrogen production via lignocellulosic biomass
gasification, Journal of Cleaner Production (2014), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.01.068



http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref8

D. Iribarren et al. / Journal of Cleaner Production xxx (2014) 1—11 1

Ciferno, J.P., Marano, J.J., 2002. Benchmarking Biomass Gasification Technologies for
Fuels, Chemicals and Hydrogen Production. US DOE National Energy Technol-
ogy Laboratory, North Aurora.

Corella, J., Toledo, J.M., Molina, G., 2008. Biomass gasification with pure steam in
fluidised bed: 12 variables that affect the effectiveness of the biomass gasifier.
Int. J. Oil Gas. Coal Technol. 1, 194—207.

Dones, R., Bauer, C., Bolliger, R., Burger, B., Faist Emmenegger, M., Frischknecht, R.,
et al.,, 2007. Life Cycle Inventories of Energy Systems: Results for Current Sys-
tems in Switzerland and other UCTE Countries. ecoinvent report No. 5. Swiss
Centre for Life Cycle Inventories, Diibendorf.

Dufour, ]., Serrano, D.P.,, Gélvez, ].L., Gonzdlez, A., Soria, E., Fierro, J.L.G., 2012. Life
cycle assessment of alternatives for hydrogen production from renewable and
fossil sources. Int. ]. Hydrog. Energ. 37, 1173—1183.

Duret, A., Friedli, C., Maréchal, F., 2005. Process design of Synthetic Natural Gas
(SNG) production using wood gasification. J. Clean. Prod. 13, 1434—1446.

Ekvall, T.,, Finnveden, G., 2001. Allocation in ISO 14041 — a critical review. J. Clean.
Prod. 9, 197—-208.

Fan, J., Kalnes, T.N., Alward, M., Klinger, J., Sadehvandi, A., Shonnard, D.R., 2011. Life
cycle assessment of electricity generation using fast pyrolysis bio-oil. Renew.
Energy 36, 632—641.

Frischknecht, R., Jungbluth, N., Althaus, HJ., Doka, G., Heck, T., Hellweg, S., et al.,
2007. Overview and Methodology. ecoinvent report No. 1. Swiss Centre for Life
Cycle Inventories, Diibendorf.

Gasol, C.M., Gabarrell, X., Anton, A., Rigola, M., Carrasco, ]., Ciria, P., Rieradevall, ]J.,
2009. LCA of poplar bioenergy system compared with Brassica carinata energy
crop and natural gas in regional scenario. Biomass Bioenergy 33, 119—129.

Goedkoop, M., de Schryver, A, Oele, M., Durksz, S., de Roest, D., 2010. Introduction
to LCA with SimaPro 7. PRé Consultants, Amersfoort.

Goémez-Barea, A., Arjona, R., Ollero, P., 2005. Pilot-plant gasification of olive stone: a
technical assessment. Energy Fuel 19, 598—605.

Goémez-Barea, A., Campoy, M., Ollero, P.,, Fernandez-Pereira, C., 2006. Pilot plant
experiences with fluidised bed gasification of orujillo and MBM. In: Proceedings
of the 19th International Conference on Fluidized Bed Combustion, Vienna.

Goransson, K., Séderlind, U., He, ]., Zhang, W., 2011. Review of syngas production via
biomass DFBGs. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 15, 482—492.

Granovskii, M., Dincer, I, Rosen, M.A., 2007. Exergetic life cycle assessment of
hydrogen production from renewables. J. Power Sources 167, 461—471.

Guinée, ].B., Gorrée, M., Heijungs, R., Huppes, G., Kleijn, R., de Koning, A., et al., 2001.
Life Cycle Assessment — an Operational Guide to the ISO Standards. Centre of
Environmental Science, Leiden.

Hannula, I, 2009. Hydrogen Production via Thermal Gasification of Biomass in
Near-to-medium Term. VTT Technical Research Centre of Finland, Espoo.

Hsu, D.D., 2011. Life Cycle Assessment of Gasoline and Diesel Produced via Fast
Pyrolysis and Hydroprocessing. US DOE National Renewable Energy Laboratory,
Golden.

Huber, G.W., Iborra, S., Corma, A., 2006. Synthesis of transportation fuels from
biomass: chemistry, catalysts, and engineering. Chem. Rev. 106, 4044—4098.

Iribarren, D., Peters, ].F,, Dufour, J., 2012. Life cycle assessment of transportation
fuels from biomass pyrolysis. Fuel 97, 812—821.

ISO, 2006a. ISO 14040. Environmental Management — Life Cycle Assessment —
Principles and Framework. International Organization for Standardization,
Geneva.

ISO, 2006b. ISO 14044. Environmental Management — Life Cycle Assessment —
Requirements and Guidelines. International Organization for Standardization,
Geneva.

Jaojaruek, K., Jarungthammachote, S., Gratuito, M.K.B., Wongsuwan, H., Homhual, S.,
2011. Experimental study of wood downdraft gasification for an improved
producer gas quality through an innovative two-stage air and premixed air/gas
supply approach. Bioresour. Technol. 102, 4834—4840.

Kirtay, E., 2011. Recent advances in production of hydrogen from biomass. Energy
Convers. Manage 52, 1778—1789.

Kirubakaran, V., Sivaramakrishan, V. Nalini, R., Sekar, T, Premalatha, M.,
Subramanian, P, 2009. A review on gasification of biomass. Renew. Sustain.
Energy Rev. 13, 179—186.

Koroneos, C., Dompros, A., Roumbas, G., 2008. Hydrogen production via biomass
gasification — a life cycle assessment approach. Chem. Eng. Process 47, 1261—
1268.

Kumar, A., Jones, D.D., Hanna, M.A., 2009. Thermochemical biomass gasification: a
review of the current status of the technology. Energies 2, 556—581.

Li, X.T,, Grace, J.R., Lim, CJ., Watkinson, Chen, H.P,, Kim, J.R., 2004. Biomass gasifi-
cation in a circulating fluidized bed. Biomass Bioenergy 26, 171-193.

Lim, M.T., Alimuddin, Z., 2008. Bubbling fluidized bed biomass gasification — per-
formance, process findings and energy analysis. Renew. Energy 32, 2339—2343.

Ly, P, Yuan, Z., Ma, L., Wu, C, Chen, Y., Zhu, ]., 2007. Hydrogen-rich gas production
from biomass air and oxygen/steam gasification in a downdraft gasifier. Renew.
Energy 32, 2173-2185.

Mann, M.K,, 1995. Technical and Economic Assessment of Producing Hydrogen by
Reforming Syngas from the Battelle Indirectly Heated Biomass Gasifier. US DOE
National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Golden.

McKendry, P., 2002. Energy production from biomass (part 3): gasification tech-
nologies. Bioresour. Technol. 83, 55—63.

Midilli, A., Dogru, M., Howarth, C.R., Ayhan, T., 2001. Hydrogen production from
hazelnut shell by applying air-blown downdraft gasification technique. Int. J.
Hydrog. Energy 26, 29—37.

Moya, C., Dominguez, R., Van Langenhove, H., Herrero, S., Gil, P., Led6n, C., Dewulf, ].,
2013. Exergetic analysis in cane sugar production in combination with life cycle
assessment. J. Clean. Prod. 59, 43—50.

Narvaez, 1., Orio, A., Aznar, M.P,, Corella, ]., 1996. Gasification with air in an atmo-
spheric bubbling fluidized bed — effect of six operational variables on the
quality of the produced raw gas. Ind. Eng. Chem. Res. 35, 2110—2120.

Nguyen, T.L.T., Hemansen, J.E., Nielsen, R.G., 2013. Environmental assessment of
gasification technology for biomass conversion to energy in comparison with
other alternatives: the case of wheat straw. J. Clean. Prod. 53, 138—148.

Ni, M., Leung, D.Y.C,, Leung, M.K.H., Sumathy, K., 2006. An overview of hydrogen
production from biomass. Fuel Process. Technol. 87, 461—472.

Ofori-Boateng, C., Lee, K.T., 2014. An oil palm-based biorefinery concept for cellu-
losic ethanol and phytochemicals production: sustainability evaluation using
exergetic life cycle assessment. App. Therm. Eng. 62, 90—104.

Opdal, 0.A., 2006. Production of Synthetic Biodiesel via Fischer-Tropsch Synthesis.
Norwegian University of Science and Technology, Trondheim.

Ozbilen, A., Dincer, I, Rosen, M.A., 2012. Exergetic life cycle assessment of a
hydrogen production process. Int. J. Hydrog. Energy 37, 5665—5675.

Petrakopoulou, F., 2010. Comparative Evaluation of Power Plants with CO, Capture:
Thermodynamic, Economic and Environmental Performance. Technische Uni-
versitdt Berlin, Berlin.

Pfeifer, C., Rauch, R., Hofbauer, H., 2004. In-bed catalytic tar reduction in a dual
fluidized bed biomass steam gasifier. Ind. Eng. Chem. Res. 43, 1634—1640.
Ptasinski, K.J., 2008. Thermodynamic efficiency of biomass gasification and biofuels

conversion. Biofuel. Bioprod. Biorefining 2, 239—253.

Quaak, P, Knoef, H., Stassen, H., 1999. Energy from Biomass — a Review of Com-
bustion and Gasification Technologies. World Bank, Washington.

Rapagna, S., Jand, N., Foscolo, P.U., 1998. Catalytic gasification of biomass to produce
hydrogen rich gas. Int. ]. Hydrog. Energy 23, 551-557.

Reijnders, L., 2009. Fuels for the future. J. Integr. Environ. Sci. 6, 279—294.

Rosen, M.A., 1996. Thermodynamic investigation and comparison of selected produc-
tion processes for hydrogen and hydrogen-derived fuels. Energy 21, 1079—1094.

Serrano, D.P., Dufour, ], Iribarren, D., 2012. On the feasibility of producing hydrogen
with net carbon fixation by the catalytic decomposition of vegetable and
microalgal oils. Energ. Environ. Sci. 5, 6126—6135.

Sharma, S.D., McLennan, K.G., Dolan, M., Nguyen, T., Chase, D., 2013. Design and
performance evaluation of dry cleaning process for syngas. Fuel 108, 42—53.

Shen, L., Gao, Y, Xiao, J., 2008. Simulation of hydrogen production from biomass
gasification in interconnected fluidized beds. Biomass Bioenergy 32, 120—127.

Spath, P, Aden, A., Eggeman, T., Ringer, M., Wallace, B., Jechura, J., 2005. Biomass to
Hydrogen Production Detailed Design and Economics Utilizing the Battelle
Columbus Laboratory Indirectly-heated Gasifier. US DOE National Renewable
Energy Laboratory, Golden.

Spielmann, M., Bauer, C., Dones, R., Tuchschmid, M., 2007. Transport Services.
ecoinvent report No. 14. Swiss Centre for Life Cycle Inventories, Diibendorf.
Steubing, B., Zah, R., Ludwig, C., 2011. Life cycle assessment of SNG from wood for
heating, electricity, and transportation. Biomass Bioenergy 35, 2950—2960.
Stiegel, G.J., Maxwell, R.C., 2001. Gasification technologies: the path to clean,

affordable energy in the 21st century. Fuel Process. Technol. 71, 79—-97.

Stiegel, G.J., Ramezan, M., 2006. Hydrogen from coal gasification: an economical
pathway to a sustainable future. Int. ]. Coal Geol. 65, 173—190.

Susmozas, A., Iribarren, D., Dufour, J., 2013. Life-cycle performance of indirect
biomass gasification as a green alternative to steam methane reforming for
hydrogen production. Int. J. Hydrog. Energy 38, 9961—9972.

Talens Peir6, L., Lombardi, L., Villalba Méndez, G., Gabarrell i Durany, X., 2010. Life
cycle assessment (LCA) and exergetic life cycle assessment (ELCA) of the pro-
duction of biodiesel from used cooking oil (UCO). Energy 35, 889—893.

Tanksale, A., Beltramini, ].N., Lu, G.M., 2010. A review of catalytic hydrogen pro-
duction processes from biomass. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 14, 166—182.

Toonssen, R., Woudstra, N., Verkooijen, A.H.M., 2008. Exergy analysis of hydrogen
production plants based on biomass gasification. Int. . Hydrog. Energy 33,
4074—4082.

Tsatsaronis, G., Cziesla, F, 2004. Exergy and thermodynamic analysis. In:
Frangopoulos, C.A. (Ed.), Exergy, Energy System Analysis, and Optimization.
Eolss Publishers, Oxford.

Turn, S., Kinoshita, C., Zhang, Z., Ishimura, D., Zhou, J., 1998. An experimental
investigation of hydrogen production from biomass gasification. Int. J. Hydrog.
Energy 23, 641—-648.

VDI, 2012. VDI Guideline 4600: Cumulative Energy Demand (KEA) — Terms, Defi-
nitions, Methods of Calculation. Verein Deutscher Ingenieure, Diisseldorf.
VTT, 2002. Review of Finnish Biomass Gasification Technologies. VIT Technical

Research Centre of Finland, Espoo.

Waldheim, L., Nilsson, T., 2001. Heating Value of Gases from Biomass Gasification.
TPS Termiska Processer AB, Nykoping.

Zhang, L., Xu, C.C., Champagne, P., 2010. Overview of recent advances in thermo-
chemical conversion of biomass. Energ. Convers. Manage 51, 969—982.

Zhang, W., 2010. Automotive fuels from biomass via gasification. Fuel Process.
Technol. 91, 866—876.

Please cite this article in press as: Iribarren, D., et al., Environmental and exergetic evaluation of hydrogen production via lignocellulosic biomass
gasification, Journal of Cleaner Production (2014), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.01.068



http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0959-6526(14)00090-0/sref73

	Environmental and exergetic evaluation of hydrogen production via lignocellulosic biomass gasification
	1 Introduction
	2 Overview of technological alternatives for biomass gasification
	2.1 Biosyngas production
	2.1.1 Fixed bed gasifiers
	2.1.2 Fluidized bed gasifiers
	2.1.3 Indirect gasifiers

	2.2 Biosyngas conditioning
	2.3 Biosyngas in energy applications

	3 Material and methods
	3.1 The base case
	3.2 Introduction to the exergetic analysis
	3.3 LCA framework and data acquisition

	4 Results and discussion
	4.1 Exergetic analysis
	4.2 Environmental characterization

	5 Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


