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Abstract:



Terrestrial transport biofuels differ in their ability to replace fossil fuels. When both the conversion of solar energy into biomass and the life cycle inputs of fossil fuels are considered, ethanol from sugarcane and biodiesel from palm oil do relatively well, if compared with ethanol from corn, sugar beet or wheat and biodiesel from rapeseed. When terrestrial biofuels are to replace mineral oil-derived transport fuels, large areas of good agricultural land are needed: about 5x108 ha in the case of biofuels from sugarcane or oil palm, and at least 1.8-3.6x109 ha in the case of ethanol from wheat, corn or sugar beet, as produced in industrialized countries. Biofuels from microalgae which are commercially produced with current technologies do not appear to outperform terrestrial plants such as sugarcane in their ability to displace fossil fuels. Whether they will able to do so on a commercial scale in the future, is uncertain.
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Introduction


Biofuels are promoted to displace fossil fuels. ‘Energy security’ by the displacement of fossil fuels, has been a main driver in the expansion of transport biofuel production from terrestrial crops [1]. Especially the increase of bioethanol production from Brazilian sugarcane and US corn can be traced back to energy security concerns [1]. The question has been raised whether terrestrial biofuels offer the best way to reduce energy security concerns. Chisti [2] has argued that, in displacing fossil fuels, per hectare (ha) microalgae are about a factor of 9 better than terrestrial crops such as sugarcane. The view that algal biofuels are superior to terrestrial biofuels in the displacement of fossil fuels has wider support [3,4,5,6,7,8].



Here, for the purpose of analyzing the performance of microalgal and terrestrial transport biofuels in displacing fossil fuels, both the conversion of solar energy into biofuel and the life cycle inputs of fossil fuel into biofuel production will be considered. This will be done on the basis of energy content (expressed as Joules). The efficiency of converting solar energy into biomass is obtained by dividing the lower heating value of biomass by the input of solar radiation during cultivation. The input of fossil fuels into the biofuel life cycle will be used to correct the solar-energy-to-biofuel conversion efficiency. This includes energy input necessary for infrastructure (such as machinery and equipment) and refers to the current fossil fuel input. If, for instance, the current life cycle fossil fuel input equals 20% of the energy content of the biofuel, the solar-energy-to-biofuel conversion efficiency will be reduced by this percentage to establish an overall solar energy conversion efficiency. The higher the overall solar energy conversion efficiency, the better a biofuel will be able to displace fossil fuels given a specified solar irradiation. The ability to displace fossil fuels can also be expressed in terms of net energy yields ha-1. These net energy yields are calculated by subtracting the lower heating value of cumulative fossil fuel input from the lower heating value of the biofuel produced from a hectare of land. In the following, both overall solar energy conversion efficiencies and net energy yields ha-1 will be referred to.



It may be noted that the impact on energy security is not the only matter relevant to decisions about biofuel production. Impacts on food prices, soil quality and biodiversity, the consumption of natural resources such as water and the emissions of greenhouse gases and a variety of other substances are also topical [1]. However, here only the ability to displace fossil fuels will be considered. In doing so, no distinction will be made between the three major types of fossil fuels: mineral oil, natural gas and coal. The reasons therefore are: substantial variability in the relative use of these three types of fossil fuels in the production of specific biofuels (e.g. ethanol from corn) [1], large between-country variations in import dependency for specific fossil fuels and the possibility to convert natural gas and coal (the latter after gasification) into liquid fossil fuels via the Fischer-Tropsch reaction [1].




Biofuels from terrestrial plants


Most studies agree that the ‘seed-to-wheel’ cumulative demand for fossil fuels associated with transport biofuels from terrestrial plants is lower than the ‘well-to-wheel’ demand of (an energetically equivalent amount of) fossil transport fuels [1,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,30]. However, Patzek and Pimentel [31,32,33,34] have presented calculations for cornstarch-derived ethanol and soybean- and sunflower-derived biodiesel which suggest a higher cumulative fossil fuel demand for biofuels than for fossil fuels. The difference in outcome with respect to other studies is partly caused by differences in allocation of fossil energy inputs to (co)products, partly by higher estimates of fossil fuel input in specified yields from agriculture and in industrial processing, and partly by differences in taking account of the energy demand of the infrastructure, labour and seed production needed for transport biofuel production [1,35].



Overall, it seems safe to state that, when allocation based on (partially subsidized) prices of transport biofuel and co-products, in western industrialized countries the cumulative fossil energy demand for transport biofuels made from starch, sugar and edible oils may be quite high. For ethanol from US corn or European wheat or rye, it would seem unlikely that, when allocated on the basis of prices, the ‘seed-to-wheel’ cumulative fossil energy demand would be lower than 80% of the energy content of ethanol [1,10,17,24,29]. In the case of biodiesel from rapeseed and soybean, qualitatively good estimates suggest that, when allocated on the basis of prices, the cumulative fossil energy demand may well be in the order of 60-80% of the energy content of biodiesel [1,10]. Such high cumulative fossil fuel demands lead to relatively low overall solar energy conversion efficiencies. For ethanol from European wheat the overall solar energy conversion efficiency has been estimated at 0.024-0.03% and for biodiesel from rapeseed at ~ 0.034% [1].



The cumulative fossil energy demand for transport biofuels may be relatively low if biofuels are based on high yielding crops from developing counties, such as oil palm and sugarcane and if lignocellulosic biomass is used for powering processing facilities [1,9]. If the latter applies, for instance the cumulative fossil fuel demand for producing bio-ethanol from sugarcane may energetically be lower than 10% of the bioethanol output [9]. In case of ethanol from sugarcane, the overall solar energy conversion energy efficiency is currently ~ 0.16% [29] and in case of biodiesel from palm oil ~ 0.15% [1]. The latter percentages are much higher than those for transport biofuels from European wheat and rapeseed [1]. Overall solar energy conversion efficiency determines net energy yield ha-1 and this in turn determines land requirements for fossil fuel displacement.



Table 1 presents for good quality land net energy yields ha-1 for biodiesel from palm oil, ethanol from sugarcane, ethanol from US and European starch crops and ethanol from Japanese sugar beet.



Table 1. Net energy yields in Giga Joules (GJ=109J) per hectare for selected biofuels and photovoltaic modules.







	
Crop

	
Location

	
Product

	
Net energy yield in GJ ha-1 year-1

	
Source






	
Sugarcane

	
Brazil

	
Ethanol

	
160-175

	
[9]




	
Oil palm

	
Malaysia

	
Palm oil biodiesel

	
140-180

	
[1]




	
Starch crops

	
USA, Europe

	
Ethanol

	
< 35-50

	
[14,24]




	
Sugarbeet

	
Japan

	
Ethanol

	
25

	
[27]












The total input of transport fuels derived from mineral oil in the world economy is ~ 90 EJ (= 90x 1018 J) [1]. The data in Table 1 allow for making an estimate of good quality land requirements for a hypothetical complete substitution of 90 EJ mineral oil-derived transport fuels by biofuels. In case of ethanol from sugarcane and biodiesel from palm oil this would require about 5. 108 ha, and in case of ethanol from starch crops and sugar beet at least: 1.8-3.6x109 ha. For comparison, current worldwide cropland is ~ 1.8x109 ha [36], and the area considered fit for additional cropland is between 4x108 and 1.2x109 ha [1].



It has been argued that it would be preferable to use marginal or abandoned land rather than good quality land for the production of terrestrial biofuels. This would mitigate, if not eliminate, the upward effect of biofuel production on food prices [1]. And to the extent that marginal or abandoned land is used that currently sequesters little carbon, the contribution of using biofuels to climate change may be reduced [12]. However, under market conditions there is a strong pressure to use good quality land for biofuel production, because the use of marginal land is less profitable [1]. If one goes beyond the market mechanism, use of marginal land is a distinct possibility. Because crop yields from marginal land tend to be lower than from good quality land, in the latter case, the areas needed for 90 EJ transport fuel production would increase over the values derived from Table 1 [1].




Microalgal biofuels from ponds and bioreactors


Data about the ability of microalgal biofuels to displace fossil fuels are much more patchy than those for terrestrial biofuels. Indeed, it is a remarkable aspect of several recent publications strongly advocating microalgal biofuels that fossil fuel inputs in the algal biofuel life cycle are not considered [2,3,4,5,6,7,8,37]



In natural ecosystems, the presence of specific microalgae is limited by competition of other algae, by zooplankton (‘grazers’) and viral lysis [38,39]. To suppress competing algae and zooplankton, the culture of specific microalgae is currently restricted to open ponds with extreme conditions such as very high salinity and/or a high pH [40,41] and bioreactors, usually flat plate or tubular reactors [3,42].



Open ponds used for growing microalgae are mostly ‘raceway ponds’. These are man-made structures (made from e.g. plastic or concrete) with 10-20 cm water that are subjected to circulation and mixing [2]. Sustained open pond production has been successful for a limited number of microalgae such as Spirulina, Chlorella and Dunaliella. The yields of Spirulina tend to be relatively high, if compared with Chlorella and Dunaliella [1]. Maximum productivities of these microalgae are achieved under tropical or subtropical conditions [43]. The extreme conditions in the raceway ponds are not favourable to maximizing yield. Yields of Spirulina currently obtained in commercial facilities located in tropical and subtropical regions range from 10 to 30 Mega grams (Mg = 106g) dry biomass ha-1 year-1 [43], corresponding with a solar-energy-to-biomass conversion efficiency in the 0.25%-0.75% range. Lower yields of e.g. Spirulina may occur due to phage infections and rainfall conducive to the growth of unfavourable organisms [44]. Li and Qui [45] reported that 80 Chinese Spirulina production plants had a dry weight production of on average 3.5 Mg ha-1year-1, corresponding with a solar energy-to-biomass conversion efficiency of ~ 0.1%.



To estimate the overall solar energy conversion efficiency, as pointed out in the Introduction, the photosynthetic yield has to be corrected for fossil energy inputs in growing and processing microalgae (both in infrastructure and operation). Two less recent studies are available that addressed energy inputs and outputs of producing biofuels from microalgae that can be grown commercially in open ponds. These studies did not take all energy inputs into account. For instance, fuel inputs into handling and clean up of discharges from ponds (which will probably be required in view of high pH and/or salt concentrations and high nutrient levels) were not addressed by either of these studies. Sawayama et al. [46] studied operational life cycle fossil energy inputs in growing and processing (by thermal liquefaction) Dunaliella tertiolecta, to supply bio-oil. Energetic inputs exceeded the energetic output by 56%, when dry weight microalgal yield was 15 Mg ha-1 year-1. Hirano et al. [47] studied Spirulina production and processing to supply methanol (via synthesis gas). Here the assumed biomass yield was ~110 Mg ha-1 year-1 (dry weight). Both fossil fuel inputs in infrastructure and in operation were considered. The energetic output exceeded the life cycle fossil fuel input by 10%, which corresponds with an overall solar energy conversion efficiency of about 0.12% [1]. At more realistic estimates of Spirulina yield, which would be in the order of 10-30 Mg dry weight year-1 ha-1 [43], fossil fuel inputs would have exceeded energetic outputs. Chisti [48] has argued that the estimates of fossil fuel inputs by Sawayama et al. [46] and Hirano et al. [47] are gross overestimates, and has suggested a lower estimate of fossil fuel input into growing microalgae in open ponds. However the latter estimate is energetically roughly similar to the upper end of the yield range achieved in commercial growing of Spirulina [43]. Chisti suggests on the basis of experiments that yields of more than 80 Mg dry weight ha-1 year-1 can be achieved in open ponds [48]. However in open systems there tend to be large differences in yield between experiments and commercial production [1]. With current technology, 30 Mg biomass (dry weight) ha-1 year-1 from currently commercially cultivated microalgae would seem a very good commercial yield from open ponds. So, in current open pond systems microalgae which are currently produced commercially do not outperform sugarcane as a source of transport biofuels.



It may be that in the future microalgal yields from raceway ponds may be increased over current levels. One way to do so is improving photosynthetic activity by re-engineering light harvesting antennae [49,50]. However, even at the lowest estimate of fossil fuel input [47] a massive increase in yield, if compared with current commercial algal production [43], is necessary to outperform sugarcane. It is uncertain whether this can be achieved in commercial production using re-engineered microalgae.



Another way to increase yields may be growing micro-algae in water that has been saturated in CO2 derived from power plants [29,51,52]. Yearly yields from ponds much exceeding 30 Mg dry weight ha-1year-1 have been claimed for this approach [29]. An efficiency of algal CO2 capture in open ponds of 30% has been claimed [51,53]. However, actual yields in open ponds have proved disappointing and maintaining desired algal cultures in such ponds has turned out to be difficult [54]. The value claimed to be achievable in ponds for algal capture of CO2 is moreover well below the value for CO2 capture and sequestration (CCS) in aquifers or depleted oil and gas fields. The latter would be able to reduce the emission of power plants with an efficiency of about 90% [55]. On the other hand: resources for CCS in aquifers or abandoned oil and gas fields are limited by natural geology, and there may be cases where a pond for algal capture of CO2 is feasible, whereas aquifers and depleted oil and gas fields suitable for CO2 storage are not available. Whether the application of CO2 capture by microalgae will be important in the future would seem to depend to a large extent on the emission requirements for power plants and the solution of the problems that have made algal CO2 capture so far disappointing. All in all, whether in open ponds the high yields necessary for outperforming terrestrial plants in overall solar energy conversion efficiency can be achieved commercially seems uncertain.



It has been shown that high microalgal yields may be achieved in bioreactors subjected to solar irradiation [42]. For the production of algal oil a value of about 16 Mg ha-1 year-1, has been suggested as ‘possible with state of the art technology’ in closed systems [42]. This is somewhat over a factor of 3 better than palm oil [42]. However, achieving high algal yields in bioreactors requires large inputs of energy for building the reactors and for operational activities. It has been estimated that this could lead to a negative energy balance for flat panel bioreactors and an even more negative energy balance for tubular bioreactors [42].



Claims have been made for ultrahigh bioproductivity from algae in thin channel ultradense culture bioreactors that are indirectly supplied with solar irradiation [56]. In this case, the cultures are irradiated with pulsed light emitting diodes, powered by photovoltaic cells. However, the overall efficiency of converting solar radiation into biomass is probably below 0.2% [1], even when not corrected for the large fossil energy inputs in the bioreactor [42] and its irradiation system.



Just as in the case of open ponds, it may be possible to increase productivity in bioreactors by the use of CO2 inputs. The use of photobioreactors has been proposed for algal capture of CO2 from power plants [57] and a CO2 capture efficiency of 40% has been suggested for algae in such reactors [58]. Again, this is well below the efficiency for CO2 capture and sequestration (CCS) in aquifers or abandoned oil and gas fields which is about 90% [55]. The development of bioreactors for algal capture of CO2 is in its very early stages and as yet does not allow for firm conclusions about its commercial performance, including its overall solar energy conversion efficiency. Thus, the ability of microalgal biofuels produced in this way to outperform terrestrial biofuels is uncertain.



However, the development of algal production has so far largely focused on applications in the food sector. Research into growing microalgae for biofuel production is limited. It may well be that further research can lead to substantial improvements in algal biofuel production, including in net energy yields.




Conclusions


Currently, microalgae do not appear to outperform terrestrial plants such as sugarcane in their ability to displace fossil fuels, when both the conversion of solar energy into biomass and the life cycle inputs of fossil fuels are considered. Whether they may be able to do so in the future on a commercial scale, is uncertain. In displacing fossil fuels, ethanol from sugarcane and biodiesel from palm oil outperform biodiesel from rapeseed and ethanol from sugar beet and starch crops produced in Europe, USA and Japan.







Acknowledgment


The useful comments of three anonymous reviewers and the editorial comments are gratefully acknowledged.




References


	1. 
Reijnders, L.; Huijbregts, M.A.J. Transport biofuels: a seed to wheel perspective; Springer: London, U.K., 2009. [Google Scholar]

	2. 
Chisti, Y. Biodiesel from microalgae. Biotechnol. Adv. 2007, 25, 294–306. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	3. 
Chisti, Y. Biodiesel from microalgae beats bioethanol. Trends Biotechnol. 2008, 26, 126–131. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	4. 
Dismukes, G.C.; Carrieri, D.; Bennette, N.; Ananyev, G.M.; Posewitz, M.C. Aquatic phototrophs: efficient alternatives to land-based crops for biofuels. Curr. Opin. Biotechnol. 2008, 19, 235–246. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	5. 
Groom, M.J.; Gray, E.M.; Townsend, P.A. Biofuels and biodiversity: principles for creating better policies for biofuel production. Cons. Biol. 2008, 22, 602–609. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	6. 
Gross, M. Algal biofuel hopes. Curr. Biol. 2008, 18, R46–R47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	7. 
Li, Y.; Horsman, M.; Wu, N.; Lan, C.Q.; Dubois-Calero, N. Biofuels from microalgae. Biotechnol. Prog. 2008, 24, 815–820. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	8. 
Liu, Z.Y.; Wang, G.C.; Zhou, B.C. Effect of iron on growth and lipid accumulation in Chlorella vulgaris. Bioresour. Technol. 2008, 99, 4717–4722. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	9. 
Macedo, J.C.; Seabra, J.E.A.; Silva, J.E.A.R. Greenhouse gas emissions in the production and use of sugarcane from ethanol in Brazil. Biomass Bioenerg. 2008, 32, 582–595. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	10. 
Kim, S.; Dale, B.E. Life cycle assessment of fuel ethanol derived from corn via dry milling. Bioresour. Technol. 2008, 99, 5250–5260. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	11. 
Kim, S.; Dale, B.E. Life cycle assessment of various cropping systems utilized for producing biofuels: bioethanol and biodiesel. Biomass Bioenerg. 2005, 29, 426–439. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	12. 
Searchinger, T.; Heimlich, R.; Houghton, R.A.; Dong, F.; Elobeid, A.; Fabiosa, J. Use of U.S. croplands for biofuels increases greenhouse gases through emissions from land use change. Science 2008, 319, 1238–1240. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	13. 
Eickhout, B.; van den Born, G.J.; Nootenboom, J.; van Oorschot, M.; Ros, J.P.M.; van Vuuren, D.P. Local and global consequences of the EU renewables directive for biofuels; Milieu en Natuur Planbureau: Bithoven, The Netherlands, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	14. 
Reijnders, L.; Huijbregts, M.A.J. Life cycle greenhouse gas emissions, fossil fuel demand and solar energy conversion efficiency in European bioethanol production for automotive purposes. J. Clean. Prod. 2007, 15, 1806–1812. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	15. 
Malca, J.; Freire, F. Renewability and life cycle efficiency of bioethanol and bio-ETBE: assessing the implications of allocation. Energy 2006, 31, 3362–3380. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	16. 
Von Blottnitz, H.; Curran, M.A. A review of assessments conducted in bioethanol as transportation fuel from a net energy, greenhouse gas, and environmental life cycle perspective. J. Clean. Prod. 2007, 15, 607–619. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	17. 
LOWCVP Low Carbon Vehicle Partnership. Well-to-wheel evaluation for the production of ethanol from wheat; A report by the LOWCVP Fuels Working Group, WTW Sub-Group. FWG-P-04-024; London, October 2004. [Google Scholar]

	18. 
Gover, M.P.; Collings, S.A.; Hitchcock, G.T.; Moon, D.P.P.; Wilkins, G.T. Alternative road transport fuels – a preliminary life cycle study for the UK; A study cofunded by the Department of Trade and Industry and the Department of Transport; ETSU: London, U.K., 1996. [Google Scholar]

	19. 
EUCAR; CONCAWE; Joint Research Centre. Well-to-wheels analysis of future automotive fuels and powertrains in the European context; Brussels, 2003. [Google Scholar]

	20. 
ADEME; Ecobilan; DIREM. Bilan énergétique et émissions de GES des carburants et biocarburants conventionels. Convergences et divergences entre les principales études reconnues; ADEME: Paris, France, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	21. 
Elsayed, M.A.; Matthews, R.; Mortimer, N.D. Carbon and energy balances for a range of biofuels options; Resources Research Unit Sheffield Hallam University: Sheffield, U.K., 2003. [Google Scholar]

	22. 
Delucchi, M. A lifecycle emissions model (LEM): life cycle emissions from transportation fuels, motor vehicles, transportation modes, electricity use and cooking fuels, and materials; Institute of Transportation Studies University of California Davis: Davis, CA, U.S.A., December 2003. [Google Scholar]

	23. 
Farrell, A.E.; Plevin, R.J.; Turner, B.T.; Jones, A.D.; O’Hare, M.; Kammen, D.M. Ethanol can contribute to energy and environmental goals. Science 2006, 311, 506–508. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	24. 
Hill, J.; Nelson, E.; Tilman, D.; Polasky, S.; Tiffany, D. Environmental, economic, and energetic costs and benefits of biodiesel and ethanol biofuels. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 2006, 103, 11206–11210. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	25. 
Shapouri, J.; Duffield, J.; Wang, M. The energy balance of corn ethanol. ASAE Trans. 2003, 46, 959–968. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	26. 
Halleux, H.; Lassaux, S.; Renzoni, R.; Germain, A. Comparative life cycle assessment of two biofuels: ethanol from sugarbeet and rapeseed methylester. Int. J. LCA 2008, 13, 184–190. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	27. 
Koga, N. An energy balance under a conventional crop rotation system in northern Japan: Perspectives on fuel ethanol production from sugar beet. Agr. Ecosyst. Environ. 2008, 125, 101–110. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	28. 
Hammerschlag, R. Ethanol’s return on investment: a survey of literature 1990-present. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2006, 24, 327–364. [Google Scholar]

	29. 
Kheshgi, H.S.; Prince, R.C.; Marland, G. The potential of biomass fuels in the context of global climate change. Annu. Rev. Energy Environ. 2000, 25, 199–244. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	30. 
Oliveira, M.E.D.; Vaughan, B.E.; Rykiel, E.J. Ethanol as fuel: energy, carbon dioxide balances and ecological footprint. BioScience 2005, 55, 593–602. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	31. 
Patzek, T.W. Thermodynamics of the corn-ethanol biofuel cycle. Crit. Rev. Plant Sci. 2004, 23, 519–567. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	32. 
Patzek, T.W. A first law thermodynamic analysis of the corn-ethanol cycle. Nat. Resour. Res. 2006, 15, 255–270. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	33. 
Pimentel, D. Ethanol biofuels: energy balance, economics and environmental impact are negative. Nat. Resour. Res. 2003, 12, 127–134. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	34. 
Pimentel, D.; Patzek, T.W. Ethanol production using corn, switchgrass, and wood; biodiesel production using soybean and sunflower. Nat. Res. Res. 2005, 14, 65–76. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	35. 
Pimentel, D.; Pimentel, M. Corn and cellulosic ethanol cause major problems. Energies 2008, 1, 35–37. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	36. 
Braimoh, A.K.; Vlek, P.L.G. Land Use and Soil Resources; Springer: London, U.K., 2007. [Google Scholar]

	37. 
Huntley, M.E.; Redalje, D.E. CO2 mitigation and renewable oil from photosynthetic microbes: a new appraisal. Mitig. Adapt. Strat. Global Change 2007, 12, 573–608. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	38. 
Rosing, M.T.; Bird, D.K.; Sleep, N.H.; Glassley, W.; Albarede, F. The rise of continents- An essay on the geologic consequences of photosynthesis. Palaeogeogr. Palaeoclimatol. Palaeoecol. 2006, 232, 99–113. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	39. 
Wilhelm, S.W.; Suttle, C.A. Viruses and nutrient cycles in the sea. BioScience 1999, 49, 781–788. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	40. 
Joint, I.; Henriksen, P.; Garde, K.; Riemann, B. Primary production, nutrient assimilation and microzooplankton grazing along a hypersaline gradient. FEMS Microbiol. Ecol. 2002, 39, 245–257. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	41. 
Ugwu, C.U.; Aoyagi, H.; Uchiyama, H. Photobioreactors for mass cultivation of algae. Bioresour. Technol. 2008, 99, 4021–4028. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	42. 
Wijffels, R.R. Potential of sponges and microalgae for marine biotechnology. Trends Biotechnol. 2008, 26, 26–31. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	43. 
Jimenez, C.; Cossio, B.R.; Niell, F.X. Relationship between physicochemical variables and productivity in open ponds for the production of Spirulina: a predictive model of algal yield. Aquaculture 2003, 221, 331–345. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	44. 
Shimamatsu, H. Mass production of Spirulina, and edible microalga. Hydrobiologia 2004, 512, 39–44. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	45. 
Li, D.; Qi, Y. Sprirulina industry in China: present status and future prospects. J. Appl. Phycol. 1997, 9, 25–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	46. 
Sawayama, S.; Minoa, T.; Yokoyama, S. Possibility of renewable energy production and CO2 mitigation by thermochemical liquefaction of microalgae. Biomass Bioenerg. 1999, 17, 33–39. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	47. 
Hirano, A.K.; Hon-Nami, K.; Kunito, S.; Hada, M.; Ogushi, Y. Temperature effect on continuous gasification of microalgal biomass: theoretical yield of methanol production and its energy balance. Catal. Today 1998, 45, 399–404. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	48. 
Chisti, Y. Response to Reijnders: do biofuels from microalgae beat biofuels from terrestrial plants? Trends Biotechnol. 2008, 26, 351–352. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	49. 
Neidhardt, J.; Benemann, J.R.; Zhang, L.; Melis, A. Photosystem-II repair and chloroplast recovery from irradiance stress: relationship between chronic photoinhibition, light harvesting chlorophyll antenna size and photosynthetic productivity of Dunaliella salina (green algae). Photosynth. Res. 1998, 56, 175–184. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	50. 
Rosenberg, J.N.; Oyler, G.A.; Wilkinson, L.; Betenbaugh, M.J. A green light for engineered algae: redirecting metabolism to fuel a biotechnology revolution. Curr. Opin. Biotechnol. 2008, 19, 430–436. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	51. 
Benemann, J.R. Utilization of carbon dioxide from fossil fuel-burning power plants with biological system. Energy Conv. Management 1993, 34, 999–1004. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	52. 
Wang, B.; Li, Y.; Wu, N.; Lan, C.Q. CO2 bio-mitigation using microalgae. Appl. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 2008, 79, 707–718. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	53. 
Kadam, K.L. Environmental implications of power generation via coal-microalgae co-firing. Energy 2002, 27, 905–922. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	54. 
Benemann, J.R.; van Olst, J.C.; Massingil, M.J.; Carlberg, J.A.; Weissman, J.C.; Brune, D.E. The controlled eutrophication process: using microalgae for CO2 utilization and agricultural fertilizer recycling. In Greenhouse Gas Control Technologies-6th International Conference 2003; pp. 1433–1438.

	55. 
Odeh, N.A.; Cockerill, T.T. Life cycle GHG assessment of fossil fuel power plants with carbon capture and storage. Energy Policy 2008, 36, 367–380. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	56. 
Gordon, J.M.; Polle, J.E.W. Ultrahigh bioproductivity from algae. Appl. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 2007, 76, 969–975. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	57. 
Skjanes, K.; Lindblad, P.; Muller, J. BioCO2 - A multidisciplinary, biological approach using solar energy to capture CO2 while producing H2 and high value products. Biomol. Eng. 2007, 24, 405–413. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	58. 
Ono, E.; Cuello, J.L. Feasibility assessment of microalgal carbon dioxide sequestration technology with photobioreactor and solar collector. Biosyst. Eng. 2006, 95, 597–606. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]





© 2009 by the authors; licensee Molecular Diversity Preservation International, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/).







nav.xhtml


  energies-02-00048


  
    		
      energies-02-00048
    


  




  





media/file0.png





