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Abstract: This study aims to analyze the economic and environmental sustainability of a case study
of an energy power plant that produces electricity from pruning residues of olive groves from nine
municipalities in southern Italy. To assess the economic sustainability of the agro-energetic chain, the
profitability and efficiency ratios are calculated. Moreover, the GHG emissions of the agro-energetic
pruning supply chain due to both the pruning collection at the field level, and their combustion
for energy production at the power plant, are calculated. To put together the environmental and
economic evaluations, the ecoefficiency ratio was calculated to measure the value added per 1Mg
of GHG emitted into the atmosphere. The findings show the whole agro-energetic chain, namely
the power plant and the collection company have both a good return on owner’s equity (ROE) ratio
(15.89% and 31.48%, respectively) and ROI ratio (4.34% and 6.14% respectively). Moreover, the power
plant’s ecoefficiency ratio (2.64€ per 1Mg of GHG) is slightly lower than harvest firm one (2.91€ per
1Mg of GHG). The findings could be useful to develop new business models based on the circular
economy concept. In fact, the business model proposed could push entrepreneurs towards new
income opportunities, at the same time, helping local farms and reducing the environmental impacts.

Keywords: new business model; ROI; ROE; GHG emissions; ecoefficiency ratio; olive groves; pruning
biomass; circular economy

1. Introduction

Concerns about emissions from fossil fuel use have stimulated renewable energy adoption, which
included bioenergy and its crop residue [1]. Among crop residues, prunings have a significant potential
in bioenergy production either for their availability or for the biomass quality as fuel source (ash
content, heating value and chemical composition) [2]. In Europe, more than 13 million tons (over
dry basis) of pruning biomass are yearly available from permanent crops (olive grows, vineyard and
orchard); most of them (about 80%) are located in the Mediterranean area, particularly in Italy and
Spain [3].

In Italy, it is estimated an annual quantity of pruning biomass over 2.6 Mt (over dry basis) comes
only from the olive groves [4]. In Apulia Region, where about 33% of the Italian olive groves are
concentrated [5], according to [6], up to 7 Mg per hectare per year of green prunings are available for
energy uses [6].

Although it is an abundant biomass resource, the exploitation of tree prunings for energy purposes
is still limited, due mainly to logistics-related constraints [7]. These constraints are only partly related
to the harvesting stage. In fact, several harvesting technologies are currently available on the market [8].
More notably, the transport of a low energy density biomass from small-sized and scattered tree
plantations affects the overall economic sustainability of a pruning-to-energy value chain [9].
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On the other hand, the location of bioenergy facilities is profitable in regions where olive groves
and vineyards are concentrated, such as in the Mediterranean area [10]. In such conditions, in addition
to economic profitability, local network based on agricultural residues could provide social and
environmental benefits [11]. Nevertheless, pruning residues are not always considered a valuable
resource, but are often a disposal problem [2]. In fact, prunings are usually disposed through open-air
burning which releases a variety of pollutants and CO2 emissions [12]. Alternatively, prunings are
mulched, which is a costly labor intensive practice [13] and can consist a threat for transmitting soil
disease [14].

To turn from an unsustainable practice such as open-air-pruning burning, plants that use tree crop
pruning residue for energy purposes could be a solution with economic and environmental benefits.

In the literature, there are no studies assessing the economic and environmental sustainability of
biomass power plants fueled with pruning residues based on real cases, while there are several studies
that highlight the sustainability of pruning biomass for electricity production of hypothetical biomass
plants [15]. Recently, in [16], the techno-economic and environmental viability of electricity generation
using pruning biomass in nine different territories in Greece is investigated, highlighting a multiple
potential benefit obtainable with new biomass plants by means of reducing fossil fuels use, providing
new income opportunities and by achieving a low CO2 power generation.

Similarly, other authors [15] evaluated if the use of residues from vineyards and olive groves may
represent an economic opportunity for agricultural farms in 4 municipalities of Umbria region (central
Italy) and if it contributes to reducing CO2 emissions into the atmosphere. In particular, [15] showed
that using pruning residues for power production in an area where plots are scattered and fragmented
is not economically feasible, because of high supply costs, notably biomass transport and transfer costs.
Nevertheless, [15] showed that the agro-energy chain proved to be sustainable from an environmental
point of view for avoiding the emissions by pruning disposal.

In order to reduce the economic and environmental impacts related to logistics issues, some
authors studied how to identify the optimal locations for prospective biomass power plants [17].

The optimal location of the power plant plays an important role in the supply chain in the
bioenergy sector [18]; and, subsequently, in the economic and environmental sustainability of biomass
to energy options [19]. A good planning strategy of the whole agro-energetic chain can minimize the
overall costs and the environmental impacts [20].

In this framework, some authors focused their studies on the cost assessment of different step of
the supply chain. The authors in [21] studied alternative techniques for mechanized recovery of olive
tree pruning residues, emphasizing the profitability for energy use; the authors in [22] focused on the
costs of olive tree pruning harvesting; while the authors in [23] calculated the costs of transporting
biomass from field to plant.

Under an environmental point of view, some studies performed LCA analysis to evaluate the
impact of bioenergy on a local scale and its potential to minimize greenhouse gas emissions [24] or to
support public decision makers [25].

In the case analyzed in [26], the authors refer to the whole energy chain from vineyard pruning
harvesting to the pilot plant for heating and cooling production for self-consumption in a winery.
The authors estimated the return time of investment in no less than 8–9 years with no economic
incentives and considered the production of electricity in a future perspective of recovering the exhaust
fumes from the boiler in a thermoelectric module.

In Italy, there is only one power plant localized in the southern Italy (Apulia region) that uses
exclusively olive pruning residues. This plant of 1 MWe is an interesting case study given its
uniqueness at the European level [8,27]. In fact, this plant was chosen as case study in the framework
of the AGROinLOG Project (Horizon 2020, Grant Agreement No 727961) aimed at demonstrating the
technical, environmental and economic feasibility of new value chains based on agricultural waste
and by-products. Moreover, this power plant was studied also in the uP-Running Project (Horizon
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2020, Grant Agreement No 691748) aimed to unlock the European strong potential of woody biomass
residues produced and to promote its use as energy feedstock.

In the literature, there are no studies assessing the economic and environmental sustainability of
biomass power plants of 1 MWe fueled with pruning residues based on real cases or studies about its
ecoefficiency ratio. To link the environmental impacts and economic assessment of a product or service,
is possible to quantify the economic value of a product or service in relation to its environmental
impacts. This approach is called the ecoefficiency ratio and it is a useful tool for the firm to achieve
greater economic value with lower environmental impacts [28]. The ecoefficiency ratio is a performance
indicator allowing the continuous improvement inside the firm and with respect to other firms [29]
However, there are no articles in the literature about the ecoefficiency of pruning-based power plants
or referred to fossil fuel-based power plants of small size [30].

Thus, the current study aims to fill this gap by analyzing on the one hand, the economic and
environmental sustainability of a case study of power plant (1 MWe) that produces energy from olive
pruning residues in southern Italy; on the other hand, its ecoefficiency ratio. In fact, to put together the
environmental and economic assessment, the ecoefficiency ratio was used to measure the economic
value (expressed in value added) per 1 Mg of greenhouse gases emitted into the atmosphere.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. The Case Study

The study is focused on the agro-energetic supply chain composed by a small-scale power plant
(1 MWe—with 16 workers) that produces electricity exclusively from olive tree prunings [31] and
a harvest firm that supplies the prunings to the power station collecting them from local farmers.
The plant is localized in Apulia region, South Italy, and works in a 10 km radius approximately
7000 hectares of olive groves (75% of the total utilized agricultural area) including nine Apulian
municipalities. The total annual amount of prunings potentially is approximately of 25,000–26,000 Mg
per year [31], compared to 8000 Mg of biomass annually supplied to the power plant.

According to the harvest firm’s data, the pruning frequency is once every three years and pruning
is usually done from January to June. Due to the long time between the two pruning stages, the biomass
accumulation in the olive trees during pruning results high and the biomass productivity is in the
order of 10 Mgfm per hectare.

Moreover, the 1 MWe power plant has an annual operational capacity of 8000 h per year and it
provides production of 8000 MWh annually [31].

In the agro-energetic chain studied are involved the local farmers (about 2400 farmers), who
provide the olive prunings from their fields, and the power plant itself—through its subsidiary harvest
firm—which organizes harvest and transport of olive prunings to the power plant. It is important to
underline that on the one hand, farmers receive no payment for the pruning delivered to the power
plant. In fact, the prunings are offered free of charge, because farmers no longer have to incur direct
costs for disposing prunings from their fields (beside the raking phase for a field with less than 400
trees). On the other hand, a subsidized feed-in tariff of 0.28 €/kWh is secured to the power plant
through a contract with the grid operator [31].

2.2. The Economic Parameters

To study the economic sustainability of the agro-energetic chain (the power plant and its subsidiary
harvest firm), the profitability and efficiency ratios are calculated. In general, profitability ratios are
indicators for the firm’s overall efficiency, to measure its earning capacity [32]. Among profitability
ratios, the return on owner’s equity (ROE) ratio is one of the most used in economic analysis [32].
The ROE ratio measures the shareholders rate of return on firms’ investment and it is calculated as
net profit after tax divided by the total shareholders equity analysis [32]. Another important ratio is
return on investment (ROI) that is usually used to measure the firm’s ability to optimize the use of
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the available resources. This ratio measures the firm’s efficiency in utilizing invested capital and is
calculated as earnings before interest and tax (EBIT) divided by the capital employed.

All economic data (Tables 1 and 2) come from budgets (years 2016–2017) of both the power plant
and the harvest firm.

Table 1. Economic data of the power plant: mean values (years 2016–2017).

The Power Plant Euros

Balance sheet
Net profit after tax 105,412

Equity 663,531
Total assets 6,571,704

Economic account
Value of production 2,200,966
Costs of production 963,327
Gross value added 1,237,639

Earnings before interest and tax (EBIT) 285,001

Source: our elaboration on budget data of the power plant.

Table 2. Economic data of the harvest firm: mean values (years 2016–2017).

The Harvest Firm Euros

Balance sheet
Net profit after tax 6070

Equity 19,282
Total assets 408,297

Economic account
Value of production 448,027
Costs of production 232,368
Gross value added 215,659

Earnings before interest and tax (EBIT) 25,085

Source: our elaboration on budget data of the harvest firm.

2.3. The Environmental Analysis

To study the environmental sustainability of the agro-energetic chain (the power plant and its
subsidiary harvest firm), the GHG emissions are considered. The emissions into the atmosphere due to
the pruning combustion for energy production come from internal data of the power plant, while the
GHG emissions due to fuel consumption of the machine harvesters at firm level are estimated and
come from the AGROinLOG project. In particular, considering an annual comminuted olive pruning
biomass of 8000 Mg supplied to the power plant, the CO2 emission of the pruning harvesting activities
carried out by harvest firm (field stage) was determined considering a fuel consumption of the machine
harvesters of 3.5 L per Mg of comminuted olive pruning (primary data) and an emission of 2.65 kg
CO2 per liter of diesel, according to [33] the following formula:

Fe = D*Ec*TP/1000 (1)

where:

Fe = emission of CO2 due to pruning harvesting and shredding—field stage (t CO2/yield);
D = fuel consumed by the machines per Mg of olive pruning (L/Mg)
Ec = emission of CO2 per liter of diesel (2.65 Kg CO2/L).
TP = Total production of comminuted biomass from pruning (Mg/yield).

It is important to underline that the GHG emissions due to olive groves cultivation have not been
considered in the study.
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2.4. The Ecoefficiency Ratio of the Agro-Energetic Chain

To link the economic and environmental assessment of both the power plant and the harvest firm,
the ecoefficiency method is applied [34,35] and it is expressed as the ratio between economic value
and environmental impact of firms. In other words, the ecoefficiency ratio measures the value added
of each firm per Mg of GHGs emitted into the atmosphere from both the power plant and harvest
firm. The higher the ratio value, the higher the economic performance per unit of environmental
impact. According to [36], the environmental and economic data should be come from the same data
set. In fact, information based on the both annual budgets and internal data of the two firms have
been collected. The economic aspect is expressed as the gross value added (GVA) that is the difference
between total revenues and costs (including raw materials, services, other operating expenses and
other than fixed assets) [34].

3. Results and Discussions

3.1. The Economic Aspects

To assess the economic sustainability of an agro-energetic chain, the ROE and ROI ratios are
calculated for the power plant and harvest firm (Tables 3 and 4). According to some authors [37],
financial stability is one of the main concerns of firm management, and thus, ROE is an important ratio
to consider in the analysis. The findings showed both firms have a good ROE ratio, which is a measure
of a firms’ success in generating profit for shareholders. In fact, according to [38], a good rate return of
ROE is obtained if ROE is > of 12%. In our case, the whole agro-energetic chain (the power plant and
harvest firm) show a ROE ratio of 15.89% and of 31.48%, respectively. Moreover, the ROE ratio of the
harvest firm (31.48%) is higher than the power plant one (15.89%).

Table 3. Economic results of the power plant.

The Power Plant Euros

Net profit after tax 105,412
Equity 663,531

ROE ratio 15.89%

Earnings before interest and tax (EBIT) 285,001
Total assets 6,571,704

ROI ratio 4.34%

Value of production 2,200,966
Costs of production 963,327
Gross value added 1,237,639

Source: our elaboration on budget data of the power plant.

The ROI ratio, instead, indicates how much the profit gained by using the entire assets owned by
the firm and to have a good ROI ratio, it should be > of 2% [38]. In our case, both firms showed good
rates return, that are 4.34% and 6.14% respectively.

It is important to underline that even if the power plant’s ratios (i.e., ROE, ROI) are lower than
the harvest firm ones, these findings are very interesting if you think that it is a power plant and the
harvest firm dealing only with the olive pruning harvesting activities on the field.

Unfortunately, there are not many studies evaluating the economic aspects of a real power plant
with similar technical characteristics to our case study (feedstock, process and size) which could help
us to evaluate the findings. However, some authors [26] studied the economic convenience of a pilot
plant for bioenergy and showed a return times of no less than 8–9 years. In our case, the power plant
started in 2010 and the return times were of no less than 6–7 years; in fact, the power plant showed
good rates of return (ROI) of 4.34% (based on mean values) during years 2016–2017.
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Table 4. Economic results of the harvest firm.

The Harvest Firm Euros

Net profit after tax 6070
Equity 19,282

ROE ratio 31.48%

Earnings before interest and tax (EBIT) 25,085
Total assets 408,297

ROI ratio 6.14%

Value of production 448,027
Costs of production 232,368

Gross value added 215,659

* Source: our elaboration on budget data of the harvest firm.

Moreover, as mentioned above, the power plant provides production of 8000 MWh annually [31],
keeping up a cost of production of 120 €/ MWh. Our findings are similar to [39], a study where it has
been shown that there is a cost of production of 130 €/ MWh for a biomass power plant; 64 €/ MWh for
a coal fired power plant and a cost of production of about 73 €/ MWh for a coal and biomass-fired
power plants in the UK. However, it is important to underline that the technology, the feedstock and
the size of the power plants studied in [39] were different with respect to our case study. In particular,
they are large sized pulverized fuel combustion power plants of 650 MW (versus our plant that was
of 1MWe) and the biomass used is wood pellet imported (alone or in co-firing). On the contrary, in
our case, local olive tree prunings were used. The latter is an important aspect under the economic
and environmental perspective, since our power plant uses exclusively agricultural residues supplied
from a ten kilometers radius basin that otherwise would be disposed by farmers with open-air burning
causing high economic and environmental impacts.

At farm level, instead, some authors [15] evaluated if the use of agricultural residues may be
an economic opportunity for farms and showed that using pruning residues for power production
in an area where plots are scattered is not economically feasible. The scatter spatial distribution of
agricultural residues plays an important role in the costs determination. In fact, a good planning
strategy of the whole agro-energetic chain can minimize the overall costs [20]. Moreover, the location
of bioenergy facilities is profitable in regions where olive groves and vineyards are concentrated such
as in the Apulian region [10]. In our case, the organizational model (the power plant and harvest firm,
where the harvest firm works in a 10 km radius around the power plant) allows a complete control
over all the production steps and the harvest firm, taking over the logistics operations, has allowed to
save significant costs as compared to the use of independent contractors outside the power plant [31].
Moreover, according to [15], costs for ash disposal amount to 3% of the total biomass used, with a
withdrawing cost of 4 € per Mg. In our case, according to Italian Ministry of Environment, Land and
Sea Protection (protocol number 0003987.15.03.2018), the power plant has been officially authorized to
use the biomass ash as a fertilizer, saving costs due to ashes disposal.

3.2. The Environmental Aspects

To assess the environmental aspect of an agro-energetic chain, the GHG emissions are calculated
for the power plant and harvest firm.

The total environmental impacts of agro-energetic chain expressed in GHG emissions can be
summarized in Table 5.

Some authors [15] showed that the agro-energetic chain proved to be sustainable from an
environmental point of view (about 137 Mg of CO2 emitted per 1 Mg of biomass). In our case,
considering an annual comminuted olive pruning biomass of 8000 Mg supplied to the power plant,
the CO2 emitted into the atmosphere is 68 Mg of CO2 emitted per 1 Mg of biomass.
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Table 5. GHG emissions of the pruning agro-energetic chain in Calimera (LE, Italy).

Agro-Energetic Chain kg CO2 eq per year

The power plant
GHG emission 469,000

The harvest firm
GHG emission 74,000

Total 543,000

Source: our elaboration on the firm’s data.

In addition, as mentioned above, the power plant provides a production of 8000 MWh annually [31],
emitting about 68 kg of CO2 into atmosphere per 1 MWh. Our findings are better than the ones in
reference [39]. In fact, according to [39]’s study in the UK, a biomass power plant emits 898.85 kg of
CO2 into atmosphere per 1 MWh; while a coal fired power plant emits 834.7 kg of CO2 per MWh and a
coal and biomass-fired power plant emits about 829.8 kg of CO2 per MWh. These high differences in the
results depend on both different technical characteristics of plants and by different wood management.
In fact, in our case the plant use agricultural residues comes from within a 10 km radius from the plant,
while in the [39] study generic wood pellets imported from America are used.

Moreover, according to [31], on the one hand, producing 8000 MWh of electricity, the power plant
allows to avoid the emission into the atmosphere of 5359 Mg CO2eq per year compared to electricity
production from fossil sources. On the other hand, thanks to the existence of the agro-energetic chain
(the power plant and its subsidiary harvest firm), the farmers have their fields cleaned and no longer
need to resort to field burning, which is harmful for the environment and costly also [31].

Finally, the findings showed that the combustion of pruning residues for electricity generation is
very beneficial not only by reducing fossil fuels use but also by leading to a low CO2 emissions into the
atmosphere [16].

3.3. The Ecoefficiency Ratio

In Table 6, emissions in the atmosphere per gross value added (€) produced by the pruning for
energy supply chain were analyzed. The higher the ratio value of firm, the higher its economic value
per unit of environmental impact. The ecoefficiency of each firm making up the energy supply chain
analyzed showed that the harvest firm had a better ecoefficiency ratio per unit of GHG emitted into
the atmosphere compared to the power plant. In fact, the harvest firm shows a value added of 2.91€
per Mg of greenhouse gases emitted into the atmosphere.

Table 6. Ecoefficiency ratio of the pruning agro-energetic chain in Calimera (LE, Italy).

Ecoefficiency Index Unit Value

The power plant
GVA €/y 1,237,639

GHG emission Mg CO2 eq/y 469,000

Ecoefficiency ratio €/Mg CO2 eq 2.64

The harvest firm
GVA €/y 215,659

GHG emission Mg CO2 eq/y 74,000

Ecoefficiency ratio €/Mg CO2 eq 2.91

Source: Our elaboration on the firm’s data.

Moreover, the power plant’s ecoefficiency ratio is slightly lower than harvest firm one (−9%);
in fact, the power plant shows a value added of 2.64 € per Mg of greenhouse gases emitted into the
atmosphere. This finding appears to be even more interesting due to the different sectors (industrial
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and agricultural) that the two firms belong. In fact, contrary to what was expected, the two firms,
constituting the energy chain based on olive tree pruning, have shown similar ecoefficiencies.

The findings represent a novelty due to the characteristic of the supply chain, quality of the
primary data used, and ecoefficiency evaluation method used. This is due to the novelty of this research
that is a combination of economic and environmental aspects never performed before on a real case of
a pruning-based biomass power plant. As mentioned above, the biomass plant analyzed is unique
in Europe of its kind (in technical terms and for residues used). Moreover, there is a lack of studies
that analyze the ecoefficiency of energy supply chains in the literature. In addition, the economic and
environmental parameters used for the ecoefficiency calculation can vary from one study to another [35].
In fact, as mentioned above, the ecoefficiency is a ratio between product or service value and its
environmental impact, however, there are numerous ways in which ecoefficiency can be calculated.
The authors in [35] provided a set of indicators that cover the broad spectrum of use of products and
services, and environmental impacts The selection of value indicators depends upon the ways in
which the ecoefficiency indicators will be used for decision making in firms. For example, firms may
want to analyze the ecoefficiency ratio using indicator as profit (or gross value added, etc.) on GHG
emissions (or ozone depleting emissions, water consumptions etc.). Firms choose indicators that best
serve their decision making [35]. Moreover, using an economic indicator divided by the environmental
impact provides a useful index to compare within the company throughout time [29]. In our case,
following [34]’s study, the gross value added (GVA) (that is the difference between total revenues and
costs) and GHG emissions have been chosen to calculate the ecoefficiency ratio. The GVA has been
chosen because it is an economic measure of firms and represents the value sufficient to remunerate
labor, capital and land in adequate way [40]. In the literature, no studies evaluating the ecoefficiency
a power plant of 1 MWe (biomass or fossil fuel basis), using GVA method, are available and for this
reason, the authors believe that this study could fill a knowledge gap in the current literature.

4. Conclusions

This research aims to analyze the economic and environmental sustainability of a 1 MWe power
plant that produce electricity exclusively from olive pruning in Southern Italy, that represent a unique
case-study in Europe. The GVA and GHG emissions combined for the ecoefficiency assessment of the
energy supply chain studied represent a novelty in literature.

The findings showed the environmental and economic feasibility of a circular economy model
turning agricultural waste into energy. Furthermore, the results showed a similar ecoefficiency ratio of
both the harvest firm and the power plant which provide the solid biofuel and the energy, respectively.
These results highlighted a good balance in the ecoefficiency ratio of the two elements making the
energy supply chain, and the evaluation of ecoefficiency through the GVA method could be a valid
tool for the two firms to assess their ecoefficiency over time.

CO2 emissions generated by the studied energy chain, per MWh of energy produced, were lower
than those generated by large biomass or coal-fired power plants (>500 MW).

This result is certainly conditioned by the fact that the short energy supply chain based on olive
tree pruning requires far fewer steps than the supply chains of large power plants that need much
larger biomass supply basins and intermediate steps, or long distances to transport the fuel from the
extraction site to the processing plant.

From an economic point of view, both the firms studied have positive ROI, ROE and GVA values.
In particular, GVA of the energy power plant derives from the subsidies of 0.28 €/kWh provided by
the grid operator. Future studies could be focused on the minimum price on which the power plant
can receive to remain on the market. Moreover, the results could be useful insights to push new
entrepreneurs towards new business models based on the circular economy concept. In particular,
on the one hand, a business model like that showed could allow entrepreneurs to reach good profits,
helping local farms to avoid pruning disposal costs. On the other hand, this business model could
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provide huge environmental benefits either by avoiding open-air burning of prunings and contributing
to the replacement of fossil sources with renewable sources for electricity production.
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Endnotes:

Nomenclature
kWh kilowatt-hours
MWh Megawatt-hours
MWe Megawatt electrical
Mg Megagram
Fe emission of CO2 due to pruning harvesting
D fuel consumed by the machines per Mg of olive pruning
Ec emission of CO2 per liter of diesel
TP total production of comminuted biomass from pruning
CO2 emissions carbon dioxide emissions
EBIT earnings before interest and tax
ROE the return on owner’s equity
ROI the return on investment
GVA the gross value added
Ecoefficiency ratio ratio between economic value and environmental impact of firms
CBA cost-benefit analysis

References

1. Palmieri, N.; Forleo, M.B.; Giannoccaro, G.; Suardi, A. Environmental impact of cereal straw management:
An on-farm assessment. J. Clean. Prod. 2017, 142, 2950–2964. [CrossRef]

2. Picchi, G.; Lombardini, C.; Pari, L.; Spinelli, R. Physical and chemical characteristics of renewable fuel
obtained from pruning residues. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 171, 457–463. [CrossRef]

3. Dyjakon, A.; García-Galindo, D. Implementing agricultural pruning to energy in Europe: Technical, economic
and implementation potentials. Energies 2019, 12, 1513. [CrossRef]

4. Pari, L.; Alfano, V.; Garcia-Galindo, D.; Suardi, A.; Santangelo, E. Pruning biomass potential in Italy related
to crop characteristics, agricultural practices and agro-climatic conditions. Energies 2018, 11, 1365. [CrossRef]

5. ISTAT. ISTAT Superfici in Produzione—Dati in Complesso 2019; ISTAT: Rome, Italy, 2019.
6. Acampora, A.; Croce, S.; Assirelli, A.; Del Giudice, A.; Spinelli, R.; Suardi, A.; Pari, L. Product contamination

and harvesting losses from mechanized recovery of olive tree pruning residues for energy use. Renew. Energy
2013, 53, 350–353. [CrossRef]

7. Gebresenbet, G.; Bosona, T.; Olsson, S.O.; Garcia, D. Smart system for the optimization of logistics performance
of the pruning biomass value chain. Appl. Sci. 2018, 8, 1162. [CrossRef]

8. Pari, L.; Suardi, A.; Santangelo, E.; García-Galindo, D.; Scarfone, A.; Alfano, V. Current and innovative
technologies for pruning harvesting: A review. Biomass Bioenergy 2017, 107, 398–410. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.10.173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.10.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/en12081513
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/en11061365
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2012.12.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/app8071162
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2017.09.014


Sustainability 2020, 12, 3466 10 of 11

9. Toscano, G.; Alfano, V.; Scarfone, A.; Pari, L. Pelleting vineyard pruning at low cost with a mobile technology.
Energies 2018, 11, 2477. [CrossRef]

10. Delivand, M.K.; Cammerino, A.R.B.; Garofalo, P.; Monteleone, M. Optimal locations of bioenergy facilities,
biomass spatial availability, logistics costs and GHG (greenhouse gas) emissions: A case study on electricity
productions in South Italy. J. Clean. Prod. 2015, 99, 129–139. [CrossRef]

11. Bosona, T.; Gebresenbet, G. Evaluating Logistics Performances of Agricultural Prunings for Energy Production:
A Logistics Audit Analysis Approach. Logistics 2018, 2, 19. [CrossRef]

12. Gonçalves, C.; Evtyugina, M.; Alves, C.; Monteiro, C.; Pio, C.; Tomé, M. Organic particulate emissions from
field burning of garden and agriculture residues. Atmos. Res. 2011, 101, 666–680. [CrossRef]

13. Spinelli, R.; Nati, C.; Pari, L.; Mescalchin, E.; Magagnotti, N. Production and quality of biomass fuels
from mechanized collection and processing of vineyard pruning residues. Appl. Energy 2012, 89, 374–379.
[CrossRef]

14. Repullo, M.A.; Carbonell, R.; Hidalgo, J.; Rodríguez-Lizana, A.; Ordóñez, R. Using olive pruning residues to
cover soil and improve fertility. Soil Tillage Res. 2012, 124, 36–46. [CrossRef]

15. Torquati, B.; Marino, D.; Venanzi, S.; Porceddu, P.R.; Chiorri, M. Using tree crop pruning residues for energy
purposes: A spatial analysis and an evaluation of the economic and environmental sustainability. Biomass
Bioenergy 2016, 95, 124–131. [CrossRef]

16. Sagani, A.; Hagidimitriou, M.; Dedoussis, V. Perennial tree pruning biomass waste exploitation for electricity
generation: The perspective of Greece. Sustain. Energy Technol. Assess. 2019, 31, 77–85. [CrossRef]

17. Zhang, F.; Johnson, D.M.; Sutherland, J.W. A GIS-based method for identifying the optimal location for a
facility to convert forest biomass to biofuel. Biomass Bioenergy 2011, 35, 3951–3961. [CrossRef]

18. Gold, S.; Seuring, S. Supply chain and logistics issues of bio-energy production. J. Clean. Prod. 2011, 19,
32–42. [CrossRef]

19. Gabrielle, B.; Bamière, L.; Caldes, N.; De Cara, S.; Decocq, G.; Ferchaud, F.; Loyce, C.; Pelzer, E.; Perez, Y.;
Wohlfahrt, J.; et al. Paving the way for sustainable bioenergy in Europe: Technological options and research
avenues for large-scale biomass feedstock supply. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2014, 33, 11–25. [CrossRef]

20. Frombo, F.; Minciardi, R.; Robba, M.; Rosso, F.; Sacile, R. Planning woody biomass logistics for energy
production: A strategic decision model. Biomass Bioenergy 2009, 33, 372–383. [CrossRef]

21. Spinelli, R.; Magagnotti, N.; Nati, C.; Cantini, C.; Sani, G.; Picchi, G.; Biocca, M. Integrating olive grove
maintenance and energy biomass recovery with a single-pass pruning and harvesting machine. Biomass
Bioenergy 2011, 35, 808–813. [CrossRef]

22. Boggia, A.; Porceddu, P. La raccolta delle biomasse della potatura dell’olivo a fini energetici: un’analisi
tecnica ed economica. Estimo Territ 2006, 12, 29–35.

23. Rogers, J.G.; Brammer, J.G. Analysis of transport costs for energy crops for use in biomass pyrolysis plant
networks. Biomass Bioenergy 2009, 33, 1367–1375. [CrossRef]

24. Gasol, C.M.; Gabarrell, X.; Rigola, M.; González-García, S.; Rieradevall, J. Environmental assessment: (LCA)
and spatial modelling (GIS) of energy crop implementation on local scale. Biomass Bioenergy 2011, 35,
2975–2985. [CrossRef]

25. Blengini, G.A.; Brizio, E.; Cibrario, M.; Genon, G. LCA of bioenergy chains in Piedmont (Italy): A case study
to support public decision makers towards sustainability. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2011, 57, 36–47. [CrossRef]

26. Cotana, F.; Cavalaglio, G. Impianto Pilota Per La Conversione Energetica. In Proceedings of the 8◦ Congresso
Nazionale CIRIAF—Atti, Perugia, Italy, 4–5 April 2008.

27. Dario, A. L’ulivo del Salento per il primo impianto a biomasse d’Europa. sole 24 ore, 18 February 2010.
28. Ichimura, M.; Nam, S.; Bonjour, S.; Rankine, H.; Carisma, B.; Qiu, Y.; Khrueachotikul, R. Eco-Efficiency

Indicators: Measuring Resource-Use Efficiency and the Impact of Economic Activities on the Environment; Greening
of Economic Growth Series; ESCAP: Bangkok, Thailand, 2009; Volume 25.

29. Lozano, F.J.; Lozano, R. Assessing the potential sustainability benefits of agricultural residues: Biomass
conversion to syngas for energy generation or to chemicals production. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 172, 4162–4169.
[CrossRef]

30. Caiado, R.G.G.; de Freitas Dias, R.; Mattos, L.V.; Quelhas, O.L.G.; Leal Filho, W. Towards sustainable
development through the perspective of eco-efficiency - A systematic literature review. J. Clean. Prod. 2017,
165, 890–904. [CrossRef]

31. CERTH. Ufg, C. and D6.3: Flagship Success Cases Update v1; CERTH: Thermi, Thessaloniki, Greece, 2017.

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/en11092477
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.03.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/logistics2030019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosres.2011.04.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2011.07.049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2012.04.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2016.09.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.seta.2018.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2011.06.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2010.08.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2014.01.050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2008.09.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2010.11.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2009.05.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2011.03.041
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2011.10.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.01.037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.07.166


Sustainability 2020, 12, 3466 11 of 11

32. Kabajeh, M.A.M.; Al Nuaimat, S.M.A.; Dahmash, F.N. The relationship between the ROA, ROE and ROI
ratios with Jordanian insurance public companies market share prices. Int. J. Humanit. Soc. Sci. 2012, 2,
115–120.

33. Ministry for the Environment. Summary of Emissions Factors for the Guidance for Voluntary Corporate Greenhouse
Gas Reporting—2015; Ministry for the Environment: Wellington, New Zealand, 2015.

34. Forleo, M.B.; Palmieri, N.; Suardi, A.; Coaloa, D.; Pari, L. The eco-efficiency of rapeseed and sunflower
cultivation in Italy. Joining environmental and economic assessment. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 172, 3138–3153.
[CrossRef]

35. Verfaillie, H.; Bidwell, R. Measuring Eco-Efficiency—A Guide to Reporting Company Performance; World Business
Council for Sustainable Development: Conch, Geneva, 2001.

36. Müller, K.; Holmes, A.; Deurer, M.; Clothier, B.E. Eco-efficiency as a sustainability measure for kiwifruit
production in New Zealand. J. Clean. Prod. 2015, 106, 333–342. [CrossRef]

37. Won, G.-H. Electric power industry restructuring and ROE: The case of Korea Electric Power Corporation.
Energy Policy 2007, 35, 5080–5090. [CrossRef]

38. Ichsani, S.; Suhardi, A.R. The effect of return on equity (ROE) and return on investment (ROI) on trading
volume. Procedia Soc. Behav. Sci. 2015, 211, 896–902. [CrossRef]

39. Yi, Q.; Zhao, Y.; Huang, Y.; Wei, G.; Hao, Y.; Feng, J.; Mohamed, U.; Pourkashanian, M.; Nimmo, W.; Li, W.
Life cycle energy-economic-CO2 emissions evaluation of biomass/coal, with and without CO2 capture and
storage, in a pulverized fuel combustion power plant in the United Kingdom. Appl. Energy 2018, 225,
258–272. [CrossRef]

40. Thomassen, M.A.; Dolman, M.A.; van Calker, K.J.; de Boer, I.J.M. Relating life cycle assessment indicators to
gross value added for Dutch dairy farms. Ecol. Econ. 2009, 68, 2278–2284. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.11.094
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.07.049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2007.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.11.118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2018.05.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.02.011
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	The Case Study 
	The Economic Parameters 
	The Environmental Analysis 
	The Ecoefficiency Ratio of the Agro-Energetic Chain 

	Results and Discussions 
	The Economic Aspects 
	The Environmental Aspects 
	The Ecoefficiency Ratio 

	Conclusions 
	References

