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Table	S1.	Elemental	analysis	(%	dry	basis)	and	moisture	(%)	of	sugarcane	bagasse	and	wood	
residues	

	 Moisture	 C	 H	 O	 N	 Cl	 S	 ash	
Bagassea 50 46.96 5.72 44.05 0.28 0.03 0.05 2.94 
Woodb  11.6 48.55 5.72 45.22 0.26 0.21 0.04 3.52 

a Bagasse composition is the same as considered in de Medeiros et al. (2017) 
b Wood residues from eucalyptus are considered the same as in Capaz et al. (2020) 

 



 

 

 

Figure	S1.	Aspen	flowsheet	of	the	gasification	unit.	DRY‐RCT	and	DRY‐FLSH:	biomass	dryer;	SPLT‐BIO:	splitter	of	biomass	between	GZ	and	
CZ;	DECOMP:	RYield	reactor	to	break	nonconventional	component	biomass	into	conventional	components;	CZ:	combustion	zone;	RYIELD:	
gasification	zone;	SEP‐CHAR:	gasification	bed	cyclone	to	separate	char	from	syngas;	ASH‐SEP:	cyclone	to	separate	ashes;	TR:	tar	reformer;	
AIR‐BLWR:	air	blower;	HT‐AIR:	air	pre‐heater;	Q‐MIX:	mixer	to	sum	up	heat	streams	Q1	and	Q2	(note:	Q‐DCMP,	heat	input	of	DECOMP	
reactor,	is	transferred	to	CZ,	thereby	being	accounted	for	in	Q2).		



 
Figure	S2.	Correlation	coefficients	between	decision	variables	and	responses:	wood	residues.	

 


