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Operation economy of CHP plants using
forest biomass and peat
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An interactive tqol (FIg. 2) was created for studylr_1g the was found the most 0000
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—0% bio ~—~70% bio =—100% bio
 Fuel blend specific O&M cost estimations 2> 000 In addition to fuel prices,
 Plant’s annual operation cost and income breakdowns @ 22500 / the ~ most  relevant
o 5 / market parameter
» CO, emissions § 20000 —~———=——  determining the respec-
I — tive competitiveness of
] (i N ) Peat  Co-combustion most feasible  100% biomass biomass and peat Is the
| Biom pply | Biomass availability | 0&M | Annual costs | Costs vs. CO2 price | Profits | Profits2 | CO2 emiss ions | VIir > < . . .
ic feasibili luati B { _Itif l_ﬂ idi dbe:_i lant - _ 'Ia_d _- 15000 prlce Of emISSIOnS
Economic feasibility evaluation tool for a mulkifuel fluidise CHP plant - Case Finlan 0 10 20 30 40 a”owances (FI 5)
Plant information Plant investment European Emission Allowance price, €/tCO, g - -
o R — ¥ Figure 5. The effect of CO, price on  the
===t = e respective competitiveness of the studied cases.
P —— . — ss availability | 0&M | Annual costs | Costs vs. CO2 price | Profits | Profits2 | CO2 emissions J_m
e e L S et Conclusions
= [0 B —Em%m ® The Interactive tool approach helps to understand and
study how fuel qualities, plant specifications or market and
policy related aspects affect the operation economics of
power and CHP plants.
! Power plant operators/investors, fuel suppliers, people
uuuuu I responsible for energy policies, consultants, researchers,
ot e teachers etc. could benefit from these kinds of toolkits.
. Rt ® For each purpose a tailor-made toolkit can be created.
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