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Summary

 

1.

 

Concern about climate change and energy security is stimulating land-use change, which in turn
precipitates social, economic and environmental responses. It is predicted that within 20 years in
the UK, bioenergy crops could occupy significant areas of  rural land. Among these, dedicated
biomass crops, such as Miscanthus (

 

Miscanthus

 

 spp.) grass and short rotation willow (

 

Salix

 

 spp.)
coppice, differ significantly from arable crops in their growth characteristics and management. It is
important that the potential impacts of these differences are assessed before large-scale, long-term
planting occurs.

 

2.

 

We used a Sustainability Appraisal Framework (SAF) approach to landscape planning in the
UK to identify stakeholder aspirations (objectives) and associated criteria (indicators) for the
planting of dedicated biomass crops.

 

3.

 

The use of environmental and physical constraints mapping allowed the SAF to focus only on
environmentally-acceptable locations, thereby avoiding unsustainable trade-offs. The mapping
identified 3·1 million ha of land in England as suitable for planting, suggesting the UK government
target of 1·1 million ha by 2020 is feasible.

 

4.

 

Evaluation of the SAF identified that while biodiversity was of concern to stakeholders, some
current indicators of  biodiversity are not appropriate. Butterfly abundance proved the most
appropriate indicator, and it was found that total abundance was greater in field margins of both
willow and Miscanthus biomass crops than in arable field margins.

 

5.

 

Synthesis and applications.

 

 The potential conflicts of assuring food security, water availability,
energy security and biodiversity conservation are recognized as a key challenge by governments
worldwide. Methods with which decision-makers can compare the performance of different land-use
scenarios against sustainability objectives will be crucial for achieving optimized and sustainable
use of land-based resources to meet all four challenges. Using biomass crops planting as an example,
this work illustrates the potential of a Sustainability Appraisal Framework, subject to identification
and agreement of appropriate indicators, in securing a holistic understanding of the wide-ranging
implications of large-scale, long-term changes to rural land-use in the wider context of sustainable
land-use planning 

 

per se

 

.
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Introduction

 

Landscapes that are dominated by arable agriculture are
continuously subject to changes resulting from the choice of
crops and adoption of different cropping land-use patterns
and crop rotations. Market forces and policy can influence the
expansion of  crops that were previously only grown over
limited areas and the introduction of entirely novel crops into
the landscape. Although such changes have always occurred,
increasing concerns over energy security and climate change
are precipitating major land-use changes which could take
place over relatively short time-scales and affect significantly
large areas of land. Given that crop-use changes, such as the
expansion of perennial biomass crops, could have environ-
mental impacts, it is perhaps surprising that the majority of
agricultural or forestry activities, even on such large scales,
are not considered to be ‘development’ as recognized in
land-use planning. Effectively, this means that, even on a
policy-led predicted large-scale basis, crop planting is
currently done without appraisal.

The Kyoto Protocol of  the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change set targets for industrialized
nations to reduce greenhouse gases (GHG) emissions (UN
1998). The European Union (EU) ratified the Kyoto Protocol
in 2002 (EU 2008) and, in 2007, set a target to achieve at least
a 20% reduction by 2020, compared with 1990 (Anonymous
2007). The key aspirations of the UK government set out in
the Energy White Paper are to reduce CO

 

2

 

 emissions to
26–32% of  1990 concentrations by 2020, and increase the
proportion of  electricity generated from renewable sources
to 20% by 2020 (DTI 2007). Steep rises in fossil-fuel energy
prices (see DBRR 2008) are also likely to encourage
domestically produced sources of alternative fuels. A portfolio
of  renewable energy sources will be required to meet all
these demands and bioenergy crops are expected to make
a potentially large contribution (Sims

 

 et al

 

. 2006).
Perennial biomass crops, such as grasses and fast-growing

trees, have particular advantages as bioenergy sources: they
are not food crops; there is no annual cultivation cycle; they
achieve rapid growth with the potential to produce large yields
with low fertilizer and pesticide requirements; and life-cycle
analyses of heat, electricity and liquid biofuel production
indicate both high energy savings and substantial reductions
in GHG emissions (Cocco 2007; Karp & Shield 2008). These
advantages have been recognized by both the EU and the UK
government, leading to incentives such as the Energy Crops
Scheme (Natural England 2008), and a large expansion of
land under such crops is thus anticipated. In the UK, the
two most developed and widely grown biomass crops are
Miscanthus grass (

 

Miscanthus 

 

×

 

 giganteus

 

) and short-
rotation coppice (SRC) willow (

 

Salix

 

 spp.). In 2003, these crops
occupied less than 2000 ha but now cover 

 

c.

 

 15 000 ha in
England (National Non-Food Crops Centre 2008). The UK
government’s Biomass Strategy (Defra 2007a) suggests that
bioenergy crops, including dedicated biomass crops, grown
for generating heat and power could occupy some 1·1 million
ha by 2020.

Miscanthus is a rhizomatous grass that originates from
Asia (Lewandowski

 

 et al

 

. 2003; Clifton-Brown

 

 et al

 

. 2004).
Commercially grown Miscanthus is a naturally-occurring
sterile hybrid (Clifton-Brown 

 

et al

 

. 2000). It undergoes C

 

4

 

photosynthesis, but is able to produce commercially sufficient
biomass yield in the temperate climate of the mid-southern
UK as it is more cold-tolerant than, for example, maize (

 

Zea

mays

 

 L.). It is planted as rhizomes in early spring and shoots
emerge once mean daytime temperatures exceed 

 

c.

 

 9 

 

°

 

C
(Farrell 

 

et al

 

. 2006). Miscanthus reaches heights of 

 

c

 

. 3 m in
the UK, before senescing over the winter months. It is
harvested annually in late winter/early spring for up to 20
years (Defra 2007b).

Willows are C

 

3

 

 shrubs and trees that are widely distributed
in temperate climates with many species native to the UK and
Europe. SRC willows are established by planting 18–20-cm
stem cuttings in spring (Defra 2004). Growth occurs largely
as single stems in the ‘establishment’ year, achieving heights
of  up to 2·5 m by September. The stems are cut back in
December–March, after leaf  drop. During the following
spring, the cut stumps re-sprout to provide multiple ‘coppice’
shoots which are harvested after 3 years, by which time they
may be 

 

c.

 

 5 m in height. SRC is typically continued on a 3-year
cycle for up to 25 years (Defra 2004; Karp & Shield 2008).

The growth attributes and perenniality of Miscanthus and
SRC willow present important differences to most current
rural land-uses: Unlike arable crops, biomass crops remain

 

in situ

 

 for 7–25 years; harvest is carried out in winter/early
spring (over 

 

c.

 

 3-year cycles for SRC); the crops are very tall
(3–5 m) and dense; and, there are very few agrochemical
inputs (see Tubby & Armstrong 2002; Defra 2004, 2007b).
These factors modify the appearance of the rural landscape
and have potential implications for tourist income, farm
income, hydrology and biodiversity.

A number of small-scale studies have investigated the potential
impacts on biodiversity (e.g. Sage 1995; Cunningham 

 

et al

 

.
2004; Semere & Slater 2005; Sage 

 

et al

 

. 2006) and water use
(Howes 

 

et al

 

. 2002; Finch 

 

et al

 

. 2004) of  biomass crops, in
particular SRC willow. Best-practice guidelines and plantation
management protocols designed to address, for example, visual
impact, biodiversity or hydrological considerations, are also
available (Tubby & Armstrong 2002; Defra 2004, 2007b).
Impacts of these crops may be varied. For example, mixtures
of  willow SRC comprise parental stock of  species native to
the UK and may therefore support a species-rich insect
community and wider-associated biodiversity. Miscanthus,
however, is non-native and as such may support low biodiversity.
Thus, there are many challenges to be faced in meeting the
requirements for sustainable production of sufficient feed-
stock from these crops from large-scale land conversion,
while avoiding conflicts with other land-uses or ecosystem
functions (e.g. JNCC 2007; UN 2007; Firbank 2008; Rowe

 

et al

 

. 2008; The Royal Society 2008).
Despite the lack of  land-use planning control in the

agricultural sector, some useful tools for informing decision-
and policy-makers of the implications of their actions do exist
in other sectors which can be usefully applied to agricultural
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policy. Some form of environmental assessment has been
required in the EU since 1988 when the Environmental Assess-
ment Directive (Council of the European Communities 1985)
required the assessment of the implications on the environment
of  new projects. The Strategic Environmental Assessment
Directive (European Parliament and the Council of  the
European Union 2001) extended this requirement to plans
and programmes in 2004 and the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act (UK Parliament 2004) expanded the scope,
for local authorities in England only, to include social and
economic factors in a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of their
plans.

SA is an objectives-driven approach, which relies on the
derivation of aspirational sustainability objectives, against
which different plan performances can be compared. By
engaging stakeholders (see European Parliament and the
Council of the European Union 2003) with ecologists and
other relevant scientists, empirical objectives that can be
measured are identified. Targets and indicators of these
empirical objectives are used to assess the performance of
alternatives. Essentially, SA can be seen as an analytic–
deliberative process which fuses quantitative, expert-derived
data with stakeholder concerns and values (see Petts 2003;
Wiklund 2005; Chilvers 2007). For biodiversity, a typical
objective is ‘

 

to maintain and enhance biodiversity, flora and

fauna

 

’ (Office of the Deputy Prime Minister 2005, p. 112).
With no agreed definition of biodiversity (Slootweg 2005;
Wegner

 

 et al

 

. 2005), this raises the question as to whether the
complexity of biodiversity can be represented in just a few
indicators and, given that their selection is value-based, how
can objectivity be maintained (see Cloquell-Ballester 

 

et al

 

.
2006)? Thus, the analytic scope of the process can be seen as
encompassing evaluation of the suitability of indicators, and
the collection and interpretation of data while the deliberative
scope encompasses selection and agreement of the objectives
and indicators along with interpretation of data.

Ecological indicators are used to assess the condition of the
environment or to monitor trends in condition over time; they
can provide an early warning signal and help diagnose the
cause of an environmental problem (Cairns 

 

et al

 

. 1993). The
characteristics of indicator species are used as an index of
attributes that are too difficult, inconvenient or expensive to
measure for other species or environmental conditions of
interest (Landres 

 

et al

 

. 1988). For example, changes in
abundance and diversity of taxa can easily be measured at
detailed spatial and temporal scales, but they can only
reasonably be used as indicators for higher trophic levels,
(e.g. seeds as a food resource for birds; Gibbons 

 

et al

 

. 2006).
Arthropods have long been advocated as potential ecological
indicators (Kremen 

 

et al

 

. 1993). Butterfly Lepidoptera have
been proposed specifically since, amongst the selection criteria
for effective indicators proposed by Dale & Beyeler (2001),
they are easily measurable, sensitive to and responsive to
environmental stresses, predictors of change, representative
of other taxa (Wilson 

 

et al

 

. 2004; Thomas 2005; Nelson 2007),
occur in most terrestrial habitats (e.g. Asher 

 

et al

 

. 2001) and, in
the UK and Europe, monitoring schemes plot the distributions

of species at scales of 1–100 km

 

2

 

 (Asher 

 

et al

 

. 2001; van Swaay
2003). Thus, measures of butterfly abundance are currently
being developed as headline UK farmland biodiversity
indicators (UKBMS 2008).

In this study, we outline how, as part of the RELU-Biomass
project (www.relu-biomass.org.uk), we are addressing these
sustainable land-use planning and biodiversity assessment
challenges for the large-scale, long-term introduction of
Miscanthus and SRC willow in two regions of England. The
East Midlands and South- west Regions (Government Offices
2008) were selected as they contrast greatly in their geographic,
farming (Government Offices 2008) and Environmental
Zone (Haines-Young 2000) and yet have already witnessed
significant plantings of biomass crops (Natural England 2008).
Here, we introduce a biomass-planting-specific Sustainability
Appraisal Framework (SAF) to demonstrate how it can be
used in combination with constraints mapping to protect
sensitive habitats against the inevitable trade-offs inherent in
decision- making. We demonstrate an appropriate biodiversity
indicator from a suite of  tools being tested in the RELU-
Biomass project that can be used in a range of crops and land-
scapes under varying management, and we provide some
preliminary results from its applications.

 

Methods

 

CONSTRAINTS

 

 

 

MAPPING

 

A GIS-based constraints mapping exercise, using data from a review of
relevant literature, was conducted to identify areas where Miscanthus
and SRC willow planting should not (e.g. for environmental reasons,
such as the area is a protected habitat) or could not (e.g. for feasibility
reasons, such as the slope is too steep) take place (Table 1). Agricultural
land is officially classified from Grades 1 (best) to 5 (worst) (MAFF
1988) and it was assumed that perennial energy crops will not be grown
on the best quality land as just over 80% of approved agreements
under the Energy Crops Scheme from 2001 to 2007 were on land in
Grades 3 or 4 (Natural England 2008). These criteria were combined
to identify areas of land that were best suited to energy crop planting
for use in the SAF.

 

SUSTAINABIL ITY

 

 

 

APPRAISAL

 

Stakeholders were identified through existing contacts known to the
project team, assisted by a project Advisory Group (details are available
on the RELU-Biomass website, www.relu-biomass.org.uk). An initial
workshop was held in each region in 2006 in which stakeholders
(13 in the South-west and 14 in the East Midlands) were asked to
brainstorm objectives and indicators which would form the basis for
the SAF in line with practice suggested by Donnelly 

 

et al

 

. (2006). In
an attempt to avoid unbalanced focus on any particular pillar of
sustainability, the meetings were structured so that participants were
given equal time to suggest social, environmental and economic
indicators. Each participant had access, for guidance, to objectives
and indicators suggested by the Government for land-use planning
(Office of the Deputy Prime Minister 2005); there was no instruction
to ‘choose’ from those listed. The project team subsequently reworded
the SAF to ensure clarity of terminology and undertook additional
workshops in each region in 2007 (eight attendees in the South-west

www.relu-biomass.org.uk
www.relu-biomass.org.uk
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and 10 in the East Midlands) to review objectives and indicators
and to suggest changes where appropriate. Subsequent changes were
then circulated by e-mail to all identified stakeholders and agreement
obtained.

The indicators were then evaluated against the criteria outlined by
Donnelly 

 

et al

 

. (2007). The evaluation identified those indicators
which were considered to be unsuitable and afforded opportunities
for the project team to subsequently suggest more appropriate
indicators based on expert knowledge.

 

B IODIVERSITY

 

Local, native populations of characteristic plant and invertebrate
species and/or groups was identified as the most suitable indicator
selected by stakeholders, (see Results section and Table 4), and
butterflies were selected as a test indicator group from a diverse range of
plants and invertebrates being assessed as part of the RELU-Biomass
project. The abundance counts of families of butterfly in the field
margins surrounding Miscanthus and SRC willow were recorded
and compared with counts of butterfly species in field margins of
arable break crops. Data for the arable crops came from 255 fields,
made up of 65 fields of spring-sown beet (

 

Beta vulgaris

 

 L.), 58 fields
of spring-sown maize (

 

Zea mays 

 

L.), 67 fields of spring-sown oilseed
rape (

 

Brassica napus 

 

L.) and 65 fields of  winter-sown oilseed rape
(

 

B

 

. 

 

napus

 

 L.), sampled as part of the Farm Scale Evaluations (FSEs)
from 2000 to 2003 (Firbank 

 

et al

 

. 2003; Roy 

 

et al

 

. 2003; Bohan 

 

et al

 

.
2005). The distribution of these fields followed the national distribution
of arable crops across Great Britain (Champion 

 

et al

 

. 2003; Bohan

 

et al

 

. 2005). The FSEs used a split-field design, where the current
‘conventional’ arable practice was compared to a modified herbicide
management regime associated with genetically modified, herbicide-
tolerant crops. Here, only data from the conventional half  of the split
field are used. Three 100-m-long transects, one in each of the margins of
the conventional half, were walked on a number of occasions, depending
on the weather, in May, June, July and August.

Butterflies were sampled on transects in the margins of 16 Miscanthus
and 16 willow SRC fields in 2006 and 2007, following the methods
used in the FSEs (Firbank 

 

et al

 

. 2003; Haughton 

 

et al

 

. 2003; Bohan

 

et al

 

. 2005). In the biomass crops, one transect was located at each of
the four sides of the fields. All the fields were in commercial production
of biomass for energy or, in the case of some Miscanthus fields, the
production of rhizomes for future planting. The fields were planted
between 1999 and 2003, were due to be harvested during the winter
following data collection and represent mature biomass crops. The

distribution of the fields reflected the current national picture of
planting in Great Britain, covering the East Midlands, South-west
and Southern regions of England (Natural England 2008).

For butterfly family groups and total butterflies, mean year totals
per kilometre of transect walked were calculated for each FSE site
(0·3 km per visit, and between 1 and 7 sampling visits) or Miscanthus
or SRC willow fields (each 0·4 km per visit, and between 2–5 visits).
Following log

 

10

 

 transformation, after adding an offset of one to allow
for zeros, the mean logged count and variance was computed over all
sites. For each group, the difference between the Miscanthus or
willow SRC and FSE mean logged counts was then computed
along with a 95% confidence interval. The mean and confidence
limits were then back-transformed to the ratio scale.

 

Results

 

CONSTRAINTS

 

 

 

MAPPING

 

In the East Midlands, the combination of criteria listed in
Table 1 and a restriction to Grade 3 or 4 land excluded 61% of
the region (leaving 613 000 ha), while for the South-west this
was larger, at 83% of the land area (leaving 410 000 ha). For
England as a whole, the area identified as suitable for planting
energy crops was 3·1 million ha (Table 2).

 

SUSTAINABIL ITY

 

 

 

APPRAISAL

 

The objectives identified by the stakeholders in the East
Midlands and South-west region are listed in Table 3 and did
not differ significantly.

Indicators suggested by stakeholders for measuring progress
towards protecting and enhancing biodiversity reflect those
for which data are currently collected and included numbers

Table 1. Table of criteria and their sources used to create constraints for planting energy crops

Constraints criteria Source

Unsuitable soil types (e.g. peat) NSRI NATMAP 1000 data
Slope steepness ≥ 15% Ordnance Survey Panorama DEM
Areas of improved grassland CEH Land Cover Map 2000
Existing woodland Forestry Commission National Inventory of Woodland and Trees, 

Ancient Woodland areas from MAGIC (http://www.magic.ac.uk) 
Urban areas Ordnance Survey Meridian data
Major rivers Ordnance Survey Meridian data
Lakes Ordnance Survey Meridian data
BAP priority and semi-natural habitats Natural England
Designated nature conservation areas Natural England or MAGIC website
Designated or registered cultural heritage sites English Heritage or MAGIC website
Designated areas of landscape sensitivity MAGIC website

Table 2. Constraint mapping results for the East Midlands and
South-west study regions. Areas are in thousands hectare

East Midlands South-west England

Total land area 1563 2383 13 039
Area meeting constraints 613 410  3120

http://www.magic.ac.uk
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of farmland bird species, and Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP)
priority species and habitat status (both taken from HM
Government 2005). A comparison of these indicators with
criteria derived by Donnelly 

 

et al

 

. (2007) revealed that some
are unsuitable. For example, BAP priority habitats status is
made redundant by the constraints mapping exercise. The
general indicator, suggested by the authors and approved by
the stakeholders, of  abundance of  plant and invertebrate
species/groups, satisfied all criteria; thus, butterflies were selected
as a representative group of this indicator (Table 4).

 

B IODIVERSITY

 

The abundance of total butterflies was significantly greater in
field margins surrounding both Miscanthus and SRC willow
(60% and 132% more butterflies, respectively) than in field
margins of arable crops. The abundance of families of butterflies
varied between field margins of biomass crops and the arable

break crops, where the abundance of the Pieridae in Miscanthus
and SRC willow field margins was lower than in arable field
margins at 56% and 64%, respectively. Except for Lycaenidae
in Miscanthus field margins, all other families of  butterfly
were significantly more abundant in field margins of biomass
crops than in arable field margins. The Satyrinae showed the
largest differences of 370% and 620% in Miscanthus and SRC
willow, respectively (Figs 1 & 2).

 

Discussion

 

Constraints mapping, which eliminated land classed as
inappropriate or unsuitable for planting Miscanthus or SRC
willow, suggested that 39% of  the land area of  the East
Midlands and 17% of the South-west regions could be suitable
for energy crop planting. The higher area of land excluded
from the South-west was due to physical factors such as slope
steepness, the extent of permanent pasture and substantial

Table 3. Sustainability appraisal objectives identified by stakeholders at regional meetings and organized into social, economic or
environmental categories. Biodiversity objectives are italicized

Category East Midlands objectives South-west objectives

Social Minimize transport movements Minimize additional vehicle movements
Enhance rural quality of life Enhance rural quality of life
Increase water availability Maintain water availability
Improve public enjoyment of the countryside Improve public connection with the countryside
Safeguard the historic environment Safeguard the historic environment

Economic Reduce energy costs to the consumer Reduce energy costs
Increase amount of energy produced locally Increase amount of energy produced and used locally
Increase the viability of local economies Increase the viability of local economies
Enhance tourism potential Maintain tourism resource
Enhance viability of farming Enhance viability of farming
Maximize waste management opportunities Maximize waste management opportunities
Enhance employment Enhance rural employment
Enhance local landscape character Enhance local landscape character
Improve water quality Improve water quality
Protect soil resources Protect and improve soil resources
Improve air quality Improve air quality
Maintain food security

Environmental Protect and enhance biodiversity Protect and enhance biodiversity

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions Reduce greenhouse gas emissions

Table 4. Suitability of indicators (against Donnelly et al. 2007 criteria) selected by stakeholders in the East Midlands (EM) and South-west
(SW) to test the ‘protect and enhance biodiversity’ sustainability objective

Suitability criteria
Farmland bird 
species (EM; SW)

Local (native) populations 
of characteristic plant 
and invertebrate 
species/groups (EM; SW)

Biodiversity action plan 
priority species 
and habitat status (EM; SW)

Policy relevant ✓ ✓ ✓

Cover a range of environmental receptors ✓ ✓ ✓

Relevant to the plan in question ✓ ✓ ✗

Show trends ✓ ✓ ✓

Be easily understandable to the public and decision-makers ✓ ✓ ✗

Be well-founded technically and scientifically ✓ ✓ ✓

Prioritize key issues and provide early warning ✗ ✓ ✗/✓
Adaptable to reflect differing circumstances ✗ ✓ ✗
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areas classed as sensitive landscapes. Using these approaches,
the area identified as suitable for planting the two energy
crops in England amounted to 3·1 million ha, which is
considerably greater than the Biomass Strategy target of
1·1 million ha for bioenergy crops by 2020 (Defra 2007a) and
implies that at least identifying potentially suitable land
should not be a constraint on achieving this objective.
Concerns have been raised that SA undermines environmental
policy by allowing trade-offs of environmental resources against
socio-economic gains (Pope et al. 2004; Morrison-Saunders
& Fischer 2006) and, in this context, the value of using con-
straints mapping to protect ecologically sensitive areas before

trade-offs can occur is clear. It should be noted, however, that
much of  the land identified as being suitable for growing
biomass crops is currently used for growing arable crops, and
therefore, there is a potential conflict between land-use for
food and land-use for energy production (Lovett et al. 2009).

Small-scale biodiversity studies of early, non-commercial
SRC willow fields suggested that the proportions of pre-existing
and colonizing plant species changed to more slow-growing
perennials as the crops matured (Sage 1995; Cunningham
et al. 2004) and that compared with annual crops, invertebrates
were recorded in relatively high densities (Sage & Tucker
1997; Cunningham et al. 2004). In a review, Sage et al. (2006)
suggested a list of 28 breeding and/or wintering bird species
that appeared to prefer SRC willow to cereal crops, including
many on the UK Government’s Woodland or Farmland Bird
Index (Anonymous 1999). In contrast, very little research has
been undertaken on biodiversity associated with Miscanthus.
Benefits to biodiversity might be anticipated because the
crops are harvested in late winter and the ground is not
cultivated each year (Semere & Slater 2005). In this study, we
indeed found that biodiversity, represented by the butterflies
as indicators, was more abundant in biomass crop field
margins than in arable crop field margins, supporting the indi-
cations of earlier work done in both biomass crops. There was
also a greater abundance of families containing generalist
species of intrinsic conservation interest (Asher et al. 2001) in
the field margins of energy crops than in those of arable crops,
while the abundance of the Pieridae, which comprises crop pest
species such as Pieris brassicae (L.), was lower than in field
margins of arable crops. One concern with comparing data
collected at different times is that populations of butterflies in
farmland, per se, may have changed, making such a comparison
problematic. Although there have been annual fluctuations
in generalist farmland butterfly populations, the trend from
2000 to 2006 has been stable (Defra 2006). Break crops of a
typical arable rotation, such as those assessed in the FSEs, are
often viewed as being richer in non-weed plant and non-pest
invertebrate species than cereal crops because broad-leaved
weeds are less well-controlled (Champion et al. 2003; Heard
et al. 2005), and as such, these comparisons suggest the
best-case scenario for butterfly abundance in arable crop field
margins. Given that the majority of  planting grants have
been awarded to growers in arable growing areas (Natural
England, personal communication), our data suggest that
dedicated biomass crops placed in arable farmland could be used
to provide habitat for intrinsically interesting butterflies, while
not acting as a source of  economically harmful pest species.

While the constraints mapping identified areas where it would
be both appropriate and suitable to grow biomass crops, the
butterfly biodiversity indicator selected to measure whether
biomass crops would ‘protect and enhance biodiversity’
identified that, compared with contemporary arable cropping,
Miscanthus and SRC willows could indeed be beneficial to
biodiversity. The objectives selected by the stakeholders showed
a tendency to be based on national guidance (Office of the
Deputy Prime Minister 2005). Further, a comparison of the
indicators selected by the stakeholders with criteria derived

Fig. 1. Ratio (R) of families of butterfly in field margins around
Miscanthus crops to arable crops. R is computed as 10d, where d is the
difference between the means (over sites) of the logarithmically
transformed year totals per kilometre transect walked for each crop.
Dashed line is line of unity (d = 0). Error bars are 95% confidence
limits for R, also back-transformed to the ratio scale (hence asymmetry).

Fig. 2. Ratio (R) of families of butterfly in field margins around
willow short-rotation coppice crops to arable crops. R and error bars
computed as in Fig. 1. Dashed line is line of unity.
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by Donnelly et al. (2006) revealed that despite being based on
national guidance, some were unsuitable. This may call into
question the suitability of existing indicators in common use.
It is important to recognize that, while stakeholders identified
objectives that were important to them, they required the
‘expert knowledge’ of the ecologists in the project team to
identify an appropriate indicator to measure the effects of
growing biomass crops. Given the role of  the SAF as an
analytic–deliberative tool for informing policy regarding
biomass planting, it is clear that decisions are subject both to
the value placed on ecological issues in comparison to other
sustainability issues, that is, the objectives in the SAF, and also
on the objectivity and suitability of the analytic data embedded
in the method, (i.e. the indicators in the SAF; Table 4).

The goal of the RELU-Biomass project is to demonstrate
the application of SAF to better understand the implications
of alternative biomass planting scenarios. However, it became
clear from the consideration of existing methods that more
development is needed of, in particular, the appropriate
ecological indicators which can be used in the SAF. A specific
challenge is to identify more appropriate measures to examine,
inter alia, the biodiversity implications of changing land-use
from arable to biomass crops, in order that more appropriate
data sets can be collected in the future to both assess and
monitor potential impacts in robust and practical ways. This
recognizes that existing applications of SA rely on indicators
drawn from existing data sets rather than from those that are
the most appropriate. Here, we have demonstrated both the
generic role of  ecological understanding and the specific
utility of butterfly abundance as an appropriate ecological
indicator. Ultimately, use of more appropriate indicators to
assess all stakeholder-identified objectives (social, economic
and environmental) will enhance the analytic component of
SA. This could have far-reaching implications for the level
of understanding of not only the ecological, but also the wider-
ranging consequences of future decision-making in a diversity
of sectors. A critical issue that remains, however, is the identifi-
cation and application of  a mechanism to implement the
findings of SA such that benefits are maximized and impacts
minimized.

Acknowledgements

RELU-Biomass was funded under the Rural Economy and Land Use programme
of the ESRC, BBSRC and the NERC. Rothamsted Research receives grant-aided
support from the BBSRC. We thank Bical, ADAS, CRL, Strawson’s Energy
Group, Renewable Energy Growers and TV Energy for assisting us in finding
study sites, and the Miscanthus and SRC willow growers for allowing access to
their farms. We thank the stakeholders for their contribution to the development of
the SAF. Natural England provided details of approved Energy Crop Scheme
agreements. The FSEs were funded by Defra and the Scottish Executive.

References

Anonymous (1999) Quality of Life Counts. Indicators for a Strategy for Sustainable

Development for the United Kingdom: A Baseline Assessment. Department of
the Environment, Transport and the Regions, London.

Anonymous (2007) Presidency Conclusions of the Brussels European Council 8–9

March 2007. http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/07/st07/st07224-re01.en07.
pdf. Last accessed 2 December 2008. 

Asher, J., Warren, M., Fox, R., Harding, P., Jeffcoate, G. & Jeffcoate, S. (2001)
The Millenium Atlas of Butterflies in Britain and Ireland. Oxford University
Press, Oxford, UK.

Bohan, D.A., Boffey, C.W.H., Brooks, D.R., Clark, S.J., Dewar, A.M.,
Firbank, L.G., Haughton, A.J., Hawes, C., Heard, M.S., May, M.J.,
Osborne, J.L., Perry, J.N., Rothery, P., Roy, D.B., Scott, R.J., Squire, G.R.,
Woiwod, I.P. & Champion, G.T. (2005) Effects on weed and invertebrate
abundance and diversity of herbicide management in genetically modified
herbicide-tolerant winter-sown oilseed rape. Proceedings of the Royal Society,

Series B, 272, 463–474.
Cairns, J., McCormick, P.V. & Niederlehner, B.R. (1993) A proposed

framework for developing indicators of ecosystem health. Hydrobiologia,
236, 1–44.

Champion, G.T., May, M.J., Bennett, S., Brooks, D.R., Clark, S.J., Daniels, R.E.,
Firbank, L.G., Haughton, A.J., Hawes, C., Heard, M.S., Perry, J.N., Randle,
Z., Rossall, M.J., Rothery, P., Skellern, M.P., Scott, R.J., Squire, G.R. &
Thomas, M.R. (2003) Crop management and agronomic context of the
Farm Scale Evaluations of genetically modified herbicide-tolerant crops.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society, Series B, 358, 1801–1818.

Chilvers, J. (2007) Towards analytic-deliberative forms of risk governance in
the UK? Reflecting on learning in radioactive waste, Journal of Risk Research,
10, 197–222.

Clifton-Brown, J.C., Neilson, B., Lewandowski, I. & Jones, M.B. (2000) The
modelled productivity of  Miscanthus × giganteus (GREEF et DEU) in
Ireland. Industrial Crops and Products, 12, 97–109.

Clifton-Brown, J.C., Stampfl, P.F. & Jones, M.B. (2004) Miscanthus biomass
production for energy in Europe and its potential contribution to decreasing
fossil fuel carbon emissions. Global Change Biology, 10, 509–518.

Cloquell-Ballester, V.-A., Cloquell-Ballester, V.-A., Monterde-Díaz, R. &
Santamarina-Siurana, M.-C. (2006) Indicators validation for the improvement
of environmental and social impact quantitative assessment. Environmental

Impact Assessment Review, 26, 79–105.
Cocco, D. (2007) Comparative study on energy sustainability of  biofuel

production chains. Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical Engineers

Part a-Journal of Power and Energy, 221, 637–645.
Council of the European Communities (1985) Council Directive of 27 June

1985 on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the
environment (85/337/EEC). Official Journal of the European Communities,
C175, 40–49.

Cunningham, M.D., Bishop, J.D., McKay, H.V. & Sage, R.B. (2004) ARBRE

Monitoring – Ecology of Short Rotation Coppice. Contract no. B/U1/00627/
REP. DTI, publication no. URN 04/961. Department of Trade and Industry,
London.

Dale, V.H. & Beyeler, S.C. (2001) Challenges in the development and use of
ecological indicators. Ecological Indicators, 1, 3–10.

Defra (2004) Growing Short Rotation Coppice – Best Practice Guidelines for

Applicants to Defra’s Energy Crops Scheme. Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs, London.

Defra (2006) Working with the Grain of Nature – Taking it Forward: Volume II,

Chapter 4: Agriculture. Department for Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs, London.

Defra (2007a) UK Biomass Strategy. Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs, London.

Defra (2007b) Planting and Growing Miscanthus. Best Practice Guidelines for

Applicants to Defra’s Energy Crops Scheme. Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs, London. http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/planning/
grants-funding/energy-crops/default.htm. Last accessed 2 December 2008.

DBRR (2008) Quarterly Energy Prices Tables – Retail Prices Index: fuels components

monthly figures (QEP2.1.3). Department for Business Enterprise and
Regulatory Reform, London. http://stats.berr.gov.uk/energystats/qep213.xls.
Last accessed 2 December 2008.

Donnelly, A., Jennings, E., Mooney, P., Finnan, J., Lynn, D., Jones, M., O’Mahony, T.,
Thérivel, R. & Byrne, G. (2006) Workshop approach to developing objectives,
targets and indicators for use in SEA. Journal of Environmental Assessment

Policy and Management, 8, 135–156.
Donnelly, A., Jones, M., O’Mahony, T. & Byrne, G. (2007) Selecting environ-

mental indicators for use in strategic environmental assessment. Environmental

Impact Assessment Review, 27, 161–175.
DTI (2007) Meeting the Energy Challenge: A White Paper on Energy. Department

of Trade and Industry, The Stationery Office, Norwich, UK.
EU (2008) The Kyoto Protocol. http://ec.europa.eu/environment/climat/

kyoto.htm. Last accessed 2 December 2008.
European Parliament and the Council of the European Union (2001) Directive

2001/42/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 June 2001
on the assessment of  the effects of  certain plans and programmes on the
environment. Official Journal of the European Communities, L197, 30–37.

http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/planning/grants-funding/energy-crops/default.htm


322 A. J. Haughton et al.

© 2009 The Authors. Journal compilation © 2009 British Ecological Society, Journal of Applied Ecology, 46, 315–322

European Parliament and the Council of the European Union (2003) Directive
2003/35/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 May 2003
providing for public participation in respect of the drawing up of certain
plans and programmes relating to the environment and amending with
regard to public participation and access to justice Council Directives 85/
337/EEC and 96/61/EC. Official Journal of the European Communities,
L156, 17–24.

Farrell, A.D., Clifton-Brown, J.C., Lewandowski, I. & Jones, M.B. (2006)
Genotypic variation in cold tolerance influences the yield of Miscanthus.
Annals of Applied Biology, 149, 337–345.

Finch, J.W., Hall, R.L., Rosier, P.T.W., Clark, D.B., Stratford, C., Davies, H.N.,
Marsh, T.J., Roberts, J.M., Riche, A.B. & Christian, D.G. (2004) The

Hydrological Impacts of Energy Crop Production in the UK. B/CR/000783/
00/00. Department of Trade and Industry, London.

Firbank, L.G. (2008) Assessing the ecological impacts of bioenergy projects.
BioEnergy Research, 1, 12–19.

Firbank, L.G., Heard, M.S., Woiwod, I.P., Hawes, C., Haughton, A.J.,
Champion, G.T., Scott, R.J., Hill, M.O., Dewar, A.M., Squire, G.R., May, M.J.,
Brooks, D.R., Bohan, D.A., Daniels, R.E., Osborne, J.L., Roy, D.B., Black,
H.I.J., Rothery, P. & Perry, J.N. (2003) An introduction to the Farm-Scale
Evaluations of genetically modified herbicide-tolerant crops. Journal of

Applied Ecology, 40, 2–16.
Gibbons, D.W., Bohan, D.A., Rothery, P., Stuart, R.C., Haughton, A.J., Scott, R.J.,

Wilson, J.D., Perry, J.N., Clark, S.J., Dawson, R.J.G. & Firbank, L.G. (2006)
Weed seed resources for birds in fields with contrasting conventional and
genetically modified herbicide-tolerant crops. Proceedings of the Royal

Society B, 273, 1921–1928. doi:10.1098/rspb.2006.3552
Government Offices (2008) Fact files. http://http://www.gos.gov.uk/facts/

?a=42496. Last accessed 2 December 2008.
Haines-Young, R.H. (Ed.) (2000) Accounting for Nature: Assessing Habitats in

the Countryside. Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs,
London.

Haughton, A.J., Champion, G.T., Hawes, C., Heard, M.S., Brooks, D.R.,
Bohan, D.A., Clark, S.J., Dewar, A.M., Firbank, L.G., Osborne, J.L., Perry, J.N.,
Rothery, P., Roy, D.B., Scott, R.J., Woiwod, I.P., Birchall, C., Skellern, M.P.,
Walker, J.H., Baker, P., Browne, E.L., Dewar, A.J.G., Garner, B.H.,
Haylock, L.A., Horne, S.L., Mason, N.S., Sands, R.J.N. & Walker, M.J.
(2003) Invertebrate responses to the management of genetically modified
herbicide-tolerant and conventional crops. II. Within-field epigeal and aerial
arthropods. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B, 358, 1863–
1878.

Heard, M.S., Rothery, P., Perry, J.N. & Firbank, L.G. (2005) Predicting
longer-term changes in weed populations under GMHT management. Weed

Research, 45, 331–338.
HM Government (2005) Securing the Future: Delivering UK Sustainable

Development Strategy. Cm 6467. The Stationery Office, Norwich, UK.
Howes, P., Barker, N., Higham, I., O’Brien, S., Talvitie, M., Bates, J., Adams, M.,

Jones, H. & Dumbleton, F. (2002) Review of Power Production from Renewable

and Related Sources. R&D Technical Report P4-097/TR, Environment
Agency, Bristol, UK.

JNCC (2007) Transport Biofuels and Bioenergy – JNCC Position Statement.
Joint Nature Conservation Committee, Peterborough, UK.

Karp, A. & Shield, I. (2008) Bioenergy from plants and the sustainable yield
challenge. New Phytologist, 179, 15–32.

Kremen, C., Colwell, R.K., Erwin, T.L., Murphy, D.D., Noss, R.F. &
Sanjayan, M.A. (1993) Terrestrial arthropod assemblages: their use in
conservation planning. Conservation Biology, 7, 796–808.

Landres, P.B., Verner, J. & Thomas, J.W. (1988) Ecological uses of vertebrate
indicator species: a critique. Conservation Biology, 2, 316–328.

Lewandowski, I., Scurlock, J.M.O., Lindvall, E. & Christou, M. (2003) The
development and current status of perennial rhizomatous grasses as energy
crops in the U.S and Europe. Biomass & Bioenergy, 25, 335–361.

Lovett, A.A., Sünnenberg, G.M., Richter, G.M., Dailey, A.G., Riche, A.B. &
Karp, A. (2009) Land use implications of increased biomass production
identified by GIS-based suitability and yield mapping for Miscanthus in
England. BioEnergy Research, DOI: 10.1007/s12155-008-9030-x.

MAFF (1988) Agricultural Land Classification of England and Wales. Ministry
of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, London.

Morrison-Saunders, A. & Fischer, T.B. (2006) What is wrong with EIA and
SEA anyway? A sceptic’s perspective on sustainability assessment. Journal of

Environmental Assessment Policy and Management, 8, 19–39.
National Non-Food Crops Centre (2008) Area Statistics for Non-food Crops.

http://www.nnfcc.co.uk/metadot/index.pl?id=2179;isa=Cate-
gory;op=show. Last accessed 8 December 2008.

Natural England (2008) Energy Crops Scheme. http://www.naturalengland.
org.uk/planning/grants-funding/energy-crops/default.htm. Last accessed 2
December 2008.

Nelson, S.M. (2007) Butterflies (Papilionoidea and Hesperioidea) as potential
ecological indicators of riparian quality in the semi-arid western United
States. Ecological Indicators, 7, 469–480.

Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2005) Sustainability Appraisal of Regional

Spatial Strategies and Local Development Documents. http://www.commu-
nities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/sustainabilityappraisal.
Last accessed 2 December 2008.

Petts, J. (2003) Barriers to deliberative participation in EIA: learning from
waste policies, plans and projects. Journal of Environmental Assessment

Policy and Management, 5, 269–293.
Pope, J., Annandale, D. & Morrison-Saunders, A. (2004) Conceptualising

sustainability assessment. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 24,
595–616.

Rowe, R., Street, N. & Taylor, G. (2008) Identifying potential environmental
impacts of large-scale deployment of bioenergy crops in the UK. Renewable

and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 13, 271–290.
Roy, D.R., Bohan, D.A., Haughton, A.J., Hill, M.O., Osborne, J.L., Clark, S.J.,

Perry, J.N., Rothery, P., Scott, R.J., Brooks, D.R., Champion, G.T., Hawes, C.,
Heard, M.S., Firbank, L.G. (2003) Invertebrates and vegetation of field
margins adjacent to crops subject to contrasting herbicide regimes in the
Farm Scale Evaluations of genetically modified herbicide-tolerant crops.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society, Series B, 358, 1879–1898.

Sage, R.B. (1995) Factors affecting wild plant communities occupying short
rotation coppice crops on farmland in the UK and in Eire. In: Proceedings of

the Brighton Crop Protection Conference 1995 – The role of weed control in

land-use change, 7D, 980–985.
Sage, R.B. & Tucker, K. (1997) Invertebrates in the canopy of willow and poplar

short rotation coppices. Aspects of Applied Biology, 49, 105–111.
Sage, R.B., Cunningham M. & Boatman N. (2006) Birds in willow short-

rotation coppice compared to other arable crops in central England and a
review of bird census data from energy crops in the UK. Ibis, 148, 184–197.

Semere, T. & Slater, F. (2005) The Effects of Energy Grass Plantations on

Biodiversity. A Preliminary Study. DTI B/CR/00782/00/00. URN 05/1307.
Department of Trade and Industry, London.

Sims, R.E.H., Hastings, A., Schlamadinger, B., Taylor, G. & Smith, P. (2006)
Energy crops: current status and future prospects. Global Change Biology,
12, 2054–2076.

Slootweg, R. (2005) Biodiversity assessment framework: making biodiversity
part of corporate social responsibility. Impact Assessment and Project

Appraisal, 23, 37–46.
The Royal Society (2008) Sustainable Biofuels: Prospects and Challenges. The

Royal Society Policy Document 01/08. The Royal Society, London.
Thomas, J.A. (2005) Monitoring change in the abundance and distribution of

insects using butterflies and other indicator groups. Philosophical Transactions

of the Royal Society, Series B, 360, 339–357.
Tubby, I. & Armstrong, A. (2002) Establishment and Management of Short

Rotation Coppice. Practice Note FCPN7 (Revised), Forestry Commission,
Edinburgh, UK.

UK Parliament (2004) Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act. Available at
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2004/ukpga_20040005_en_1. Last accessed 2
December 2008.

UKBMS (2008) Butterflies as Indicators. http://www.ukbms.org/butterflies_
as_indicators.htm. Last accessed 2 December 2008.

UN (1998) Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate

Change. United Nations. http://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/items/2830.php
UN (2007) Sustainable Bioenergy: A Framework for Decision Makers. United

Nations. http://esa.un.org/un-energy/Publications.htm
van Swaay, C.A.M. (2003) Trends for Butterfly Species in Europe. Rapport

VS2003. 027, De Vlinderstichting, Wageningen, The Netherlands.
Wegner, A., Moore, S.A. & Bailey, J. (2005) Consideration of biodiversity in

environmental impact assessment in Western Australia: practitioner
perceptions. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 25, 143–162.

Wiklund, H. (2005) In search of arenas for democratic deliberation: a Haber-
masian review of environmental assessment. Impact Assessment and Project

Appraisal, 23, 281–292.
Wilson, R.J., Thomas, C.D., Fox, R., Roy, D.B. & Kunin, W.E. (2004) Spatial

patterns in species distributions reveal biodiversity change. Nature, 432,
393–396.

Received 1 July 2008; accepted 8 January 2009

Handling Editor: Simon Thirgood

http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/planning/grants-funding/energy-crops/default.htm
http://www.commu-nities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/sustainabilityappraisal
http://http://www.gos.gov.uk/facts/?a=42496
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2004/ukpga_20040005_en_1
http://www.ukbms.org/butter�ies_as_indicators.htm
http://www.nnfcc.co.uk/metadot/index.pl?id=2179;isa=Cate-gory;op=show
http://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/items/2830.php
http://esa.un.org/un-energy/Publications.htm


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 35
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 120
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 120
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308030d730ea30d730ec30b9537052377528306e00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /FRA <>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [300 300]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


