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Abstract
The bioeconomy provides a possible solution for the increasing demand on natu-
ral resources by substitution of the nonrenewable resources with resources 
derived from biomass, thus reducing the environmental impact of fossil fuels. A 
fundamental unit that will enable the bioeconomy implementation is biorefinery. 
The bioeconomy is a collective term for the complex system that includes bio-
mass production, transportation, conversion into products, and product distribu-
tion. In this chapter, we introduce the concept of offshore marine biorefineries as 
potential drivers for the bioeconomy of the future. We discuss fundamental ther-
modynamics principles that determine the optimum scale of biorefineries and put 
the limit for the services area for a single-processing unit. We provide a review 
of the current methods to produce biomass offshore. Next, we exemplify the 
marine biorefineries, which show co-production of several products from the 
same biomass, thus reducing the waste and maximizing economic benefit from 
the unit. In addition, we discuss the economic and environmental challenges of 
marine biorefineries as an emerging platform for society transition to low-carbon 
economy.
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10.1	 �Transition to Low-Carbon Societies with Bioeconomy

Growing population, increasing quality of life, and longevity impose new pressures 
on all industrial sectors involved in the production of food, chemicals, and fuels. 
This increasing pressure is expected to increase the use of land, potable water, fossil 
fuels, and other natural resources. This increased use of natural resources could lead 
to unpredictable changes in climate, loss of biodiversity, and reduction of the ability 
to maintain ecosystems sustainably. The bioeconomy provides a possible solution 
for this increasing demand to natural resources by substitution of the depletable 
resources with biomass-based commodities, thus reducing the environmental impact 
of fossil fuels. The bioeconomy describes the global industrial transition of sustain-
ably utilizing renewable aquatic and terrestrial resources in energy, intermediates, 
and final products for economic, environmental, social, and national security 
benefits.

For bioeconomy implementation, the optimal supply chain should be designed in 
terms of procurement of feedstock (intermediate inputs), production and processing 
at the biorefinery, transportation, and marketing. The entrepreneurs must decide 
how much to produce, what segments of the supply chain to undertake in-house 
versus sourcing externally, and what institutions such as contracts and standards 
they will use to coordinate the suppliers assuring its external sourcing (Zilberman 
et al. 2019). These decisions are affected by the investor’s financial situation, the 
political and social system, the technology available, etc. (Du et al. 2016).

As supply chains increasingly encompass far-flung markets and supply sources, 
manufacturers and retailers are susceptible to various types of supply chain risks. 
There are diverse supply chain risks associated with disruptions or delays that could 
be categorized into supply risks, process risks, demand risks, intellectual property 
risks, behavioral risks, and political/social risks. Supply chain contract uncertainties 
may occur due to asymmetric information (Du et al. 2016). That is, the innovator 
may not observe the ability of an effort being devoted by the contracted supplier, or 
the quality of his product. Entrepreneurs may invest in protective measures to 
increase the resilience of their supply chains to extreme weather risks. They may 
geographically diversify their external sources of feedstock to reduce exposure to 
weather shocks. Therefore, incorporating risk considerations may actually increase 
the cost of investment in implementing an innovation, especially if the enterprise is 
constrained by credit.

The supply chain design of industries in the bioeconomy may require determin-
ing strategies for the production and processing of the feedstock to produce multiple 
products (Zilberman et al. 2019). There are established supply chains for seaweed-
based food production (Valderrama et al. 2015) and for bioethanol. Evidently, corn 
is used to produce ethanol as well as the residue product, Distillers Dried Grains 
(DDGs), which is being sold as animal feedstock (Taheripour et al. 2010). Many of 
the agrifood innovations increased the value added of agricultural resources either 
by identifying non-food uses of agricultural products and residues as part of the 
bioeconomy or producing differentiated products by increasing their convenience 
and quality (Zilberman et al. 2019).
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10.2	 �Biorefineries as Essential Technological Platforms 
for Bioeconomy

A fundamental unit that will enable the bioeconomy implementation is biorefinery. 
The bioeconomy is a collective term for the complex system that includes biomass 
production, transportation, conversion into products at the biorefinery, and product 
distribution and marketing. Biorefineries convert renewable biomass into biofuels, 
food, chemicals, and other bio-based products. Some biorefinery technologies 
include power generation. Potentially, biorefineries create products with higher 
added value to the benefit of the economy and the environment.

The use of versatile, robust technologies is one of the key factors in biorefineries. 
The synergetic combination of process technologies can lead to the development of 
advanced biorefineries where non-food biomass is converted by a combination of 
mechanical, thermochemical, chemical, and biochemical processes into a range of 
bio-based chemicals, e.g., materials, chemicals, and energy. Hence, the maximum 
value is achieved from each feedstock (De Jong and Jungmeier 2015).

The main output of the biorefineries is bio-based chemicals. Bio-based chemi-
cals can be defined as those classes of chemicals, which are produced by using natu-
ral feedstock and have minimal impact on the environment. Examples for bio-based 
chemicals include (but not limited to) carboxylic acids, polylactic acid, fatty acids, 
isoprene, biosolvents (e.g., bioethanol), amino acids, vitamins, bio-pesticides, bio-
fertilizers, antioxidants, sterols, and even industrial enzymes (Golden et al. 2015; 
De Jong et al. 2012). The major market demand-driving factors that are expected to 
boost the demand include the availability of raw materials at a reduced cost, increas-
ing consumer awareness toward and subsequent demand for bio-based products and 
government initiatives to promote green products among others.

The major drivers for the deployment of biorefineries are:

	 (i)	 Sustainable and renewable energy supply – as biorefineries utilize renewable 
feedstock

	(ii)	 Saving foreign exchange reserves – required alternatively for importing fossil 
fuels and other chemicals

	(iii)	 Reduced dependency on imported crude petroleum and other chemicals – due 
to locally grown feedstock for biorefineries

	(iv)	 Establishment of carbon-neutral and circular economy  – allowed by low-
carbon footprint and net positive environmental impact of biorefineries

A comprehensive review of optimization-oriented biomass supply-chain designs 
shows numerous prior works that addressed various important conditions for a prof-
itable supply chain (Ghaderi et al. 2016). Surprisingly, this review of 146 studies 
concluded that researchers have been mostly orientated toward single-feedstock, 
single-product, single-period, single-objective, and deterministic models without 
considering all the dimensions of sustainability. An alternative to this is a co-
production of multiple products from the same biomass. Such processes are very 
common in the petrochemical industry and lead to almost complete use of the raw 
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material with close to zero waste and maximum valorization. However, for biomass 
feedstock-based biorefineries, integrated production of food, energy, and other valu-
able products with zero waste is a relatively new and novel idea and hence, limited 
literature is available. We discuss the co-production option for biorefineries in the 
following sections.

10.3	 �Offshore Marine Biorefineries

The choice of raw biomass material is critical to ensuring the efficient production of 
biofuels (Bentsen and Felby 2012). The currently used crops and cultivation meth-
ods supply raw biomass for the food and feed sectors for hundreds of years; how-
ever, most recently they also started to supply biomass for the transportation energy 
production. The first-generation liquid biofuel feedstock includes traditional agri-
culture crops (cereals, potatoes, sugar beet, and rapeseed), wood, and dedicated 
energy crops, while first-generation fuel products include ethanol and biodiesel 
(International Energy Agency 2011). The second-generation biomass feedstock 
includes animal fat and dedicated lingo-cellulosic crops and produces hydro-treated 
vegetable oil, cellulosic-ethanol, biomass-to-liquids (BtL)-diesel, bio-butanol, and 
advanced drop-in replacement fuels such as fatty acid ethyl esters, alkanes, alkenes, 
terpenes, and methyl ketones (Keasling and Chou 2008; Dunlop 2011; Lee et al. 
2008; Bokinsky et al. 2011; Steen et al. 2010; Peralta-Yahya et al. 2011; Zhang et al. 
2014). However, recent studies indicate that the future of biomass sector develop-
ment is under a high degree of uncertainty mainly due to the limited crop yields and 
land availability (Bentsen and Felby 2012; Star-coliBRi 2011).

Alternative sources for biomass are offshore grown macroalgae. Macroalgae (or 
seaweeds) have been harvested throughout the world as a food source and as a com-
modity for the production of hydrocolloids for centuries. To date, macroalgae still 
present only a tiny percent of the global biomass supply (~17∙106 wet weight mac-
roalgae in comparison to 16∙1011 ton of terrestrial crops, grasses, and forests) 
(Roesijadi et  al. 2010; Pimentel and Pimentel 2008; Pimentel 2012). However, 
world macroalgae biomass cultivation has continuously increased over the last 
10 years at an average of 10% and is considered as new promising biomass for low-
carbon economy (Jung et al. 2013; Balina et al. 2017).

Macroalgae are photosynthetic organisms living in damp places. As per classifi-
cation, macroalgae are of three different kinds, green (Chlorophyta), brown (pha-
eophyta), or red (Rhodophyta) macroalgae, based on the composition of their 
photosynthetic pigments (Jung et al. 2013). In addition to photons, the algal plant 
needs nutrients (mostly nitrogen and phosphorus) and a carbon source to grow. 
These features are of major interest regarding two points. First, since algae fix car-
bon (annual cultivation and processing of 1 ton of dry weight of seaweed evaluated 
over a time horizon of 100 years result in a net reduction of 9.3 tons of atmospheric 
carbon, equivalent to 34 ton CO2) (Seghetta et al. 2016a), it can be used as carbon 
storage and then as fuel. Second, waters polluted with excessive nutrient levels can 
be cleaned through growing and harvesting of algal biomass. Moreover, an 
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expanding body of evidence has demonstrated that marine macroalgae, which have 
unique chemical composition (Nunes et al. 2017; Patarra et al. 2011), have high 
growth rate (Jung et al. 2013; Chemodanov et al. 2017a), contain very little lignin, 
and do not compete with food crops for arable land or potable water, can provide a 
sustainable alternative source of biomass for sustainable food, fuel, and chemical 
generation (Roesijadi et al. 2010; Van Hal et al. 2014; Wei et al. 2013; Enquist-
Newman et al. 2014; Potts et al. 2012; Hannon et al. 2010; Kraan 2013; Wargacki 
et al. 2012; van der Wal et al. 2013). The conceptual framework of offshore marine 
biorefineries is shown in Fig. 10.1.

10.4	 �Offshore Biomass Cultivation

Macroalgae feedstock for biorefineries cannot be based on the harvesting of wild 
stocks or on cultivation in onshore or nearshore farms. Wild-stock harvesting leads 
inevitably to over-exploitation, while on- or nearshore farming competes with food 
crops or coastal uses (Buschmann et al. 2017) and is limited by decreasing available 
areas (Möller et al. 2012). Two main solutions withstand the conditions above. One 
is envisioning of construction of very large seaweed farms in coastal unfertile des-
erts (Buschmann et al. 2017). The second, with a wider potential for global imple-
mentation, is the offshore cultivation.

Early reports of the offshore algae cultivation concept proposed to release juve-
nile Sargassum sp. 500  miles offshore the US-Canada border and harvest them 

Fig. 10.1  The concept of offshore biorefineries for the production of food, platform chemicals, 
and biofuels in the ocean (Figure adapted from Lehahn et al. 2016 with permit)
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offshore the USA-Mexico border, for the production of methane in onshore anaero-
bic digesters (Szetela et  al. 1976). This proposal inspired in the late 1960s by 
Howard Wilcox from the San Diego Naval Undersea Center to envision and develop 
the first multi-product floating seaweed farm, called the “Ocean Food and Energy 
Farm Project” (Roesijadi et al. 2008). Due to the energy crisis of the 1970s, this 
project was stopped in favor of prioritized biofuel production programs. The 
“Marine Biomass Program” which operated during the 1970s and the early 1980s in 
California (Roesijadi et al. 2008) has made significant advances in understanding 
the complexity of the marine biological system and in enhancing growth data but 
failed to overcome the difficulties of working in the open ocean, especially the sta-
bility of the cultivation systems and of the attachment of the algae to the systems 
(Roesijadi et al. 2008).

Following the beginning of the new millennium, with increasing awareness of 
the environmental effects of the industrial era (Suutari et al. 2015), scientific engage-
ment with offshore biomass cultivation has become significant again (Roesijadi 
et al. 2008, 2010; Suutari et al. 2015; Reith et al. 2005; Buck and Buchholz 2004, 
2005; Buck et al. 2004; van den Burg et al. 2013; Hughes et al. 2012; Korzen et al. 
2015a). Although previous techno-economic assessments were not favorable of off-
shore algae cultivation, four decades of technological evolution, casted into the cur-
rent political-environmental context, has led to a reexamination of this idea (Feinberg 
and Hock 1985). This technological evolution includes experience gained through 
oil and gas exploration, advancements in the oceanographic and atmospheric sci-
ences, and major improvements in both tensile strength and weight of materials that 
can be used at sea (Roesijadi et al. 2008). These new technologies include also the 
development of flexible and submersible offshore aquaculture structures, such as 
the SUBflex which is being operated offshore Israel since 2006 (Drimer 2019). 
Simultaneously, the establishment of offshore wind farms (Reith et al. 2005) and the 
inevitable distancing of aquaculture facilities from the coast (Troell et  al. 2009) 
facilitated an additional potential reduction in cultivation costs via integration of 
infrastructure and operations (Reith et al. 2005; Buck and Buchholz 2004).

Traditional offshore algae cultivation systems include ropes, lines, nets, rafts, 
and cages, which are all popular due to inexpensive installation and maintenance 
(Table 10.1) (Fernand et al. 2017).

For example for the production of green macroalgae biomass, Liu et al. (2010) 
cultivated Ulva prolifera and Ulva intestinalis on rafts in the Yellow Sea offshore 
Jiangsu coastline, China, and measured yields of 198.6 and 89.2  kg ww ha−1 
5 months−1, respectively (Liu et al. 2010). The goal of this cultivation experiment 
was to examine the potential of these two species to exploit aquaculture rafts and 
cause green-tide events. Smaller-scale offshore experiments have demonstrated the 
cultivation of Ulva rigida in the Eastern Mediterranean Sea. Korzen et al. (2015b) 
used nylon net cages integrated with fish cages offshore Mikhmoret, Israel, and 
achieved maximal specific growth rates of 16.8% per day along 2 weeks cultivation 
periods (Korzen et al. 2015b). This maximal growth rate was measured 22 m down-
stream the fish cages where nutrients were sufficient. Chemodanov et al. (2017a) 
used flat double-layer net reactors at the nearshore location at the Reading Power 
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Table 10.1  Offshore-cultivated macroalgae biomass productivity yields (reports from 1980 to 
2015)

Cultivation 
system Species Location Yield Units Reference
Rope, vertical Undaria 

pinnatifida
North western 
coastal bay of 
Spain

8.3 kg ww/m/139 days Peteiro and 
Freire 
(2012)

21a t ww/ha/year Peteiro and 
Freire 
(2012)

Rope, 
horizontal

Undaria 
pinnatifida

North 
Western 
coastal bay of 
Spain

5.9 kg ww/m/147 days Peteiro and 
Freire 
(2012)

Rope 
(concentrical)

Laminaria 
saccharina

German 
North Sea

4 kg 
ww/m/6 months

Buck and 
Buchholz 
(2004)

Ropes farm, 
horizontal

Laminaria 
japonica

Hokkaido, 
Japan

106 t ww/41.2km2/year Yokoyama 
et al. 
(2007)

Rope, 
horizontal, 
transplantedb

Saccharina 
latissima

Northern 
Spain, Bay of 
Biscay

7.8 kg ww/m/106 days Peteiro 
et al. 
(2014)

45.6 t ww/ha/106 days Peteiro 
et al. 
(2014)

Rope, 
horizontal

Laminaria 
saccharina

British 
Columbia, 
Canada

3–8 kg 
ww/m/8 months

Druehl 
et al. 
(1988)

Rope, 
horizontal

Laminaria 
groenlandica

British 
Columbia, 
Canada

2.6–
20.5

kg 
ww/m/18 months

Druehl 
et al. 
(1988)

Rope, 
horizontal

Cymathere 
triplicata

British 
Columbia, 
Canada

1.1–
2.7

kg 
ww/m/7 months

Druehl 
et al. 
(1988)

Rope, verticalc Palmaria 
palmata

Northwest 
Scotland

1 kg ww/horizontal 
meter of top rope/
year

Sanderson 
et al. 
(2012)

Rope, verticalc Saccharina 
latissima

Northwest 
Scotland

28d kg ww/horizontal 
meter of top rope/
year

Sanderson 
et al. 
(2012)

Rope, 
horizontal

Alaria 
esculentae

Ard Bay, 
Carna, Co. 
Galway, 
Ireland

45.7 kg ww/m/year (Kraan and 
Guiry 
2001)

Rope, 
horizontal

Saccharina 
latissima

Isle of Man, 
Irish Sea

2.8 kg dw/m/year Holt (1984)

Cagef Gracilaria 
tikvahiae

Indian river 
lagoon, 
Florida

9.7g g dw/m2/day Hanisak 
(1987)

(continued)
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Station in Tel Aviv, Israel, and measured a mean daily growth rate of 4.5 ± 1.1%, 
corresponding to an annual average productivity of 5.8 ± 1.5  g DW m−2 day−1 
(Fig. 10.2) (Chemodanov et al. 2017a). More advanced systems are the offshore-
ring that was developed by Buck et  al. (2004, 2005) (Buck and Buchholz 2005; 
Buck et al. 2004) and the moored multi-body seaweed farm that was developed by 
Olanrewaju et al. (2017), both supposed to withstand rough offshore conditions.

Different approaches have been suggested regarding future design of offshore 
cultivation systems. The commonly used extensive approach allows the algae to 
grow without adding nutrients or applying external mixing. Using a combination of 
climate models and seaweed metabolic models, global biomass potential for off-
shore cultivation was established if extensive approaches are used (Fig. 10.3). The 
main advantage of this approach is decreased labor, technology, and energy inputs, 
thus improving energy balance, while the main disadvantage is decreased biomass 
yields, leading to a large area-demand (Buck et al. 2008). Extensive cultivation can 
be performed on anchored platforms or on free-floating enclosures (Roesijadi et al. 
2008).

Table 10.1  (continued)

Cultivation 
system Species Location Yield Units Reference
Cagef Gracilaria 

tikvahiae
Hutchinson 
Island, 
Florida

22.4 g dw/m2/day Hanisak 
(1987)

Nylon line 
attached to 
stakes fixed in 
sea bottom

Eucheuma 
spinosum 
(Bohol)

Zanzibar 
Island, 
Tanzania

5.4–
7%h

Daily growth rate Lirasan and 
Twide 
(1993)

Floating raft 
with rope

Sargassum 
naozhouense 
(Tseng et Lu)

Liusha Bay, 
Xuwen, 
Guangdong, 
China

1750 kg ww/km/95 days Xie et al. 
(2013)

Rope net with 
two bamboo 
poles

Ulva prolifera Jiangsu 
coastline, 
China

198.6i kg ww/
ha/5 months

Liu et al. 
(2010)

Rope net with 
two bamboo 
poles

Ulva 
intestinalis

Jiangsu 
coastline, 
China

89.2i kg ww/
ha/5 months

Liu et al. 
(2010)

Table adapted from Fernand et al. (2017) with permit
ww: wet weight; dw: dry weight.
aEstimated value
bTransplants were 2.1 kg fresh wt m-1 rope
cDroppers 1 m apart, with one 10 cm section of seeded string for every 1 m of dropper to 7 m depth
dHighest mean yield obtained for a longline
eHigh-yielding strain
f2 cm plastic mesh on 2.5–5.0 cm diameter PVC pipe frames measuring 1 × 1 × 0.25 m deep 
(0.6 m2 cage)
gAverage between two stations (7.8 and 11.6 g dw/m2/day)
hMinimum and maximum of five test plants at different locations
iAverage of six stations
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Fig. 10.2  Experimental setup for daily growth rate (DGR) measurements. (a) Macroalgae cultiva-
tion site at Reading Power Station in Tel Aviv, Israel. (b) Flat thin cultivation reactor with a signal 
cultivation depth and double net design. (c) Positions of cultivation reactors during 1 year measure-
ments. (d) Water current speed profile at the cultivated area, measured at the same depths as the flat 
thin cultivation reactor (N = 10 for each point). (e) Measured annual daily growth rate (%DGR) of 
Ulva biomass at reading (N = 3 for each point). Green line shows an average value, red line shows 
a maximum value, and blue line shows the minimum value of % DGR. (Images adapted from 
Chemodanov et al. 2017a with permit)
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Fig. 10.3  Regional potential for offshore biomass production with extensive methods. (a) 
Potential for biomass production at a distance of less than 400 km from land. Boxes delineate 
major offshore biorefinery provinces, with that permitting biomass production at water depth of 
up to 100 m (defined as near-future deployable biorefinery provinces – NDBP) marked in red and 
that permitting biomass production only at deeper waters marked in blue. (b–d) Monthly esti-
mates of (b) productive surface area, (c) mean biomass production potential, and (d) total produc-
tion potential within the 8 NDBP (red boxes and associated abbreviations in panel A) and 
integrated globally (denoted GLB). Colors denote different months of the year. The analysis is 
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Free-floating enclosures can be released in areas with predicted currents, or alter-
natively followed with tracking devices, and finally collected and harvested when 
time and location are suitable and biomass weight is satisfactory. Such a system was 
suggested by Notoya (2010) that proposed to grow seaweed beds on 100 km2 rafts, 
floating away from shipping lanes until ready to harvest. However, this concept is 
yet to be demonstrated. Anchored platforms can be sited in areas that are favorable 
for cultivation, aiming for optimal temperatures and sunlight, water motion which 
is sufficient to break down diffusion barriers, and natural supply of nutrients, for 
example, in natural upwelling zones (Roesijadi et al. 2008).

When the environmental concentration of nutrients are low, nutrients may be 
provided by artificial upwelling of deep nutrient-rich water as suggested already in 
the 1970s in the “Marine Biomass Program” (Roesijadi et al. 2008). The artificial 
upwelling solution can be potentially combined with Ocean Thermal Energy 
Conversion (OTEC) ventures, utilizing deep seawater for both nutrient enrichment 
and temperature difference-based power generation, thus reducing costs and envi-
ronmental footprints while harnessing energy and nutrients (Roels et  al. 1979). 
Another solution for supplying nutrients offshore is the polytrophic aquaculture, 
also known as integrated multi-trophic aquaculture (IMTA) (Ashkenazi et al. 2019; 
Neori et al. 2004). This approach can significantly increase system sustainability, 
inter alia by recycling waste nutrients from higher trophic-level species into the 
production of lower trophic-level crops of commercial value, such as macroalgae 
(Troell et al. 2009). Furthermore, co-cultivation of different species can increase 
productivity by increasing the light-harvesting efficiency. This can be done, for 
example, in a layered seaweed cultivation system, employing typical light absorp-
tion characteristics of green, brown, and red macroalgae, respectively, thus improv-
ing light use (Reith et al. 2005).

In contrast to the extensive approach, the intensive approach emphasizes the 
importance of achieving maximal biomass yields, even at the expense of energy costs. 
Following this approach, Golberg and Liberzon (2015), for example, have modeled 
smart mixing regimes to improve biomass productivity by enhancing light-harvesting 
and carbon fixation (Golberg and Liberzon 2015). Mixed water cultivation is com-
monly applied to onshore reactor cultivation of free-floating green algae (Chemodanov 
et  al. 2017b). However, applying free-floating algae cultivation offshore, mixed or 
non-mixed, is challenging due to forceful ocean currents and increased loss risks, 
which may lead to uncontrolled macroalgal blooms (Liu et al. 2009).

Fig. 10.3  (continued) performed over locations associated with water depth of 100 m or shal-
lower. The + signs mark annually integrated biomass production potential at each region. East 
Asia offshore waters (EAS); Northern Europe offshore waters (NEU); Greenland and Iceland 
offshore waters (GIL); North America offshore waters, north (NAN); North America offshore 
waters, west (NAW); South America offshore waters, east (SAE); South America offshore waters, 
west (NAW); West Africa offshore waters, south (WAS). Amazon River estuary (AMZ); Central 
America offshore waters (CAM); Indian Ocean (IND); Kerguelen (KRG); New Zealand (NEZ); 
Tasmania (TAS); North America offshore waters, south (NAS); North America offshore waters, 
east (NAE); West Africa offshore waters, north (WAN). Images adapted from ref (Lehahn et al., 
2016)with permit.
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10.5	 �Co-production of Multiple Products from Macroalgae

The global potential of the near-future achievable deployment offshore biomass 
production (i.e., in regions extending up to 400 km distance from the shore and with 
a water depth of up to 100 m) can provide 1.96∙109 ton DW year−1. This is equiva-
lent to the 37 EJ year−1 of primary energy potential (calculated as LHV). In com-
parison, the predicted bioenergy potential from agricultural land in 2050 is expected 
to be 64–161 EJ year−1 (Haberl et al. 2011). Based on already available protocols in 
literature, this biomass can be converted to multiple products such as ethanol, buta-
nol, acetone, methane, proteins, and others (Table 10.2).

A recent study developed a methodology to assess the performance of the inte-
grated two-stage supply chain  – feedstock farming and processing into multiple 
outputs. The results from the nonlinear dynamic model clarify that learning (by 
doing/researching) in a multistage supply chain creates a positive externality of co-
outputs. Moreover, if the learning rate is faster than cost increase, then output grows 
faster than prices. Next, they demonstrated the application of the modeling frame-
work on macroalgae (seaweed) farming and processing in the biorefinery into crude 
proteins and polysaccharide (carrageenan). The results indicated that for average 
prices of proteins and carrageenan, and for average costs of investment in cultiva-
tion farm and the biorefinery, macroalgae utilization is cost-efficient. The study 
indicated that using near-future aquaculture technologies, offshore cultivation of 
macroalgae has the potential to provide some of the basic products required for 
human society in the coming decades. However, the profitability of this supply 
chain is fragile due to the high volatility of outputs’ prices, as well as a wide range 
of feedstock growth rate and chemical composition. Notably, the researchers identi-
fied the first stage of the supply chain, namely, macroalgae marine cultivation, as the 
main constraint for commercialization.

Studies have shown that the remaining pulp after extraction of high-value poly-
saccharides such as agar, alginates, and carrageenan still contain high amount of 
carbohydrates and other nutrients including protein, lipids, and ash, which may be 
used as a source of raw material for extraction of various other materials rather than 
treating as a waste (Kumar and Sahoo 2017; Alvarado-Morales et  al. 2015). 
Utilization of all the organic content to useful, high-value products would make the 
biorefinery process most profitable and sustainable by maximizing the biorefinery’s 
overall economic performance (Laurens et  al. 2017). Notably, the outputs from 
macroalgae-based biorefinery vary with the species of the seaweed, as presented 
below.

Considering this, co-production of two or more products from green macroalgae 
in an integrated, cascading, biorefinery approach has been followed, thus maximiz-
ing the benefits of seaweed biomass (Postma et al. 2017; Trivedi et al. 2016; Ben 
Yahmed et al. 2016; Bikker et al. 2016a). Experimentally, sequential recovery of 
four economically important fractions, a mineral-rich liquid extract, lipid, ulvan (a 
sulfated polysaccharide, S-PS, of the genus Ulva), and cellulose from Ulva fasciata, 
was reported by Trivedi et al. (2016). The mineral-rich liquid extract was extracted 
by mechanical grinding and ulvan by a hydrothermal process. Bikker et al. (2016b) 
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demonstrated the co-production of a sugar-rich hydrolysate (38.8 g l−1), used for the 
production of acetone, butanol, ethanol, and 1,2-propanediol by clostridial fermen-
tation, and a protein-enriched (343 g kg−1 in dry matter) extracted fraction, used as 
animal feed, out of Ulva lactuca biomass. The extraction procedure included solu-
bilizing the sugars by hot water treatment followed by enzymatic hydrolysis and 
separating solid and liquid fractions by centrifugation. Ben Yahmed et al. (2016) 
demonstrated the integrated biorefinery approach for co-production of bioethanol 
and biogas using fermentation and anaerobic digestion of Chaetomorpha linum 
hydrolysate obtained by thermochemical and enzymatic hydrolysis (Ben Yahmed 
et al. 2016). Postma et al. (2017) have co-extracted water-soluble proteins and car-
bohydrates from fresh U. lactuca biomass using osmotic shock, enzymatic hydroly-
sis, the pulsed electric field (PEF), and high shear homogenization (Postma et al. 
2017). Glasson et al. (2017) reported the extraction of salts, pigments, ulvan, and 
monosaccharides from Ulva ohnoi, and more recently Gajaria et al. (2017) reported 
the extraction of five different chemical products: minerals, lipids, ulvan, protein, 
and cellulose, from U. lactuca, both in a cascading biorefinery process (Gajaria 
et al. 2017). Very recently, an additional work showed the liquid fraction obtained 
after homogenization of fresh Ulva biomass, and filtration can be processed for the 
effective extraction of starch in its native form (Prabhu et al. 2019). We also pro-
posed that the starch extraction can be effectively integrated into the biorefinery, and 
the leftover biomass can be processed for the extraction of other various products. 
Based on various integrated biorefinery concepts mentioned above, a process design 
was developed for co-production of six different products and applications 
(Fig. 10.4).

Brown seaweeds are interesting feedstock for biorefineries as they contain a 
diverse array of metabolites including extracellular matrix polysaccharides such as 
alginates and fucoidans, storage polysaccharides such as laminarin and mannitol, 
and bioactive polyphenolic compounds and pigments such as fucoxanthin with 
potential applications in pharmaceutical, food, cosmetic, and biotechnology indus-
tries (Kostas et al. 2017). Using brown macroalgae Laminaria digitata, fucoidan, 
alginate, and bioethanol were extracted in a cascading biorefinery by Kostas et al. 
(2017). They also showed that the methanol fraction extracted using the waste 
stream after fucoidan extraction had antioxidant and antimicrobial activity. Yuan 
and Macquarrie (2015) indicated that Ascophyllum nodosum could be potentially 
used as feedstock for a cascading biorefinery process to produce valuable chemicals 
and fuels (fucoidan, alginates, sugars, and biochar). Van Hal et al. (2014) demon-
strated extraction scheme for mannitol, alginate, laminarin, and sugars from 
Saccharina latissima in a cascading biorefinery. The mannitol was converted to 
isomannide; the laminarin was fermented to acetone, butanol, ethanol (ABE); and 
the alginate fraction was converted to furan dicarboxylic acid (FDCA) (Van Hal 
et al. 2014). Co-producing succinic acid, phenolic antioxidants, and fertilizer from 
Saccharina latissima indicate that the economic profit of the biorefinery is positive 
(Marinho et al. 2016).

Using red macroalgae, Gracilaria corticata, Baghel et al. (2016) demonstrated 
the simple process for recovery of mineral-rich liquid extract (MRLE), pigments, 
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crude lipid, agar, soil conditioner, and bioethanol using various techniques such as 
homogenization, ultra-membrane filtration solvent extraction, enzymatic and ther-
mal hydrolysis, and fermentation. An example of the biorefinery based on the cur-
rently widely cultivated red macroalgae Kappaphycus alvarezii being biorefined for 
the production of bioethanol, carrageenan, fertilizer, and biogas is shown in 
Fig.  10.5. Such studies enable to realize the full potential of marine macroalgal 
feedstock for production of fuel and chemicals. Such a production of high-value 
multiple products at a time, in the integrated process, is necessary in order to meet 
current bioeconomy challenges (Chandra et al. 2019). Various integrated biorefin-
ery studies producing various streams of products in cascading fashion involving 
green, brown, and red macroalgae species are shown in Table 10.3.Various products 
and by-products can be derived from integrated alga (Chandra et al. 2019; Sahoo 
et al. 2012; Milledge et al. 2016). The most important biomass products in algal 
biorefineries are:

•	 Biomass – health food, functional food, feed additive, aquaculture, biofertilizer
•	 Phycocolloids – agar, carrageenan, alginates
•	 Pigments/carotenoids – astaxanthin, phycocyanin, phycoerythrin, fucoxanthin
•	 Vitamin – A, B1, B6, B12, C, E, biotin, riboflavin, nicotinic acid, pantothenate, 

and folic acid

Fig. 10.4  Green macroalgae biorefinery process for co-production of a wide range of valuable 
products. (Figure adapted from Prabhu et al. 2019 with permits)
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•	 Antioxidants – β-carotene, tocopherol
•	 Antioxidant extracts – PUFA extracts (polyunsaturated fatty acids), arachidonic 

acid (ARA polyunsaturated omega-6 fatty acid, docosahexaenoic acid) (DHA 
omega-3 fatty acid)

•	 Other/pharmaceuticals – antifungal, antimicrobial, antiviral, toxins, amino acids, 
proteins, and sterols

•	 Biofuels – bioethanol, biodiesel, bio-butanol, biomethane, and biochar

10.6	 �Economic Challenge of Offshore Marine Biorefineries

There are numerous challenges associated with the successful deployment of marine 
biorefinery operations as summarized in Fig. 10.6. The profitability of marine bio-
refinery is subject to various sources of uncertainty such as that of feedstock supply, 
processing technology, investment, contracting, and demand (Palatnik and 
Zilberman 2017).

Selection of right biomass is critical as there are numerous species of macroal-
gae. As presented in Table 10.3, each of them differs for chemical structure and 
therefore differs for bio-based chemicals to be produced (Jung et  al. 2013). The 

Fig. 10.5  Red seaweed Kappaphycus-based biorefinery for the co-production of fertilizers, car-
rageenan, ethanol, and biogas. (1) 1kg of freshly harvested algae (fresh weight), (2) (Eswaran et al. 
2005), (3) yield from digestion of algal biomass only (Park et al. 2012). Calculations were done 
using the following yield and assumption: fertilizer yield (67%), residue moisture content (25%), 
carrageenan yield (12% g/kg dry algae), ethanol yield (minimum scenario of 77.6 g/kg dry algae), 
ethanol purity after distillation (95:5 v:v ethanol-water mixture), 1 mol of produced ethanol = 1 mol 
of produced CO2, 141 L CH4/kg of algal dry matter before ethanol production. (Figure adapted 
from Ingle et al. 2017 with permits)
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entrepreneur should determine which algae-based activities are profitable under 
multidimensional uncertainty outlined below.

The rate of feedstock growth shows a wide range of values. Studies report the 
range of 6–108  tonnes/ha per year (Valderrama et  al. 2015). This uncertainty in 
feedstock yield has a major impact on the cost-effectiveness of the technology. 
Feedstock growth depends on saturation kinetics by light intensity, ambient dis-
solved inorganic nutrient concentrations, and temperature (Lehahn et  al. 2016). 
Cultivation uncertainty is exacerbated by stochastic weather, seasonal variability 
between regions, within years, and between years. Studies point at the biomass 
productivity as the main constraint against being competitive with other energy- and 
protein-producing technologies (Seghetta et al. 2016b).

Anaerobic digestion, fermentation, transesterification, liquefaction, and pyroly-
sis can convert algal biomass into proteins and sugars that can result in food, chemi-
cals, and biofuels. At each stage of the production process, the entrepreneur should 
decide between various options that ultimately affect the irreversible (sunk) and 
variable costs of the production, the productivity, and the output, therefore affecting 
the total profitability. Yet, the biorefinery yields are highly uncertain (Lehahn et al. 

Fig. 10.6  Major sources of uncertainty for marine biorefinery deployment
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Table 10.3  Green, brown, and red macroalgae species-based biorefinery studies carried out for 
production of various products

Species Biorefinery products Technologies/methods Reference
Green macroalgae
U. lactuca Proteins and carbohydrates Osmotic shock, enzymatic 

hydrolysis, PEF or high shear 
homogenization

Postma et al. 
(2017)

U. lactuca Animal feed (343 g 
protein kg−1 dry matter), 
acetone, butanol, ethanol, 
and 1,2-propanediol

Thermal and enzymatic 
hydrolysis and fermentation

Bikker et al. 
(2016c)

Chaetomorpha 
linum

Bioethanol and biogas Thermochemical and 
enzymatic hydrolysis, 
fermentation, and anaerobic 
digestion

Ben Yahmed 
et al. (2016)

Ulva fasciata MRLE, lipid, ulvan, and 
cellulose

Mechanical grinding, thermal 
and chemical extraction, and 
water extraction

Trivedi et al. 
(2016)

Ulva ohnoi and 
Ulva tepida

Mainly salt (demonstrating 
the use of leftover biomass 
for protein, fertilizer, 
animal feed and fuel)

Aqueous washing and drying Magnusson 
et al. (2016)

U. lactuca MRLE, lipid, ulvan, 
protein and cellulose

Mechanical pressing and 
crushing, heat treatment and 
organic solvent, and alkali 
extraction

Gajaria et al. 
(2017)

U. lactuca Acetone, butanol and 
ethanol (ABE)

Pretreatment, enzymatic 
saccharification and 
fermentation

van der Wal 
et al. (2013)

Ulva rigida Liquid stream with 
carbohydrate and salt; 
remaining stream with 
concentrated protein

Ionic liquid deconstruction Pezoa-Conte 
et al. (2015)

U. ohnoi Salt, pigment, ulvan, and 
protein

Aqueous pretreatment, 
thermal and chemical 
extraction

Glasson et al. 
(2017)

U. lactuca MRLE, ulvan, protein, and 
methane

Aqueous, thermal and 
chemical extraction, and 
anaerobic digestion

Mhatre et al. 
(2018)

Brown macroalgae
Laminaria 
digitata

Succinic acid, feed and 
energy

Enzymatic hydrolysis, 
fermentation, anaerobic 
digestion

Alvarado-
Morales et al. 
(2015)

Laminaria 
digitata

Alginate, fucoidan, 
alginate, bioethanol

Acid hydrothermal, 
enzymatic scarification, 
fermentation

Kostas et al. 
(2017)

Ascophyllum 
nodosum

Fucoidan, alginates, 
sugars, and biochar

Thermal, acid hydrolysis Yuan and 
Macquarrie 
(2015)

(continued)
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2016) signaling the immaturity of the technology. The upper value of yields can be 
ten times larger than the lower one (Table 10.4), significantly affecting the potential 
profitability of the process.

Numerous studies are focusing on the effort to evaluate future costs of the pro-
cess that is currently available mostly in small (lab) scale (e.g., Seghetta et al. 2016b; 
Korzen et al. 2015c). These studies, however, do not report a structured production 
function that leads to a cost function. The common assumption is a linear approxi-
mation. This assumption should be treated cautiously and verified against actual 
data when production is scaled up.

The development of a new biorefinery, its design, and construction requires huge 
investments (Stichnothe et al. 2016). The strategy about the capacity of the biorefin-
ery may change over time; the innovator may experiment by starting at a small 
scale. Once the production system is established, the innovator may either expand 
operations or reach out to cooperatives to provide it with inputs.

Moreover, introducing and perfecting innovations is a random process, and the 
economic conditions that face technology vary over time. Learning takes time, and 
the dynamics of knowledge accumulation affect the timing of introduction of inno-
vations, their refinement, and their commercialization. Timing can also affect the 
decision regarding both the capacity of innovation and the extent of reliance on 
external sources.

Lack of public policies supporting biorefinery sector limits the long-term invest-
ment decision required. There are various strategies, but there are no distinct policy 
drivers for the utilization of bio-based chemicals, in direct contrast to the biofuels 
industry where various national regulations are driving rapid growth.

Table 10.3  (continued)

Species Biorefinery products Technologies/methods Reference
Saccharina 
latissima

Isomannide, butanol, furan 
dicarboxylic acid, biogas

Shredding and pressing, 
fermentation

Van Hal et al. 
(2014)

Saccharina 
latissima

Succinic acid, fertilizers, 
and antioxidants

Enzymatic hydrolysis and 
fermentation, solvent 
extraction

(Marinho 
et al. 2016)

Durvillaea 
potatorum

Alginate, fucoidan, and 
laminarin

Mechanical grinding, acid 
and alkali extraction

Abraham 
et al. (2019)

Red macroalgae
Gracilaria 
verrucosa

Agar, bioethanol, and 
biofertilizer

Thermochemical, enzymatic 
hydrolysis, and fermentation

Kumar et al. 
(2013)

Gracilaria 
corticata

MRLE, pigments, lipid, 
agar, soil conditioner, and 
bioethanol

Homogenization, ultra-
membrane filtration solvent 
extraction, enzymatic and 
thermal hydrolysis, 
fermentation

Baghel et al. 
(2016))

Porphyra 
umbilicalis

Proteins, carrageenan, 
pectin, and cellulose

Cold alkali extraction, 
thermochemical, solvent 
extraction

Wahlström 
et al. (2018)
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The impact of price variation should be analyzed in several aspects: price uncer-
tainties that face the aqua-farmer, price uncertainties of feedstock for the biorefin-
ery, and the price uncertainty of competitive outputs (backstop technology). A 
seaweed industry that contains many small-scale price-takers is especially prone to 
boom-bust cycles. For example, the strong demand from China drove the price of 
dry cottonii in the Philippines from USD 900/ton in 2007 to almost USD 3000/ton 
in 2008 causing the Philippines production to double from 1.5 million tons (wet 
weight) in 2007 to 3.3 million tons in 2008. The “seaweed rush” lasted only 1 year – 
the price dropped to USD 300/ton in 2009 (Ricardo et al. 2015). Table 10.4 exempli-
fies the range of prices as well as annual growth rates for one of the macroalgae 
species – Kappaphycus – and for two possible biorefinery outputs: carrageenan and 
proteins in the years 1991–2016. Generally, when strong demand for dry seaweeds 
drives up the price, seaweed farmers tend to increase their planting efforts and/or 
harvest immature crops. However, if the price is low, seaweed farmers tend to reduce 
production, which creates sourcing difficulties for the biorefineries. On the other 
hand, biorefineries would tend to reduce demand as prices of feedstock rise by sub-
stituting cheaper alternatives. A likely result would then be that feedstock supply 
exceeding demand and consequently a collapse in price.

The economics of biorefinery based product depends heavily on drop-in versus 
non-drop-in (existing demand and infrastructure). Therefore, demand may be very 
strong or very weak, leading to general uncertainty. It is difficult to know, for exam-
ple, if an investment in the bio-based supply chain will make economic sense. It 
might not be possible to sell the produced bio-based chemicals at a price necessary 
to make the investment profitable. Of course, these are the kinds of decisions that all 
businesses face, but the reliance of biomass markets on policy measures and the lack 
of long-term signals in, for example, EU policy regarding biomass means that 
uncertainties are unusually high. In addition to the production cost, the value of 
biorefinery products when reaching end users may also reflect the expenses on 
research and development (R&D), formulation, marketing, etc. (Ricardo et  al. 
2015). Specific information on these aspects is generally lacking.

10.7	 �Sustainability and Environmental Impacts

The sustainability of seaweed biorefineries was assessed in various life cycle assess-
ment (LCA) studies (Seghetta et al. 2016b, Seghetta et al. 2017; Alvarado-Morales 
et al. 2013; Czyrnek-Delêtre et al. 2017; Langlois et al. 2012; van Oirschot et al. 
2017; Aitken et al. 2014). Overall, seaweed cultivation was found to contribute to 
the environmental restoration and climate mitigation. However, several parameters 
have been pointed out to have significant effects on the environmental performance 
of the complete biorefinery process and should be optimized.

Large-scale macroalgae cultivation can be responsible for positive and negative 
impact on coastal and marine ecosystems (Hughes et al. 2012). Therefore, the bal-
ance is necessary to attain in between food, chemicals, and fuel production and its 
environmental cost (Wei et al. 2013). Although scale-up reduces production costs of 
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macroalgae, the offshore cultivation is challenging because of the harsh environ-
ment and also could possess risks to the environment. Risk management framework 
should be developed for each individual case to address these factors.

The overall risk management framework is generally used for the decision-
making process and provides a more clear idea to make a decision about any tech-
nological term and includes and comprises defining the challenge or problem; 
stakeholders involved; consideration of almost possible concerns; identification of 
actual risk, review, and judgment; and finally the decision (Singh et  al. 2016; 
Keswani and Singh 2019). The proposed framework of risk management for off-
shore macroalgae cultivation is shown in Fig. 10.7. The framework is divided into 
three sections as follows. Section 10.1 shows the possible risks, which can be pre-
vented before the cultivation or during the cultivation and are related to the require-
ment of macroalgae cultivation. Section 10.2 shows the risks that might be controlled 
in the process production of biomass and harvesting. Section 10.3 shows the risks 
that will need to be mitigated, as these are the potential impacts of cultivation of 
macroalgae on the marine environment.

To summarize, we show that offshore macroalgae biorefinery concepts are 
emerging for co-production of multiple products, which could reduce the environ-
mental burden of fossil fuels and agriculture. Technologies for offshore biomass 

Fig. 10.7  The entire framework of the risk management for offshore macroalgal cultivation. 
(Figure adapted from Lehahn et al. 2016 with a permit)

A. Golberg et al.



195

cultivation are being developed worldwide. Biomass fractionation technologies are 
emerging and provide a broad spectrum of products. Yet the challenging, high-
energy sea environment and unusual composition of the biomass still result in high 
levels of uncertainty of technological and economic feasibility of these projects. To 
decrease this uncertainty, demonstration units with different scales, technologies, 
species, and products are needed.

Acknowledgments  The authors thank the Israel Ministry of Energy, Israel Ministry of Science 
and Technology, and Israel Innovation Authority for the support.

References

Abraham RE, Su P, Puri M, Raston CL, Zhang W (2019) Optimisation of biorefinery produc-
tion of alginate, fucoidan and laminarin from brown seaweed Durvillaea Potatorum. Algal Res 
38:101389

Aitken D, Bulboa C, Godoy-Faundez A, Turrion-Gomez JL, Antizar-Ladislao B (2014) Life cycle 
assessment of macroalgae cultivation and processing for biofuel production. J  Clean Prod 
75:45–56

Alvarado-Morales M, Boldrin A, Karakashev DB, Holdt SL, Angelidaki I, Astrup T (2013) Life 
cycle assessment of biofuel production from brown seaweed in nordic conditions. Bioresour 
Technol 129:92–99

Alvarado-Morales M, Gunnarsson IB, Fotidis IA, Vasilakou E, Lyberatos G, Angelidaki I (2015) 
Laminaria digitata as a potential carbon source for succinic acid and bioenergy production in a 
biorefinery perspective. Algal Res 9:126–132

Ashkenazi DY, Israel A, Abelson A (2019) A novel two-stage seaweed integrated multi-trophic 
aquaculture. Rev Aquac 11:246–262

Baghel RS, Trivedi N, Reddy CRK (2016) A simple process for recovery of a stream of products 
from marine macroalgal biomass. Bioresour Technol 2016(203):160–165

Balina K, Romagnoli F, Blumberga D (2017) Seaweed biorefinery concept for sustainable use of 
marine resources. Energy Procedia 128:504–511

Ben Yahmed N, Jmel MA, Ben Alaya M, Bouallagui H, Marzouki MN, Smaali I (2016) A biorefin-
ery concept using the green macroalgae Chaetomorpha linum for the coproduction of bioetha-
nol and biogas. Energy Convers Manag 119:257–265

Bentsen NS, Felby C (2012) Biomass for energy in the European Union – a review of bioenergy 
resource assessments. Biotechnol Biofuels 5(1):25

Bikker P, Krimpen MM, Wikselaar P, Houweling-Tan B, Scaccia N, Hal JW, Huijgen WJJ, Cone 
JW, López-Contreras AM, van Krimpen MM et al (2016a) Biorefinery of the green seaweed 
Ulva Lactuca to produce animal feed, chemicals and biofuels. J Appl Phycol 28:3511–3525

Bikker P, van Krimpen MM, van Wikselaar P, Houweling-Tan B, Scaccia N, van Hal JW, Huijgen 
WJJ, Cone JW, Lopez-Contreras AM (2016b) Biorefinery of the green seaweed Ulva lactuca to 
produce animal feed, chemicals and biofuels. J Appl Phycol 28:1–15

Bikker P, van Krimpen MMM, van Wikselaar P, Houweling-Tan B, Scaccia N, van Hal JWW, 
Huijgen WJ, Cone JWW, López-Contreras AM, Scaccia NazarenoScaccia N et  al (2016c) 
Biorefinery of the green seaweed Ulva Lactuca to produce animal feed. Chem Biofuels 28:1–15

Bokinsky G, Peralta-Yahya PP, George A, Holmes BM, Steen EJ, Dietrich J, Soon Lee T, Tullman-
Ercek D, Voigt CA, Simmons BA et  al (2011) Synthesis of three advanced biofuels from 
ionic liquid-pretreated switchgrass using engineered Escherichia Coli. Proc Natl Acad Sci 
108:19949–19954

Brown TR (2015) A techno-economic review of thermochemical cellulosic biofuel pathways. 
Bioresour Technol 178:166–176

10  Enabling Bioeconomy with Offshore Macroalgae Biorefineries



196

Buck BH, Buchholz CM (2004) The offshore-ring: a new system design for the open ocean aqua-
culture of macroalgae. J Appl Phycol 16(5):355–368

Buck BH, Buchholz CM (2005) Response of offshore cultivated Laminaria saccharina to hydrody-
namic forcing in the North Sea. Aquaculture 250(3–4):674–691

Buck BH, Krause G, Rosenthal H (2004) Extensive open ocean aquaculture development within 
wind farms in Germany: the prospect of offshore co-management and legal constraints. Ocean 
Coast Manag 47(3–4):95–122

Buck BH, Krause G, Michler-Cieluch T, Brenner M, Buchholz CM, Busch JA, Fisch R, Geisen M, 
Zielinski O (2008) Meeting the quest for spatial efficiency: progress and prospects of extensive 
aquaculture within offshore wind farms. Helgol Mar Res 62(3):269–281

Buschmann AH, Camus C, Infante J, Neori A, Israel Á, Hernández-González MC, Pereda SV, 
Gomez-Pinchetti JL, Golberg A, Tadmor-Shalev N et al (2017) Seaweed production: overview 
of the global state of exploitation, farming and emerging research activity seaweed production. 
Eur J Phycol 52:391

Chandra R, Iqbal HMN, Vishal G, Lee H-S, Nagra S (2019) Algal biorefinery: a sustainable 
approach to valorize algal-based biomass towards multiple product recovery. Bioresour 
Technol 278:346–359. No. November 2018

Chemodanov A, Robin A, Golberg A (2017a) Design of marine macroalgae photobioreactor 
integrated into building to support seagriculture for biorefinery and bioeconomy. Bioresour 
Technol 241:1084–1093

Chemodanov A, Jinjikhashvily G, Habiby O, Liberzon A, Israel A, Yakhini Z, Golberg A (2017b) 
Net primary productivity, biofuel production and CO2 emissions reduction potential of Ulva 
Sp. (Chlorophyta) biomass in a coastal area of the Eastern Mediterranean. Energy Convers 
Manag 148:1497–1507

Czyrnek-Delêtre MM, Rocca S, Agostini A, Giuntoli J, Murphy JD (2017) Life cycle assessment 
of seaweed biomethane, generated from seaweed sourced from integrated multi-trophic aqua-
culture in temperate oceanic climates. Appl Energy 196:34–50

De Jong E, Jungmeier G (2015) Bioreenery concepts in comparison to petrochemical Reeneries. 
In: Industrial Biorefineries White Biotechnol, pp 3–33

De Jong E, Higson A, Walsh P, Wellisch M (2012) Product developments in the bio-based chemi-
cals arena. Biofuels Bioprod Biorefin 6(6):606–624

Drimer N (2019) First principle approach to the design of an open sea aquaculture system. Ships 
Offshore Struc. https://doi.org/10.1080/17445302.2016.1213491

Druehl LD, Baird R, Lindwall A, Lloyd KE, Pakula S (1988) Longline cultivation of some lami-
nariaceae in British Columbia, Canada. Aquac Fish Manag 19:253–263

Du X, Lu L, Reardon T, Zilberman D (2016) Economics of agricultural supply chain design: a 
portfolio selection approach. Am J Agric Econ 98:1377–1388

Dunlop MJ (2011) Engineering microbes for tolerance to next-generation biofuels. Biotechnol 
Biofuels 4:32

Enquist-Newman M, Faust AME, Bravo DD, Santos CNS, Raisner RM, Hanel A, Sarvabhowman 
P, Le C, Regitsky DD, Cooper SR et al (2014) Efficient ethanol production from brown mac-
roalgae sugars by a synthetic yeast platform. Nature 505(7482):239–243

Eswaran K, Ghosh PK, Siddhanta AK, Patolia JS, Periyasamy C, Mehta AS, Mody KH, Ramavat 
BK, Prasad K, Rajyaguru MR (2005) Integrated method for production of carrageenan and 
liquid fertilizer from fresh seaweeds. US Patent 6,893,479

Feinberg D, Hock S (1985) Technical and economic evaluation of macroalgae cultivation for fuel 
production (draft). NREL Report. https://www.nrel.gov/docs/legosti/old/2685.pdf

Fernand F, Israel A, Skjermo J, Wichard T, Timmermans KR, Golberg A (2017) Offshore macroal-
gae biomass for bioenergy production: environmental aspects, technological achievements and 
challenges. Renew Sust Energ Rev 75:35–45

Gajaria TK, Suthar P, Baghel RS, Balar NB, Sharnagat P, Mantri VA, Reddy CRK (2017) 
Integration of protein extraction with a stream of byproducts from marine macroalgae: a model 
forms the basis for marine bioeconomy. Bioresour Technol 243:867–873

A. Golberg et al.

https://doi.org/10.1080/17445302.2016.1213491
https://www.nrel.gov/docs/legosti/old/2685.pdf


197

Ghaderi H, Pishvaee MS, Moini A (2016) Biomass supply chain network design: an optimization-
oriented review and analysis. Ind Crop Prod 94:972–1000

Glasson CRK, Sims IM, Carnachan SM, de Nys R, Magnusson M (2017) A cascading biorefinery 
process targeting sulfated polysaccharides (Ulvan) from Ulva Ohnoi. Algal Res 27:383–391

Golberg A, Liberzon A (2015) Modeling of smart mixing regimes to improve marine biorefinery 
productivity and energy efficiency. Algal Res 11:28–32

Golden JS, Handfield RB, Daystar J, McConnell TE (2015) An economic impact analysis of the 
us biobased products industry: a report to the congress of the United States of America. Ind 
Biotechnol 11(4):201–209

Haberl H, Erb K-H, Krausmann F, Bondeau A, Lauk C, Müller C, Plutzar C, Steinberger JK (2011) 
Global bioenergy potentials from agricultural land in 2050: sensitivity to climate change, diets 
and yields. Biomass Bioenergy 35(12):4753–4769

Hanisak M (1987) Cultivation of Gracilaria and other macroalgae in Florida for energy production. 
Dev Aquac Fish Sci:191–218

Hannon M, Gimpel J, Tran M, Rasala B, Mayfield S (2010) Biofuels from algae: challenges and 
potential. Biofuels 1:763–784

Holt TJ (1984) The development of techniques for the cultivation of Laminariales in the Irish Sea. 
Ph.D, University of Liverpool, p 266

Hughes AD, Kelly MS, Black KD, Stanley MS (2012) Biogas from macroalgae: is it time to revisit 
the Idea? Biotechnol Biofuels 5(1):86

Ingle K, Vitkin E, Robin A, Yakhini Z, Mishori D, Golberg A (2017) Macroalgae biorefinery 
from Kappaphycus Alvarezii: conversion Modeling and performance prediction for India and 
Philippines as examples. Bio Energy Res:1–11

International Energy Agency (2011) World energy outlook
Jung KAA, Lim S-RR, Kim Y, Park JMM (2013) Potentials of Macroalgae as Feedstocks for 

Biorefinery. Bioresour Technol 135:182–190
Keasling JD, Chou H (2008) Metabolic engineering delivers next-generation biofuels. Nat 

Biotechnol 26:298–299
Keswani C, Singh SP (eds) (2019) Intellectual property issues in microbiology. Springer, 

Singapore. 425 pages, ISBN:9789811374654
Korzen L, Abelson A, Israel A (2015a) Growth, protein and carbohydrate contents in Ulva rigida 

and gracilaria bursa-pastoris integrated with an offshore fish farm. J Appl Phycol 23:543–597
Korzen L, Peled Y, Shamir SZ, Shechter M, Gedanken A, Abelson A, Israel A (2015b) An eco-

nomic analysis of bioethanol production from the marine Macroalga Ulva (Chlorophyta). 
Technology 03(02n03):114–118

Korzen L, Pulidindi IN, Israel A, Abelson A, Gedanken A (2015c) Marine integrated culture of car-
bohydrate rich Ulva rigida for enhanced production of bioethanol. RSC Adv 5(73):59251–59256

Kostas ET, White DA, Cook DJ (2017) Development of a bio-refinery process for the production 
of speciality chemical, biofuel and bioactive compounds from Laminaria digitata. Algal Res 
28(May):211–219

Kraan S (2013) Mass-cultivation of carbohydrate rich macroalgae, a possible solution for sustain-
able biofuel production. Mitig Adapt Strateg Glob Chang 18(1):27–46. http://www.ask-force.
org/web/Global-Warming/Kraan-Mass-cultivation-carbyhodrate-Macroalgae-2013.pdf

Kraan S, Guiry MD (2001) Phase II: strain hybridisation field experiments and genetic fingerprint-
ing of the edible brown seaweed Alaria Esculenta 18(18)

Kumar S, Sahoo D (2017) A comprehensive analysis of alginate content and biochemical composi-
tion of leftover pulp from brown seaweed Sargassum wightii. Algal Res 23:233–239

Kumar S, Gupta R, Kumar G, Sahoo D, Kuhad RC (2013) Bioethanol production from Gracilaria 
Verrucosa, a Red Alga, in a biorefinery approach. Bioresour Technol 135:150–156

Langlois J, Sassi J-F, Jard G, Steyer J-P, Delgenes J-P, Hélias A (2012) Life cycle assessment of 
biomethane from offshore-cultivated seaweed. Biofuels Bioprod Biorefin 6(4):387–404

Laurens LML, Chen-Glasser M, McMillan JD (2017) A perspective on renewable bioenergy from 
photosynthetic algae as feedstock for biofuels and bioproducts. Algal Res 24(March):261–264

10  Enabling Bioeconomy with Offshore Macroalgae Biorefineries

http://www.ask-force.org/web/Global-Warming/Kraan-Mass-cultivation-carbyhodrate-Macroalgae-2013.pdf
http://www.ask-force.org/web/Global-Warming/Kraan-Mass-cultivation-carbyhodrate-Macroalgae-2013.pdf


198

Lee SK, Chou H, Ham TS, Lee TS, Keasling JD (2008) Metabolic engineering of microorgan-
isms for biofuels production: from bugs to synthetic biology to fuels. Curr Opin Biotechnol 
19:556–563

Lehahn Y, Ingle KN, Golberg A (2016) Global potential of offshore and shallow waters macroalgal 
biorefineries to provide for food, chemicals and energy: feasibility and sustainability. Algal Res 
17:150–160

Lirasan T, Twide P (1993) Fourteenth international seaweed symposium. In: Chapman ARO, 
Brown MT, Lahaye M (eds) Fourteenth international seaweed symposium developments in 
hydrobiology, vol 85. Springer, Dordrecht, pp 353–355

Liu D, Keesing JK, Xing Q, Shi P (2009) World’s largest macroalgal bloom caused by expansion 
of seaweed aquaculture in China. Mar Pollut Bull 58(6):888–895

Liu D, Keesing JK, Dong Z, Zhen Y, Di B, Shi Y, Fearns P, Shi P (2010) Recurrence of the world’s 
largest green-tide in 2009  in Yellow Sea, China: Porphyra Yezoensis aquaculture rafts con-
firmed as nursery for macroalgal blooms. Mar Pollut Bull 60(9):1423–1432

Magnusson M, Carl C, Mata L, de Nys R, Paul NA (2016) Seaweed salt from Ulva: a novel first 
step in a cascading biorefinery model. Algal Res 16:308–316

Marinho GS, Alvarado-Morales M, Angelidaki I (2016) Valorization of macroalga Saccharina 
latissima as novel feedstock for fermentation-based succinic acid production in a biorefinery 
approach and economic aspects. Algal Res 16:102–109

Mhatre A, Gore S, Mhatre A, Trivedi N, Sharma M, Pandit R, Anil A, Lali A (2018) Effect of 
multiple product extractions on bio-methane potential of marine macrophytic green alga Ulva 
lactuca. Renew Energy 132:742–751

Milledge JJ, Nielsen BV, Bailey D (2016) High-value products from macroalgae: the potential uses 
of the invasive brown seaweed, Sargassum Muticum. Rev Environ Sci Biotechnol 15(1):67–88

Möller B, Hong L, Lonsing R, Hvelplund F (2012) Evaluation of offshore wind resources by scale 
of development. Energy 48(1):314–322

Neori A, Chopin T, Troell M, Buschmann AH, Kraemer GP, Halling C, Shpigel M, Yarish C (2004) 
Integrated aquaculture: rationale, evolution and state of the art emphasizing seaweed biofiltra-
tion in modern mariculture. Aquaculture 231:361–391

Notoya M (2010) Production of biofuel by macroalgae with preservation of marine resources and 
environment. Springer, Dordrecht, pp 217–228

Nunes N, Ferraz S, Valente S, Barreto MC, Pinheiro de Carvalho MAA (2017) Biochemical 
composition, nutritional value, and antioxidant properties of seven seaweed species from the 
Madeira archipelago. J Appl Phycol 29(5):2427–2437

Olanrewaju SO, Magee A, Kader ASA, Tee KF (2017) Simulation of offshore aquaculture system 
for macro algae (seaweed) oceanic farming. Ships and Offshore Structures 12(4):553–562

Palatnik RR, Zilberman D (2017) Economics of natural resource utilization – the case of mac-
roalgae. In: Pinto A, Zilberman D (eds) Modeling, dynamics, optimization and bioeconomics 
II. Springer, pp 1–21

Park JH, Yoon JJ, Park HD, Lim DJ, Kim SH (2012) Anaerobic digestibility of algal bioethanol 
residue. Bioresour Technol 113:78–82

Patarra RF, Paiva L, Neto AI, Lima E, Baptista J (2011) Nutritional value of selected macroalgae. 
J Appl Phycol 23(2):205–208

Peralta-Yahya PP, Ouellet M, Chan R, Mukhopadhyay A, Keasling JD, Lee TS (2011) Identification 
and microbial production of a terpene-based advanced biofuel. Nat Commun 2:483

Peteiro C, Freire Ó (2012) Outplanting time and methodologies related to mariculture of the edible 
Kelp Undaria Pinnatifida in the Atlantic Coast of Spain. J Appl Phycol 24:1361–1372

Peteiro C, Sánchez N, Dueñas-Liaño C, Martínez B (2014) Open-sea cultivation by transplanting 
young Fronds of the Kelp Saccharina Latissima. J Appl Phycol 26:519–528

Pezoa-Conte R, Leyton A, Anugwom I, von Schoultz S, Paranko J, Mäki-Arvela P, Willför S et al 
(2015) Deconstruction of the green alga Ulva Rigida in ionic liquids: closing the mass balance. 
Algal Res 12:262–273. Elsevier

Pimentel D (2012) Global economic and environmental aspects of biofuels. CRC Press, Boca 
Raton

A. Golberg et al.



199

Pimentel M, Pimentel MH (2008) Food, energy, and society. CRC Press, Boca Raton
Postma PR, Cerezo-Chinarro O, Akkerman RJ, Olivieri G, Wijffels RH, Brandenburg WA, Eppink 

MHM (2017) Biorefinery of the macroalgae Ulva Lactuca: extraction of proteins and carbohy-
drates by mild disintegration. J Appl Phycol:1–13

Potts T, Du J, Paul M, May P, Beitle R, Hestekin J (2012) The production of butanol from Jamaica 
Bay macro algae. Environ Prog Sustain Energy 31:29–36

Prabhu M, Chemodanov A, Gottlieb R, Kazir M, Nahor O, Gozin M, Israel A, Livney YD, Golberg 
A (2019) Starch from the sea: the green macroalga Ulva ohnoi as a potential source for sustain-
able starch production in the marine biorefinery. Algal Res 37:215–227

Reith JH, Deurwaarder EP, Hemmes K, Biomassa E, Curvers APWM, Windenergie E (2005) BIO-
OFFSHORE Grootschalige Teelt van Zeewieren in Combinatie Met Offshore Windparken in 
de Noordzee. https://library.wur.nl/WebQuery/wurpubs/347698

Ricardo R, Neori A, Valderrama D, Reddy CRK, Cronin H, Forster J (2015) Farming of seaweeds. 
In: Seaweed sustainability. Elsevier, pp 27–57

Roels OA, Laurence S, Vanhemelryck L (1979) The utilization of cold, nutrient-rich deep ocean 
water for energy and mariculture. Ocean Manag 5:199–210

Roesijadi AG, Copping A, Huesemann M (2008) Techno-economic feasibility analysis of offshore 
seaweed farming for bioenergy and biobased products. https://arpa-e.energy.gov/sites/default/
files/Techno-Economic%20Feasibility%20Analysis%20of%20Offshore%20Seaweed%20
Farming%20for%20Bioenergy%20and%20Biobased%20Products-2008.pdf

Roesijadi G, Jones SBB, Snowden-Swan LJ, Zhu Y (2010, September) Macroalgae as a bio-
mass feedstock: a preliminary analysis. Dep. Energy under Contract DE-AC05-76RL01830 
by Pacific Northwest Natl. Lab, pp  1–50. http://sailing-sea-farm.com/onewebmedia/PNNL-
19944.pdf

Sahoo D, Kumar S, Elangbam G, Devi SS (2012) Biofuel production from algae through inte-
grated biorefinery. Sci Algal Fuels 25:215–230

Sanderson JC, Dring MJ, Davidson K, Kelly M, Culture S (2012) Yield and bioremediation poten-
tial of Palmaria Palmata (Linnaeus) Weber & Mohr and Saccharina Latissima (Linnaeus) 
C.E.  Lane, C.  Mayes, Druehl & G.W.  Saunders adjacent to fish farm cages in Northwest 
Scotland. Aquaculture 354–355:128–135

Seghetta M, Hou X, Bastianoni S, Bjerre A-B, Thomsen M (2016a) Life cycle assessment of 
macroalgal biorefinery for the production of ethanol, proteins and fertilizers – a step towards a 
regenerative bioeconomy. J Clean Prod 137:1158–1169

Seghetta M, Marchi M, Thomsen M, Bjerre AB, Bastianoni S (2016b) Modelling biogenic carbon 
flow in a macroalgal biorefinery system. Algal Res 18:144–155

Seghetta M, Romeo D, D’Este M, Alvarado-Morales M, Angelidaki I, Bastianoni S, Thomsen M 
(2017) Seaweed as innovative feedstock for energy and feed – evaluating the impacts through 
a life cycle assessment. J Clean Prod 150:1–15

Singh HB, Jha A, Keswani C (eds) (2016) Intellectual property issues in biotechnology. CABI, 
Wallingford. 304 pages, ISBN-13:9781780646534

Star-coliBRi (2011) European biorefinery joint strategic research roadmap for 2020. https://cordis.
europa.eu/project/rcn/93170/reporting/en

Steen EJ, Kang Y, Bokinsky G, Hu Z, Schirmer A, McClure A, Del Cardayre SB, Keasling JD 
(2010) Microbial production of fatty-acid-derived fuels and chemicals from plant biomass. 
Nature 463:559–562

Stichnothe H, Meier D, de Bari I (2016) Biorefineries: industry status and econom-
ics. Dev Glob Bioeconomy:41–67. https://rdm.pure.elsevier.com/it/publications/
biorefineries-industry-status-and-economics

Suutari M, Leskinen E, Fagerstedt K, Kuparinen J, Kuuppo P, Blomster J (2015) Macroalgae in 
biofuel production. Phycol Res 63(1):1–18

Szetela EJ, Krascella NL, Blecher WA, Christopher GL (1976) Evaluation of a marine energy farm 
concept. Am Chem Soc, Div Fuel Chem, Prepr.; (United States) 19:4

Taheripour F, Hertel TW, Tyner WE, Beckman JF, Birur DK (2010) Biofuels and their by-products: 
global economic and environmental implications. Biomass Bioenergy 34:278–289

10  Enabling Bioeconomy with Offshore Macroalgae Biorefineries

https://library.wur.nl/WebQuery/wurpubs/347698
https://arpa-e.energy.gov/sites/default/files/Techno-Economic Feasibility Analysis of Offshore Seaweed Farming for Bioenergy and Biobased Products-2008.pdf
https://arpa-e.energy.gov/sites/default/files/Techno-Economic Feasibility Analysis of Offshore Seaweed Farming for Bioenergy and Biobased Products-2008.pdf
https://arpa-e.energy.gov/sites/default/files/Techno-Economic Feasibility Analysis of Offshore Seaweed Farming for Bioenergy and Biobased Products-2008.pdf
http://sailing-sea-farm.com/onewebmedia/PNNL-19944.pdf
http://sailing-sea-farm.com/onewebmedia/PNNL-19944.pdf
https://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/93170/reporting/en
https://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/93170/reporting/en
https://rdm.pure.elsevier.com/it/publications/biorefineries-industry-status-and-economics
https://rdm.pure.elsevier.com/it/publications/biorefineries-industry-status-and-economics


200

Trivedi N, Baghel RS, Bothwell J, Gupta V, Reddy CRK, Lali AM, Jha B (2016) An integrated pro-
cess for the extraction of fuel and chemicals from marine macroalgal biomass. Sci Rep 6:30728

Troell M, Joyce A, Chopin T, Neori A, Buschmann AH, Fang JG (2009) Ecological engineering 
in aquaculture – potential for integrated multi-trophic aquaculture (IMTA) in marine offshore 
systems. Aquaculture 297(1–4):1–9

Valderrama D, Cai J, Hishamunda N, Ridler N, Neish IC, Hurtado AQ, Msuya FE, Krishnan M, 
Narayanakumar R, Kronen M et al (2015) The economics of kappaphycus seaweed cultiva-
tion in developing countries: a comparative analysis of farming systems. Aquac Econ Manag 
19(2):251–277

van den Burg S, Stuiver M, Veenstra F, Bikker P, López Contreras A, Palstra A, Broeze J, Jansen 
H, Jak R, Gerritsen A, et al (2013) A triple P review of the feasibility of sustainable offshore 
seaweed production in the North Sea. https://library.wur.nl/WebQuery/wurpubs/442638

van der Wal H, Sperber BLHMHM, Houweling-Tan B, Bakker RRCC, Brandenburg W, López-
Contreras AM (2013) Production of acetone, butanol, and ethanol from biomass of the green 
seaweed Ulva Lactuca. Bioresour Technol 128:431–437

Van Hal JW, Huijgen WJJ, López-Contreras AM (2014) Opportunities and challenges for seaweed 
in the biobased economy. Trends Biotechnol 32:231–233

van Oirschot R, Thomas J-BE, Gröndahl F, Fortuin KPJ, Brandenburg W, Potting J  (2017) 
Explorative environmental life cycle assessment for system design of seaweed cultivation and 
drying. Algal Res 27:43–54

Wahlström N, Harrysson H, Undeland I, Edlund U (2018) A strategy for the sequential recovery 
of biomacromolecules from Red Macroalgae Porphyra Umbilicalis Kützing. Ind Eng Chem 
Res 57(1):42–53

Wargacki AJ, Leonard E, Win MN, Regitsky DD, Santos CNS, Kim PB, Cooper SR, Raisner RM, 
Herman A, Sivitz AB et al (2012) An engineered microbial platform for direct biofuel produc-
tion from brown macroalgae. Science 335:308–313

Wei N, Quarterman J, Jin Y-S (2013) Marine macroalgae: an untapped resource for producing fuels 
and chemicals. Trends Biotechnol 31(2):70–77

Xie EY, Liu DC, Jia C, Chen XL, Yang B (2013) Artificial seed production and cultivation of the 
edible brown alga Sargassum Naozhouense Tseng et Lu. J Appl Phycol 25(2):513–522

Yokoyama S, Jonouchi K, Imou K (2007) Energy production from marine biomass : fuel cell power 
generation driven by methane produced from seaweed. Int J Marine Environ Sci 1(4):320–323

Yuan Y, Macquarrie DJ (2015) Microwave Assisted step-by-step process for the production of 
fucoidan, alginate sodium, sugars and biochar from Ascophyllum nodosum through a biorefin-
ery concept. Bioresour Technol 198:819–827

Zhang H, Liu Q, Cao Y, Feng X, Zheng Y, Zou H, Liu H, Yang J, Xian M (2014) Microbial produc-
tion of sabinene–a new terpene-based precursor of advanced biofuel. Microb Cell Factories 
13:20

Zilberman D, Lu L, Reardon T (2019) Innovation-induced food supply chain design. Food Policy, 
Elsevier 83(C):289–297

A. Golberg et al.

https://library.wur.nl/WebQuery/wurpubs/442638

	10: Enabling Bioeconomy with Offshore Macroalgae Biorefineries
	10.1	 Transition to Low-Carbon Societies with Bioeconomy
	10.2	 Biorefineries as Essential Technological Platforms for Bioeconomy
	10.3	 Offshore Marine Biorefineries
	10.4	 Offshore Biomass Cultivation
	10.5	 Co-production of Multiple Products from Macroalgae
	10.6	 Economic Challenge of Offshore Marine Biorefineries
	10.7	 Sustainability and Environmental Impacts
	References




