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Introduction to the topic  
 
In October 2011 the UN Committee on World Food Security (CFS) recommended a “review of 
biofuels policies – where applicable and if necessary – according to balanced science-based 
assessments of the opportunities and challenges that they may represent for food security so 
that biofuels can be produced where it is socially, economically and environmentally feasible to 
do so”. In line with this, the CFS requested the HLPE to “conduct a science-based comparative 
literature analysis taking into consideration the work produced by the FAO and Global 
Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP) of the positive and negative effects of biofuels on food security”. 
 
The Final findings are to be presented to the CFS Plenary Session in October 2013. 
 
The High Level Panel of Experts for Food Security and Nutrition (HLPE) now seeks input on the 
following V0 draft of its report to address this mandate. The current V0 draft has been 
elaborated by the Project Team, under guidance and oversight of the Steering Committee, based 
also on the feedback received through the scoping e-consultation. 
 
The present e-consultation will be used by the HLPE Project Team to further elaborate the 
report, which will then be submitted to external expert review, before finalization by the Project 
Team under Steering Committee guidance and oversight. 
 
The current draft is work-in-progress towards a comprehensive yet accessible and succinct 
presentation, highlighting priority topics and areas that are useful for action to the diverse range 
of stakeholders, which form the CFS. 
 
To be useful in the next steps of the report write-up, the HLPE seeks feedback and input 
according to the following lines: 
 
1. Is the V0´s appreciation of the current policy conjuncture adequate, particularly its 
interpretation of the changing significance of mandates and targets? 
 
2. Does the V0´s interpretation of land constraints regarding “available” lands  – from an 
integrated food security and carbon emissions perspective – take into account all the relevant 
scientific evidence and arguments? 
 
3. The V0 provides a detailed and comprehensive discussion of the central role of biofuels 
for high and volatile food prices. Are there further discussions that need to be taken into 
account? 
 
4. The V0 endorses initiatives which give priority to broad bioenergy strategies for local 
use in energy poor regions of the world where the potential social gains are large from even 
small quantities of energy and the impact on land use competition small. Which are the most far-
reaching examples of such policies or experiences in practice? 
 
The V0 draft report presents a series of policy proposals, which are understood to follow on 
from the analysis developed in the different chapters. These proposals are still very preliminary 
and general in character. Do these proposals adequately reflect the analyses developed in the V0 
draft?   
 
The Report ambitions to pay particular attention to the changed conjuncture with regard to 
mandates/targets and subsidies and to the need to define policies to control the development of 
biofuels markets. Contributions on this theme would be particularly welcomed.  
 

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/sites/default/files/files/86_Biofuels_v0/HLPE%20V0%20draft%20Biofuels%20and%20food%20security%20-%2009%20Jan%202013.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/discussions/smallholder-investments-scope
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The HLPE welcomes contributions and evidence to sharpen policy proposals, including 
international ones, in the area of implementing and ensuring effectively responsible land 
investments. 
 
The HLPE is concerned above all to develop policy proposals, which can be used as practical 
guides for policy formulation, and welcomes contributions, which identify policies, and 
initiatives, which can flesh out the general orientations, presented in the policy proposals 
section. 
 
We thank in advance all the contributors for being kind enough to spend time in reading and 
commenting on this early version of our report. Supplementary information, references and 
evidence-based examples would be very much welcomed in such a format that could be quickly 
managed by the team (for instance, if you suggest a reference, a book etc, please highlight a/the 
key point(s) in 5 to 10 lines). 
 
Contributions are welcomed in English, French and Spanish. The V0 draft is available in English. 
We look forward to a rich and fruitful consultation. 
  
The HLPE Project Team and Steering Committee 
 
  

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/sites/default/files/files/86_Biofuels_v0/HLPE%20V0%20draft%20Biofuels%20and%20food%20security%20-%2009%20Jan%202013.pdf
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Contributions received 
 
1. Morrison Rwakakamba, Agency for Transformation, Uganda 
 
Dear Team, 
 
See my views on specifically - dawn of biofuels and impact on food security in Uganda. 
 
click link - http://farmers-enclave.blogspot.com/2010/05/uganda-national-chamber-of-
commerce-and.html 
 
Cheers, 
 
Morrison  
 
 
2. David Michael, Wondu Business & Technology Services, Australia 
 
Good report and relevant to point out that "..FAO´s projection of the need for a 60% increase in 
food crops and a 70% increase in livestock production by 2050 imply a need for additional 
cropland and pastureland, even if crop yields continue to grow at high rates and even accounting 
for a massive increase in the productivity of pasture...". 
 
The report refers to interactions between food security, land ownership, social factors etc. and 
use of land and water for biofuels and energy markets. These interactions could be developed 
further in the next Report and clarified to add impact to what they mean. For one thing the 
interactions can compound the impact of extreme events including those emerging from climate 
change and extreme climatic events. The next Report would benefit from a separate section on 
Risk and Risk Management of Food Security and Biofuels. This would ideally examine the risks 
from a global and country level and describe a framework and principles for improved 
management of the risks including regulatory risk. 
 
The next Report would also benefit from a separate section on Price Efficiency in the Food, 
Energy, Biofuels, Water and Farmland Markets. Babcock points to some of the price efficiency 
issues with US and EU biofuels interventions but more is needed. Can improved price efficiency 
be achieved in these markets? Just because price efficiency is difficult in these markets does that 
mean nothing can be done? What are the priorities for making these markets more efficient? 
What are the risks of letting price efficiency/inefficiency drift? 
 
 
3. Flachowsky Gerhard Federal Research Institute for Animal Health, Germany 
 
Dear FSN-moderator, 
 
Congratulation to your interesting and very informative V0 Draft on “Biofuels and Food 
Security”. 
The authors summarized in a short time up to date information, which should be presented to 
policy and an interested public audience. 
 
But nevertheless, I allow me some comments to this valuable document: 
 
- Co-poducts of biofuel production (they are called by-products in your paper; why? This are 
valuable products/animal feeds which are available after taking out starch and/or fat from 

http://farmers-enclave.blogspot.com/2010/05/uganda-national-chamber-of-commerce-and.html
http://farmers-enclave.blogspot.com/2010/05/uganda-national-chamber-of-commerce-and.html
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cereals, oilseeds etc.) are underestimated/neglected in your paper. Their importance for your 
calculations is mentioned on p. 28 for the first time! 
I would like to go more in detail: Grains/cereals contain between 65 and 80% carbohydrates 
(mainly starch) in the dry matter. If we consider a complete fermentation of carbohydrates into 
alcohol; about 20-35% are residue (mainly consisting of protein, fat, fibre and ash) and are 
available as valuable feed for animals. The fat content of oilseeds varied between about 20 
(soybeans) and 50% of DM (canola, rapeseed; also jatropha); that means, the amount of co-
products varies between 50 and 80% of the rough material used for biodiesel production. 
Recently (2012) the FAO published an excellent Review-book “Biofuel co-products as livestock 
feed – Opportunities and Challenges. Edited by H.P.S. Makkar, Rome; 533 pp.) In this book, you 
may find many information about co-products, their nutritive value and significance in animal 
nutrition. You will also find some information about biology and botanical origin of some plants, 
also with potential for the second generation for biofuel (e.g. algae, p. 423-446). It seems to me 
that some information in your draft concerning jatropha (e.g. p. 20; origin of jatropha etc; see p. 
351-378 of FAO 2012) need corrections or improvements. 
Furthermore co-products should be also considered in your financial calculation (e.g. see p. 23 
ff.), in your land use aspects (p. 38 ff.) and also in your calculation of energy balance (p. 16-18). 
 
- The interesting and important calculations to bioenergy (p. 41 ff.) should be 
demonstrated/deduced more in detail. It is difficult to follow/believe in all the figures. A 
detailed information/explanation under consideration of the scientific origin (show and mention 
references) for all the data in an appendix may be helpful. Furthermore, the replacement 
potential of co-products for other feeds for animal nutrition should be also considered in such 
calculations. 
 
- I miss some consequences of expected climate changes on land and water use as recently 
described and discussed in many books and papers (e.g. Reynolds et al.2010; Whitford et al. 
2010). 
Furthermore consequences of all the future developments discussed in the Draft for plant 
breeders are also missing. Plant breeding (and cultivation) is the starting point of the food chain 
(and also the fuel chain). Therefore this aspect should be also mentioned and discussed in your 
policy recommendations (p. 1-3). 
 
- Your Draft Policy Recommendations are informative, but relatively long, descriptive and 
conservative for my understanding. I think that we need some new ways of thinking. In addition 
or instead of long recommendations I would prefer some (short) conclusions (for policymakers) 
to show important challenges for future research such as: 
 

- Promotion of public research in the field of plant breeding under consideration of limited 
resources (e.g. such as water, arable land, fuel etc.) and better adaptation of plants to 
greater extremes in climate conditions and higher temperatures. 

- Research to develop methods of biofuel production from non food products such as 
lingo-cellulose and wastes. 

- Development of new strategies for mobility without or with low amounts of fossil fuel 
and biofuel (individual mobility with electricity, replacement of individual mobility by 
other systems etc.) 

- Calculation of emissions (Carbon Footprints) for various systems under consideration of 
all inputs and outputs. 

 
Best regards 
 
Gerhard Flachowsky 
 
Prof. Dr. G. Flachowsky 
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Institute of Animal Nutrition 
Friedrich-Loeffler-Institute (FLI) 
Federal Research Institute for Animal Health 
Bundesallee 50 
38116 Braunschweig 
Germany 
 
 
4. Henrique Pacini, UNCTAD, Switzerland  
  
Good work on the V0 draft on the report on Biofuels and Food security. 
 
Kindly follow some comments aiming at assisting you in the preparation of the second draft. 
Please also find the link to a publication which might be of interest on the theme of costs of 
biofuel certification and impacts on developing countries:  
 
“Sustainable biofuels in the EU: the costs of certification and impacts on new producers”, 
Biofuels (2011):  http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/sites/default/files/resources/Pacini.pdf 
 
Kind regards, 
Henrique Pacini 
 
1.Is the V0´s appreciation of the current policy conjuncture adequate, particularly its 
interpretation of the changing significance of mandates and targets? 
 
Need for better modeling (or review of third-party modeling done) before making policy 
recommendations against biofuel mandates – while biofuels can compete with food production 
via land use, they are also energy carriers which have higher labor-density in their production 
(as compared to oil, see Goldenberg 2004).  Higher employment thus facilitates access to food, 
especially in rural areas. http://cenbio.iee.usp.br/download/publicacoes/JEPO2750.pdf (see 
Figure 7) 
 
3.The V0 provides a detailed and comprehensive discussion of the central role of biofuels 
for high and volatile food prices. Are there further discussions that need to be taken into 
account? 
 
Correlations shall be explored not between food prices and biofuel demand , but instead 
between nutrition statistics and biofuel demand.  Food prices (as wisely mentioned in the draft 
report) are subject to too much speculation to serve as a basis for long-term recommendations 
on biofuel policies. 
 
4.The V0 endorses initiatives which give priority to broad bioenergy strategies for local 
use in energy poor regions of the world where the potential social gains are large from 
even small quantities of energy and the impact on land use competition small. Which are 
the most far-reaching examples of such policies or experiences in practice? 
The V0 draft report presents a series of policy proposals, which are understood to follow on 
from the analysis developed in the different chapters. These proposals are still very preliminary 
and general in character. Do these proposals adequately reflect the analyses developed in the V0 
draft?  
 
p. 40 biofuels and ILUC section is rather biased – arguments on paragraph 3 such as “what 
happens biofuel producers use crops that farmers were growing anyway” ignore much of the 
demand additionality brought on by bioenergy crops. 

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/sites/default/files/resources/Pacini.pdf
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P. 40 last paragraph: “… because we instead call for abandoning mandates and incentives to 
divert crops to biofuels in the first place” – While based on good argumentation and sources for 
this statement, the phrase proposes “shooting down” bioenergy without proposing alternatives 
to decarbonizes economies (and to make up for the reduced agricultural income, in case biofuels 
are not stimulated). A wiser path would be to call for a reflection on the way biofuels are 
“picked” by policy makers as the only way to achieve a higher share of renewables in transport.  
Similarly to the EU RED directive from 2009, legal instruments could instead focus on “low-
carbon energy” or overall sectoral emissions thresholds (as a mandate) instead of selecting 
biofuels as the technology to be deployed.    
 
p. 41 Section on Bioenergy: It is unrealistic to make comparisons between global energy demand 
and the small share of it that could be met by using large amounts of harvested biomass. This 
disconsiders other actions taken to cap energy demand (ee.g. efficiency, other renewables, urban 
planning, transport policy, smart logistics, etc). It should be made clear that proposals to use 
biofuels are often “complementary” to the usage of fossil fuels and other renewables – no 
country yet attempted or envisions full substitution of energy demand via biomass alone.  
 
p. 51 Section 5.3: You may want to view information on certification costs explored by Pacini 
and Assuncao (2011).  http://www.future-science.com/doi/pdf/10.4155/bfs.11.138 
 
Focusing on different usages is very important.  Electricity generation and better cooking prode 
lower-cost development multipliers based on biofuels.  See Gomez and Silveira (2010). 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301421510004763 
 
 
5. Finnish Biogas Association  
 
Finnish Biogas Association suggests that:  
 
1) Summary chapter for policy makers is added to the report. In that chapter a review is given 
on biofuel technologies and practices, which can improve food security, and biofuel technologies 
and practices, which can threaten food security. Reason for this is that far too often biofuels used 
for transport are treated only as a threat to food security. Therefore, a more balanced view is in 
order in this report. It is necessary that future policies will favor transport biofuel technologies 
and practices, which improve food security. United Nations and its Food and Agriculture 
Organization have a major role to play in this policy transformation globally.  
 
2) A chapter is added in the report for dealing with technologies, which can improve food 
security. Information in this chapter would induce changes in the executive summary, which in 
the current draft ignores this issue with great political significance.  
 
3) Biogas technology is the primary technology allowing improvement of food security. 
Therefore, it would be the focus in the new chapter dealing with improvement of food security. 
On page 5 of the present draft report this issue is addressed:  
 

“Other options via the transformation of urban and rural waste are also being explored for the 
production of biogas. These would in principle be either neutral, or in the case of waste food 

recycling, highly positive for food security.” 
 
However, it is not mentioned in the draft report, that fertilizer recycling, in which biogas 
technology is inherently1 better than other biofuel technologies, is an essential aspect of food 
security. Lifecycle studies of biogas used in transport applications show that biogas technology 

                                                             
1 Because it enables recycling of all nutrients.   

http://www.future-science.com/doi/pdf/10.4155/bfs.11.138
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301421510004763
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also brings many other important benefits in agriculture, compared to production of other types 
of transport biofuels, see e.g. comparative lifecycle assessment of Swedish traffic biofuels 
(Börjesson et al 2010). Biogas technology is also inherently2 best technology for utilizing algae, 
which has received a lot of weight in the draft report (ignoring, however, the use of biogas 
technology in this context). Despite the benefits available using biogas technology, it is 
mentioned only twice in the draft report. In addition to the quote above, biogas is mentioned in 
the draft executive summary (p.3):  
 

“Biogas produced from rural and urban waste could be used directly as a transport fuel or in 
liquefied form, either option involving massive changes in distribution and refilling systems.” 

 
This sentence includes unnecessary loaded negative language (“massive”) and technical 
inaccuracy3. Please change the sentence to the following form: Biogas produced from rural and 
urban waste can be used as a transport fuel in compressed or in liquefied form.  
Biogas resource is very significant. In the EU biogas and synthetic biogas potential is larger than 
transport energy consumption of the EU (FTF 2011). And the potential of renewable methane, 
including non-bioenergy based renewable methane) is much larger than the potential of 
biomethane (Lampinen 2012).  
 
4) Biofuels and energy crop based biofuels should not be treated as synonyms, ignoring the 
significant potential of waste based biofuels. E.g. on page 3 of the executive summary the draft 
report declares:  
 

“…estimates that providing 10% of the world’s transportation fuel from biofuels would require 
roughly a quarter of all present crop production…” 

 
The focus in the future traffic biofuel development should be set in waste based biofuels.  
 
5) Different technologies and production chains for traffic biofuel production should not be 
defined in policy documents like this one by 1st, 2nd, 3rd etc. generation biofuels, because these 
are frivolous commercial concepts for PR purposes only and they have different meaning 
depending on companies and other organizations and individuals using them. In policy 
documents scientific definitions and policy relevant definitions should be used. In the document 
at hand the greatest distinctions are to be made on one hand between biofuels replacing food 
and feed production, and biofuels not replacing food and feed production (including indirect 
land use effects), and on the other hand between biofuels improving food security and biofuels 
decreasing food security. It is irrelevant, whether these biofuels fall into which “generation”, 
however these “generations” are defined. For policymakers the “generation” definition practice 
is a distraction from addressing the real issues, which in addition to the food security include 
biodiversity, lifecycle greenhouse gas and other emissions, and other ecological and health 
issues. If “generation” definitions are used in policy documents, they should have scientific basis: 
from point of view of history of technology 23 generations of biofuels in transport applications 
have been identified (Lampinen 2009). As an example, biogas is 22nd generation biofuel. As 
another example, 1st, 2nd and 3rd generations of biofuels have all been in use for more than 
1000 years.  
 
References  
 

                                                             
2 Because biogas technology is optimal in wet conditions and it can utilize all of algae biomass.   
3  Use of methane fuels in transport is mature technology, with over 21.000 filling stations and 
over 16 million vehicles globally. Raw biogas (and raw natural gas) is never used directly. Biogas 
(and natural gas) is upgraded and then either compressed or liquefied. Upgrading technology is 
also mature and widespread.   
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Börjesson P, Tufvesson L & Lantz M (2010) Life Cycle Assessment of Biofuels in Sweden. Report 
No. 70, Department of Technology and Society, Environmental and Energy System Studies, Lund 
University, 84 p.  
 
FTF (2011) Future Transport Fuels. Report of the European Expert Group on Future Transport 
Fuels, January, 81 p.  
 
Lampinen A (2009) Roadmap of renewable energy in transport (in Finnish). Publication B:17, 
North Karelia University of Applied Sciences, Joensuu, 437 p.  
 
Lampinen A (2012) Roadmap to renewable methane economy – extended summary. Finnish 
Biogas Association & North Karelian Traffic Biogas Network Development Programme. 
Publications of North Karelian Traffic Biogas Network Development Programme 2/2012, 31 p. 
Available: www.biokaasuyhdistys.net 
 
 
6. Jean Emile Song Minyem, Ministere de l`Agriculture et du Developpement Rural, 
Cameroun  
 
[Original contribution in French]  
 
Ce rapport fouillé et bien détaillé sur les multiples facettes des biocarburants est une sonnette 
d’alarme pour les preneurs de décidons en Afrique. C'est aussi un appel a réflexion avant tout 
investissement dans les biocarburants. Il faudrait que ce rapport devienne un guide a l'intention 
des promoteurs des biocarburants. 
 
[English translation] 
 
This exhaustive and well detailed report on the multiple aspects of biofuels is a wake up cry for 
the decision makers in Africa.  It is also a call to think again before any investment in biofuels. 
This report should become a guide for the use of the promoters of biofuels. 
 
 
7. Bambang Prastowo, Indonesian agency of agricultural research and development, 
Indonesia 
 
Dear HLPE project team on biofuel and food security of FAO 
 
As announced on the website about the FAO report on Biofuel and food security, i would like to 
share my opinion, based on the Indonesian experiences so far on the developing and 
encouraging of the biofuel utilization and also how far we support the national food security 
I hope the sentence below could be inserted or included as the policy recommendation of the 
report 
My sharing is as follow : 
 
"Solid biomass resources from rural sector as potential solid biomass energy are however 
coming from agriculture crops and or the people forest. So for developing biomass energy or 
utilizing solid biomass, the sustainability of food and agriculture and forest (and environment in 
general) much be ruled as the first determinant factor. That’s why solid biomass much be 
considered also as an organic material that required by the soil/land and the crops as well, so 
the residue (even in the form of ask or burned residues) have to be put back into the soil . That 
mean, the solid biomass and it’s biomass energy much be utilized in the country where the 
biomass were taken, that mean solid biomass export or biomass trade globally have to be 
regulated"   
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Best regards,  
 
Bambang Prastowo 
 
Research professor on agric technology and mechanization and bioenergy 
Indonesian Agency of Agricultural Research and Development 
Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of Indonesia 
 
 
8. Patrick Binns, Westbrook Associates LLC, USA 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments and suggestions for improving the current 
draft of the Biofuels and Food Security report.  The team has done a good job of drawing 
attention to many of the critical issues and trade-offs that are involved with increased 
development of bioenergy resources. 
 
However, I believe that the draft report would be significantly improved by addressing the 
potential benefit and contribution that locally produced, smaller scale bioenergy resources could 
provide to enhance overall food production and achieve sustainable food security.  Although the 
report mentions “the potential … to supply meaningful quantities of bioenergy for local 
consumption without greatly taxing the world’s land use.” (p 42); there is little discussion of this 
critically important observation!  One of the most severe limitations to improving agricultural 
productivity in the Developing World is the lack of modern energy fuels and electric power that 
are needed for farm mechanization, irrigation, production of inputs, post harvest storage and 
delivering food to markets. 
 
There is a significant opportunity to increase smallholder farmer productivity through access to 
appropriate farming technologies and affordable biofuels that are produced in village-to-
watershed scaled “biorefineries.”  The potential to increase crop yields per hectare through the 
judicious use of locally produced biofuels warrants discussion and endorsement in this report.  I 
am disappointed that the local production of biofuels to power farm and non-farm rural 
enterprises is often ignored in most assessments of the bioenergy versus food security question. 
 
When considering options for local production of biofuels, the most feasible near term 
technologies tend to rely on converting 1st generation biomass feedstocks (e.g. sugar cane, 
starch crops, oilseed or palm oil, etc.) into energy dense liquid fuels.  While it is true that these 
feedstocks are also used for food or fodder; ethanol and biodiesel conversion technologies are 
relatively mature and within reach of being economically viable.   What we urgently need is 
greater attention to improving the design and engineering of smaller capacity systems and the 
adoption of sustainable, appropriately scaled feedstock cultivation practices.  It is also critically 
important to recognize that most of these processes produce by-products (e.g. oilseed meals, 
bagasse, etc.) that have substantial value as livestock feed, organic compost fertilizer and other 
uses.   A strategy to build distributed, rural biorefineries could effectively supply farmers with 
both fuel and by-product agricultural inputs that could increase farm productivity. 
 
The report also ignores the bioenergy resources produced by anaerobic digestion or thermo-
catalytic processes that convert livestock manure and organic wastes into biogas for use in 
process heat, mechanical power or electric power generation applications.   Rural biogas power 
generation and thermal energy value-added processing facilities would contribute to greater 
economic output and improved social services within rural communities.  These systems also 
produce valuable by-products in the form of organic fertilizers, livestock bedding materials and 
biochar soil amendments.  Organic composts and biochar can stimulate the ‘below ground 
biodiversity’ of beneficial microbes and fungi that are integral to soil fertility and promote plant 
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growth and resiliency.  As with the local production of liquid biofuels, decentralized biogas 
facilities in rural areas would also provide farmers with economical access to energy services 
and valuable agricultural inputs. 
 
I encourage the authors to provide greater discussion in the report of the fundamental role of 
retained crop residues in reducing soil erosion, contributing to soil organic carbon sequestration 
and recycling organic nutrients for continued soil fertility.  Far too often proponents of 2nd 
generation biofuels argue that crop residues (e.g. corn stover, etc.) are essentially ‘waste’ 
resources that have limited utility in food production systems.  Nothing could be further from 
the truth.  The beneficial use of crop residues to protect and nourish arable topsoils (as well as 
to feed livestock) must be noted and accounted for in any assessment of the availability and ‘best 
use’ of such biomass resources for 2nd generation biofuels production.    If we fail to focus on the 
need for long term stewardship of our soils, humanity will not be able to achieve sustainable 
food security. 
 
The authors have correctly emphasized that any assessment of the benefits and detriments of 
expanded production of biofuels must include consideration for how such development would 
impact humanity’s capability to achieve sustainable food security.  As this report notes, the 
production of all biomass resources, whether food or non-food, will require inputs of land, water 
and nutrients (and of course inputs of labor, capital and energy as well).  All of these inputs have 
competing uses; whether to produce food, feed and fiber; to convert to biofuels; or to recycle as 
organic nutrients and carbon to the agricultural or forest ecosystems from which they were 
sourced.  Even inedible cellulosic crop and forest residues, non-food crops and algae feedstocks 
must be considered within the context of finding optimum balances between the opportunity 
costs and benefits for these renewable, but still relatively limited photosynthetically generated 
resources. 
 
Finally, I applaud the report’s attention given to the issues of social equity and ethical treatment 
of the rural poor whose livelihoods and survival are dependent upon access to land, water and 
other productive resources.   Far too often the rights and needs of these important members of 
our society are overlooked and ignored in pursuit of grand visions of industrial development 
and wealth creation.  The report’s discussion of social responsibility and its recommendation for 
objective certification of equitable and sustainable development of biofuels is an important 
contribution to improving global attitudes, policies and practices with regards to bioenergy 
development. 
 
Patrick Binns 
 
Westbrook Associates LLC 
Seattle, WA   USA 
 
 
9. Abdul Razak Ayazi, Alternate Permanent Representative of Afghanistan to FAO, Italy 
 

We consider the Zero Draft on Biofuels and Food Security to be a science-based  policy 
review of existing literature on biofuels and related issues, leading to some key 
recommendations of relevance to developing countries, especially those facing arable land 
limitation and severe food insecurity. However, there is room for improvement on the draft 
report and we look forward for the final version, incorporating the comments received from 
many individuals and institutions through electronic consultation.  
 

Below are our comments chapter by chapter of the Zero draft report. 
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Introduction 
 
The introduction is fairly good and sets the stage for the study. However, it should inform 

the readers that renewable energy from all sources is a small portion of the  world’s total energy 
consumption (the IEA 2009 figure says 13.1%). The rest is all fossil fuel. In addition, the  global 
annual consumption of 120 billion liters of biofuels accounts for a miniscule of the overall fuel 
market for road transport. It is only 3 percent. This level of consumption is much below the 
optimistic prediction of 25% by 2050. We, therefore, suggest  the addition of a few short 
paragraphs on the composition of world’s renewable energy and the place of biofuels in total 
renewable energy.  

 
The introduction should also underscore the fact that the biofuel market, especially 

ethanol, is grossly distorted by heavy subsidies, tax credits and high trade barriers. Without 
these incentives and protective measures, biofuel production will be uneconomical for 
producers, except in some countries like Brazil. It has been documented that the cost per barrel 
of biofuel in Brazil is about half of USA and one-third of EU.     

 
The introduction should also highlight two other important things. One, that  biofuels are 

not that green as originally thought, even the second generation biofuels. Biodiesel from 
soybeans and rapeseeds have a carbon print that is considered higher than the conventional 
diesel or gasoline. Similarly, the burning of forests to prepare land for the production of 
sugarcane, soya and palm oil as feedstock releases vast quantities of CO2 and often cancels the 
climate benefits associated with biofuels.  Two, biofuel is not a panacea for world’s energy crisis. 
In fact, the present euphoria for it may be distracting attention from the urgency of finding 
alternative renewable sources of energy. However, biofuel production could be the route to next 
technological breakthrough in diversifying the sources of energy such as from wood, grass, 
organic waste and solar energy.    
 

Chapter 1 ( Biofuel Policies) 
 

There is no global or regional policy on the production and consumption of liquid 
biofuels for road transport. In fact, there is no global policy for fossil fuel either. But national 
policies exist in many developed and developing countries. However, none of the national 
policies are market driven. The policies have been put in place through legislation induced by 
environmental concerns and/or the desire to reduce reliance on imported fossil fuel. Some 
national policies have proved relatively successful and others not so successful.  

 
Unquestionably, the chapter provides a concise and thoughtful overview of national 

policies on biofuels, especially by the major players (USA,  EU, China, Brazil and India).  Section 
1.6 (country-based typologies) is very useful and may be worthwhile developing it further by 
making use of land data included in FAO’s publication ( SOLAW), especially Chapter 3 and Annex 
4,  and  taking water availability as another key factor influencing the production of feedstock for 
first generation biofuels.  

 
Given the diversity of policies pursued by developed and developing countries and the 

danger associated with their continuation, the draft report should have made an attempt to flag 
the idea of an international protocol for rationalizing the production, consumption and trade of 
biofuels.  Recommendation 2 of the draft report (i.e. the principle of prior, informed consent and 
full participation of all concerned in land investment deals) falls far short of ideas in support of a 
possible international protocol.    

 
 

Chapter 2 (Biofuels and the Technology Frontier) 
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This chapter adequately explains the technologies currently employed in the production 
of bioethanol and biodiesel and their efficiencies in terms of energy balances. However, it should 
have been more forceful by saying that technologies for first generation biofuels are evolving 
and hopefully will become more cost-effective and profitable, which, in turn, might have a 
positive influence on decisions by policy makers and farmers and processors of biofuels.  
 

The Chapter also presents an fair assessment of second generation technologies for 
biofuels, though this subject remains somewhat speculative and it is hasty to draw any firm 
conclusions. Nevertheless, one could say with a fair degree of confidence that the prospects for 
second generation technologies in developing countries do not look promising over the 
foreseeable future.   

 
The prospects and limitations of jatropha and algae in the production of biofuels are also 

fairly assessed in the draft report and the three points highlighted in section 2.3.1 are indeed  
pertinent.  
 

Chapter 3 (Biofuel, Food Prices, Hunger and Poverty) 
 

In tracing the precise effects of biofuels on food prices and of the latter on hunger and 
poverty is by no means a linear process and therefore the subject is open to question. However, 
the linkages between these variable cannot be denied. The main argument used in the literature 
is that the production of biofuel takes away grains from the global commodity markets, thereby 
forcing food prices to rise and encouraging farmers to clear tropical forests for new agricultural 
land. Therefore, we tend to go along with the statement on page 22 of the draft report which 
says “In truth, we do not know what percentage of reduction in consumption the food insecure 
experience when crops are diverted to biofuels and prices rise. Yet these very rough figures provide 
reason to believe the effects is substantial and could be extremely substantial”.  
 

The experience of the last decade as presented in section 3.2 is undoubtedly valuable but 
it is largely based on  events in one major biofuel producer (USA). The inclusion of experience 
from other biofuel producers would have enhanced the quality of the chapter.  

 
The influence of other factors as explained in section 3.3 is appropriate and convincing 

but putting the culprit on Chinese Stock Management may be somewhat premature. We find the 
contents of sections 3.4.2 , 3.4.3 and 3.5 to be useful, especially 3.5 which places the future 
demand and price effect of biofuels in proper perspective. 
  

Chapter 4 (Biofuel and Land) 
 

It is difficult to grasp the core essence of this chapter? Does it relate to land use in 
general or to some specific aspects of land use influenced by the increase in the production of 
biofuel feedstock, whether this be food crops or lignocellulosic material?  

 
Generally speaking, we have no problem with the information assembled in the chapter.  

What is not clear is in what way the analysis presented is linked to biofuels.  
 
 In our judgment , the parts of land use relevant to biofuels are sections 4.2.2, 4.2.3 and 

4.2.4. The rest of the chapter is marginally related to the subject matter under discussion. 
  

There is a general consensus that biofuels, which feed vehicles, is taking away a lot of 
land from crops which feed human beings and animals. This situation is unsustainable and 
therefore must come to an end. In this connection, the OECD estimates that in the absence of 
new technology, North America and the EU would require between 30 to 70 % of their crop area 
if 10%  of their transport fuel were to be met from biofuel.  
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With good confidence one can say that a sharp increase in the production of biofuel 

feedstock, either from virgin land or from the intensification of existing crop area, is 
undermining many ecosystem service.  
 

Chapter 5 (Social Implications of Biofuels) 
 

The basic purpose of this chapter should be clarified. That said, the three points raised in 
the chapter (certification schemes for social compliance; gender issues in biofuels; and the 
multiple use of biomass to ensure energy security) are all important and need to be given 
serious consideration. And it is good to see that the three points are reflected in the brief section 
on recommendations. Yet, the three points should have been parts of the broader picture.  

 
We support the importance of the four principles mentioned at the bottom of page 53. 

 
Draft Policy Recommendations 

 
Each of the 11 paragraphs in this section has a message. However, in some paragraphs it is 

not clear as to what is being recommended.  From our reading of the 3 pages, we conclude that:  
 

• The last bold sentences of the first six paragraphs can definitely be considered as 
recommendations; 

• Paragraph 10 related to alternative policy measures is a good one but it needs to be 
formulated in the language of a recommendation; 

• From the remaining four paragraphs (paragraphs 7, 8, 9 and 11), it is not clear what the 
recommendations are? 

 
For ease of reading, it is advisable to number the recommendations. 

 
Finally, we wish to suggest the inclusion of a small chapter devoted exclusively to the 

benefits and risks associated with biofuels. This should come before the recommendations.  
 
 
10. Eric Sievers, Ethanol Europe, Hungary 
 
Please find below a critique of the Biofuels and Food Security draft report of January 9, 2013.  It 
is emblematic of the analytical weaknesses, biases and narrow scope of the authors that their 
conclusions, if accepted, result in a proof that no European or Asian or South American biofuels 
policies or mandates have any impact whatsoever on food security.  We attribute this bizarre 
result to the authors not following the HLPE methodology guidelines, not assembling a literature 
review, not respecting basic rules of social science analysis, and possessing inadequate 
technological or industrial context and awareness. 
 
Best Regards / Üdvözlettel, 
 
Eric Sievers 
Chief Executive Officer 
Ethanol Europe 
Hungary 
 

Reactions to Biofuels and Food Security VO Draft January 9, 2013 
Eric W. Sievers, J.D., Ph.D., CEO Ethanol Europe Renewables Limited 

 
Summary: 
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• The logical consequence of the paper's main argument is, bizarrely, that no European 

biofuels mandate could possibly have any impact on global food prices; and 
• The paper is not a literature review, but an opinion piece.  Worse, to the extent the paper 

tries to advance a novel theory, its methodology is unscientific and its results 
unsupported even by the sources cited by the authors. 

 
"Science-based comparative literature analysis": The Introduction states that the authors' duty 
is to produce a paper meeting this standard4.  Yet, curiously for a paper that aspires to be a 
survey, its major effort is in advancing an unpublished theory of the link between ethanol and 
agricultural prices. 
 
Data and Sources: The HLPE rules state that "The HLPE shall use all available and documented 
forms of knowledge, academic or peer reviewed sources, and other sources as well, as soon as the 
evidence is documented and publicly available, and the quality of the material assessed and 
referenced".  The paper fails this instruction because; it (i) makes no effort to update, confirm or 
verify technical information about industry efficiencies and yields, even though such information 
is generally available (albeit in industry and governmental reports instead of in journals) and (ii) 
in selecting sources from among available academic articles, it latches onto articles whose 
conclusions are appealing, no matter how weak such articles are otherwise. 
 

Data and Sources (Industry): Biofuels have achieved many improvements in energy savings, 
yields and costs in recent years.  However, academic papers analyzing such technical 
information often rely on decades-long repetitions of figures from earlier work, and it is well-
known within the biofuels industry that academic views of the industry are often obsolete. 
Examples of such obsolescence include: 

 
• The graphic on page 17 is visually appealing, but its inclusion in a survey that should 

have a qualitative filter is unwarranted.  The graphic is highly misleading; anyone with 
direct recent commercial (as opposed to academic) knowledge of more than two of the 
fuels listed will conclude that the graphic is incorrect.  Consider that if the chart were 
correct, industry would be building immense new sugarcane ethanol capacities and 
sugar beet plants instead of wheat plants.  Empirical investment trends loudly contradict 
the chart. 

• Similarly, Table 1 on page 18 looks interesting, but it has no place in a paper with a 
qualitative filter.  First, it is irrelevant; it is entirely unrelated to any thesis of the paper.  
Second, it is incorrect; anyone with recent direct industry knowledge will reject it as 
impossible to reconcile with physical reality.  For example, wheat and corn are so similar 
(both as crops and as ethanol feedstock) that there is no physical possibility for their 
results to diverge so as to make them qualitatively different in terms of energy outcomes 
or EROI. 

 

                                                             

4 The authors and reviewers are encouraged to look to a recent work with a similar stated 
objective for an example of what a survey of available, rather than sympathetic (see further 
comments on this below), literature would entail.  Institute for European Environmental Policy, 
EU Biofuel Use and Agricultural Commodity Prices: A Review of the Evidence Base, July 2012.  
www.ieep.eu/assets/947/IEEP_Biofuels_and_food_prices_June_2012.pdf   

http://www.ieep.eu/assets/947/IEEP_Biofuels_and_food_prices_June_2012.pdf
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Data and Sources (Academia):  The paper's bibliography is arbitrary, with no chronological, 
publication, journal or other organizing criterion other than bias.  The bibliography cites sources 
sympathetic to the authors' arguments (without regard to the quality of such sources) and 
ignores other sources.  When it does cite other sources, it often misrepresents their findings.  A 
full list of the paper's questionable selection and use of sources would be as long as the paper 
itself, so only one example is detailed below. 

 
• As a key element of the paper's argument that econometric model results, which show 

low price impacts from food policy should be discarded, the paper cites Roberts (2010).  
However, Roberts (2010)5 was never peer-reviewed, nor has it received any 
endorsement from academia.  The paper is the first source, apparently, ever to cite it.  
Roberts (2010) is cited to prove that econometric models do not account for reduced 
human consumption and so the low estimated price impacts of econometric models are 
misleading as a proxy for nutrition.  The paper then notes that Roberts (2010) suggests 
that 30% of calories used by biofuel are permanently removed from the market, leading 
to the clear and intentional inference that it is human consumption that is declining 30%. 

• However, the paper neglects to mention that the level of this reduced human 
consumption is specifically estimated on page 18 of Roberts (2010) to be only 1.5% at 
the level of biofuels impacts discussed by the paper.  In fact, this low figure directly 
contradicts the paper's express claim that "the world's food insecure on average would 
reduce their consumption by 9.5%  . . . [and] by 2020 . . . their reduction in food 
consumption would reach 40%"; and 

• this misrepresentation by omission is accompanied by a misrepresentation by 
commission; Roberts (2010) states that, after accounting for co-products, only up to 20% 
of calories are not replaced in his model6, which can be inferred to mean that total 
human consumption declines by 1% not 1.5%.  This 1% contrasts hopelessly with the 
paper's conclusion (based, ironically, solely on Roberts (2010), and misrepresentations 
thereof) that "[w]e have reasonable evidence that [the hunger and malnutrition] that 
results from reduced demand is substantial." 

 

                                                             
5 Roberts (2010) also predicts 19 million acres of new cropland due to U.S. ethanol policy (and a 
global expansion of total world agricultural acreage of 2%) and claims that Brazil would need 3 
times as much land as the U.S. to replace corn.  The problem with Roberts is that empirical 
reality does not match the Roberts model of the world.  The world is not moving that much land 
into new corn production (or anything even remotely close to that, even though corn demand is 
increasing from many sectors, not just ethanol), not all calories are the same (Roberts argues 
that there is no need to distinguish between protein, starch, fat, etc., even though markets pay 
multiples for protein over starch), ethanol plants do not have the low yields stated by Roberts, 
there is no debate in actual commodity markets about whether corn distillers' grains have 
nutritional value, the US corn supply is not stuck at 2007 levels, and Brazil is not anywhere near 
as bad at growing corn as Roberts, for whatever reason, believes.  To read Roberts is to be 
confronted with a fairly zany view of how the world works, in which facts matter much less than 
his own particular model of the world.  Indeed, in December 2012, Roberts came out with a new 
working paper (NBER 18659), according to which, his model showed that U.S. yields declined by 
23% in 2012.  In the actual world, U.S. yields declined by nowhere near that much in 2012, and 
yields are calculated using actual data and not based on a theoretical model. 
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Indeed, this mode of arguing is the, quite unfortunate, foundation of the paper.  Throughout the 
paper, summary sections claim that previous pages prove, show or demonstrate things that the 
paper never proves, shows or demonstrates, and which are often entirely unsupported by 
scientific research7, industry realities and economic trends. 
 
Components of Food Security:  The Introduction states that "[f]ood security will be analyzed in 
light of the four components comprising the FAO definition, adopted by the HLPE, namely: 
access whose principal determinant is the ratio price of food/income, availability which is 
associated with the resources for food production . . . stability . . . and use. [emphases added]".  
The report then proceeds to ignore these four criteria in their entirety.  For example, the 
vulnerable community most often cited is "sub-Saharan Africa", yet there is no discussion of food 
prices and incomes in that region. 
 

This omission is significant.  The graph above (using World Bank income information and 
nutritional information derived from Oxfam's 2012 The Hunger Grains report) shows a 
correlation between African incomes and the biofuels policies surveyed in the paper.  The 
correlation suggests that biofuels policies have boosted trends in increases in African incomes.  If 
that were true it would suggest that biofuels policies unambiguously contribute to food security. 
 
Of course, biofuels policies are not a proximate cause of this increase in African incomes, but a 
paper that adhered to its stated methodology would necessarily look much different than what 
the authors are presenting.  Indeed, contrary to the chart above, the paper states on page 38 that 
"people in sub-Saharan Africa will still be able to afford only extremely limited quantities." 
 
The Novel Theory: On page 23, the paper declares that "biofuels have a played a predominant 
role in the increases in food prices and volatility since 2004."  While the meaning of 

                                                             
7 In particular, we recommend that the authors and reviewers read FAO. Biofuel co – products as 
livestock feed – Opportunities and challengers, edited by Harinder P.S. Makkar. Rome, 2012. 
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"predominant" is not crystal clear, this statement would seem to, at the least, suggest that 
biofuels are responsible for more than 50% of food price increases and volatility since 2004.  
However, the paper provides: 
 

• no information about the link between food prices and biofuels, even noting (correctly) 
that commodity prices and food prices are entirely different things; 

• no evidence that biofuels have been responsible for 50% or more of commodity price 
increases over the past 8 years, which is not surprising since there is in fact no evidence 
of that scale of impact and almost no one who even tries to argue for that kind of scale; 
and 

• no discussion of any kind about price volatility. 
 
Arguably, the most frequent use of the paper will be by stakeholders who claim that the paper 
"proves" the role of biofuels in price increases and price volatility- and perhaps these claims will 
also include the word "predominant".  That is terribly unfortunate since the authors not only do 
not "prove" anything of the sort according to any accepted standard of social science 
investigation, they don't even analyze price or volatility impacts at all.  One wonders how an 
international institution can appoint scientists ostensibly to use their scientific skills, knowledge 
and ability to be impartial and then accept work that objectively is unscientific and politicized.  
Even worse, one wonders how an international institution could put the weight of its name 
behind the work product of such a detour from professional behavior. 
 
Indeed, to substantiate its claims, the paper makes no effort to survey strong or recent or 
compelling science (which would already get the role of the authors backwards; they are not 
supposed to make claims and then prove them but instead they are supposed to review and 
summarize available science and other reports).  Indeed, instead of acting as the HLPE mission 
requires, they strive to advance a novel hypothesis that biofuels have been the dominant factor 
in agricultural commodity price increases over the last decade.  More specifically, the paper 
argues that U.S. ethanol policy (i) linked corn prices to the oil price and (ii) corn prices spread 
this effect to all other agricultural products.8 
 
One wonders why this theory (or any unpublished theory) is included in a literature review.  
However, as it is included, some scientific observations can be made about why this theory must 
be rejected.  Ironically, it must be observed that the authors' zeal to campaign against biofuels 
has left them blind to two logical (and so unavoidable) implications of their own theory, both of 
which end in the observation that the paper's theory means that food security organizations 
should no longer pay attention to biofuels mandates as well as evidence that the authors have 
dispensed with the concept of symmetry (discussed below).  First, if U.S. ethanol policy accounts 
for all of the impacts of biofuels on food prices, then other jurisdictions can pursue whatever 
biofuels mandates they want without concern about having any impact at all on food prices.  
Second, once the U.S. fuels industry begins discretionary blending (buying ethanol not because 
of any mandate but purely because of its low price and thereby displacing the U.S. mandates), 
then no mandates matter anywhere; every country on the planet can now abolish all biofuels 
mandates and that will have no impact on prices.  Likewise, they can adopt new mandates 

                                                             
8 To be fair, on page 23, the authors also note a secondary explanation, which is that agricultural 
supply has not been growing as fast as agricultural demand, in part due to biofuels.  However, 
this secondary argument (which is perfectly reasonable) attracts no attention from the authors 
in their advancement of their theory, so I will ignore it also in this section. 
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without price impacts.  Relevant to this last observation, discretionary blending is now driving 
the U.S. market (at least according to the U.S. government in late 2012).9 
 
The authors' novel theory is based upon a decidedly passionate view of the biofuels industry as 
one unconcerned with rational actions.  The authors declare that "it has made economic sense 
for biofuel producers to drive up grain prices dramatically," intimating that biofuels managers 
take no effort to keep down costs.  Later (in a perversion of the scientific method), the authors 
state that anyone wishing to challenge their theory must offer "a cogent explanation of why 
ethanol producers would not have bid up the price of ethanol [sic., they mean corn] near to these 
amounts as oil prices rose." 
 
Here is that requested cogent explanation: 
 

• when U.S. ethanol plants go bankrupt, the reason is usually and objectively that high corn 
prices make them uncompetitive.  Accordingly, within the U.S. biofuel industry, the 
driving objective is to buy corn inexpensively and to avoid actions that push the price of 
corn up; 

• in this, ethanol producers have exactly the same incentives as any other corn purchaser, 
meaning that any corn purchaser could have the same impacts on the market as ethanol; 
and 

• most importantly, U.S. ethanol producers are not, and never were, paid for their product 
based on the oil price.  While there is a correlation between the ethanol price and the oil 
price, there is also a correlation between the corn price and the oil price.  As everyone in 
the U.S. ethanol industry knows, the market price of ethanol is, first and foremost, based 
on the corn price.  The statistical correlation between ethanol price and oil price is 
positive and weak.  Between the ethanol price and corn price, it is positive and strong, 
which is exactly why the single largest microeconomic concern of an ethanol plant is to 
avoid overpaying for corn.  The whole concept of "bidding up" the corn price is suicide.  
Accordingly, it is inconceivable that the authors could present such a ludicrous theory 
and comply with the HLPE guidelines concerning data and information since anyone in 
the U.S. ethanol industry would happily describe for them the realities of the industry. 

 
Actual data makes any further detailed discussion of the author's theory, as they present it, a 
waste of time.  However, it bears noting that a responsible investigation of the theory would: 
 

• track the U.S. prices of corn, ethanol and oil from 2004 to the end of 2012 (all readily 
available data) and note the statistical correlations between the commodities (and at this 
first stage the theory, as stated, would need to be abandoned) 

• the theory could be restated to note (without the Manichean overtones of the original 
theory) that there is a correlation between oil prices and corn prices.  An investigation of 
this theory (which has already been done by many people) would tease out the pathways 
for this interrelationship, which include fertilizer, transport, and ethanol.  Unlike the 
authors, these objective studies conclude that fertilizer and transport are historically 
more important pathways than ethanol, but it is clear that ethanol is not an unimportant 

                                                             
9www.epa.gov%2Fotaq%2Ffuels%2Frenewablefuels%2Fdocuments%2F420f12075.pdf&ei=TZ
DkUNa9FMSk4ATdwoCwCA&usg=AFQjCNF-
EkYZdHuPv_3TyBMyJQbUBd1eFQ&bvm=bv.1355534169,d.Yms 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=epa%20decision%20to%20deny%20requests%20for%20waiver%20of%20the%20renewable%20fuel%20standard%20-%20regulatory%20announcement%20(ep-420-f-12-075%2C%20november%202012)&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&ved=0CDAQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.epa.gov%2Fotaq%2Ffuels%2Frenewablefuels%2Fdocuments%2F420f12075.pdf&ei=TZDkUNa9FMSk4ATdwoCwCA&usg=AFQjCNF-EkYZdHuPv_3TyBMyJQbUBd1eFQ&bvm=bv.1355534169,d.Yms
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=epa%20decision%20to%20deny%20requests%20for%20waiver%20of%20the%20renewable%20fuel%20standard%20-%20regulatory%20announcement%20(ep-420-f-12-075%2C%20november%202012)&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&ved=0CDAQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.epa.gov%2Fotaq%2Ffuels%2Frenewablefuels%2Fdocuments%2F420f12075.pdf&ei=TZDkUNa9FMSk4ATdwoCwCA&usg=AFQjCNF-EkYZdHuPv_3TyBMyJQbUBd1eFQ&bvm=bv.1355534169,d.Yms
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=epa%20decision%20to%20deny%20requests%20for%20waiver%20of%20the%20renewable%20fuel%20standard%20-%20regulatory%20announcement%20(ep-420-f-12-075%2C%20november%202012)&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&ved=0CDAQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.epa.gov%2Fotaq%2Ffuels%2Frenewablefuels%2Fdocuments%2F420f12075.pdf&ei=TZDkUNa9FMSk4ATdwoCwCA&usg=AFQjCNF-EkYZdHuPv_3TyBMyJQbUBd1eFQ&bvm=bv.1355534169,d.Yms
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factor and could also in some scenarios become more important than fertilizer or 
transport; 

• after the authors determine how much of a bridge ethanol is between oil and corn prices, 
they will need to research how much a change in corn price impacts wheat prices 
(strongly), barley prices (not so strong), rice prices (weak) and prices of other primary 
commodities (weak).  The assumed causal pathway for corn impacting global commodity 
prices would be a reduction in corn exports as U.S. corn is diverted away from exports to 
U.S. ethanol.  Abundant research on the interrelationship between corn and other 
primary commodities exists, and it is easy to look at U.S. corn export numbers.  
Unfortunately for the fate of the authors' theory, the trend in US corn exports from 2004 
to 2012 is not one of declines (indeed, the entire "missing piece of the puzzle" in terms of 
the authors' misrepresentations on many issues is the fact that U.S. corn harvests have 
been increasing dramatically over the last decade), and, also, there is simply zero 
evidence at all that corn price increases automatically and particularly raise the prices of 
all other agricultural commodities.  The authors' casual declaration that a corn price 
increase of any amount accounts for every food price increase is bizarre and will never 
find support among rational reviewers. 
 

Inflation:  On page 30, the authors correctly note that some price increases may be 
misrepresented by use of the U.S. dollar as the unit of measurement.  They note that price 
increases measured in Euros would look smaller, and then they declare that "there is no clearly 
preferable currency for measuring world crop prices."  While this is true, there is one preferable 
metric for measuring prices in the circumstances we face today in which (i) the commonly used 
currencies are all subject to various degrees of quantitative easing and devaluation, and (ii) 
when measured in almost any common currency, most things are getting more expensive.  
Indeed, it does look like basically everything is getting more expensive (indeed, the number of 
global commodities that are not getting more expensive can be counted on one's fingers). 
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The metric to turn to, then, is gold.  It is not ideal, only useful, but its utility is specifically needed 
when currencies devalue.  Taking the chart above, extending it back ten years, and converting it 
to gold presents a radically different picture of cost increases.  Note, however, that this new 
chart pairs well with the chart on African incomes at the beginning of this response, in which 
food is actually getting less expensive for most people in the developing world. 
 

 
Commodity Nature of  Feedstocks:  The authors imply that biofuels feedstocks are "food" or 
"fuel", both implicitly and by referring to them as "internationally traded edible crops" (page 4).  
However, these crops (sugar; corn, etc.) are not traded internationally as food (at least not in any 
nutritionally significant sense) in significant quantities.  Sugar is used as a food ingredient (often 
in ways that have no relevance to food security), as an ingredient in luxury food products 
(candies), as ethanol feedstock, as feedstock for beverage alcohol, as feedstock for industrial 
alcohol, and for many other purposes that are neither for food nor fuel.  To an even greater 
degree, feed corn is an international commodity pursued as an ingredient in animal feeds, 
batteries, alcohol, explosives, bioplastics, fuel ethanol, production of pellets for stoves, paper and 
many other industries.  Therefore, the mental image of corn being taken from the mouths of the 
hungry in a developing country to be put into an ethanol plant is both compelling and 
misleading.  A kernel of corn in America grown before the biofuels mandates had a very small, 
probably only 10%, chance of reaching a human mouth in the developing world (and was much 
more likely instead to go to an animal mouth or industrial use).  With the biofuels mandates, a 
kernel of corn grown in America has pretty much exactly the same chance of reaching a human 
mouth in the developing world (because the U.S. now grows much more corn in response to its 
biofuels mandates).  And, to the extent that there is a battle for that corn, the struggle is not 
neatly between "food" and "fuel" but among food, feed, industry and fuel.  Further, when "fuel" 
takes the corn, it uses only the carbohydrates (the empty calories whose nutritional value and 
whose market value are both insignificant) and puts the remaining nutritional elements back 
into the international food chain.  So, most of the time, the simplistic binary relationship 
assumed in the paper is not true, and none of the time is such a simple view of markets at all 
correct.  In summary, since the authors are interested in price impacts, an analysis limited to a 
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false view of markets and the objectively and incontrovertible false assumptions that all calories 
are identically important for human nutrition or identically priced is a priori invalid. 

 
Role of Governments: The paper 
proceeds from a curious and 
unstated assumption that 
governments distort agricultural 
markets through biofuels 
subsidies, which is, of course, 
true.  However, governments 
distort agricultural markets in a 
range of ways, a large number of 
which have impacts on 
agricultural producers that are 
an order of magnitude greater 
than biofuel policies, as 
evidenced by the chart on the 
next page and as evidenced by 
the fact that agricultural 
subsidies worldwide likely total 
half a trillion dollars per year.  
Viewing biofuels policies in 
isolation of these other 
government policies is ultimately 
unproductive and misleading, 
especially when it can be argued 
(easily) that farmer changes in 
behavior in the developed world 
are probably more influenced by 
policy changes than by price 
signals in any given year.  For 
example, biofuels policies are 
introduced in some jurisdictions 
to replace other governmental 
subsidy programs, such as set-
aside or intervention programs.  
In some cases, the only reason 
why a more distorting (and/or 

production reducing) subsidy can be removed is because of the benefit promised by a biofuel 
program.  Accordingly, an accurate analysis of the impacts of such biofuels policies on 
agricultural markets must take into account not absolute market distortions, but contextual 
market distortions.  If a biofuels mandate takes the place of a system of set-aside payments, then 
it would be easy to see how biofuels facilitate food security rather than challenge it. 
 
Symmetry: When a theory of economic impacts is correct, it will work in both directions.  For 
example, if increased petrol prices are the cause for toll roads being used less, then lower prices 
will cause increased toll road use.  It is a mainstay of social science theory and methodology that 
arguments of causation must work in both directions.  Unfortunately, the authors repeatedly 
forget this basic tenet of methodology. 
 

• They state that increasing food prices cause people to eat less.  Biofuel feedstock prices 
were much lower in 2009 and 2010 than in 2008.  Did people eat more?  Corn prices 
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today are almost 20% lower than in September 2012.  Does that mean that people will 
eat more?  Why would that happen if production has not increased? 

• Biofuels markets in Europe and North America likely produced less biofuel in 2012 than 
in 2011.  And they are likely to produce less biofuel in 2013 than in 2011.  According to 
the authors' litany of ills caused by increasing biofuels production, this decreased use of 
biofuels should result in a corresponding litany of food security and other benefits.  The 
authors, naturally, may claim that the 2012 drought means that there is less "food" and 
so no such benefits should be expected.  However, putting aside all populist claims about 
the 2012 drought, the 2012 crop year was, as an indisputable fact,10 the second largest 
for grains in human history, and it yielded so much extra grain (over 2008, 2009 and 
2010 harvests) that this fact must be addressed. 

• On page 5, the authors write "The pressure of higher priced agricultural inputs on final 
food prices has become particularly acute in 2012 in the US, where the tightness of corn 
markets was exposed by the prolonged drought and led to the unprecedented import of 
corn into the US from Brazil."  Elsewhere, the authors note that the prices of agricultural 
commodities have very low impact on final food prices in the most developed countries, 
yet that fact is forgotten in this statement.  Likewise, the authors also fail to consider (the 
easily verifiable fact) that Brazil is exporting because it is becoming exceptionally good 
at growing corn (and so increasing food security).  The very fact that Brazil is one of the 
world's largest corn growers belies much of the paper itself, which implicitly assumes 
that there is a finite amount of agricultural production in the world and, therefore, a zero 
sum game between food and fuel.  Yet, Brazil has increased annual harvests of corn from 
about 6 tons/hectare in 2000 to about 9 tons today.  To engage in some symmetrical 
analysis, the paper also notes that the US now exports ethanol to Brazil, which is equally 
unprecedented but elicits no emotional reaction from the authors.  If the authors were 
consistent in their analysis, Brazilian imports of ethanol would have been mentioned as, 
to mirror the words of the authors, "exposing the tightness" of Brazil's energy markets, 
which would, of course, be untrue.  Commodities are traded based upon price, and an 
exceptionally good harvest in Brazil, now the world's fifth largest corn producer, has 
made Brazilian corn competitive against U.S. corn even at some U.S. ports.  There need 
not be, nor is there, anything sinister about such an event.  Moreover, when developing 
countries gain access to the U.S. market for products that are traditionally produced only 
in the United States, that often leads to strong benefits for that developing market.  That 
is the history of electronics, automobiles and many other products over the years. 
 

Factual Errors: 
 

• There has been no decision in the EU to cap crop-based biofuels.  There is a proposal 
only, and this proposal is not well-received.  (Executive Summary first page; page 14) 

• The EU has no renewable fuels directive or mandate.  The Renewable Energy Directive 
does not mandate any use or blending of biofuels; the entire 10% obligation could 
theoretically come from electric vehicles, biogas or any other renewable sources that 
displace fossil fuel in the transport sector (Executive Summary first page; page 7) 

                                                             
10 The "WASDE" report  is the most respected authority on this type of data.  See 
usda01.library.cornell.edu/usda/current/wasde. 
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• On page 7, the authors write that the EU is "structurally" dependent on biofuel imports.  
While the EU is dependent, the reason is not structural but economic.  Whereas the US 
has had about 95% capacity utilization of its ethanol fleet most of the time, Europe's 
biofuels facilities have capacity utilization rates of only around 50%. 

• Table 2 on page 18 cannot be included.  A review of scientific literature must include and 
even privilege recent literature.  This chart is not a summary of current scientific 
thinking.  The chart only relies on the state of the field at the end of the last decade and 
fails to provide minimum relevant information (for example, what baseline gasoline or 
diesel emissions are assumed).  Likewise, it fails to explain how it is even possible for 
emissions savings to exceed 100%. 

• The analysis of second generation fuels on page 20 omits what is either the first or 
second most important factor in determining where second generation production will 
occur.  Feedstock cost is, always, the largest cost of a first generation biofuels facility and 
so the plants with the lowest production costs tend to be located where feedstock is least 
expensive.  Second generation plants, especially cellulosic, have two primary 
components of production cost- feedstock and energy- since energy costs per unit of 
production are two to four times higher than for first generation.  Accordingly, 
jurisdictions with low natural gas and electricity prices will favor second generation 
production.  This is not to belittle the observations made in the section, only to 
emphasize that there is no question that it is specifically the United States and Canada 
that will be at the center of this industry globally unless there is a material structural 
change in global commodity markets. 

• On page 32, the paper claims that "the increase in biofuel production since 2004 has 
commandeered roughly 22.7 million hectares of [lands]."  There is no possible basic to 
include this statement or the authors' calculations behind it in a serious paper.  Their 
methodology betrays a complete lack of understanding of commodity markets, their data 
is incorrect, and they ignore actual yield increases experienced due to biofuels demand. 

• On page 33, the authors write that "the evidence is abundant that the rate of demand 
growth has created agricultural markets that are well out of long-term equilibrium, with 
prices in excess of production costs."  This statement discusses (i) rates of demand 
growth, (ii) equilibrium, and (iii) equilibrium prices, and the authors get each of these 
wrong in both fact and theory.  Rates of demand growth for biofuel feedstocks are falling 
not increasing (and the paper in several places bases its argument on the false 
assumption that they are increasing), which is a verifiable fact, and which is part of a 
trend that predates any large scale biofuels production.  Rates of price volatility for 
biofuel feedstocks are increasing, and biofuels may or may not be to blame (the authors 
never look at this issue), but volatility itself precludes equilibrium.  Any farmer who gets 
his production costs for his crop won't be farming for long, and anyone who writes 
something suggesting that a healthy agricultural market is one in which farmers only get 
their production costs back is someone arguing for a future massive decline in harvests, 
which will not do much to help alleviate hunger and malnutrition.  More broadly, the 
authors' focus on costs of production as a determinant of price is simply irrelevant to an 
investigation of why prices have increased; all of their observations apply equally to oil.  
Production costs for oil over the past decade have not increased as rapidly as the cost of 
oil itself.  Rather than being a sinister or unusual situation, as the authors intimate, the 
authors would be wise to realize that all they are doing is describing commodity markets 
in general and that the magnitude of the disassociation of production cost to sale cost is 
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probably larger for most commodities than it is for agricultural commodities, meaning 
that they are actually arguing against themselves. 

 
 
11. Derecho a la alimentación. URGENTE, Spain 
 
Estimados amigos y amigas: 
  
Las ONG españolas que impulsamos la campaña "Derecho a la alimentación. URGENTE" 
coincidimos con la preocupación manifestada en el borrador 0 del informe sobre el negativo 
impacto que pueden tener los agrocombustibles en la seguridad alimentaria. 
 
Aportamos en continuación algunas reflexiones sobre: 
 

• - Posible impacto en el acceso de población rural a biomasa para sus propios usos. 
• - Cuestionamiento del modelo agrícola con que, en términos generales, se están 

produciendo los agrcombustibles. 
• - Necesidad de evaluación caso por caso para poder verificar si la producción de un 

biocombustible es económicamente rentable, ecológicamente sostenible, 
ambientalmente positiva y socialmente no dañina. 

• - Peligro de producir impactos medioambientales y sociales negativos para buscar 
rentabilidad en la producción de agrocombustibles 

• - Impacto de la producción de agrocombustibles en la disponibildiad y acceso a los 
alimentos. 

• - Cuestionamiento de las politicas públicas de promoción de los agrocombustibles, en 
concreto las de la Unión Europea. 

• - Necesidad de respetar, proteger y garantizar el derecho humano a la alimentación; 
establecimiento de certificaciones en los procesos de producción de agrocombustibles. 

 
Agradecemos la oportunidad de participar en esta consulta. 
Un cordial saludo 
 

Aportaciones y comentarios de la campaña 
“Derecho a la alimentación. URGENTE” 

 
1. Todavía hoy una parte importante de la población mundial, especialmente personas que viven 
en situación de pobreza en zonas rurales, siguen utilizando la biomasa como su principal 
combustible, con el trabajo añadido que conlleva reunirlo. En general, aquellos países con un 
menor PIB per cápita son los que utilizan en mayor proporción la biomasa como fuente de 
energía, que sigue suponiendo alrededor del  13 % de toda la energía utilizada a nivel 
mundial11.  Algunos de los grandes proyectos de producción de agrocombustibles pueden 
dejar a las comunidades sin la posibilidad de conseguir esta biomasa (leña, paja, etc.) al 
acaparar grandes extensiones de terreno en las que habitualmente se proveen. 
 
2. El modelo de producción agroindustrial que se ha impulsado con fuerza durante los últimos 
30 ó 40 años ha tenido, entre otros, el efecto de vincular estrechamente los precios del petróleo 
y de los alimentos, entre otras cosas porque este tipo de agricultura industrial utiliza el petróleo 

                                                             
11 Se pueden consultar detalles al respecto en ANDRÉ, Francisco. Los biocombustibles. Estado de 
la cuestión, Madrid: ICEI, 2009, pag. 8-9 
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como principal fuente de energía12 y requiere un amplio uso de fertilizantes y pesticidas que, en 
muchos casos, derivan del petróleo o del gas natural.  
 
Esta relación entre el petróleo y la agricultura implica que la evolución de los precios del crudo 
tiene un impacto directo en los precios de los alimentos y, por tanto, en la seguridad alimentaria, 
especialmente de aquellas poblaciones más vulnerables, que destinan un alto porcentaje de sus 
ingresos (entre el 60 y el 80 %) a su alimentación. En el gráfico siguiente se compara la 
evolución que han tenido en los últimos 15 años los precios del petróleo y el índice de precios de 
los alimentos elaborado por la FAO (media anual); podemos observar el paralelismo tan acusado 
que siguen ambas líneas, especialmente en los últimos cinco años, en que se ha producido la 
crisis alimentaria de 2007-2008 y un nuevo repunte a partir de la segunda mitad de 2010. Estos 
dos recientes episodios de crisis alimentaria se han producido en momentos de fuerte 
incremento del precio del petróleo, evidenciando los vínculos entre unos y otros. 
 

 
Fuente: “Seguridad alimentaria y seguridad global”. Cuadernos de Estrategia nº 161. Instituto 
Español de Estudios Estratégicos. Tomado del capítulo “Agrocombustibles y seguridad 
alimentaria” 
 
A la vista de esto, debería hacerse un cuestionamiento sobre los modelos de desarrollo 
agrícola, su sostenibilidad y su impacto en la seguridad alimentaria y nutricional a nivel 
global.  
 
Se ha dicho que el auge de los agrocombustibles puede constituir una oportunidad para 
revitalizar muchas áreas rurales y que puede resultar beneficioso para los campesinos. Pero no 
hay que olvidar que la mayor parte de las explotaciones agrícolas destinadas a producir las 
materias primas necesarias adoptan sistemas agroindustriales que no suelen ayudar a que 
mejoren las condiciones de los pequeños campesinos, sino que en muchas ocasiones los 
desplazan y los desposeen de sus tierras.  
 

                                                             
12 Según datos de la Agencia Internacional de Energía, el petróleo supone aproximadamente el 
60 % de la energía utilizada en la agricultura en los países más desarrollados, y hasta el 80 % en 
los menos desarrollados. 
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3.    Es bastante probable que, al hablar de biocombustibles, el público con limitada información 
al respecto, piense en una realidad uniforme. Sin embargo, podemos encontrar un amplio 
abanico de posibilidades partiendo de las materias primas utilizadas para producirlos y sus 
rendimientos (litros de biocombustible producidos por hectárea cultivada), el lugar donde se 
producen y sus condiciones, así como tomando también en cuenta el tipo de combustible 
producido e incluso los procedimientos aplicados en su fabricación. El panorama que aparece al 
estudiar estas variables es bastante complejo. Esto hace que se deba hacer una evaluación 
caso por caso para poder verificar si la producción de un biocombustible es 
económicamente rentable, ecológicamente sostenible, ambientalmente positiva y 
socialmente no dañina. 
 

4. Para valorar el balance de emisiones de GEI de un agrocombustible, debemos tener en cuenta,  
además de las emisiones causadas por la combustión, las que puedan producirse en todo el ciclo 
de su producción y consumo: siembra y cosecha del cultivo; cambios en el uso de la tierra; 
proceso de transformación de la materia prima en agrocombustible; transporte de la materia 
prima y del producto final, almacenaje, distribución y venta al por menor del agrocombustible, 
etc. Así, por ejemplo, la utilización de abonos nitrogenados en las prácticas de agricultura 
intensiva produce óxido nitroso, gas de efecto invernadero con un potencial de calentamiento 
global unas 300 veces mayor que el dióxido de carbono. La utilización de maquinaria agrícola 
para las labores del cultivo lleva asociada una cuota de emisiones, en parte por el propio proceso 
de fabricación de la maquinaria y en otra parte por su funcionamiento. Igualmente, la utilización 
de fertilizantes y pesticidas cuya producción es dependiente del petróleo, conlleva una cuota de 
emisiones de GEI. 
 
Para que los resultados de estos balances sean veraces es muy importante tener en cuenta los 
datos de las emisiones provenientes del cambio del uso de la tierra, que tienen lugar en las 
primeras fases del ciclo de producción de agrocombustibles y que pueden llegar a requerir 
muchos años para ser compensadas con los agrocombustibles que en ellas se producirán. 
 
Los balances de emisiones de GEI varían en gran medida en función del tipo de cultivo 
utilizado, de los métodos de cultivo, de la ubicación, de las tecnologías y procedimientos de 
conversión de la materia prima en agrocombustible y de su uso. Dada la gran variedad de 
agrocombustibles, materias primas y tecnologías de producción y conversión, hay un  número 
similar de resultados en términos del balance de emisiones. Esto confirma la necesidad de 
evaluaciones en cada caso. 
 
5. Con las tecnologías actuales, los costes para producir cultivos y convertirlos en bioetanol o 
biodiesel son, en muchos lugares, demasiado elevados para competir comercialmente con 
combustibles fósiles. A pesar de ello, la combinación de las políticas de incentivos y la 
obligatoriedad de las mezclas contribuyen a estimular su producción y uso. La búsqueda de 
una mayor rentabilidad económica de los agrocombustibles puede llevar –y de hecho lo 
está haciendo- a buscar sistemas de producción que procuren reducir costes sin tener en 
cuenta otros aspectos.  Por ejemplo, puede traducirse en reducción de la mano de obra o en 
resultados medioambientales no deseados. 
 

6. La disponibilidad de alimentos a nivel global se está viendo afectada por el auge de los 
agrocombustibles, tanto de una forma directa como indirecta. De forma directa, porque 
buena parte de la producción actual de agrocombustibles se realiza con materias primas 
susceptibles de usos alimentarios. En el período entre 2005 y 2010 la producción mundial de 
cereales creció un 8%; la utilización de cereales para alimentación humana se incrementó en un 
7 % y para alimentación animal, un 2 %; en ese mismo período, la utilización para otros usos, 
incluyendo la producción de agrocombustibles, se incrementó casi un 45 %, de manera que casi 
todo el incremento de la producción de cereales en el período fue absorbido por estos usos 
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diferentes de la alimentación humana13. La producción de agrocombustibles ha representado 
hasta ahora un porcentaje pequeño de la producción agrícola global, pero la tendencia ha sido y 
sigue siendo creciente; mientras que en 2004 la producción de agrocombustibles demandaba el 
2 % de la producción mundial de cereales y apenas nada de aceite vegetal, en 2010 había 
alcanzado el 6,5 % de los cereales y el 8 % del aceite vegetal14. 
 
Las previsiones de la FAO apuntan a que los productos agrícolas básicos continuarán 
representando la mayor parte de las materias primas para el bioetanol y el biodiesel 
durante la próxima década, y que los obstáculos técnicos y económicos que actualmente 
limitan la producción y comercialización de biocombustibles derivados de otras materias primas 
continuarán haciéndolos prohibitivos.  
 
Además, aún en el caso de agrocombustibles que no se produzcan con materias primas 
alimentarias, existe un impacto indirecto, a través de la competencia por los recursos 
productivos, especialmente la tierra y el agua. Cuando la demanda de agrocombustibles 
incrementa los precios de los productos usados como materias primas para elaborarlos, los 
precios de todos los productos agrícolas que dependen de la misma base de recursos tienden a 
aumentar. Por esta razón, producir agrocombustibles de cultivos no alimentarios no implica 
necesariamente eliminar la competencia entre los alimentos y los combustibles; si se necesita la 
misma tierra y otros recursos tanto para los cultivos alimentarios como para el cultivo de 
materias primas para generar agrocombustibles, sus precios seguirán la misma evolución, aun 
cuando las materias primas cultivadas no sean alimentarias. 
 

7. El incremento del precio de los alimentos que se ha producido desde 2007 no ha sido un 
episodio aislado y coyuntural. A partir de 2007 se abrió una etapa de volatilidad de precios que 
ha llevado al índice de precios de los alimentos de FAO a valores casi el doble de los años 
anteriores. Estas subidas de precios tienen un impacto muy negativo en aquellas poblaciones –
tanto rurales como urbanas- que son compradores netos de alimentos y que tienen bajos 
ingresos; son poblaciones que destinan más de la mitad de sus ingresos a la alimentación. La 
subida de precios de los alimentos básicos implica para estas poblaciones no poder acceder a 
una alimentación suficiente. 
 
Hasta el momento, el rápido desarrollo de los agrocombustibles ha tenido un impacto 
negativo en la seguridad alimentaria, al haber colaborado al incremento de precios de los 
alimentos. Y parece que seguirá siendo así, porque el creciente uso de cereales, azúcar,  semillas 
oleaginosas y aceites vegetales para responder a las necesidades de la cada vez más grande  
industria de los agrocombustibles es uno de los principales condicionantes de las perspectivas 
agrícolas de los próximos años15. 
 

8. Las políticas de promoción de los agrocombustibles, que resultan costosas, se justifican en 
base a su contribución a la lucha contra el cambio climático y a su capacidad de reducir la 
dependencia energética, argumentos que son cuestionables en muchos casos. Sin embargo, con 
estas medidas públicas se promueve un crecimiento excesivamente rápido de la 
producción de agrocombustibles sin tener presentes sus posibles consecuencias 
negativas. 
 
                                                             
13 BOIX, Vicent. Otra crisis alimentaria y al “Dios mercado” no hay quien le tosa. Artículo de la 
serie “Crisis agroalimentaria”, 2011. 

14 SEARCHINGER, Tim. Artículo publicado en el Washington Post, 11/02/2011 

15 OCDE y FAO. Agricultural Outlook 2008-2017. París, 2008.  
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La Agencia Internacional de la Energía prevé que, debido a las políticas aplicadas, las tierras 
empleadas para la producción de agrocombustibles se tripliquen o cuadrupliquen a nivel 
mundial en las próximas décadas. Los incentivos mal orientados pueden provocar consecuencias 
no previstas y no deseadas. Las políticas de apoyo a los agrocombustibles, especialmente 
los subsidios y el establecimiento de porcentajes obligatorios de mezcla, deberían ser 
abandonados inmediatamente, sin descartar que en el futuro sean necesarias medidas más 
contundentes para evitar el negativo impacto de la producción de agrocombustibles en la 
estabilidad del mercado mundial de alimentos.    
 
9. La Directiva 2003/30/CE del Parlamento y del Consejo de Europa señalaba que el aumento 
del uso de biocombustibles debe ir acompañado de un análisis detallado de las 
repercusiones en los ámbitos medioambiental, económico y social para decidir si es 
recomendable aumentar su proporción en relación con los carburantes convencionales. Esta 
directiva fijaba como meta de referencia para los agrocombustibles el 2 % de toda la gasolina y 
todo el gasóleo comercializados en sus mercados con fines de transporte para final de 2005 y el 
5,75 % para final de 2010. 
 
La Directiva 2009/28/CE estableció una cuota del 10 % de energía procedente de fuentes 
renovables en el consumo de combustibles para el transporte en todos los Estados miembros de 
la Unión Europea para 2020, objetivo que se esperaba cubrir a través de los agrocombustibles. 
Establece que los agrocombustibles utilizados para cumplir los objetivos fijados en la Directiva y 
los que se benefician de los sistemas de apoyo nacionales deben cumplir obligatoriamente 
criterios de sostenibilidad. En concreto, señala que no deben tener como efecto alentar la 
destrucción de suelos ricos en biodiversidad y también deben tenerse en cuenta los impactos 
que se producen por los cambios de uso de la tierra asociados a su producción, especialmente en 
el caso de bosques, pastizales, humedales, turberas, etc.  
 
También señala que la Comisión Europea informará cada dos años al Parlamento Europeo y al 
Consejo sobre las consecuencias para la sostenibilidad social en la Comunidad y en terceros 
países del incremento de la demanda de agrocarburantes y de la política de la Comunidad en 
materia de agrocarburantes, así como para la disponibilidad de productos alimentarios a un 
precio asequible, en particular para las personas que viven en los países en desarrollo. El primer 
informe se debería haber presentado en 2012; aunque en octubre la UE ha publicado una 
directiva limitando la meta relativa a biocombustibles basados en cultivos alimentarios al 5 %, 
no tenemos constancia de que el informe se haya producido ni sabemos cómo se ha 
fundamentado esta decisión. Lo esperable es que, a raíz de este informe, la Comisión, si procede, 
adopte medidas correctivas, en particular si hay pruebas que demuestren que la producción de 
los agrocarburantes incide de forma considerable en el precio de los alimentos. 
 
10. En conclusión, en ningún caso el porcentaje energético cubierto por agrocombustibles 
debe poner en peligro la garantía del derecho a la alimentación, tanto en países 
productores como demandantes; este es uno de los puntos sobre los que se debería alcanzar un 
consenso internacional. 
 
Los países que actualmente demandan los agrocombustibles no pueden abstraerse de las 
consecuencias que su demanda tiene en la competencia por los recursos productivos -
especialmente tierra y agua- en países en desarrollo. 
 
Por ello, cualquier transacción o acuerdo en relación con la producción y venta de 
agrocombustibles debería estar regulado través del establecimiento de una serie de normas 
éticas o certificaciones con las que se garantice que la producción se ha llevado a cabo 
respetando tanto criterios ambientales, sociales y de eficiencia energética, y que toda la cadena 
desde el productor al consumidor es respetuosa con el derecho a la alimentación de toda la 
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población, especialmente de los sectores más vulnerables, cumpliendo los Estados las 
obligaciones de respetar, proteger y garantizar. 
 
 
12. Luiz A Horta Nogueira, Universidade Federal de Itajubá, Brazil 
 
This document addresses relevant aspects of global development of biofuels, focusing mainly the 
nexus of ethanol and biodiesel production with staple food availability and prices. It could be 
considered an improvement compared with previous studies from that UN agency, which have 
been oscillating between a generic apology of biofuels and a criticism without clear base.  
 
It is really an advance to find in this report a prudent position with regards Jatropha as feedstock 
(formerly proposed in FAO docs as good choice for biofuels) and about the feasibility of 2nd 
generation biofuels in the medium-short term. However, the document is fragile in their core 
analysis, based largely on a partial perspective of biofuel markets, impacts and potential. 
 
Following some remarks about this document are presented. 
 
1. Need to include sugarcane more clearly  
 
The review of current and prospective technologies for biofuel production (Chapter 2. Biofuels 
and the Technology Frontier, Figure 2 and Tables 1 and 2, pg 17/18, energy balance and GHG 
emission of biofuels) properly confirms the relevant differences among the several feedstock 
and process, endorsing the abundant literature indicating sugarcane by far as more sustainable 
than other alternatives. There is almost a consensus in the scientific community about the 
superiority of this semi-perennial grass as photosynthetic converter and recent papers reinforce 
this vision (for example, Runge et al., 2012, and Leal et al., 2013).  
 
These significant differences were apparently no considered in other parts of the FAO document, 
developing the discussion on biofuels impact and potential essentially based on the production 
routes adopted in USA and Europe, almost ignoring the sugarcane. It is highly advisable to revise 
this lack of relevant information.  
 
2. The price question 
 
As mentioned, the document developed an analysis and drawn conclusions about food prices, 
hunger, poverty, etc., focusing the market of grains, clearly affected by the biofuels production. It 
is correct in the case of corn in the USA or vegetable oil abroad, but is not applicable for the 
sugar market, directly related to ethanol in Brazil and other Latin-American countries.  
 
Thus, the evaluation of “change in use for food and feed versus use for biofuel, sugar (2005-
2012)” (Figure 10, pg 29) deserves more attention of authors. The price formation mechanisms 
are complex and should be more discussed. It could be also interesting to mention a study 
developed the Agricultural Development Unit of ECLAC on the relationship of crude oil price and 
agricultural commodities (for food and bioenergy), pointing out the lack of relevant co-variance 
in the case of sugarcane products (see pg 247-250 in BNDES/CGEE/CEPAL/FAO, 2008).  
 
3. The impact of increasing biofuel production 
 
The authors stressed their concern about the expansion of biofuels production by estimating the 
limited potential of biomass as source of energy to supply the huge current global demand 
(correctly) and assuming that “providing 10% of the world’s transportation fuel from biofuels 
would require roughly a quarter of all present crop production”. This last assertion is highly 
questionable and the footnote in pg 35 (“…and it takes very roughly the same quantity of crop 
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energy to make each exajoule of biofuel – the mix of crops would not greatly vary this 
percentage”) should be carefully confirmed. There is a clear contradiction between the 
comparison of feedstock presented previously in this document and this hypothesis of no effect 
of feedstock. 
 
The calculus procedure and assumptions adopted to estimate the land and feedstock 
requirement are not clear, but possibly are based on average values of the current situation, 
which includes the unsustainable production of ethanol from corn and biodiesel from soybean 
and rapeseed. Again, the sugarcane route was forgotten, with serious implications. Several 
studies indicate quite different requirements of natural resources if more efficient (and 
available) routes are adopted. 
 
For instance, detailed evaluation of the expansion of ethanol production from sugarcane in 
Brazil, taking into account edafo-climatic constraints and the agro-ecological zoning, indicate 
that just about 23 million ha will be able to produce 5% of global gasoline demand in 2025 (Leite 
et al., 2009). This area is equal the area currently cultivated with soybean in Brazil and is less 
than 2% of area available for agricultural expansion indicated in this draft document (1,300 
million ha of cropland potentially available, pg 39). Detailed assessment of land requirement of 
modern bioenergy (using sugarcane) to supply global transportation needs is available (Pacca 
and Moreira, 2010) and should be included. 
 
As additional information regarding pasture land and taking into account the important increase 
in the animal protein demand, the evolution of livestock productivity has been remarkable. From 
1995 to 2006, the area of grassland in Brazil decreased from 179 Mha to 172 Mha (-4%), while 
the bovine herd increase (+14%) (IBGE, 2008). This densification of livestock production is far 
from complete, and it should free up more areas for agriculture and bioenergy in the coming 
decades, in many wet tropical countries. 
 
4. The electric car alternative 
 
The authors indicated as an alternative more efficient than bioenergy the direct conversion of 
solar energy in photovoltaic cells: “Converting this biomass energy into electricity in turn 
reduces that efficiency down to 0.1 to 0.2%. By contrast, standard solar cells now convert 10% 
of solar energy”.  
 
This comparison is, at least, very controversial. For what conditions? The LCA energy costs were 
considered? Are the inputs and outputs, the period of analysis, comparable? To compare 
photosynthesis with direct solar energy conversion impose clear definition of boundary analysis, 
contexts and aims, and this superficial judgement requires references and more data.  
 
Unfortunately, this kind of mistake sometimes appear in the literature, such as in a recent paper 
that assumes direct solar radiation as electricity, forgetting the relevant conversion process 
efficiencies in the comparison of bioenergy and photo cells (Michel, 2012).  
 
5. Ethanol production stagnation in Brazil 
 
In the sentence “Ethanol production in the US shot up from 1.7 billion gallons in 2001 to 13.9 
billion gallons in 2011, overtaking Brazil whose ethanol sector only produced 5.5 billion gallons 
(why not to use cubic meters?) in 2011 after being severely hit by the 2008 financial crisis.” (pg 
20), it is advisable to review the causes behind the Brazilian situation. 
 
Although some other causes can be mentioned, such as adverse weather, costs increase and 
yield reduction due to mechanical harvesting adoption, it is enough clear that the main reason is 
the progressive lack of competitiveness of ethanol due to the government intervention in 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

34 

gasoline prices. Officially motivated by inflation control, the Brazilian government has kept 
during the last 5 years the gasoline price at refinery gate (ex-taxes) around 70 US$/barrel, 
significantly below of the international parity prices formerly adopted, and gradually reduced 
the taxes on this fossil fuel. In the middle of 2012, the main Federal tax on gasoline was set to 
zero and currently the gasoline price at gas stations is about 30% below the expected value, if 
the taxes were kept. As the Brazilian fleet is predominantly flex-fuel, the ethanol demand has 
been substituted by gasoline and the ethanol production in 2010 shrunk 30% in relation to 
2008. Thus, it is not correct to attribute to the financial crisis a situation essentially motivated by 
the lack of energy policy. 
 
6. Incorrect data 
 
With minor importance compared with the previous remarks, the data presented in the 
Appendix I, at least those with reference to Brazil, should be revised. The values for ethanol and 
biodiesel are swapped and must be clarified that the ethanol value does not represent 
“mandatory demand”, because consumers can choose freely their fuel (gasohol or ethanol). If the 
values represent production, the correct value for ethanol is 22,6 Mm3, (according to the 
Ministry of Energy and Mines), and the blending limits are E18-E25. 
 
 
Final Comments 
 
Despite of the relevant effort of this HLPE to assess globally the biofuel market, impact and 
perspectives, this draft report presents serious mistakes and naive arguments, essentially 
imposing an Eurocentric perspective and taking general conclusions based just in few 
productive routes (feedstock+process) broadly recognized as inefficient and unsustainable. 
Thus, the inconvenience of use of cereals (corn and wheat for ethanol, soybeans and rapeseed 
for biodiesel) is correctly stressed in this document, but the authors do not admit sufficiently the 
profound difference of sugarcane in this context. It is hard to believe that this report was done 
based on “field research carried out in different regions and localities” (pg 1), since it clearly 
does not reflect the reality in a large part of developing countries. 
 
FAO plays, mainly in the developing world, an important role, opening desirable scenarios, 
informing about technologies and building capacities for proper decision making in relevant 
matters. This document, in this draft format, is evidently biased and do need to be improved, 
including other perspectives and escaping from the limited vision that the future of biofuels 
abroad will be the same observed nowadays in USA and Europe.  
 
Biofuels are not equal. If a country as Germany is using 940,000 ha to plant rapeseed for 
biodiesel and diverting the production of 650,000 ha of crops directly to make biogas (RENI, 
2011), consuming inefficiently a lot of natural resources, then the biofuels development is really 
a worrying issue. But, this can not be generalized, biofuels can also be beneficial and promote 
sustainable development in many contexts, help to protect natural resources, generate jobs and 
income, improve health and food security (Lynd and Woods, 2012).  
 
Many developing countries are endowed with natural resources and should be helped to use 
them correctly, which include sustainable bioenergy. This document must be improved in order 
to reduce the polarized perception of impacts and benefits, and demonstrate the crucial 
importance of selecting efficient routes. To evaluate the future using the present situation is 
surely a mistake. 
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13. Land and Water Division, FAO, Italy 
 
Dear Sir, Madam, 
 
Kindly find herewith NRL's comments on the above paper. 
Thank you. 
 
I. Comments with regard to land: 
 
The part on land tenure is done well. For example, the para: 
 
“The justification for such investments lies in the notion of “available” land which is equated 
with unused and un-owned land. NGO and peasant organization mobilization have exposed this 
myth and it is now accepted that land which is the object of investment is normally land which is 
occupied by traditional communities under different forms of communal rights or as State land”. 
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Is exactly what we have tried to highlight as a result of our field projects and the evidences 
coming from the discussions stimulated by the  Land Portal initiative (www.landportal.info).  
There is no available land, meaning land without people. Every single square meter of land has 
some sort of historical right (whose extension might be discussed, but it exists). This means that 
a serious participatory approach is needed, more than, as advocated by the authors, a simple 
compliance with the FPIC principles.  As is said later in the report, section on “SOCIAL 
IMPLICATIONS OF BIOFUELS:  
 
Where profound asymmetries of power and economic resources exist, rights can be routinely 
trampled on. In addition, opportunism and corruption, which are endemic to modern 
governments and not the preserve of failed States, can cheat communities out of their rights 
while formally following the rules of the game. On the other hand, within traditional 
communities, co-option and opportunism are favored by patriarchal systems of authority. 
Empowerment, therefore and the promotion of a vigorous civil society are the pre-conditions for 
the ability to defend and negotiate rights”. (p. 49) 
 
This is what FAO has been doing, through several types of concrete field approaches for both 
land and forestry communities: I do want to recall our (NRL) approach to Participatory and 
Negotiated Territorial Development (PNTD) and the Forestry approach  to Community Forestry. 
Similar approaches also exist for fishery communities.  What they have in common all these 
approaches is the fact that they start from the recognition of the centrality of the problem of 
asymmetries of power and therefore do have a pro-active position to work in order to mitigate 
it. Since this document will have an FAO logo, I do consider that it would be worth recalling what 
are FAO experiences and proposals, before going to other  proposals, like FPIC, which are 
certainly more fashion, but who clearly do not pretend to attack the core problem of 
asymmetries, therefore leaving the problem where it is. 
 
II.  The part regarding the quantification of land and water resources needed for biofuels is 
not as good:  
 
It is not clear how land and water use for biofuels is quantified. Both references and calculation 
methods are not clear. It appears that the writers are of the opinion that there are not enough 
land and water resources to grow more biofuels in the future than already done now. Whether 
this is true is not substantiated enough by evidence and references. Especially the part on water 
use for biofuels is weak. The report does not make distinction between irrigated and rainfed 
agriculture, between consumptive and non-consumptive use, between geographical locations 
and the different sources of water.  
 
Please find below some more explicit comments on the most relevant sections in the report 
(focused on water use for biofuels). 
 
Executive summary: 
 
The first paragraph of the Executive summary of the report reads: 
If 10% of all transport fuels, to date, were to be achieved through biofuels, this would absorb 
26% of all crop production. At present, if we would use the totality of the world´s crops to 
produce biofuels, it would represent at most only 13% of the world´s primary energy, which, if 
inefficiencies in appropriation were included, would realistically be closer to 9%, and which in 
2050 would only correspond to 4-6% world’s energy. This would further mobilize 85% of the 
world´s fresh water resources. 
 
The least sentence, that 85% of the World’s fresh water resources is mobilized by crop 
production, is not true. Currently about 2.7 billion cubic kilometers are being withdrawn for 
irrigated crop production, which is about 6%. It is not clear to me where these 85% are coming 

http://www.landportal.info/
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from. Later on in the report (p41), a reference to Foley (2011) is mentioned, but this reference is 
still to be added to the references. It is likely that evapotranspiration by all agricultural land 
including, grasslands and production forest is meant, but even then these 85%  seem high. Also, 
the major part of the evapotranspiration is rainfed and taken directly from the soil and not from 
lakes, rivers and aquifers which form the world’s fresh water resources. 
 
Policy recommendations: 
 
Draft Policy recommendation 3:  
3. The negative experience with jatropha has shown that the pressure on land provoked by 
biofuels is equally a pressure on water resources. Investments in land are increasingly being 
understood as simultaneously investments in water. Policy must now catch up with analysis and 
integrate land and water so that land concessions cannot be made without an evaluation of the 
impacts of land use on water resources. 
 
Is a correct one in the sense that policies should not be made without an integrated analyses of 
the impacts of land use on water resources. However, it is not clear what jatropha has to do with 
it. Jatropha is used in the report as a negative example to show that no adequate production of 
non-food crops can come from marginal lands (of course this is no surprise to anybody who 
knows a bit about agricultural production).  
 
Draft policy recommendation 11: 
11. On the other hand, the wealth of biofuels case-studies reviewed in our Report shows the 
importance of shifting from a narrow biofuels to a more comprehensive bioenergy policy 
approach. In developing countries with vast hinterlands, the mobilization of biomass for 
different forms of bioenergy can be the most effective development strategy to provide 
electricity and alternative power for cooking, water management, and local productive facilities 
in addition to transport fuel. 
 
It is not clear to me how the mobilization of biomass for bioenergy can be an effective 
development strategy to provide power for water management. No examples are given in the 
report. 
 
4. Biofuels and land 
 
In “4.1.1. Food and Feed Demand” reference is made to FAO’s perspectives study Agriculture 
towards 2050. However, no reference is made to the part regarding water use in agriculture. It is 
clear that the writers are not convinced by the results of this study. In particular the way the 
potential cropland is calculated (based on the GAEZ-model). According to report: 
Yet, the FAO has itself warned that these estimates are overly generous for a variety of reasons. 
They ignore land with major soil constraints, which according to FAO includes 70% of all the 
otherwise suitable land in sub-Saharan Africa and Latin America. In addition, as early as 2003, 
the FAO warned that 60% of this land was covered by forests, protected areas or human 
settlements. 
It would be good to add a reference to substantiate the above mentioned statement. To my 
knowledge of the GAEZ, soil constraints, forests and human settlements are deducted from 
potential suitable land. 
 
Further on is written: 
What remains rarely receives much mention, but, by process of elimination, the remainder 
consists of wetter savannas (those savannas capable of crop production) and sparser 
woodlands. It has become common to view these lands as somehow surplus (Lambin 2011). One 
joint World Bank/FAO study actively encourages their conversion to food production or 
bioenergy in sub-Saharan Africa (Morris 2009; Deninger 2011). But tropical savannas and 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

38 

sparse woodlands have large quantities of carbon and high levels of biodiversity (Searchinger 
2011b; Gibbs 2008). Their conversion would result in substantial environmental losses. 
 
This statement may be true but it is beyond the scope of the report. The same is true for the 
statement: 
Although the prospect probably exists to expand agricultural land if necessary to meet food 
needs, that would run counter to global goals to maintain carbon stores to resist global warming. 
 
In “4.1.2 Bioenergy” some calculation are done on how much crop production is necessary for 
the provision of bioenergy. These calculations are ambiguous. It says that: 
producing 10% of the world’s transportation fuel by 2020 would require 26% of the world’s 
crops today and If 100% of all the world’s harvested biomass were devoted to bioenergy, that 
would yield probably on the order of 30% of the world’s energy supply today If statement 1 is 
true, 100% of crop production would provide about 40% of the world’s transportation fuel in 
2020. But total energy supply is much more than only transportation fuels, so I cannot imagine 
how both statements can be true. 
 
In the same section there is the earlier mentioned statement on the 85% of water resources that 
are withdrawn. Also an explanation is provided on the energy inefficiency of the photosynthesis 
which is difficult to follow. It is especially not clear how energy content of crops are measured. 
 
On page 47 is written:  
Recent research has shown that many of the jatropha projects have now been abandoned or 
have been replaced by food crops as it is becoming clear that jatropha needs both water and 
modern inputs if it is to achieve acceptable productivity levels (Friends of the Earth, 2010, 
African Biodiversity Network, 2010) . Tim Williams (2012), from the International Water 
Management Institute, has insisted that while water is in fact the key resource, land deals are 
negotiated without explicitly taking into account the water implications of large-scale projects 
because land and water are subject to different regulatory systems and different governmental 
responsibilities. Large-scale projects can lead to water being overdrawn, to the diversion and the 
drying up of water sources. Women as water providers can be particularly prejudiced as they 
often have to travel greater distances to find water sources. In addition, large-scale monoculture 
may modify rainfall patterns. 
 
The part of Tim Williams saying that land deals should take into account explicitly water 
implications of large scale projects is a very important point. This point should probably be 
made more explicit, and be placed out of the context of Jatropha and the fact that women have to 
travel longer distances to fetch water. Also the remark that large scale monoculture may modify 
rainfall patterns is not relevant here. 
 
Thank you. 
NRL-Director 
 
 
14. Partners for Euro-African Green Energy (PANGEA), Belgium 
 
1. Is the V0´s appreciation of the current policy conjuncture adequate, particularly its 
interpretation of the changing significance of mandates and targets? 
 
On P.14 it is not precise what is written about the EU:  the EC issued a draft directive proposal 
that still needs to be discussed in the European Parliament and by the 27 EU member states 
before being approved, a process which will take up to two years and may end up with very 
different legislation that what is proposed. 
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There is no direct link between EU policy and African biofuels considering the very low quantity 
of African biofuels imported by EU. Imports have only ever equated to a few million litres or less 
per year, not on a consistent basis nor consistently be the same countries let alone the same 
projects. 
 
Focus on Africa: The draft’s review of African biofuels policies is very short and does not reflect 
the complexity or reality of the situation at the moment. Some countries have already 
implemented policies, some are just beginning to define guidelines, while other countries, 
though the potential for biofuels production may be considerable, have not addressed the issue 
at all. PANGEA has compiled a database of all currently available biofuel policies in sub-Saharan 
Africa and understand that the picture related to African biofuels policies is more complex than 
what was included in just a few paragraphs in your V0 report. Additionally, the treat is 
“Everything but Arms,” not “All but Arms” as written on P.13. 

 
2. Does the V0´s interpretation of land constraints regarding “available” lands  – from an 
integrated food security and carbon emissions perspective – take into account all the relevant 
scientific evidence and arguments? 
 
The land grabbing debate has become a contentious matter, and its effects will remain at the 
forefront of the debate unless a determined effort is made to eliminate this prevalent problem at 
its root.  
 
Land in Africa is of particular interest to foreign investors for many reasons. Arable land is often 
in greater abundance than in their home countries, typically relatively cheap and with climates 
ideal for growing food and fuel crops. Consequently, there is a rush to acquire African land to 
secure food for high population countries where access to land is limited; for the extractive and 
cotton industries; and on which to grow biofuels.  
 
The apparent ease with which investors are able to obtain land is alarming, and must be 
addressed. It would be prudent to consider how foreign investors can acquire vast tracts of land 
rather than seek to blame specific industries for this phenomenon. A closer investigation of 
African land tenure systems points to obvious weaknesses. These include a shortage of secure 
land rights; lack of functional and consistent institutional frameworks; the failure of 
stakeholders to remain transparent throughout land transactions; insufficient community 
consultation and a deficiency in application of rules regarding environmental and social impact 
assessments. These weaknesses render it possible for foreign investors to acquire the land they 
desire without taking responsibility for the consequences on local populations.  
 
The root of the problem must be dealt with: land tenure systems must be strengthened and 
properly implemented. This inevitably involves greater coordination and cost between the 
various stakeholders.  
 
Governments must carry out comprehensive land use planning. Land rights could be 
strengthened through registration schemes while improvements in monitoring and enforcement 
of laws as well as investment requirements would provide a consistent structure to deals. 
Furthermore, increased effort to ensure transparency throughout deals enables public scrutiny.  
 
Investors have a responsibility to understand local tenure systems and to inform themselves of 
and avoid potential weaknesses. The performance of impact assessments is paramount and 
should be prioritised. Investors must sign up to certification schemes to ensure sustainability 
enabling commitment to contribute towards development. There is an onus on civil society to 
work with local groups to educate and support them and their claims to land while ensuring that 
investment moves forward to benefit the community.  
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Should interested stakeholders work together improving land tenure systems, then incidences 
of land grabbing can be reduced. 
 
In November 2011, PANGEA prepared an informative report focussed on the contentious issue 
of landgrabbing. The aim of the report was to identify the true basis for landgrabbing and 
further to illustrate, through the provision of examples, that it is not a solely a biofuels problem 
as recent publications might suggest. In reality, biofuels play a relatively small role in the 
occurrence of land grabs.  
 
The study investigated the current situation in three Sub-Saharan African countries and 
discovered that the majority of land grabs are to a large extent, the result of an inadequate land 
tenure system and weaknesses in the public law and institutional framework of the countries. It 
is inaccurate to blame biofuels for land problems in sub-Saharan Africa, the problem is more 
complex than that and it is linked to lack of secure land rights, lack of a functional and consistent 
institutional framework, lack of transparency in land deals and lack of consistent community 
consultation.  
 
The study was released at the same time as the International Land Coalition’s report on 
landgrabbing that said 60% of African landgrabs were related to biofuels projects. When 
challenged on the robustness of their data, their admitted that no groundtruthing took place due 
to excessive costs related to the activity, and that instead their data was a result of cross-
referencing media reports. They also said that the focus in the media on landgrabs related to 
biofuels rather than for extractive industries or large-scale agriculture for food exports was a 
likely reason for such a high volume of landgrabs attributed to biofuels. 
 
What is obviously missing from this debate is a clear set of data that is verified on the ground, 
because only then will policies be developed—and then must be implemented, which is not the 
case now—to ensure that landgrabbing from all industries comes to an end, rather than just 
pointing the finger at what appears in the media. 
 
3. The V0 provides a detailed and comprehensive discussion of the central role of biofuels for high 
and volatile food prices. Are there further discussions that need to be taken into account? 
 
PANGEA recently analysed the relationship between food prices and biofuels production in sub-
Saharan Africa. The full report can be found here http://www.pangealink.org/wp-
content/uploads/2012/09/PANGEA_Whos-Fooling-Whom_SSA_Food-Crisis_report.pdf 
 
Here some findings from the report: 
 
Between the second half of 2010 and the first half of 2011, international food prices again 
experienced a sharp rise after having decreased since the dramatic crisis of 2007/08. The FAO 
food price index rose by 32.7% between June and December 2010, whereas the cereals price 
index peaked in April 2011 at 178.9, 65.8 points (57.9%) higher than in June 2010. Over the 
same period some staple food crop prices experienced an even steeper increase. International 
maize prices almost doubled and wheat prices grew by more than 70% between June 2010 and, 
respectively, April and May 2011. In August 2011, international sorghum prices were almost 
twice as high as in June 2010. Rice prices also increased by 36.84% between June 2010 and 
November 2011.  
Among the many factors driving food prices up in 2007/08, biofuels were one of the most 
debated and controversial: research attributes between about 20% and 75% of food price 
increases occurred between 2000 and 2008 to the worldwide demand for biofuels (World Bank 
2008; IMF 2008; IFPRI 2008). The debate has not ceased and biofuels are yet again believed to 
be largely responsible for the global food price rises occurred in 2010/11 (Abbott 2011).  

http://pangealink.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/06/LandgrabStudy-Final1.pdf
http://www.pangealink.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/PANGEA_Whos-Fooling-Whom_SSA_Food-Crisis_report.pdf
http://www.pangealink.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/PANGEA_Whos-Fooling-Whom_SSA_Food-Crisis_report.pdf
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These price dynamics, however, mainly refer to commodities traded on international exchanges 
such as the Chicago Board of Trade. Domestic price dynamics can be completely different as 
price transmission from international to local markets depends on the extent to which the latter 
is integrated with the former, as well as on other factors such as the structure of domestic 
markets, the exchange rate of local currencies against the US dollar and the existence or lack of 
domestic infrastructure, which determine transaction and transport costs (ODI 2008; OECD 
2011; IEEP 2012). 
 
Sub-Saharan Africa is a net importer of food and agricultural commodities. In 2010, an average 
of 10.46% of food merchandised in the region was imported, ranging between 4.71% in Zambia 
and 36.10% in the Gambia16 (World Bank, 2012). Higher food prices may lead to trade 
imbalances to which Sub-Saharan African countries, who are for the most part low-income, have 
difficulties to respond. Food price rises are likely to have a particularly strong negative impact 
on the lives of Sub-Saharan populations: food makes up nearly half of household spending in the 
region (AfDB 2012), and even in rural areas many households are net buyers of food (IFPRI 
2011). However, international trade restrictions are common in Sub-Saharan Africa, and in some 
cases are likely to block price transmission from international to local markets. Moreover, only 
certain food crops are imported from overseas, such as rice and wheat; many staple crops, e.g. 
maize, are produced locally or imported through cross-border trade (IFPRI 2011).  
 
The purpose of this report is hence to examine the link between global demand for biofuels and 
the 2010/11 food crisis in the Sub-Saharan African region, and to understand to what extent the 
former has influenced the latter. In order for the analysis to be as comprehensive as possible, 
this paper builds on both statistical analysis and qualitative research. Food prices from 20 Sub-
Saharan African countries have been compared to international commodity prices over the 
period 2010/11, in order to analyse the degree of price transmission from global to local 
markets. Along with a description of the production of biofuels in the region, the paper offers an 
analysis of other factors that have a direct causal link with food price dynamics. PANGEA 
believes in fact that these factors, namely the low and declining productivity of Sub-Saharan 
African agriculture coupled with exceptionally unfavourable weather conditions, along with 
rising international oil prices have been the real causes driving food prices up.  
 
4.    The V0 endorses initiatives which give priority to broad bioenergy strategies for local use in 
energy poor regions of the world where the potential social gains are large from even small 
quantities of energy and the impact on land use competition small. Which are the most far-
reaching examples of such policies or experiences in practice? The V0 draft report presents a series 
of policy proposals, which are understood to follow on from the analysis developed in the different 
chapters. These proposals are still very preliminary and general in character. Do these proposals 
adequately reflect the analyses developed in the V0 draft?  
 
PANGEA agrees that there needs to be more focus and investment on small-scale bioenergy 
production to increase access to energy in rural and off-grid areas, allowing them the 
development opportunities that are so clear from such activities such as improved access to 
health care, education, economic development activities, and cleaner home environments for 
women and children who benefit from clean cooking fuels. Existing projects that demonstrate 
these benefits include CleanStar Mozambique and Mali Biocarburant.  
 

                                                             

16 World Bank staff estimates from the Comtrade database maintained by the United Nations 

Statistics Division. 
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But to single out only small-scale production for local use is naïve. Developing countries and 
developed countries alike have the need to include biofuels in their transport fuel mix in order 
to decarbonise as well as to reduce dependence on oil imports.  
 
More than 95% of gasoline and diesel in Africa are imported, putting a huge strain on individual 
economies, the economy as a whole, and the viability of every business from multi-nationals 
down to micro-enterprises. Malawi, as an example, is suffering under the weight of soaring fuel 
prices due to fuel shortages and a soaring inflation rate - prompted by a 50 percent devaluation 
of the currency, but the country could benefit enormously by boosting production of the fuel it 
has produced and used domestically since 1982. Expensive fuels lead to expensive fertiliser, 
higher input costs in mechanised agriculture, and more expensive transport that keeps farmers 
from getting their products to market.  
 
Agricultural and other organic waste must be used as feedstock for transportation fuel not only 
in small-scale projects but also on a larger scale. First generation feedstocks like sugarcane, 
sugarbeet and wheat offer similar GHG savings to second-generation biofuels, but using 
technologies that are available in the market now and can be transferred to developing markets 
that need them. Projects like Addax Bioenergy in Sierra Leone have been working with the local 
community to produce large-scale ethanol sustainably since the project’s inception, winning 
awards for innovative ways to engage local populations in the project, while also ensuring land 
set aside for food production. Green Fuel in Zimbabwe is working through kinks in its project to 
achieve a more sustainable relationship with its local communities so that it can supply 10% or 
more of the local fuel demand, increasing energy and food security simultaneously. More 
sustainable projects must be developed and implemented on a large-scale for both local use and 
for value-added exports. 
Demand for those exports come from policies that stipulate the mandatory blending of biofuels. 
Voluntary blending targets have been shown to not provide sufficient demand for blending, so 
mandates must be put in place that ensure decarbonisation of transport while ensuring 
sustainable energy production and consumption. Otherwise, all that is left is increased use of 
fossil fuels, a further rising of the planet’s temperature, and a wish and a hope that some day 
hydrogen fuel cells and second-generation biofuels with save the day while electric cars are 
charged on national grids powered by coal.  
 
 
15. Elisa Calcaterra, EPFL- Energy Center, Switzerland 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Please find below a few comments to Vo of the report. 
 
1.    Page 21: relation to poverty. 
 
I concur with your distinction on impacts on poverty and hunger and I understand that the 
paragraph focuses on prices. I would suggest that it may useful to also mention (here or 
somewhere else) that impacts on access to food and directly on poverty (not necessarily by 
increase in prices) should not be underestimated.  This is often the case when biofuel 
developments cut off local communities/individuals from the resources they need to secure 
enough food (and other livelihood items) for themselves (it could be water, land for pasture 
etc.). In this sense, developments can have a direct impact on poverty, including by reducing 
access to food without necessarily impacting food prices as such. This is very relevant for those 
communities who rely heavily on growing their own food rather than buying food. 
 
2.    Page 51: Certification schemes 
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a.    Part of the reason why the EC does not include social criteria requirements is to avoid a clash 
with WTO trade rules. This has been investigated in several research papers and briefs. One 
example is the research of Emily Lydgate, “Biofuels, Sustainability and Trade-related Regulatory 
Chill, Journal of international Economics, vol 1-24, 2012”. 
 
b.    Although I agree with your statement on the inability of most schemes to look at social 
issues, I think it’s important to emphasize the work done by the Roundtable on Sustainable 
Biofuels to address the issue of local food security, which include screening based on FAO maps 
and requirements for food security impact assessment and mitigation measures. The RSB also 
comprehensively addresses land rights (principle 12), water rights (principle 9), and to some 
extent rural and social development (Principle 5) and labor and human rights (principle 4). 
  
 
EPFL has also developed a methodology for low indirect impacts biofuels, which aims at 
promoting biofuels with low indirect impact risks. This was done in cooperation with WWF and 
a consultancy, ECofys. This work is available for any voluntary scheme to use as we believe that 
trying to discuss biofuels without more attention to their indirect impacts (including on food 
security), misses a crucial point and mistakenly focuses on direct impacts as if direct impacts 
should be the main and primary object of discussion. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 
 
Best regards, 
 
Elisa Calcaterra 
EPFL- Energy Center 
Château de Bassenges 
Station 5 
CH 1015 Lausanne 
 
 
16. Oxfam International 
 
FSN Moderator 
 
Oxfam inputs on the draft 0 of the HLPE report on Biofuels and Food Security 
 
First of all, we would like to thank the team of the HLPE for developing this draft. It includes very 
useful analysis and evidence. The draft 0 is a good start but the report should be further 
improved to inform CFS stakeholders on what is needed to ensure that biofuels and related 
policies are not undermining the progressive realization of the right to food. 
 
Mandates 
•    The report recognize the central role of biofuels in provoking high and volatile prices as well 
as the critical role of mandates in increasing their impacts. However, the report fail to provide a 
clear recommendation on the need to eliminate mandates. This should be addressed to ensure 
that the recommendations are in line with the evidence included in the report.    
•    Looking beyond mandates into measures to constrain biofuels growth is key but it is 
complementary with the elimination of mandates. 
 
Land and climate change related issues 
•    Free, prior and informed consent is a critical principle to ensure local communities are 
protected against landgrabs. However, there is a need to further develop the analysis to include 
other key elements that have to be respected by investors (e.g. transparency, local communities’ 
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fair compensation) as underlined by the CFS Guidelines on Tenure Governance. The report 
should clearly underlines that the full implementation of the Guidelines will provide a very 
strong contribution in addressing a number of land related issues raised by the report. 
•    The report underlines that "as the evidence-base in terms of energy and GHG efficiency of 
first generation biofuels has narrowed, the impact of biofuels on food security has become an 
increasing concern".  This is a key point. The report should strengthen the analysis on this 
element. A section should be added. In fact, the fact that climate change was a core policy 
driver/underpinning rationale for biofuels support and policy and the fact that evidence doesn’t 
support it has changed the policy landscape. 
•    As underlined by the 2012 HLPE report, climate change has massive impacts on food security 
and should therefore be a top priority. For this reason is important not only to call for the 
elimination of mandates but also for ILUC calculations in public policies. It would be very 
important to further develop the evidence base in the report on ILUC and biofuels. 
 
Second and third generation biofuels 
•    The analysis on advanced biofuels should be strengthened. The report should develop further 
the analyses for all options of advanced biofuels that are now being explored on the market. 
Further analysis can also help in further developing the recommendation #10. 
•    The report encourages developing viable biofuels policies by focusing on biomass from waste 
products in order to use feedstocks that are non-competitive with food production.  However, 
the report should be further developed and propose analysis on potential options, on how waste 
can be defined and what sustainable criteria should be considered. 
 
High and volatile food prices 
•    The gender dimension should be tackled not only in relation to land but also to food price 
volatility. 
•    The report should strengthen the evidence presented on the well-established linkages 
between biofuels and food price volatility. A wide range of report already provided in-depth 
analysis on this issue but is worth summarizing and updating it in the HLPE report. One specific 
element should be further explored: the link between biofuels policies and feedstocks. While 
biofuels demand put pressure on stock-to-use ratios for major feedstocks, some also argue that 
flexible biofuels production levels could also be used as adjusting factor to limit volatility (rather 
than the most vulnerable people). This should make the demand more elastic to price and have a 
stabilizing effect on prices. 
 
Additional comments 
•    The recommendations should be addressed to identified actors. It is not always clear if these 
need to be considered by member states, international organisations, other stakeholders. 
Relevant country-based typologies can be further developed, including identifying differentiated 
responsibilities and impacts, and more explicitly translated into specific recommendations. 
•    The report encourages to promote certification schemes that are multistakeholder, fully 
participative and transparent (recommendation #6). It should be clearly underlined the crucial 
importance of including social criteria in certification scheme. As expressed in recommendation 
#7, it would be very useful if the HLPE report look on the idea of developing a strong common 
global Code of Conduct on biofuels to avoid proliferation of standards and risks that biofuels 
producers will choose the weakest ones, and reinforce the policy coherence of the CFS. The 
report touches here upon certain social issues like wages, employment or ecological issues like 
biodiversity, water use, but should provide further information about their relevance. 
•    While the authors makes reference to the need for a more comprehensive bioenergy policy 
approach, what's clearly missing is a more fundamental recommendation for holistic energy 
policy approaches that argue for the reduction in the use of fuels as a whole. As rising energy 
demands are a key driver of biofuels production, a shift in focus towards reducing energy 
consumption is needed to ensure that pressure doesn't continue to build. 
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Specific comments 
•    The report calls for using “prior and informed” consent (recommendation #2). The correct 
concept to be used should be “free, prior and informed consent” (FPIC) as recognized 
internationally in several normative documents.    
•    The report should be make clearer that CFS rai are not PRAI. There seem to be some 
confusion. 
•    While it is true that the EU is starting to take a more prudent approach towards biofuels and 
this should be welcomed, the current draft is not entirely accurate in its presentation of changes 
in EU policy and overly optimistic about what the changes currently being envisaged would 
achieve. In fact, no changes have occurred yet; the European Commission (EC) has tabled a 
legislative proposal that will be amended and decided upon by the European Parliament and EU 
Member States. If adopted, the EC proposal would not limit blending of biofuels to 5%, it would 
only set an accounting limit on the share of “biofuels produced from cereal and other starch rich 
crops, sugars and oil crops” counting towards the 2020 10% target for renewable energy in 
transport; EU Member States would still be able to subsidise food-based biofuels above that limit 
and indeed have an incentive to do so because of another piece of legislation which the EC 
proposal fails to amend: the Fuel Quality Directive which sets a binding target of 6% reduction in 
the greenhouse gas intensity of transport fuels by 2020. To achieve a genuine “cap” or limitation 
in the blending of of first generation biofuels in the EU, the following additional changes in the 
current EU legislation are required: insert a reference to the limit in the sustainability criteria 
for biofuels defined in both the Renewable Energy Directive (RED) and the Fuel Quality Directive 
(FQD), so EU state aid guidelines will not allow subsidising biofuels above the limit. The EC’s 
proposed changes to EU biofuels policy also fail to restore the integrity of the policy from a 
climate change perspective: the EC proposes only a reporting obligation on emissions from ILUC 
rather than adding feedstock specific ILUC factors to the GHG accounting under the 
sustainability criteria of the RED and FQD. 
 
 
17. Austrian Agency for Health and Food Safety 
 
Dear colleagues 
 
I am sorry to say, but the VO draft paper on Biofuels and Food security is unbalanced. 
 
The collection of data is commendable, but Summary, recommendations and chapter 3.1 look to 
me like an NGO paper that only takes into account one side of the coin. 
 
It is a matter of fact, that 70% of the poor live in rural areas. most of them work in agriculture 
(IFAD Rural poverty report 2011). For them higher farm prices is the only way out of poverty 
and hunger. 
Higher prices for agricultural products are the only way to boost production to the level we need 
for the next decades. otherwise farmes will not  have the money to invest. 
Rising demand for food alone will not lead to prices which enable small and medium farms to 
invest or buy inputs  
 
Demand for biofuels may enhance that rise of prices: for farmes (70% of the poor) that may be 
positive !!) 
In a short or medium term higher commodity prices, even caused by biofuels, will chatch the 
farm gate in nearly any state. 
It is clear that higher agricultural prices may cause problems for the urban poor. But it would 
make sense to evaluate the economic effects cuased by a farm population with slightly more 
money to spendand invest dfor the whole economy 
The VO report only describes possible negative effects and ignores the possible positive 
economic outcome. 
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I kow the the problem: most models only take into account production and prices and don't go 
so far. 
 
more comments:  
1. prices for oil or diesel will increase dramatically in a medium term. farmers will need 
alternatives. I do not see electric powered combines and tractors in rural regions (developed or 
developing) in the next 2 decades. You should discuss that problem as well 
2. landgrabbing is no phenomen of developing countries and caused only by biofuel 
production. even in industrialized countries like Germany and Austria investors, the church, 
"even NGOs"  startet to buy agricultural land where they can get, since the eceonomic crisis 
startet (fear of inflation). land was bought and rented by many state funds for food security 
reasons too. as land laws are a pure national compentence I think capacity building for 
politicians and farmers' associations is an option.   
3. ILUC: Changing from intensive production to organic agriculture has the same effects on 
land change as biofuel production. In organic production the total output decreases by 30%. But 
inputs perunit produced stay at the same level as in concventional production. but you need 
30% more land for the same output.  
4. please do not only cite agricultural and agro-industrial lobbies as advocates for biofuels 
        please tell which lobbies fight against biofuels too: you may cite  
• the oil industry,  
• multinational food companies (like Nestle): they need low commodity prices for higher 
profit margins and  
• many NGOs which are not interested in change 
 
I suggest to rework the study taking into account that  rural poor may be winners of a biofuel 
boom too. Please characterize the real loosers (urban poor and landless - but only for regions 
where the problem is a real problem) and some multnationals. please dicuss as well the role of 
farm workers 
 
I do not want to read an FAO "Expert" paper that sounds like the press bulletin of Nestle, Oxfam 
or the catholik church 
 
Best whishes for the further work. 
This comment is written in my personal capacity. the comment s no official position of the 
Agency. 
 
Dr.Dr. Alois Leidwein 
Bereichsleiter/Head of Department 
 
AGES - Österreichische Agentur für Gesundheit und Ernährungssicherheit GmbH 
Wissenstransfer, Angewandte Forschung, AGES Akademie - WIF 
AGES - Austrian Agency for Health and Food Safety 
Research Coordination, Knowledge Transfer, AGES Academy 
 
 
18. The National Reference Center on Biomass – University of Sao Paulo, Brazil 
 
General Presentation 
 
This document was prepared by CENBIO/USP based on contributions from the experts above. It 
was prepared under the general coordination of prof Jose Goldemberg. 
 
The document presents a first section with general comments from L. A. Horta Nogueira, 
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followed by specific comments from Suani Coelho, J. R. Moreira and A. Strapasson. 
 

I. General Comments (L.  A. Horta Nogueira)  
 

This document addresses relevant aspects of global development of biofuels, focusing mainly the 
nexus of ethanol and biodiesel production with staple food availability and prices. It could be 
considered an improvement compared with previous studies from that UN agency, which have 
been oscillating between a generic apology of biofuels and a criticism without clear base.  
 
It is really an advance to find in this report a prudent position with regards to Jatropha as 
feedstock (formerly proposed in FAO docs as good choice for biofuels) and about the feasibility 
of 2nd generation biofuels in the medium-short term. However, the document is fragile in their 
core analysis, based largely on a partial perspective of biofuel markets, impacts and potential. 
 
Following some remarks about this document are presented. 
 
1. Need to include sugarcane more clearly  
 
The review of current and prospective technologies for biofuel production (Chapter 2 - Biofuels 
and the Technology Frontier, Figure 2 and Tables 1 and 2, pg 17/18, energy balance and GHG 
emission of biofuels) properly confirms the relevant differences among the several feedstock 
and process, endorsing the abundant literature indicating sugarcane by far as more sustainable 
than other alternatives. There is almost a consensus in the scientific community about the 
superiority of this semi-perennial grass as photosynthetic converter and recent papers reinforce 
this vision (for example, Runge et al., 2012, and Leal et al., 2013).  
 
These significant differences were apparently no considered in other parts of the FAO document, 
developing the discussion on biofuels impact and potential essentially based on the production 
routes adopted in USA and Europe, almost ignoring sugarcane. It is highly advisable to revise 
this lack of relevant information.  
 
2. The price question 
 
As mentioned, the document developed an analysis and drawn conclusions about food prices, 
hunger, poverty, etc., focusing the market of grains, clearly affected by the biofuels production. It 
is correct in the case of corn in the USA or vegetable oil abroad, but is not applicable for the 
sugar market, directly related to ethanol in Brazil and other Latin-American countries.  
 
Thus, the evaluation of “change in use for food and feed versus use for biofuel, sugar (2005-
2012)” (Figure 10, pg 29) deserves more attention of authors. The price formation mechanisms 
are complex and should be more discussed. It could be also interesting to mention a study 
developed the Agricultural Development Unit of ECLAC on the relationship of crude oil price and 
agricultural commodities (for food and bioenergy), pointing out the lack of relevant co-variance 
in the case of sugarcane products (see pg 247-250 in BNDES/CGEE/CEPAL/FAO, 2008).  
 
3. The impact of increasing biofuel production 
 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

48 

The authors stressed their concern about the expansion of biofuels production by estimating the 
limited potential of biomass as source of energy to supply the huge current global demand 
(correctly) and assuming that “providing 10% of the world’s transportation fuel from biofuels 
would require roughly a quarter of all present crop production”. This last assertion is highly 
questionable and the footnote in pg 35 (“…and it takes very roughly the same quantity of crop 
energy to make each exajoule of biofuel – the mix of crops would not greatly vary this 
percentage”) should be carefully confirmed. There is a clear contradiction between the 
comparison of feedstock presented previously in this document and this hypothesis of no effect 
of feedstock. 
 
The calculus procedure and assumptions adopted to estimate the land and feedstock 
requirement are not clear, but possibly are based on average values of the current situation, 
which includes the unsustainable production of ethanol from corn and biodiesel from soybean 
and rapeseed. Again, the sugarcane route was forgotten, with serious implications. Several 
studies indicate quite different requirements of natural resources if more efficient (and 
available) routes are adopted. 
 
For instance, detailed evaluation of the expansion of ethanol production from sugarcane in 
Brazil, taking into account edafo-climatic constraints and the agro-ecological zoning, indicate 
that just about 23 million ha will be able to produce 5% of global gasoline demand in 2025 (Leite 
et al., 2009). This area is equal the area currently cultivated with soybean in Brazil and is less 
than 2% of area available for agricultural expansion indicated in this draft document (1,300 
million ha of cropland potentially available, pg 39). Detailed assessment of land requirement of 
modern bioenergy (using sugarcane) to supply global transportation needs is available (Pacca 
and Moreira, 2010) and should be included. 
 
As additional information regarding pasture land and taking into account the important increase 
in the animal protein demand, the evolution of livestock productivity has been remarkable. From 
1995 to 2006, the area of grassland in Brazil decreased from 179 Mha to 172 Mha (-4%), while 
the bovine herd increase (+14%) (IBGE, 2008). This densification of livestock production is far 
from complete, and it should free up more areas for agriculture and bioenergy in the coming 
decades, in many wet tropical countries. 
 
4. The electric car alternative 
 
The authors indicated as an alternative more efficient than bioenergy the direct conversion of 
solar energy in photovoltaic cells: “Converting this biomass energy into electricity in turn 
reduces that efficiency down to 0.1 to 0.2%. By contrast, standard solar cells now convert 10% 
of solar energy”.  
 
This comparison is, at least, very controversial. For what conditions? The LCA energy costs were 
considered? Are the inputs and outputs, the period of analysis, comparable? To compare 
photosynthesis with direct solar energy conversion, a clear definition of boundary analysis, 
contexts and aims is imposed, and this superficial judgement requires references and more data.  
 
Unfortunately, this kind of mistake sometimes appear in the literature, such as in a recent paper 
that assumes direct solar radiation as electricity, forgetting the relevant conversion process 
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efficiencies in the comparison of bioenergy and photo cells (Michel, 2012).  
 
5. Ethanol production stagnation in Brazil 
 
In the sentence “Ethanol production in the US shot up from 1.7 billion gallons in 2001 to 13.9 
billion gallons in 2011, overtaking Brazil whose ethanol sector only produced 5.5 billion gallons 
(why not to use cubic meters?), in 2011, after being severely hit by the 2008 financial crisis.” (pg 
20), it is advisable to review the causes behind the Brazilian situation. 
 
Although some other causes can be mentioned, such as adverse weather, costs increase and 
yield reduction due to mechanical harvesting adoption, it is enough clear that the main reason is 
the progressive lack of competitiveness of ethanol due to the government intervention in 
gasoline prices. Officially motivated by inflation control, the Brazilian government has kept 
during the last 5 years the gasoline price at refinery gate (ex-taxes) around 70 US$/barrel, 
significantly below of the international parity prices formerly adopted, and gradually reduced 
the taxes on this fossil fuel. In the middle of 2012, the main Federal tax on gasoline was set to 
zero and currently the gasoline price at gas stations is about 30% below the expected value, if 
the taxes were kept. As the Brazilian fleet is predominantly flex-fuel, the ethanol demand has 
been substituted by gasoline and the ethanol production in 2010 shrunk 30% in relation to 
2008. Thus, it is not correct to attribute to the financial crisis a situation essentially motivated by 
the lack of energy policy. 
 
6. Incorrect data 
 
With minor importance compared with the previous remarks, the data presented in the 
Appendix I, at least those with reference to Brazil, should be revised. The values for ethanol and 
biodiesel are swapped and must be clarified that the ethanol value does not represent 
“mandatory demand”, because consumers can choose freely their fuel (gasohol or ethanol). If the 
values represent production, the correct value for ethanol is 22,6 Mm3, (according to the 
Ministry of Energy and Mines), and the blending limits are E18-E25. 
 
Final Comments 
 
Despite of the relevant effort of this HLPE to assess globally the biofuel market, impact and 
perspectives, this draft report presents serious mistakes and naive arguments, essentially 
imposing an Eurocentric perspective and taking general conclusions based just in few 
productive routes (feedstock + process) broadly recognized as inefficient and unsustainable. 
Thus, the inconvenience of use of cereals (corn and wheat for ethanol, soybeans and rapeseed 
for biodiesel) is correctly stressed in this document, but the authors almost do not admit 
sufficiently the profound difference of sugarcane in this context. It is hard to believe that this 
report was done based on “field research carried out in different regions and localities” (pg 1), 
since it clearly does not reflect the reality in a large part of developing countries. 
 
FAO plays, mainly in the developing world, an important role, informing about technologies and 
building capacities for proper decision making in relevant matters. This document, in this draft 
format, is evidently biased and do need to be improved, including other perspectives and 
escaping from the limited vision that in the future of biofuels will be the same observed 
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nowadays in USA and Europe.  
 
Biofuels are not equal. If a country as Germany is using 940,000 ha to plant rapeseed for 
biodiesel and diverting the production of 650,000 ha of crops directly to make biogas (RENI, 
2011), consuming inefficiently a lot of natural resources, then the biofuels development is really 
a worrying issue. But, this cannot be generalized, biofuels can also be beneficial and promote 
sustainable development in many contexts, help to protect natural resources, generate jobs and 
income, improve health and food security (Lynd and Woods, 2012).  
 
Many developing countries are endowed with natural resources and should be helped to use 
them correctly, which include sustainable bioenergy. This document must be improved in order 
to reduce the polarized perception of impacts and benefits, and demonstrate the crucial 
importance of selecting efficient routes. To evaluate the future using the present situation is 
surely a mistake. 
 

II. Specific comments 
 

II.1. Comments – Suani Coelho 
 
1. Generalizations presented are not scientific 

 
a. Deforestation in Asian countries (section 1.4.3.): the discussion does not mention 

Wicke et al,2008, showing different conclusions. 
b. Several conclusions presented in Executive Summary does not present 

references 
 

2. Several statements in the report are not based on studies or references 
 

a. For example as “ethanol has not advanced as planned as transport fuel” (pg 10, 
3rd paragraph). Please include references. 

b. Report mentions cassava several times (see Box pg 12) but it never mention the 
extremely low energy balance for cassava not even on Table 1, pg 18 (where 
sugarcane balance is presented but it is not commented anywhere in the 
document) 

c. Page 22 last paragraph – “we do not know what percentage in consumption the 
food insecure experience when crops are diverted to biofuels”… But the 
conclusion is that there are reasons to believe that “effect is substantial…” Please 
rewrite - not scientific 
 

3. Section 3 – food x fuel - Section 3 - Food prices 
 

a. Revision does not include GEA, 2012 (chapter 20, Coelho et al, 2012) where this 
issue is extensively reviewed by several authors worldwide.  

b. Revision does not include Sen, 2000.  
c. Studies/models were developed for some crops and results are presented as 

general. In pg 21, last paragraph, the models are for maize and wheat and 
sugarcane not mentioned. Please rewrite  
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d. Other references such as Chen and Khana, 2013, Faaij (2012) are not mentioned.  
e. Section 3.2 does not include studies from Faaij, 2012, Faaij, 2008.  
f. Section 3.2.1., pg26 is based on only one study from Iowa University 

 
4. Section 4 – Biofuels and land  

 
a. Revision must include GEA 2012, Coelho et al, 2012, Dornburg et al, 2008, 2010, 

Sommerville, 2010, Nassar et al, 2009, among others. 
b. LUC and ILUC revision is based on controversial studies from Searchinger, 

without reference to Goldemberg et al, 2008, Goldemberg et Guardabassi 2009  
c. Carbon content in soils is extensively discussed in GEA 2012 by Lal, R. (based in 

several studies). 
d. Revision does not include Brazilian experience on agro-economic-environmental 

zoning for biofuels from sugarcane and palm (Manzatto et al, 2009, Ramalho et 
al, 2010, Strapasson et al, 2012) 

e. Statements are missing other references such as in page 39 and mainly the Box 
on page 40 (Biofuels and ILUC) 

 
II.2. Comments – J. R. Moreira 
 

1) Executive summary first line. If 10% of all transport fuels, to date, were to be achieved 
through biofuels, this would absorb 26% of all crop production. 

 
What is the meaning of this quantification? 26% of what?  Volume, weight, area used? This is 
important to proper clarify authors’ idea. On top of that it is useful to consider the following: 
 

a) Global average production of cereals is 3 t/ha. There are around 400 Mha used for 
cereal production. Using 35% of total crop area. The weight of crop harvested is 1200 
Mt (3 X 400Mha). 

b) Average sugarcane harvested is 70 t/ha. Total harvested area is 23 Mha, yielding 
1610 Mt (wet). Dry matter is 13% due cellulosic material plus 16% due sugar 
contend. Thus, this wet mass is equivalent to 451 MT (dry basis). Waste cellulosic 
material either burned or left in the field adds another 50% in weight. Total 
harvesting potential is 670 Mt. 

c) Considering that only sugar cane harvested at global level represents more than 50% 
of the weight of all cereals, the statement from the paper really requires a 
complement to be properly understood 

d) Furthermore, considering that cereal occupies a land area 17 times larger than sugar 
cane and produces less than twice the amount of biomass by weight, my comment is 
if the above paper statement has any meaning. Remember that in some developing 
countries the intention is to expand available poorly used areas for growing energy 
crops. 
 

2) Executive summary, second sentence:  At present, if we would use the totality of the 
world´s crops to produce biofuels, it would represent at most only 13% of the world´s 
primary energy 
 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

52 

Is this quantification correct?  
 

a) Only from harvested sugar cane primary energy contend is 13% X 17 GJ + 15% X 
16GJ = 4.61 GJ/tcane. Considering cellulosic waste burned or left in the field the 
amount is 2 times bigger = 9GJ/t. Global primary energy derived from harvested 
sugar cane is 9GJ/t X 1620 Mt = 14,589 PJ .  

b) Amount of primary energy used in the world 466 EJ 
c) Only sugar cane represents 3.1% of primary energy consumed in world by 2010. 

Thus, it is worthwhile to check if all the remaining crops, planted over 1,200 Mha can 
contribute only 4 times more than sugar cane harvested over 23 Mha. It is well 
known that sugar cane is a leading energy crop, but others crops produce residues 
that must be checked more accurately to support the authors’ statement 
 

3) Executive summary, last sentence, first paragraph. This would further mobilize 85% of 
the world´s fresh water resources. 
 
a) In Brazil, 90% of the area used for sugar cane plantation uses natural irrigation, 

which is the reason for modest yield observed (70 t/ha as country average). Sugar 
cane exploited in artificial irrigated soil can yield 140 t/ha. This practice uses water, 
but reduces soil demand. Thus, water use is a trade off with yield. 

b) Typical water demand for high productivity sugar cane is 1,500 mm of water/yr. Dry 
areas in Brazil, and in other tropical countries with potential to grow sugar cane 
presents at least 750 mm/yr of rainfall. Thus artificial irrigation must complement 
750 mm, or 7500 m3 of water/ha. This is the average irrigated water demand for all 
crops at the world. For the present area (23 Mha), water demand is 172 X 10^9 m3 
or 172 km3. Nevertheless, primary energy contribution doubles to the value 6.2% of 
2010 primary energy consumption due yield increase. 

c) Total water used for artificial irrigation at global level is obtained from the irrigated 
area (220 Mha) times the average amount of water/ha (8,000 m3). Thus, 1.6 X 10^12 
m3/yr, or 1600 km3. 

d) This means that using 172 km3 of water for sugar cane irrigation we can get 6.2% of 
the primary world energy.  

 
Thus, I am surprised with statement #3. How it is possible to consume 85% of world 
fresh water to produce 13% of primary energy, which requires 2 times more irrigated 
land area than present sugar cane harvested area (23 Mha)? Based in calculation shown 
in b) above all water requirement for 46 Mha of irrigated sugar cane area is 344 km3, 
which is a very small fraction of freshwater available. By the way, what is your definition 
of freshwater? See figure below about global freshwater. 
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.  
4) Executive summary, 3rd. paragraph: Agricultural and agro-industrial lobbies have been 

influential in the adoption of biofuels policies in the currently major biofuel producing 
countries. 
 

I strongly recommend including the following sentence just after the one highlighted above: 
“High technology industries and solar cell manufacturers lobbies have been influential in the 
adoption of PV policies in the currently major producing countries”. 
 

5) Executive summary, 4th. Paragraph: As the evidence-base in terms of energy and 
greenhouse gas efficiency of first generation biofuels has narrowed.  
 
a)  Regarding this comment I suggest to add some proper quantification. Take a look at 

the Figure below and compare the amount of investment in Bioenergy (biofuels and 
bioelectricity). The correct evaluation shall be based in energy produced divided by 
amount of investment. I suggest authors’ to consider this index before stating 
incomplete conclusions.  
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6) Executive summary, 5th. Paragraph: The central concern of this report is to analyze the 

implications for food security of global and national biofuels markets, Regarding this 
point note the following: 
 
a) Crop land planted area is around 1200 to 1300 Mha. Total land area used for 

agricultural activities is around 5,000 Mha. As countries develop is natural that land 
area used for activities that are associated with low return to investor be replaced by 
the ones that are more economic attractive. This is the case of cattle ranch. To quote 
an example, in Brazil there are 200 Mha used for cattle ranch, and only 4.5 Mha used 
for sugar cane energy crops. Most of the expansion on sugar cane plantation occurs 
over degraded lands used for pasture. This is an activity that provides return to 
entrepreneurs and provides economic and social progress to the country. By trying 
to discentivate sugar cane expansion, as is the goal of your paper, you are trying to 
keep developing country state of poverty for the future. I understand this is an unfair 
option and very unlikely to deserve support of an organization as FAO, which is 
directly involved in developing countries progress. 
 

7) Executive summary, 2nd page, 2nd, 3rd. and 4th. Paragraph:  
 
First generation biofuels are understood as those which use fuel crops and traditional 

fermentation, distillation and esterification technologies.  
 
Second generation biofuels use non-edible crops or the non-edible parts of food crops 

which require the use of lignocellulose technology.  
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Third generation biofuels are associated with algae production which while relieving 

land and food crop pressures are not themselves immune to environmental consequences 
and potential threats to food security. 

 
Regarding the above paragraphs it is important to say the following: 
 

a) 99.9% of all biofuels commercialized in the market is first generation. Second 
generation biofuels are under research since 1914 (the oldest document I was able to 
find) and progress has been very modest. Most papers consider 2nd generation 
biofuels important due energy security, but not as an economic competitor of first 
generation. Unfortunately, 2nd generation development has been incentivized, in 
some cases, as a way to procrastinate the development of first generation biofuels. 
Through this intentional action, first generation biofuels have seen its potential 
service to society delayed. Thus, criticism to 2nd generation biofuels is one of the few 
positive contributions of this paper. 

8) P41: Although plants with abundant water and good growing conditions can at times 
convert 3% of the solar energy that hits their leaves, over the course of the year even the 
most efficient plants tend to convert less than 0.5% of solar energy into biomass 
(Mackay 2008). 

 
 This statement isn’t true. See Xin-Guang Zhu, Stephen P Long and Donald R Ort, What is the 
maximum efficiency with which photosynthesis can convert solar energy into biomass?, Current 
opinion in Biotechnology, www.sciencedirect.com, , where the following statement is included 
“The highest solar energy conversion efficiency reported for C3 crops is about 2.4% and about 
3.7% for C4 crops (sugar cane is a C4 crop) across a full growing season based on solar radiation 
intercepted by the leaf canopy [2,21–23]. Higher short- term conversion efficiencies are 
observed for brief periods during the life of a crop reaching 3.5% for C3 and 4.3% for C4 [2].” 
 
Furthermore, considering sugar cane yield of 140 t/ha, which occurs in some developing 
countries, it is easy to verify that photosynthesis efficiency is above 1% and below 2%.  
 

9) P41: For many crops used for biofuels, and even many timber plantations, the 
conversion rates are even lower. Converting this biomass energy into electricity in turn 
reduces that efficiency down to 0.1 to 0.2%. 

 
This may be true for many crops but we insist that sugar cane is the energy crop for excellence. 
Experimental verification for sugar cane varieties commercialized in Brazil undergoes 
certification to obtain 340 t/ha, when all other plant requirements are 100% fulfilled. 
Considering that 13% is dry cellulosic material from harvested cane, other 13% is dry material 
from wastes, and 15% is sugar, total energy contend is 9GJ/tcane or 3060 GJ/ha/yr. Average 
annual insulation in the sugar cane area in the state of Sao Paulo, Brazil, is 5,000 kWh/m2/yr of 
daily horizontal global solar irradiation. This translates in 50,000,000 kWh/ha/yr or 180,000 
GJ/ha/yr, yielding a photosynthetic efficiency of 1.7%.  In any region of the Brazil (4200-6700 
kWh/m2) solar insulation is much greater than those for the majority of the European countries 
such as Germany (900-1250 kWh/m2), France (900-1650kWh/m2) and Spain (1200-1850 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/
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kWh/m2) where projects to harness solar resources are greatly disseminated some of which 
with great government incentives 
 
General Comments: 
 

1) For transportation there is a trend in switching from the traditional internal combustion 
motor vehicle to hybrid cars and even more to hybrid plug in vehicles. This will reduce 
the amount of fuel demand per vehicle. In the case of plug-in vehicles, sugar cane can be 
an important feedstock for energy supply. From sugar cane we produce ethanol and 
electricity, from the same feedstock. This electricity can be used in plug-in hybrid 
vehicles. See attached paper, (Pacca, S.; Moreira, J.R.  A bio-refinery for mobility? 
Environmental Science & Technology. v. 45 (22), p. 9498-505. Online, October 3, 
2011) were this advantage is analyzed and all world car fleet could be fed from 60 Mha 
of harvested sugar cane. 

2) Many more erroneous conclusions are seen in the paper due poor consideration of sugar 
cane as the energy source for bioenergy. It is imperative a complete paper review, since 
conclusions are based in wrong premises. Just to quote one mistake, considering 
photosynthesis efficiency capped at 0.1 or 0.2%, is equivalent to assume that one barrel 
of oil has 15.9 liters, instead of 159 liter. Consequently, daily consumption of oil would 
be 830 Mbbl/day, while total reserves are at most 2 trillion bbl. The consequence of this 
mistake is that global annual consumption would be 300 billion bbl and the most 
optimistic reserves would be zeroed in 6 years. As a consequence, major conclusion of 
the paper, would be that oil use would be over in just a few more years. 

 
II.3. Comments from A. Strapasson 
 

1) The report provides a stereotyped overview on biofuels, as well as catastrophic and 
unbalanced discussions. Therefore, it needs to be deeply reviewed before any 
publication.  

2) There is not a clear methodology and the analyses from authors are apparently biased, 
based on references, mostly against the expansion of biofuels. Therefore, the text does 
not present a balanced discussion.  

3) The report aims to present a discussion based on scientific arguments. However, it has 
strong ideological bias and various arguments extremely subjective.  

4) The report discusses biofuels broadly, when it should be analyzed case by case. 
Obviously, there are good and bad references in this sector, depending on your point of 
view. For example, biofuels may even contribute to food security, improve the conditions 
of infrastructure, attract ancillary industries and promote the stimulation of local 
agribusiness fact already observed in some regions of Brazil. Making large arbitrarily 
global estimates (eg, theoretical exercises and the like ... but if we used all agricultural 
production, what would happen to the land use? Etc.) are not appropriate to the context 
and do not fit to the real marketplace. Biofuels are an alternative to fossil fuels within a 
broader package that involves various other sources, and are limited to the availability of 
resources and land. The balance must be achieved by the market, but under the guidance 
of regulatory policies, for example, the use of agro-ecological zoning aimed at 
maximizing the sustainable use of soil, similar to what Brazil did to sugarcane and palm 
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oil. Furthermore, various other comparisons meaningless as proposed, for example, by 
comparing the efficiency of the photovoltaic panel with photosynthesis.  

5) The executive summary brings totally misleading recommendations for policy makers. In 
its beginning it presents questionable relationships and lacks details about the amount 
of agricultural production needed to produce a certain share of biofuels in the energy 
world.  

6) There is some provocation to say (page 6) "... Differently from Brazil and the U.S. where 
farm lobbies and energy concerns predominated ... ", being that Brazil's biofuel 
programs, in special the former Proalcohol Program, are State programs that went 
through different government administrations, despite the various interests involved. 
Moreover, in any major market, agricultural or not, there will always be interests and 
lobby, this is obvious, and find that this was not a factor of strength in Europe seems 
ironic. The European agricultural lobby has always been a factor in the negotiations with 
the European Commission.  

7) The last paragraph of page 32 is extremely subjective.  
8) The second paragraph of page 43 shows lack of understanding about the subject and 

politicization of the debate, especially in the case of an FAO report. An example of this is 
the various areas of underutilized pastures present in Brazil and not belonging to small 
communities; this is not theoretical, it is true and could be checked in loco by any NGO or 
FAO officials. There are several similar situations in other countries, so it is necessary to 
use GIS technologies such as zoning to identify such areas and stimulate an expansion in 
a balanced way (via funding, regulation of taxes, licensing and possibly independent, 
voluntary and private) in symbiosis with food production, among other public policies 
that the report could have recommended, instead of merely contesting the issue.  

9) I recommend the consultation to Strapasson et al, 2012, Lynd and Woods, 2011 and ISO, 
2009 especially this paper of the International Sugar Organization (ISO / MECAS) over 
high food prices in 2008 and its relation to ethanol cane sugar (references below). I also 
recommend: 
· Book on sugar cane in Africa: 
http://www.routledge.com/books/details/9781849711036/ # reviews (see Chapter 3 
on agro-ecological zoning of biofuels, among others). 
· Article on biofuels in Europe and influences in Brazil:  vol 474. 
http://www.jcer.net/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352%20http://www.jcer.n
et/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352 
· Magazine with several important articles in English in Brazil on biofuels and 
sustainability for policy makers: 
http://www.embrapa.br/publicacoes/tecnico/revistaAgricola/rpa-de-2007/RPA_03-
2006_INGLES%20Edicao%202007.pdf. 
· Book BNDES written by Horta and colleagues: 
http://www.sugarcanebioethanol.org/en/download/bioetanol.pdf 
 
General suggestion (A. Strapasson): Maybe it would be interesting to discuss the legitimacy 
of the document as proposed, since it is a policy-oriented literature FAO. According to the 
first paragraph of the Introduction, the authors count with previous decisions of superior 
support of FAO and should take into account the work of GBEP. The document would still 
need to be approved by the committee and therefore strongly recommend having member 
states’ official representatives at this meeting, especially from Brazil and USA, which are 

http://www.jcer.net/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352%20http:/www.jcer.net/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352
http://www.jcer.net/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352%20http:/www.jcer.net/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352
http://www.embrapa.br/publicacoes/tecnico/revistaAgricola/rpa-de-2007/RPA_03-2006_INGLES%20Edicao%202007.pdf
http://www.embrapa.br/publicacoes/tecnico/revistaAgricola/rpa-de-2007/RPA_03-2006_INGLES%20Edicao%202007.pdf
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the main countries regarded in the report. With respect to the FAO, which is the position of 
FAO Director-General about it? The FAO has shown lost in this matter. I've been in 2010 
with some colleagues at FAO in Rome and talked with groups who possessed divergent 
views on biofuels. Some BEFS representatives, for example, apparently have a false position 
that biofuels cannot be based on crops for food and should be focused on marginal areas 
and small communities. This demonstrates a primary vision of agricultural markets and on 
how to modernize agriculture in poor countries, thereby increasing food security and rural 
incomes. Nobody talks about biofuels cooperatives for example, among other alternatives 
to modernize the small production under an integrated industry. As for GBEP, was it 
formally consulted? I attended several meetings of GBEP when I worked at the Brazilian 
Ministry of Agriculture and guess that Brazil and the U.S. would be have several concerns 
about this report or may recommend revisions, although GBEP is something independent 
originated from G8, through Geneagle Plan of Action. 
 

Additional references suggested: 
Goldemberg, J., Coelho, S. T., Guradabsssi, P. (2008). The sustainability of ethanol production 

from sugarcane. Energy Policy , v. 36, p. 2086-2097, 2008.  
Coelho, S. T., Agbenyega, O.,  Agostini, A., Erb, K., Haberl, H.,  Hoogwijk, M., Lal, R., Lucon, O. S., 

Masera, O., Moreira, J. R. (2012). Land and Water. Linkages to Bioenergy. In Global 
Energy Assessment. International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis and Cambridge 
University Press. Vienna 

GEA (2012) Global Energy Assessment – Towards a Sustainable Energy Future. Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge UK and New York, NY, USA and the International Institute 
for Applied Systems Analysis, Laxemburg, Austria. Available at 
http://www.globalenergyassessment.org 

Sen, A. K.(2000)  Development as Freedom. 1st ed. First Anchor Books Edition. 2000. New York. 
BNDES/CGEE/ECLAC/FAO, Sugarcane bioethanol: energy for sustainable development, Banco 

Nacional de Desenvolvimento Econômico e Social, Rio de Janeiro, 2008. Available in 
www.sugarcanebioethanol.org 

IBGE (Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics) Censo Agropecuário (Agriculture and 
livestock census), Rio de Janeiro, 2008. Available in 
www.sidra.ibge.gov.br/bda/pesquisas/ca/ 

Leal, MRLV, Nogueira, LAH, Cortez, LAB, Land demand for ethanol production, Applied Energy 
102, 2013. doi: 10.1016/j.apenergy.2012.09.037 

Leite, RCC, Leal, MRLV, Cortez, LAB, Griffin, WM, Scandiffio, MIG, Can Brazil replace 5% of the 
2025 gasoline world demand with ethanol? Energy, 34(5), 2009. doi: 
10.1016/j.energy.2008.11.001 

Lynd, LR, Woods, J, Perspective: A new hope for Africa, Nature, 474, 2011. doi: 
10.1038/474S020a 

Michel, H, The Nonsense of Biofuels, Angew. Chem. Int. Ed., 51, 2012. doi: 
10.1002/anie.201200218  

Pacca S, Moreira JR, A biorefinery for mobility?, Environ Sci Technol, 45(22), 2011. doi: 
10.1021/es2004667. 

RENI, Biogas: an all-rounder, Renewables Insight: Energy Industry Guides, revised edition, 2011. 
Available in http://www.german-biogas-industry.com/ 
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http://www.iiasa.org/
http://www.iiasa.org/
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19. Climate Change, Energy and Tenure team, FAO, Italy 
 
Dear HLPE Secretariat 
 
Please find below comments from the Climate Change, Energy and Tenure team on V0 of the 
HLPE report on Biofuels and Food Security.  
 
We have divided our submission in two parts.  The first section includes overall comments on 
the document and structure and the second part includes working level detailed comments on 
each section. 
 
Generally there seems to be lack of cohesion across the document with the recommendation 
section presenting more balanced views and the rest of the document being written in a more 
negative and less substantiated fashion. We strongly suggest structural and technical revisions 
of this document. 
 
Regards 
Xiangjun Yao 
Director, NRC 
FAO 
 
 
Overall comments 
 
HLPE received a request from CSF in October 2011 to “conduct a science-based comparative 
literature analysis taking into consideration the work produced by the FAO and Global Bioenergy 
Partnership (GBEP) of the positive and negative effects of biofuels on food security” 
 
The current draft of this document fails to provide such a structured analysis based on clear 
definitions and objectives. Further, there is a lack of coherence throughout the document 
between the Executive Summary, the more balanced views presented in the Recommendations 
and the fragmented analysis of the five technical chapters that are generally much more 
negative. By reading the executive summary the reader would conclude that liquid biofuels are 
one option but careful assessment to ensure that their development does not compete with food 
security is required. On the other hand the technical chapters present a very negative outlook 
inferring that countries should not consider bioenergy/biofuels/liquid biofuels options.  
 
Furthermore, there is very limited reference and understanding of key FAO documentation 
especially throughout the five “technical” chapters. For example, no reference to: 
 
SOFA 2008 which contains central analysis of the issues discussed as for example definitions of 
food security, linkages and the BEFS Tanzania analysis: this is an example of how the debate 
then impacts at the country level and presents of the steps of analysis required to understand if 
the development of a bioenergy (more broadly) sector is viable in a developing country and 
what the impacts could be both at country level and household level both in the long run and in 
the short run. 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

61 

 
Reference: The State of Food and Agriculture . Biofuels: prospects, risks and opportunities. FAO 
2000 and Bioenergy and Food Security. The BEFS Analysis for Tanzania. Environment and 
Natural Resources Management Working Paper 35. FAO 2010 
 
It seems that the sections of the report have all been written by different people with little 
cohesion across the document on scope and perspectives. There is the need to give proper 
numbering to the document too. The number of the pages is not final, nor the numbering of table 
and figures. These are not adequately referred to throughout the text. The language is very 
complicated and difficult to understand in many instances. 
 
The document should: 
 
1. Set out a clear objective and scope. What is the exact scope of the review presented here? Is 

it limited to liquid biofuels for transport as most of the material in chapters 1 and 5 seem to 
be? Or even further limited solely to corn based ethanol? This should be clearly stated.  

 
In 2004 FAO did substantive work on defining a common language for bioenergy in order to 
facilitate communication and statistical information.  This paper can benefit from these 
definitions so that there is a clear consensus given the diversity of interpretations that exists 
worldwide. The document can be found here:  
http://www.fao.org/docrep/007/j4504E/j4504e01.htm 
 
2. If the scope of the paper is not solely on liquid biofuels for transport then more attention 

should be given to other forms of bioenergy. Also note that a fuel can be solid, liquid or 
gaseous and so the term biofuel in the report is not used correctly as it applies to all fuels 
derived from biomass. The glossary in the GBEP/FAO report “The GBEP Sustainability 
Indicators for Bioenergy” could help in this regard. 
 

3. If the scope of the paper is to analyze the implications of liquid biofuels namely ethanol and 
biodiesel on food security, the presentation of the material does not reflect this as it heavily 
focuses on the ethanol with little analysis of biodiesel.  These are two different systems that 
warrant the same level of attention if the paper is to be comprehensive. 
 

4. Who is the main target audience of this document? The document is currently very difficult 
to follow, especially if a more general layman audience is being considered. 
 

5. Which exact linkages to food security does the document aim to analyze? Solely an exact 
definition/calculation of the contribution of additional crop demand for biofuels for 
transport on food prices? Which food prices exactly?  
 

6. With reference to food security:  
a. The document does not give a clear definition of food security. The four dimensions 

are more or less stated but much clearer definitions are available in FAO, please see 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2763e/I2763E09.pdf and elearning FAO tool on 
Food Security definition. 

b. The document fails to link biofuels for transport (if this is the scope of the report) to 
all dimensions of food security namely availability, access, utilization and stability. 
Please see for example the short Annex 2 of the BEFS Analytical Framework  
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1968e/i1968e00.htm 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/007/j4504E/j4504e01.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2763e/I2763E09.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1968e/i1968e00.htm
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Here the linkages are clearly explained 
c. With reference to linkages to nutrition, there are three key issues with reference to 

nutrition: quantity, quality and intrahousehold allocation of food. As prices increase 
the poor consume less quantity and/or lower quality With reference to income 
distribution and nutrition distribution the key literature is  

 
Submaramanian, S. and Deaton, A., 1996, “The Demand for Food and Calories”, 
Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 104, (February), pp. 133-162 
Behrman and Deolalikar, 1987, “Will Developing Countries Nutrition Improve with 
Income? A Case Study for Rural South India”, Journal of Political Economy, 
Vol. 95, (June), pp. 108-138 
Deaton A., 1997, “The Analysis of Household Survey-A Microeconometric Approach to 
Development Policy”, Pubblished for the World Bank, The John Hopkins, University Press 

 
with reference to  intrahousehold allocation, food allocation between household 
members can shift  as prices increase, for example from mothers to children or from girls 
to boys. Some references to this cited in the annex referred to above: Block et al 2004, 
Torlesse 2003. 

 
d. The exact contribution of biofuels for transport to food price increases is hotly 

debated by key world experts. If the review is to be a “science-based comparative 
literature analysis” then the results of these key pieces of analysis should be 
presented. Key difference in assumptions/convictions should also be stated and 
potentially counter-argued. If so, and if this is the scope of the paper, this should be 
based on sound evidence. The contribution of biofuels for transport to food price 
increases should be then presented as a range as is generally agreed by all experts. 
The discussion should not focus on details of model assumptions as is currently the 
case, this is very confusing and generally dismissive of current economic analysis 
techniques. 

e. Secondly, on the food price side, once discussing possible contributions of biofuels 
for transport to the food price increases, the discussion fails to then define what the 
impacts of these higher prices might be? How at the country level, countries can be 
net exporters or importers while households can be either net food sellers or buyers. 
This is a central point in the discussion. If the price of maize increases not all will be 
hurt. It is essential to understand who is hurt, who loses and if overall the losses are 
larger than the gains. What are potential impacts of liquid biofuel development in 
food security in Africa, in LAC or in Asia? The BEFS project at FAO has done extensive 
work in Tanzania, Peru, and Cambodia to capture these effects particularly at the 
household levels, this type of work merits inclusion in the report to ground the 
global impacts. 

f. Thirdly, crop production for biofuels for transport is currently undergoing very 
stringent scrutiny. A key recommendation is that this should not only be the case for 
crops for biofuels. Recent discussions have remphasized the key role of agriculture 
as an engine for growth and poverty reduction. This hinges on smallholder inclusions 
and opportunities for the poor. This close scrutiny should apply to all agriculture and 
all crops. Are tobacco or cotton for example so much better than sugar cane for 
ethanol production? In what way? Are they more smallholder inclusive? Is more 
human and physical capital created with cotton and tobacco? The evidence for this at 
country level would be essential so that countries can make informed decisions. 
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g. Overall the discussion is very confusing and difficult to follow 
 

7. Recommendation 11:  On the other hand, the wealth of biofuels case-studies reviewed in our 
Report shows the importance of shifting from a narrow biofuels to a more comprehensive 
bioenergy policy approach. In developing countries with vast hinterlands, the mobilization of 
biomass for different forms of bioenergy can be the most effective development strategy to 
provide electricity and alternative power for cooking, water management, and local productive 
facilities in addition to transport fuel. 

 
In order to provide a balanced view this should be the overall thrust of the document. But again 
scope and structure need to be defined so as to lead the reader to this conclusion and 
recommendation. Recommendations could also be repeated as a conclusion to the document. 
 
8. Smallholder inclusion should play a central role in this report and there is little discussion of 

it if any. The point is to understand if this can be a profitable option for farmers, which type 
of farmers and to what extent. And also, can countries produce liquid biofuels for transport 
profitably? With smallholder inclusion? Is it an additional market for smallholders?  
 

9. The recent EU biofuel policy developments are presented several times throughout the 
report as final decisions. It should be noted that the European Commission has only issued a 
proposal that has not been adopted by the Parliament and the Council yet and thus could still 
be modified.  
 

10. Other potential benefits for food security are barely touched upon. For instance, the 
potential income effects through additional employment are not analyzed and the potential 
contribution of biofuels/bioenergy to sustainable rural development is discussed only in 
section 5.4 and not in sufficient detail.  In particular, the potential contribution of 
domestically produced bioenergy/biofuels to a reduction in the energy import bill of 
developing countries is not mentioned at all. The majority of least developed countries is 
heavily dependent on fossil fuel imports and is extremely vulnerable to supply/price shocks 
in energy markets. 

 
11. Most of the environmental and social issues discussed in chapters 4 and 5 are not specific to 

biofuels and apply to any type of agricultural production. While for biofuels compliance with 
environmental and social standards is often required (e.g. for imports into the EU), any other 
agricultural product is subject only to phytosanitary requirements. Notwithstanding the 
limitations of biofuel certification discussed in section 5.3, biofuel production is subject to 
much more scrutiny than agricultural production in general and is less likely to lead to 
negative environmental and social impacts compared to the latter. While this is 
acknowledged in the recommendations section, where the need for sustainability standards 
for the agricultural sector as a whole is voiced, the report seems to focus only on the 
limitations of biofuel certification. Plus, in the report there is no mention of good 
environmental and socio-economic practices that producers can implement to minimize the 
risk of negative impacts. FAO’s BEFS project has compiled a number of these practices: 
http://www.fao.org/energy/befs/78917/en/  
As for many other sectors, the impacts of biofuels will depend on how production is 
managed. 
 

http://www.fao.org/energy/befs/78917/en/
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12. There is strong focus on second generation liquid biofuels but generally the understanding is 
that Second-generation biofuels are not yet produced commercially and the report seems 
misleading in this. A report on second generation biofuel technologies from IEA on this: 
http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/second_generation_biofuels.
pdf 

Status as quoted in the report: Second-generation biofuels are not yet produced commercially, 
but a considerable number of pilot and demonstration plants have been announced or set up in 
recent years, with research activities taking place mainly in North America, Europe and a few 
emerging countries (e.g. Brazil, China, India and Thailand).  
 
13. Overall the HLPE team writing this report should dedicate a lot more attention to evidence 

based policy formulation. The goal should be to base future sector development decisions on 
country level evidence so that each country can understand its potential and tradeoffs.  
FAO has done a lot of work on this and this is covered in the FAO packages on sustainable 
bioenergy development  
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf  

 
DETAILED COMMENTS BY SECTION: 
 
Executive Summary 
 
The first paragraph refers to very specific figures which are based on a specific scenario and 
analysis of the IEA regarding a hypothetical long term scenario that has a number of very strong 
policy assumptions underlying it. This paragraph should be removed from the Executive 
summary and rather be placed in the technical chapters as deemed suitable and should be 
adequately referenced and explained. There could be a section in the technical analysis on 
outlook where current status of biofuels and potential outlooks are presented. That would also 
help the reader understand what role biofuels for transport currently play and what role they 
might play in the future. 
 
Page 2: 
There is confusion in the use of words ‘fuel crops’ and defining the generations of biofuels. Again 
this goes back to the need for a clear definition. For example first generation can use non-edible 
crops, and second generation refers to the use lignocellulosic biomass. If this is not clear, then 
there is confusion on how to classify crops such as Jatropha . Second generation feedstocks are 
usually sourced and consumed locally.  
The GBEP work on indicators should be mentioned after the first (partial) paragraph on page 2, 
since this work is mentioned in the HLPE’s commission and is an important example of an 
internationally agreed tool that requires adaptation to national circumstances in its 
implementation. Suggested text: “The Global Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP) developed and 
agreed in 2011 a common set of 24 voluntary sustainability indicators for bioenergy intended to 
inform national decision-making; the indicators are being piloted in various countries in Africa, 
Asia, Europe and Latin America and their application entails methodological adaptation to suit 
national circumstances.” 
In paragraph 6, the scenario of a ‘division of labour’ outlined in the sixth paragraph seems rather 
extreme and hypothetical. This should be clarified and referenced. What is the source for this 
potential conclusion? On the other hand, might this even be favourable for developing countries? 
Further, the chemical industry should be mentioned as consumer of agricultural products 
(additionally to food and energy) but it should be noted that there is only partial competition. 
With reference to residues, it is true that there can be competition in uses but the sustainable 
use of residues should be encouraged, not discouraged. 

http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/second_generation_biofuels.pdf
http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/second_generation_biofuels.pdf
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf
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The last paragraph of page 2 reflects a lack of historical (and current developing country) 
context: the use of crops for both food and “energy” (for transport or mechanical power, as well 
as cooking and heating) did not start with the liquid transport biofuel mandates, but rather for 
millennia crops have been used as fuel for draught animals and human labour. Indeed, the 
proposition that multipurpose crops are the problem is not only inaccurate but unhelpful to 
reaching an understanding of how to manage (the competing and synergistic uses of) natural 
resources for sustainable food security.  
With regard to the comment at the bottom of page 2 that multipurpose crops and the biorefinery 
model foreclose a favoured avenue for agricultural value addition, this should be validated by 
evidence and detailed argumentation. Perhaps the cases being drawn upon rather reflect the fact 
that demand for liquid biofuels and in some cases other co-products through policies that do not 
differentiate between production models will tend to reinforce existing models for cash crops 
and the imbalances of power associated with them. 
 
Page 3: 
The reference should be to ‘other renewable energy alternatives’ as biofuel is the only 
alternative fuel.  
Here biogas is discussed and it is stated that it can be used directly as transport fuel (normally 
this is not true) or in liquefied form (would this be BTL transformation, or rather transported in 
liquefied form?).  As it stands it is unclear. 
There is reference to a biomass conversion efficiency of 3%. Please double-check as it should be 
6-7 %. Ad adequate reference should be inserted.  If a comparison on a 1 ha basis is desired this 
should then consider all resources, technology and required investment. This is complex and 
should not be underestimated otherwise you risk comparing apples with oranges.  
The second paragraph on page 3 is central to the discussion and should be more broadly 
emphasized and discussed.  
Paragraph 3 of page 3 seems to forget all the positive effects that could derive by the 
development of a bioenergy industry, e.g. the increase of market value of agricultural produce, 
attraction of investments for catalyzing agriculture modernization, spill-over effects in terms of 
adoption of innovative agriculture practices. This is particularly true in developing countries 
where land is very much under used. 
Paragraph 4 is questionable, as it refers specifically to the US and appears not to account for 
yield response. 
 
Page 4:  
Paragraph 3 presents an unrealistic scenario by extrapolating today’s technology and conditions 
and applying them to the future.  Also the text does not reflect the fact that second generation 
can make use of less productive land or no land at all, if sustainable residues are used. 
The considerations in paragraph 4 are true, but it should be made very clear that at present in 
Africa a bioenergy production industry did not take off and there is no (or very little) biofuel 
production for export. 
The issue of energy access is mentioned here but this topic is barely covered, if at all, throughout 
the paper. For example the discussion could cover ethanol gel for cooking and lighting, examples 
of this exist in Mozambique and other African countries.   
 
Page 5:  
In general when discussing the negative impacts of liquid biofuels, for example on women, it 
should be made clear that they are speaking about large-scale monocrop plantations and that 
this applies to agriculture in general. 
On page 5 it is stated that the issue of gender and biofuels was initially neglected. The FAO (Rossi 
and Yambrou) paper on this topic of 2008 seems to have been overlooked, as does the UN 
Energy report “Sustainable Bioenergy: A Framework for Decision Makers” of 2006, which also 
addresses this issue. To name but two reports addressing this topic written or co-written by 
FAO. 
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Page 5 – edit suggestion: 
[Central to the initiatives to confront the varied critiques of currently designed biofuels 
mandates has been the development of voluntary, public/private, forms of governance of the 
supply chain in the form of certification systems. These have been primarily promoted within 
the EU and have now assumed virtually regulatory status to the extent that non-certified 
biofuels cannot count as contributing to fulfilling mandated targets (EASAC, 2012). The criteria 
governing the very varied range of certification schemes are heavily oriented to energy 
efficiency, carbon emissions and environmental factors. Indeed, the inclusion of social factors 
can incur retaliation within the terms of the WTO. . Nevertheless, the GBEP Task Force has been 
building consensus on the inclusion of social criteria under the team leadership of the FAO since 
2008 (GBEP, 2008). The Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels (RSB) also includes social criteria 
and we examine whether such criteria are present in other certifications and review the 
literature on their effectiveness in promoting and/or defending food security. At the level of 
voluntary national-level decision-support tools, the GBEP sustainability indicators for bioenergy, 
agreed by 23 countries and 13 international organizations in 2011, include 8 social indicators 
alongside 8 environmental and 8 economic indicators for measuring the impacts of bioenergy 
production and use 

Exact reference for the GBEP Report on indicators: 
FAO (GBEP), 2011. The Global Bioenergy Partnership Sustainability Indicators for 

Bioenergy 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Recommendation 1:  
 
This should be carefully worded and references should be provided to the various statements 
mentioned. It should be made clear that mandates and subsidies should be put in question in 
some countries and not all. Further ‘where these artificially stimulate biofuels production’ could 
be deleted, as this is exactly the purpose of subsidies. 
The first policy recommendation ends by suggesting that a global biofuels market could emerge 
without specific biofuel targets or mandates, and that policies should be directed at preventing 
this, rather than merely removing mandates and subsidies. Perhaps a better message is that 
public policies should reflect all externalities (environmental, social and economic; positive and 
negative) of biofuel production and use and hence support them only where and when they 
bring net environmental, social and economic benefits or at least help achieve specific public 
policy goals in a more cost-effective manner than alternative options and without inacceptable 
unintended consequences.  
 
Recommendation 2:  
 
It is important not to implement undifferentiated public policies promoting biofuels that 
reinforce existing imbalances in power vis-à-vis tenure of natural resources and access to food, 
income and employment. Indeed, biofuel policies should seek to do the reverse by favouring pro-
poor, nutrition- and gender-sensitive production models. And this should be true for all 
agriculture.  
 
Recommendation 3: 
 
This is a general recommendation is general that should not single out jatropha 
 
Recommendation 4:  
 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/ap506e/ap506e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/ap506e/ap506e.pdf
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It should be specified that we are speaking about large-scale plantations 
 
Recommendation 6:  
 
The sixth recommendation advocates the required use of recognized certification schemes. 
However, such a recommendation should always be accompanied by the need to support this 
through capacity development to ensure participation in such schemes of smallholders and 
poorer countries. 
 
Recommendation 7:  
 
In my opinion this is not a proper recommendation. I would rather turn it into a finding for the 
Exec Summary 
 
Recommendation 8:  
 
The eight recommendation suggests adopting typologies of production models to identify trade-
offs of different production systems: it would be helpful to highlight in these recommendations 
the need for further evidence both to understand the impacts and the viability of a domestic 
bioenergy sector. FAO has developed a number of tools for this. Please see 
www.fao.org/energy/bioenergy 
And also there is currently enough knowledge on ways to get biofuel development right, 
including: 

− good practices (see BEFSCI compilation here 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2596e/i2596e00.pdf and here 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2507e/i2507e00.pdf ) 

− guidelines such as the Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of 
Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security 
(2012) -  
www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/nr/land_tenure/pdf/VG_en_Final_March_2
012.pdf, and the Voluntary Guidelines on Responsible Management of Planted 
Forests (2006) - www.fao.org/docrep/009/j9256e/j9256e00.htm, 

−  tools to get even large scale biofuel development right. One set of tool is FAO’s 
sustainable bioenergy support package – summarized here  
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-
0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf  

 
 
Introduction 
1. The introduction refers to the potential positives outcomes from liquid biofuel development 

i.e. income generation, yet this is never explored in the paper. Even in the context of the US 
or Brazil, how have farmers benefited by price increases? This is important because there is 
a tradeoff that needs to be understood, i.e. was this worth it? 

 
2. Page 5 – insert new para in blue between the current last and second last paragraphs. 
 [….In this light we will consider to what extent regulation and voluntary forms of governance, in 
the form of certification systems take into account food security related criteria.  
In particular, in light of the 2011 CFS request, we will consider the set of 24 sustainability 
indicators developed by the Global Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP) with the significant 
contribution of FAO, as founding partner and hosting organization of its Secretariat. The 24 
voluntary sustainability indicators for bioenergy provide a comprehensive yet practical mean of 
evaluating the impacts of bioenergy production and use in a country with a view to informing 
policy development. FAO led the GBEP work to develop indicators related to bioenergy and food 

http://www.fao.org/energy/bioenergy
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2596e/i2596e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2507e/i2507e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/nr/land_tenure/pdf/VG_en_Final_March_2012.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/nr/land_tenure/pdf/VG_en_Final_March_2012.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/009/j9256e/j9256e00.htm
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf
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security. These indicators permit an evaluation of the impacts of bioenergy on food security at 
the national, regional and household levels. 
 
Much of the literature under review is primarily concerned with the energy, climate change, and 
biodiversity …] 
 
3. Liquid biofuels are discussed based on: 

1) feedstock, there are first generation and second generation  
2) Technologies, there are first generation and second generation   

Seems like there is a mix of the two here, providing a definition on what you are refereeing 
to will facilitate for the reader to understand your argument. 
 

4. Algae may require large quantities of water not land so it could give way to competition with 
water rather than land. The National research council report found that to produce the 
amount of algal biofuel equivalent to 1 liter of gasoline, between 3.15 liters to 3,650 liters of 
freshwater is required, depending on the production pathway. 
 

5. The report indicates at top of p.g. 5 that rural areas depend partially or primarly on food 
purchase then couple of  paragraph below that access to market in rural areas is a significant 
problem, so how are food prices affected, is the transmission of food prices from global 
markets taking place even if markets are sort of close loop? 

 
6. Last paragraph in pg. 5 should mention that the BEFS project in FAO focused on the link of 

bioenergy and food security, it could be one of the only ones to date to have that focus. 
 
CHAPTER 1 
 
1. What is CAFE? Was the biofuel integration in Carter Administration more in response to the 

energy situation at the time rather than agriculture?  
2. Figure 1 on page 7: if the scope is liquid biofuels for transport what is the reason for a figure 

referring to wood pellets? And generally the reason for this figure? No discussion nor 
reference in the text 

3. P.g. 7 , number 3 mentions 15.9 billion liters equivalent TO WHAT? 
4. Section 1.4, I would say that a key reason for the widesrepad introduction of liquid biofuel or 

bioenergy policies as of lately in general in countries around the world has been energy 
security issues in response to recent higher energy prices.  The FAO Legal Department 
carried out a review of global policies and defining the objectives of these policies.  

5. The discussion on South Africa was the decision to leave maize out due to food security 
reason? If this is the case, it should be clearly stated. 

6. The table on cassava should also indicate that cassava production in SSA is relatively low 
yield and in many instances is due lack of end markets and biofuel can be one among many 
alternative that can help provide an alternative market. This can make reference to a 
particular study done in BEFS Tanzania. 

7. Section on SSA misleading states on investments on biodiesel only, these have been for 
biofuel in general for example large investments are taking place for ethanol i.e. SEKAB in 
Tanzania and Addax in Sierra Leone. Most African countries have significant energy security 
problems plus discussions with number of African governments pursuing policies for 
bioenergy have indicated that this polices are not soley based on export market but also for 
the need to supply their own energy needs. 

8. I think even before considering Maltitz and Staffort process is considered, countries need to 
understand if they have the potential to develop a bioenergy sector, what are the risks and 
opportunities and potential tradeoffs this will bring to food security. Regardless of countries 
considering bioenery policies countries also need to understand how global liquid biofuel 
polices may affect them in terms of food security since this are out of their control this will 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

69 

ensure that they identify national mechanisms to confront them. This is precisely what FAO 
has been working on over the past 6 years  i.e. developing a tool kit that helps countries 
understand this and it is not even mention here! 

9. The sections in Latin America is very poor, Colombia and Argentina have well-developed 
liquid biofuel polices that merit a discussion.  How would liquid biofuel impact food security 
in the LAC context? Or how at least the development in Brazil, Colombia and Argentina has 
affected food security? 
 

Land-Use Change 
1. Is the EU reduction in mandates been officially approved or is it still a proposal?  
2. Argentina is a lead exporter of soybean biodiesel to the EU and likely to be affected by 

reduction in EU mandate. Once it seems like the Argentinan government recently increase its 
own national diesel blending mandate in order to absorb additional national demand.  So the 
effect of reduction of global polices may be minor if countries decided to absorbed this at the 
national level. 
 

Country-based Typologies 
 
1. For the Land-scarce, low income countries. i.e. “Any additional investment is therefore 

likely to be prejudicial” wouldn’t some of the investment come from the private sector 
aiming to develop the bioenergy sector?  Unless is assumed that 100% will come from 
public funding this doesn’t make sense. 

2. Land scarce middle income countries, like Thailand may be close to reaching the yield 
gap so room for intensification may be relatively small if at all, so this needs to be 
carefully evaluated before making this type of generalizations. 

3. The BEFS project allows to evaluate the different situations and make sure that local 
context are captured so the decision making process is based on evidenced-based. This 
sections should refer to the existing tools to help countries understand this. 

 
CHAPTER 2 
 

1. As mentioned before definitions are essential and clear understanding of what is meant 
by first and second generation in reference to feedstock or technologies need to be 
clearly stated. 

2. Para 1 in p.g. 17, cost of biomass could also be a challenge for lignocellulosic i.e. the cost 
of collection and transport. 

3. EROI is not clearlyl explained in the text i.e. not only fossil fuel included then what other 
fuels are included in the calculation? 

4. The fossil fuel energy indicator should be explained. 
5. Para 3 in p.g. 17 discuses a table but doesn’t provide a reference I am assuming is table 1.  
6. You indicate that the energy balance for cellulosic ethanol varies from 2-36. If in the 

upper bound it could be 36, how can you then state that this is not enough to attain a 
desirable balance! So is best to say that  in some cases is desirable and in other context is 
not desirable! 

7. Some of the tables are not appropriately reference in the text. 
8. Last para page 20 is out of context. 
9. The discussion on biorefineries ( section 2.3.2. is very short and basically dismisses these 

as too complex. However, it does not consider simple biorefineries such as integrated 
food energy systems (IFES) – see FAO  overview report here 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i2044e/i2044e.pdf   

 
CHAPTER 3: 
General comment: too negative approach regarding impacts of bioenergy on food security, 
hunger and poverty. 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i2044e/i2044e.pdf
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1. Page 21, 1st para – my edits in track change below 
 
[A wide variety of papers have found that biofuels have contributed to increase crop prices and 
played a major role in triggering price increases but have disagreed about the magnitude and 
have less often directly addressed impacts on malnutrition. This part addresses the role of 
biofuels in four subsections. 
 
2. Page 23, para 3.2. The Role of Biofuels in Increased Food Prices and their Volatility 

since 2000-2004  
[In line with the HLPE report on this theme (2011), our analysis indicates that biofuels have 
played a predominant role in the increases in food prices and volatility since 2004. Two basic 
reasons can be identified. In the first place, with the rise of oil prices, it has been economically 
feasible for ethanol manufacturers to bid up the price of maize (and through it the price of other 
crops) from roughly $2.25 per bushel ($88.6 per metric ton) to levels 2.5 to 3 times higher for 
much of 2008 and since 2010 (prices ranging from $6-$8 per bushel, or roughly % per bushel, or 
roughly $235 to more than $300 per metric ton) for much of 2008, and since 2010. Secondly, the 
production and supply of grain, vegetable oil and sugar supplies since 2004 have not been 
growing as fast as the demand for them, which is due in large part to the rise in demand for 
biofuels. However, it is important to mention that FAO (SOFA 2008, pag. 85) has a more cautious 
position stating that “many factors are responsible for the recent sharp increases in agricultural 
commodity prices, including the growth in demand of liquid biofuels.” ]  
SOFA 2008 available at ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/011/i0100e/i0100e.pdf 
 
3. When the price effects are discussed in chapter 3, the role of adverse weather conditions in 

key producing/exporting countries seems a bit overlooked and the impact of export 
restrictions in exacerbating these price increases on the international market is not 
acknowledged. With regard to the impacts on malnutrition of these price changes, it is not 
considered that, when the price of a staple food increases, to a certain extent consumers can 
adapt and change their consumption behaviour at least in part, by shifting to less costly 
substitutes. Even though the poor tend to have limited options, this should at least be 
mentioned as a possibility.  
 

4. Potential relationship between liquid biofuels and nutrition that is not explored in your 
paper is how the lack of access to cooking fuel can lead to unsafe cooking techniques & 
domestic practices which can negatively impact nutritional intake. These negative impacts 
include for example substitution for easier-to-cook food items that have less nutritional 
value and undercooking food to save time/fuel (which can lead to foodborne disease and 
digestive problems) and reducing nutritional uptake. 

 
5. The relationship with hunger is not clearly demonstrated. Perhaps using visual material can 

help present this better. 
 

6. How do you arrive to the 9.5% reduced consumption para 4 and 40%  in para 5 in p.g. 22? 
 

7. Para 1 in p.g.23 perviously it was indicated that it was hard to determin the consumption i.e. 
demand impact, yet here a very strong argument is presented that is has significant impact. 

 
8. From 2000 through 2004 was what were the global oil prices/energy prices, this will be 

more sound to compare to price average of maize during the same period.  Assuming prices 

ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/011/i0100e/i0100e.pdf
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of oil between 2000-2004 were relatively low,  this is a low price case scenario then it  can 
compare to 2005-2008 when prices spike. How these two scenarios affect maize price? How 
does biofuel come into place? Without a comparison like this the effect on doubling or 
tripling on maize prices is not clearly made.  

 
9. Check the figures as there is discrepancy between figures reference and discuss in text with 

the figure being referenced. 
 

10. Does the displacement in sugar come from direct use of sugarcane for ethanol? Looking at 
some figures from OECD-FAO report seems like Brazil a major exported of sugar and ethanol 
producer, has kept production of sugar, sugar exports and biofuel production relatively 
constant. The other major global producers of sugar i.e. India and Thailand for example have 
promoted the use of molasses for ethanol.  So how couldsuch a large displacement be 
happening? Is this difference mainly due to increase demand for sugar with relatively 
constant supply of it rather than displacement for biofuel? 

 
11. This sections is heavily discussed in terms of ethanol, as the paper talks about liquid biofuels 

a through on biodiesel and its food security impacts should be included. 
 

12. What about discussion on income effects from liquid biofuel development? 
 

13. In the overstated factors areas one argument is that volatility is short term phenomena but 
isn’t food security also short term? How are these two different? 

 
Section 3.1.  

o The computations and forecasts on page 22 do not seem to take possible yield increase 
over time 

o Some important ones  rely on quite old data – e.g. FAOSAT 2000 see footnote 9 
Section 3.2.  

o This section only looks at international commodity markets and completely ignores how 
these impact on regional or national prices – i.e. price transmission to regional and/or 
national levels. However these are the levels where price changes matter for food 
security and poverty. Some recent interesting papers on this issue in relation to Africa 
can be found here PANGEA http://www.pangealink.org/wp-
content/uploads/2012/09/PANGEA_Whos-Fooling-Whom_SSA_Food-Crisis_report.pdf  .  
– IFPRI here  http://www.ifpri.org/publication/food-price-volatility-africa and here 
http://www.ifpri.org/publication/transmission-world-food-price-changes-markets-sub-
saharan-africa 

o The discussion on linkages between ethanol demand, grain prices and oil prices is 
primarily based on corn ethanol in the USA. It therefore completely ignores other 
important international feedstocks such as sugarcane, palm oil and rapeseed. Therefore 
it cannot claim to depict a global picture and this significantly weakens the conclusions. 

 
 
Chapter 4 
1. In chapter 4, the demand for agricultural products (and land) for fibre, biochemicals and 

bioplastics is not even mentioned. 
2. The sustainable bioenergy tools Kit of FAO and in particular the BEFS approach has define a 

number of methodologies to help countries understand this issues, yet is not even 
mentioned in the text. 

http://www.pangealink.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/PANGEA_Whos-Fooling-Whom_SSA_Food-Crisis_report.pdf
http://www.pangealink.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/PANGEA_Whos-Fooling-Whom_SSA_Food-Crisis_report.pdf
http://www.ifpri.org/publication/food-price-volatility-africa
http://www.ifpri.org/publication/transmission-world-food-price-changes-markets-sub-saharan-africa
http://www.ifpri.org/publication/transmission-world-food-price-changes-markets-sub-saharan-africa
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3. The bioenergy role to supply local energy to the poor is buried in the text, this is a positive 
impact that should be given more prominence, since energy security impacts food security 
as well. 

4. Land is an issue widely faced in agriculture not only for biofuel but also for food production. 
Foreign investors looking also to produce food for export markets is a wide problem 
particularly in Africa. FAO’s work on land tenure voluntary guidelines aims to help address 
both of these issues. 

5. The BEFSCI project looked at socioeconomic implications of large-scale investments in 
Africa, Asia and LAC, their work and results should be included in this work. Plus the BEFS 
work in Sierra Leone on developing investor guidelines merits some recognition! 

6. Looking at the table on land deal, focusing on Tanzania and Sierra Leone countries the BEFS-
FAO team is currently working on, the investments for palm oil are for food and not for fuel.  

7. With regards to the importance of production typologies for identifying polices, this is the 
core work that FAO has been doing over the past 6 years and yet is not mention in this para. 
For example the analyzes in both Tanzania and Peru included the smallholder integration or 
outgrower schemes.  

8. The discussion how much land would be available for biofuel does not account for the use of 
co-products. Yet this can lead to significant savings (10-30% dependent on GHG targets and 
feedstock type )  – Gallagher report 2009  
http://www.unido.org/fileadmin/user_media/UNIDO_Header_Site/Subsites/Green_Industr
y_Asia_Conference__Maanila_/GC13/Gallagher_Report.pdf  

9. The same Gallagher report undertook a major review of available information on available 
land and, on balance, says that there is enough land. Therefore the report should be 
consulted in order to present a more balanced view on this issue. It is not so much a question 
of how much land but much more what type of land and this is addressed in section 4.2.3.  

10. The discussion on ILUC is limited to a discussion on an accounting issue (Box page 40) and 
does not explain where things currently stand, nor does it mention some known good 
practices to limit ILUC risk – see above point on good practices  

11. The discussion on large-scale investments does not seem to consider the possibility that 
some of these investments may have been done in the right way. And this applies also to 
Table 3 ( page 45 and 46). This simply does not reflect the reality ( e.g. in Sierra Leone a 
major investment can be considered a good practice, and the same applies to some 
investments Mali). Therefore, here again, the tone is too negatively biased.. 

12. Still on large scale investments, the paper should mention that bad investments have not 
started in agriculture have not started with biofuel development. They have happened all the 
time, and therefore the issue goes beyond biofuel – This would reinforce the 
recommendation on responsible agriculture investments.   

13. In the first part of the chapter the author refers to the energy content of crops currently 
produced and compares it with the total energy demand on the global level.  

14. The statement that the energy embedded in the plants cannot supply the global energy 
needs may be correct, but it is also out of the context of energy planning principles to even 
assume such a scenario. Bioenergy, as one of the primary energy sources, has always been 
considered as part of overall portfolio of (renewable) energy sources. Depending on the 
availability and accessibility of alternative energy sources to a specific country, the share of 
bioenergy in total primary energy supply differs among countries. In addition, the efficiency 
in conversion of primary energy to final energy is one of the key factors effecting the 
sustainability of biomass use.   

http://www.unido.org/fileadmin/user_media/UNIDO_Header_Site/Subsites/Green_Industry_Asia_Conference__Maanila_/GC13/Gallagher_Report.pdf
http://www.unido.org/fileadmin/user_media/UNIDO_Header_Site/Subsites/Green_Industry_Asia_Conference__Maanila_/GC13/Gallagher_Report.pdf
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15. Based on the national long term energy policies, IEA had developed future global scenarios 
and presented them in the World Energy Outlook 2012. From the scenarios presented, it is 
clear that it is foreseen that bioenergy supplies only a part of total energy needs. Currently, 
and most probably liquid biofuels produced from agricultural feedstock, are the most cost-
effective substitution for fossil fuels in supplying the energy demand of transport sector.  

16. Further on, the author compares the efficiency of conversion of solar energy through 
photosynthesis and that of photovoltaic cells. Considering solely the efficiency of the process, 
the efficiency of the energy conversion may be significantly lower in photosynthesis, as the 
author states. Nevertheless, in the context of energy utilization for transport one should take 
into consideration complete life cycle of the energy consumption. Considering that liquid 
biofuels can directly be used for transport, with no or minimal modifications of distribution 
infrastructure and vehicles characteristics, the necessary energy and material inputs in 
development of electric vehicles and distribution infrastructure should be included in the 
scope of such life cycle analysis.  

17. In the final paragraphs of the chapter, the author refers to the role of forests in climate 
change prevention as carbon sinks, and implies to the potential negative effects of change of 
carbon rich land cover areas to agricultural areas. The baseline for the authors’ statements 
and the indented conclusions are not well elaborated.  

18. It is evident that the forest may have an important role in sequestrating carbon, but only in 
the case when they are sustainably managed. A sustainable management of forests 
encompasses sustainable harvesting of biomass. Considering national and international 
bioenergy policy developments, which are also presented in this document, it is evident that 
there is a need for implementation of sustainability criteria and other relevant safeguarding 
measures, which will guaranty positive energy balance and negative GHG balance of 
bioenergy use. These facts should have been acknowledged also by the author of the 
following chapter (Chapter 4.1.3 – paragraph one).  

 
CHAPTER 5;  

1. Para 5.3 Certification Schemes and Social Compliance 
Beginning of page 52 - The text below in [ ]should be completely substituted by the text in 
blue below (including the table). 
[Internationally the GBEP has been active in the promotion of sustainability criteria and 
indicators for biofuels. Within this framework the FAO has led the negotiations on social criteria, 
and provisionally agreed indicators cover:  
- Net job creation  
- Wages  
- Changes in unpaid time spent by women and children collecting biomass  
- Biomass used to expand access to modern energy services  
- Change in mortality and burden of disease attributable to indoor smoke from solid fuel use  
- Incidence of occupational injury, illness and fatalities  
 
Willingness to reach agreement was also reached with relation to the following points although 
further discussion is still required:  
- Food security  
- Labor conditions  
- Access to land, water and other natural resources  
- Household income (Morese, 2010) ] 
 
The Global Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP), with the significant contribution of FAO, developed a 
set of 24 voluntary sustainability indicators for bioenergy (FAO, GBEP, 2011) under the three 
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pillars of sustainable development: environmental, social and economic. These indicators, 
agreed among a wide range of government and international organizations, provide a 
comprehensive yet practical mean of evaluating the impacts of bioenergy production and use in 
a country with a view to informing policy development. FAO led the GBEP work that brought to 
the development of the following agreed social indicators: 
 
SOCIAL PILLAR 

THEMES 
GBEP considers the following themes relevant, and these guided the development of indicators 
under this pillar: 
Price and supply of a national food basket, Access to land, water and other natural resources, 
Labour conditions, Rural and social development, Access to energy, Human health and safety 

INDICATOR NAME INDICATOR DESCRIPTION 

Allocation and 
tenure of land for 
new bioenergy 
production 

Percentage of land – total and by land-use type – used for new bioenergy 
production where: 
 a legal instrument or domestic authority establishes title and 

procedures for change of title; and 
 the current domestic legal system and/or socially accepted 

practices provide due process and the established procedures are 
followed for determining legal title 

Price and supply of a 
national food basket 

Effects of bioenergy use and domestic production on the price and supply 
of a food basket, which is a nationally defined collection of representative 
foodstuffs, including main staple crops, measured at the national, 
regional, and/or household level, taking into consideration:  
 changes in demand for foodstuffs for food, feed and fibre; 
 changes in the import and export of foodstuffs; 
 changes in agricultural production due to weather conditions; 
 changes in agricultural costs from petroleum and other energy 

prices; and  
 the impact of price volatility and price inflation of foodstuffs on 

the national, regional, and/or household welfare level, as 
nationally determined 

Change in income Contribution of the following to change in income due to bioenergy 
production: 
 wages paid for employment in the bioenergy sector in relation to 

comparable sectors 
 net income from the sale, barter and/or own consumption of 

bioenergy products, including feedstocks, by self-employed 
households/individuals 

Jobs in the bioenergy 
sector 

 Net job creation as a result of bioenergy production and use, total 
and disaggregated (if possible) as follows: 

o skilled/unskilled 
o temporary/indefinite 

 Total number of jobs in the bioenergy sector and percentage 
adhering to nationally recognized labour standards consistent with 
the principles enumerated in the ILO Declaration on Fundamental 
Principles and Rights at Work, in relation to comparable sectors 

Change in unpaid 
time spent by 
women and  children 

Change in average unpaid time spent by women and children collecting 
biomass as a result of switching from traditional use of biomass to 
modern bioenergy services 
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collecting biomass 

Bioenergy used to 
expand access to 
modern energy 
services  

 Total amount and percentage of increased access to modern energy 
services gained through modern bioenergy (disaggregated by 
bioenergy type), measured in terms of energy and numbers of 
households and businesses 

 Total number and percentage of households and businesses using 
bioenergy, disaggregated into modern bioenergy and traditional use 
of biomass 

Change in mortality 
and burden of 
disease attributable 
to indoor smoke 

Change in mortality and burden of disease attributable to indoor smoke 
from solid fuel use, and changes in these as a result of the increased 
deployment of modern bioenergy services, including improved biomass-
based cookstoves 

Incidence of 
occupational injury, 
illness and   fatalities 

Incidences of occupational injury, illness and fatalities in the production 
of bioenergy in relation to comparable sectors 

Source: FAO (GBEP), 2011 
 
The GBEP indicators permit an evaluation of the impacts of bioenergy on food security at the 
national, regional and household levels. 
The core GBEP indicators relevant to food security are 1) Price and supply of a national food 
basket, 2) Land use and land-use change related to bioenergy feedstock production, 3) 
Allocation and tenure of land for new bioenergy production, 4) Change in income, 5) Bioenergy 
used to expand access to modern energy services, and 6) Infrastructure and logistics for 
distribution of bioenergy. The price and supply of a national food basket indicator is a 
technically sound approach to assessing the effects of bioenergy on a nationally determined 
collection of representative foodstuffs, including main staple crops. This indicator seeks to 
account for the main factors that influence the price and supply of food in relation to bioenergy 
use and domestic production, taking into consideration changes in the demand for agricultural 
products, changes in the cost of agricultural inputs including the impact of energy prices, 
weather conditions, and food imports and exports. It also considers the influence of changes in 
food prices on national, regional and/or household welfare levels. The core set of indicators 
relevant to food security are complemented by additional indicators that monitor the economic, 
environmental and social factors that affect food security, including jobs in the bioenergy sector, 
biological diversity in the landscape, soil quality, water use and efficiency, and productivity. 
The GBEP work finds that the sustainable production of food and energy side-by-side may offer 
an effective means to enhance a country’s food and energy security while simultaneously 
reducing poverty and mitigating climate change. FAO (GBEP), 2011 
 
Exact reference for the GBEP Report on indicators: 
FAO (GBEP), 2011. The Global Bioenergy Partnership Sustainability Indicators for 
Bioenergy 
 

2. The arguments regarding small scale bioenergy, including biofuels could be reinforced 
by conclusions from an FAO recent report on this topic 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/011/aj991e/aj991e00.htm 

 
Detailed comments (mostly omissions or typos)  

3. Page 14 Section 1.5. Sentence middle of the page  “In addition Europe´s cooperation for 
development programs would no longer support biofuels investment projects” Please 
specify where this statement is to be  found in the text of the proposed changes because i 
have not found any statement in that respect  

http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/ap506e/ap506e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/ap506e/ap506e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/011/aj991e/aj991e00.htm


__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

76 

4. Figure 2 – p 17. It would be good to add important feedstock types ( palm oil and 
rapeseed for instance)  

5. Page 19 Section 2.3.1. One should also add he use of residues for animal feeding as 
another competing use of residues 

6. Page 21 Correct typo “potential” instead of “potentially” 
7. Page 23, section 3.2. Words missing in the paragraph  
8. Page 35 – last para Figure of 10% biofuel by 2020 needs referencing or double checking 

because it is the first type I see it. Figures usually relate to 2050, including from well-
respected reports such as  27% ( IEA 2011  Technology Roadmap on biofuel for 
transport 
http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/biofuels_roadmap.pdf ) 
and  10 % (WBGU 2008 report http://www.wbgu.de/en/flagship-reports/fr-2008-
bioenergy/   

9. Page 52 text on GBEP needs to be updated because the sustainability indicators have 
been agreed in December 2011 – see GBEP report here 
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GB
EP_Sustainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf  

10. Several references missing in the reference list: Morris 2009 (p39); Cai 2011 (p41) 
Maltiz 2012 (p48); Benedict 2011 (p53)  

 
Additional references from NRC: List of bioenergy publications with links  
Those highlighted should be a priority  
Leaflet on FAO Sustainable Bioenergy Support Package 
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf  
GBEP Report on sustainability indicators 2011 
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GBEP_Sus
tainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf  
The Bioenergy and Food Security Approach 
BEFS – AF 2011http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1968e/i1968e00.htm  
BEFS Tanzania 2011 http://www.fao.org/docrep/012/i1544e/i1544e00.htm  
BEFS Peru  2011 http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1739e/i1739e00.htm  
BEFS Thailand  2011 http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1739e/i1739e00.htm  
Smallholder involvement and certification  2012 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2597e/i2597e00.pdf  
Good  environmental practices 2012 http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2596e/i2596e00.pdf  
Good socio-economic practices 2012  http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2507e/i2507e00.pdf  
Compilation of tools 2011  http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2598e/i2598e.pdf  
Tools to monitor food security at national and operator’s level  2012 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2599e/i2599e00.pdf  
BEFSCI operator level score card on food security impacts  
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/foodsecurity/befsci/operator-tool/en/   
Integrated Food and Energy Systems  
Overview on integrated food energy systems  2010 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i2044e/i2044e.pdf  
Assessment of IFES in China and Vietnam  2010 
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/download/26794-0140d2e14b981e9923be4670c73e05c95.pdf  
Small scale bioenergy  
Lessons from case studies  2009 http://www.fao.org/docrep/011/aj991e/aj991e00.htm  
WISDOM  ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/008/j5135e/j5135e02.pdf  
 
 

http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/biofuels_roadmap.pdf
http://www.wbgu.de/en/flagship-reports/fr-2008-bioenergy/
http://www.wbgu.de/en/flagship-reports/fr-2008-bioenergy/
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GBEP_Sustainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GBEP_Sustainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GBEP_Sustainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GBEP_Sustainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1968e/i1968e00.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/012/i1544e/i1544e00.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1739e/i1739e00.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1739e/i1739e00.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2597e/i2597e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2596e/i2596e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2507e/i2507e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2598e/i2598e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2599e/i2599e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/foodsecurity/befsci/operator-tool/en/
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i2044e/i2044e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/download/26794-0140d2e14b981e9923be4670c73e05c95.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/011/aj991e/aj991e00.htm
ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/008/j5135e/j5135e02.pdf
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20. FEDIOL, Belgium 
 
FEDIOL is the European Association representing oilseed crushers and vegetable oil refiners’ 
associations in 16 European countries, who produce vegetable oils and protein meals for food, 
feed, energy and non-energy technical uses. As an integral part of food, feed and biofuel chains, 
FEDIOL members provide about 20.000 jobs in Europe, often in rural areas, and contribute with 
24 bln euro turnover to value creation and wealth in Europe.  
We appreciate the opportunity of providing comments to the draft 01 version of the report on 
biofuels and food security.  
The appreciation of the current mandate situation in Europe is misleading, because a recent 
proposal for capping the biofuel mandate at 5 % is taken for granted. In reality, the European 
Commission has submitted a proposal in October last year, which requires both the Parliament 
and the Council to come to an agreement on a whole set of changes to the biofuels policy that 
have been proposed.  
 
Instead of providing a detailed and comprehensive discussion of the role of biofuels for high and 
volatile food prices based on existing literature, is seems to base its conclusion on rather one-
sided evidence according to which biofuels have not only a central, but also a dominant the role. 
The fact that there are also numerous other scientists17 who consider biofuels not to be the 
primary impact on commodity prices, does not appear in the report and does not lead to a 
contradictory debate.  
 
More generally, the evidence collected throughout the report shows on a number of items 
considerable variability, leaving a high degree of uncertainty of the impact or consequence 
considered. Despite this uncertainty, the report gives the false idea that it can reach clear 
conclusions. For example, the report recognises on the one hand that “we do not know what 
percentage of reductions in consumption the food insecure experience when crops are diverted 
to biofuels”  
 
(p.22). Yet, faced with such uncertainty, the report nonetheless reaches the conclusion that 
“these very rough figures provide reason to believe the effect is substantial and could be even 
extremely substantial.”  
 
The report should give consideration to the positive contribution of biofuels production to the 
food chain, in terms of production of co-products, of investments in agriculture and in research. 
In certain regions, like Europe, which suffer from protein deficit for livestock production, 
biofuels production contributes to reducing this protein deficit and supports food production. 
With every tonne of rapeseed biofuel produced, 1,5 tonnes of meals supply the feed market and 
consequently the food market. The report does not expand on the positive effects of enhanced 
investments, increased production and of the regained research effort that has taken place 
following the biofuels development.  
 
In this context, the report seems to ignore and even to contradict past FAO assessments. When in 
2005 FAO said: „The long-term downward trend in agricultural commodity prices threatens the 
food security of hundreds of millions of people in some of the world‘s poorest developing 
countries“, it was precisely concerned of the lack of investment in agriculture, the insufficient 
positive signals given to farmers for enhancing production.  
 

                                                             
17 Prof. Dr. Dr. h. c. H. von Witzke - B Humboldt-University Berlin; Prof. dr. André Faaij – Utrecht 
University; Prof. Dr. Dr. h.c. P. Michael Schmitz - Justus-Liebig-Universität Gießen; Prof. Dr. sc. agr. 
Dr. h.c. Jürgen Zeddies - Hohenheim University... 
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Furthermore, the FAO BEFS (Bioenergy and Food Security) analysis of bioenergy policies also 
recognises the three distinct advantages of biofuels, i.e. positively affecting agricultural and rural 
incomes, poverty reduction and economic growth through creation of new markets, reducing 
energy dependency, and enhancing food security. The BEFS analysis also concludes that general 
conclusions cannot be made as to the impact of biofuels on food prices, economic growth, energy 
security, deforestation, land use and climate change18.  
 
We consider problematic to make use of case-study evidence, as mentioned in the policy 
recommendations, to support an overall judgement of some consequences attributed to biofuels 
production, which appear to us more specific to certain countries or situations and then also 
even to draw conclusions and policy recommendations.  
 
As it stands, the report appears as essentially made fit for the purpose of demonstrating that 
biofuels, in any case, are detrimental to food production and that mandates should be 
dismantled. We hope the report to offer a more balanced vision on the co-existence of biofuels 
and food production, without making a partial use of existing scientific evidence, and to remain 
consistent with the overall FAO policy approach. 
 
 
21. Camilla Tolke, Swedish Board of Agriculture. Sweden 
 
Biofuels and food security is an important subject that needs to be discussed. The final report 
will be useful as foundation for this. That’s why it is important that the report is well balanced 
with equal treatment of the pros and the cons for biofuels and food security. This is why I have 
put a lot of effort in reading it and formulating our feedback and comments which follows here. I 
hope that they will be useful in the ongoing work to formulate the final report. 
 
The final report would gain a lot of credibility by having a neutral tone. For the moment the 
whole draft is breathing that most of the authors are against biofuels and already had this point 
of view before starting to work with this matter. There are pros and cons for biofuels and the 
report would be better balanced and make a better foundation for discussion if these were 
neutrally presented and equally developed.  

 
1. The draft would also gain if it explained why we use biofuels. Using biofuels is a way to 

replace fossil fuels that have a heavy impact on our environment. All emissions of greenhouse 
gases contribute to climate change of which the effects reduce the conditions to grow food 
end feed (see point 4). And by reading about the impacts of fossil fuels we understand that 
the production of fossil fuels will be more difficult, use more energy and water and emit more 
pollution per gallon/litre as the years pass. There are also socio-economic effects from fossil 
fuels that are not often spoken of. This is very illustrative in the report by Pieprzyk et al. 
(Pieprzyk B., Kortlüke N., Rojas Hilje P., 2009, The impact of fossil fuels - greenhouse gas 
emissions, environmental consequences and socio-economic effects, November 2009, ERA - 
Energy Research Architecture).  
 

2. What we must do is to reduce the use of fuels as a whole, and find the amount of biofuels that 
the earth can handle for a start. To produce first generation of biofuels now and develop 
second and third in the coming years can have a positive outcome. Investing in agriculture 
for first generation biofuels give us the possibility to switch to food and feed production 
when we will need this, since our population is growing. But this requires laws and 

                                                             
18 Bioenergy and Food Security: BEFS Analytical Framework’, FAO, Rome, 2010.   
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regulations and structures to follow up, about land, investments and development in the 
same way as these are needed for any investments, land use and social development. But if 
investors build infrastructure and let people develop we have biofuels now and food later. 
You can also ask yourself what’s the best of investing in oil production or in agriculture? 
Which of these would lead to development and better environment? It depends of how the 
investments are made. 
 

3. The report would also gain if the reasons for hunger and starvation were developed and how 
we could get food security. Now the reader could believe that biofuels causes hunger and 
starvation which is not the case. According to World Hunger Education Services (WHES) the 
causes of hunger have varied answers. Those are that 1) poverty is the principal cause of 
hunger which comes from lack of resources, an extremely unequal income distribution in the 
world and within specific countries, conflict, and hunger itself. 2) Harmful economic systems 
are the principal cause of poverty and hunger. Essentially control over resources and income 
is based on military, political and economic power that typically ends up in the hands of a 
minority, who live well, while those at the bottom barely survive, if they do. 3) Conflict as a 
cause of hunger and poverty. 4) Hunger is also a cause of poverty by causing poor health, low 
levels of energy, and even mental impairment, hunger can lead to even greater poverty by 
reducing people's ability to work and learn, thus leading to even greater hunger. 5) Climate 
change is increasingly viewed as a current and future cause of hunger and poverty. 
Increasing drought, flooding, and changing climatic patterns requiring a shift in crops and 
farming practices that may not be easily accomplished are three key issues.   
 

4. One of the key messages in FAO’s “The State of Food and Agriculture 2012” is that Investing 
in agriculture is one of the most effective strategies for reducing poverty and hunger and 
promoting sustainability. Two other key messages are that Governments and donors have a 
special responsibility to help smallholders overcome barriers to savings and investment and 
Governments, international organizations, civil society and corporate investors must ensure 
that large-scale investments in agriculture are socially beneficial and environmentally 
sustainable.  
 

5. To reduce waste of food is also a matter to consider. Of the food produced globally only 
between 30 and 50 % end up on the table figuratively speaking. This is developed in the 
report Global food: waste not, want not (Inst. of Mechanical Engineers. 2013, London). 
 

6. In the draft there are a lot of statements of the effects from biofuels that’s valid for 
agriculture, trade or investments as a whole. This goes for the problems with gender, land 
grabbing, water, the rights and practices of traditional communities, monocultures, sensitive 
land, investments that benefit/don’t benefit the citizens, ILUC and so forth. These problems 
should be addressed with proper measures so that any form of investments, trade and 
agriculture is sustainable environmentally, economically and socially. These problems are 
not solved by banning biofuels, they still exist without biofuels. Biofuels have helped to put 
the light on these problems but should not be given the blame.  
 

7. What is also lacking in the draft are writings that show that the question is more complex 
than saying yes or no to biofuels as one product from one source to one purpose. We have 
different countries with different qualifications and different needs. There are different 
biofuels from different crops produced in different countries for different end uses. Biofuels 
is not one, it’s a complex mix of a lot. 
 

8. There should be a part that explains what happens with high and low world market prices 
(VMP). There are pros and cons with both. As late as 2005 FAO wrote that it was the low VMP 
on agricultural products that threatened food security for hundreds of millions of people. In 
reports from OECD, the World Bank and IMF they wrote that support in the rich countries are 
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lowering the VMP which leads to low rural income in developing counties. When prices rose 
2006-2008 many organizations changed now saying that it was the high prices that 
threatened food security. This has to do with that different groups of people are affected 
differently by high or low prices. Simplified we can say that consumers in a small open 
country are gaining with low VMP and that producers are loosing. With rising VMP 
consumers are loosing and producers gaining. There are even more parameters of this 
including that the net effect depends of the net consumption and local prices and VMP are not 
always coherent or co-changing. And there are short-lived and long-lived effects. Swinnen 
has written about this (Swinnen J., 2011, The Right Price of Food, LICOS Centre for 
Institutions and Economic Performance & Department of Economics, University of Leuven 
(KUL) & Centre for European Policy Studies, Brussels, January 2011). 
 

9. As a follower to the writings above: If the USA at this moment would forbid all maize to be 
used for ethanol, the world price of maize would fall and a lot of farmers for example in 
developing countries wouldn’t be able to sell their crops, loose income and have to leave or 
sell their land.  
 

10. In the draft it’s presented as if there are huge volumes of biofuels that have been developed 
since the oil crises of the 1970’s. This is not the case and this should be nuanced. Compared 
to the oil extraction, natural gas and electricity used for transport it was about 2.5 % 2010 
including fuel from waste (Key World Energy Statistics, IEA 2012) or about 0.5 % 2011 
compared to all energy consumption (BP Statistical Review of World Energy June 2012). And 
compared to agricultural land it’s 1-2 %. It’s the mandates in some countries, not all 
countries, which are ambitious. 
 

11. I also lack some facts about that the development of biofuels has had different reasons since 
they first were used in the nineteenth century. They have also had different reasons in 
different countries. First as fuel, driven out of competition by fossil oil, then for self-
sufficiency in fuels, as disposal for agricultural products and the last decade to mitigate the 
greenhouse gas emissions. Europe introduced 1992 compulsory set-aside of agricultural land 
(about 10 %) which ended 2008, to hold back production. The European rapeseed farmers in 
the end of last century saw their profit diminish from the competition of soy as animal feed. 
For these reasons biofuels has in Europe been a solution! A modeling about the use of 
agricultural land shows that EU27 and Ukraine will probably get between 44 and 72 million 
of hectares of agricultural land free to produce biomass to bioenergy 2030 with the same 
self-support as today. This is mostly due to efficiency and effectiveness (Fischer, G. et al. 
2010. Biofuel production potentials in Europe: Sustainable use of cultivated land and 
pastures, Part II: Land use scenarios. Biomass and Bioenergy vol. 34:2, pp 173-187). 
 

12. As for the high food prices it’s not new for economic theory that if you have a limited 
resource (arable land) the price will go up in the short term if supply diminishes or demand 
increases. If the changes are short-lived, the price will fall again. If the changes in supply and 
demand are here to stay the price will find a new state of equilibrium in the long term, higher 
or lower depending on what happens with supply and demand. There are a lot of things that 
influence the prices of agricultural products and each cause should be responsible for its 
part.  
 

13. With a higher price, farmers can get better paid and can invest. With laws and regulations 
that help the investments to be economically and socially fair this can be a way for regions to 
develop. Even with communal lands people might want to develop and that should be their 
decision.  
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14. The credibility of the draft would also increase if there were sources for the statements 
made, if some arguments/statements were better founded/developed and some 
words/conceptions were explained. Here are some examples of those.  
 
• p. 6 What periods? What countries? 
• p. 21 “A wide variety of papers have found that biofuels have increased crop prices …” 
• p. 21 “Rising food prices lead directly to poverty impacts by causing the poor to spend 

more …” 
• p. 21 “As prices rise, some people will consume less, and that will be disproportionately 

the poor. For this reason, price increases also contribute to poorer nutrition.” 
• p. 21 “For these reasons, the role of biofuels in increasing food prices is directly relevant 

for discussions of poverty.”  
• p. 21 “For this reason, some models that predict relatively modest price rises due to 

biofuels, far from implying less of a problem from biofuels, actually predict a large effect 
on nutrition, and it is that effect that helps to hold down the rise in prices.” 

• p. 21 “As of 2010, biofuels used 5.9 % of all the energy contained in crops. If one third of 
those crops were not replaced, the food insecure experienced even one third of that 
reduction, the world’s food insecure on average would reduce their consumption by 9.5 
%.” 

• p.23 “Although price increases are the method …” 
• p.23 “In line with … our analysis indicates that …” 
• p.23 “The simplest reason to believe that biofuels have driven large increases in grain 

prices is that it has made economic sense for biofuel producers to drive up grain prices 
dramatically.” 

• p.35 “In both case, … speculations do not consume more crops, they can only drive up 
prices by withholding more crops from the market. That means that for speculators to 
drive up the prices of stocks there must be an increase in stocks.” How does this work? 

• p. 35 3.4.4 Which models are better? And are they used for the other arguments? 
• p.35 3.4.4 “…and because the rise in biofuels has greatly increased the scope and rate of 

that rise in demand, it has played a predominant role in driving up prices.” 
• p.40 “In this report, … Yet, the incentive for farmers to do so is a higher price, and that 

same higher price encourages farmers to plow up new land and encourages the poor to 
eat less.” 

• p. 25 “Any effort … Why ethanol producers would not have bid …“ How do we know that 
they are ethanol producers that are bidding or not bidding? 

• poor  
• renewable fuels and biofuels 
• biofuels for transports and biofuels for electricity and heating 

 
15. There are some reasoning and arguments in the draft that don’t seem to fit in. These 

arguments are then used to say that biofuels are no good. To keep these reasoning and 
arguments in the report, they must be presented with a much bigger “if”, to show that these 
arguments are not valid unless all those very unlikely factors coincide. These reasoning and 
arguments are found on page 41. 
 
• “Today, if 100 % of world crop production were diverted to bioenergy, it would provide 

13 % of world primary energy. …” Yes, to show that we can’t use all food and feed to 
biofuels, but we can use some production to produce bioenergy as long as it replaces fossil 
fuels, and that is what is interesting. 

• “To produce these outputs, … and devote 85 % of the water they withdraw from river and 
aquifers.” If I understand this right we already produce this so then we already devote 85 
%. And we are not using 100% of the world’s biomass to bioenergy so this argument 
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seems irrelevant. But it’s an argument to take better care of what is produced (less waste) 
and of water reservoirs for all purposes, we use water for oil production as well. 

• “The underlying limitation … even the most efficient plants tend to convert less than 0.5 % 
of solar energy into biomass.“ This happens all the time everywhere. I don’t see how this is 
a problem for biofuels? This blurs the discussion. 

• What this shows is that the world can’t use as much energy as we are because it’s too 
difficult to get it sustainable. That’s the real problem, not that we use biomass as energy. 

 
Best regards 
Camilla Tolke 
 
 
22. Neste Oil, Finland 
 
General comments to the draft HLPE report 
 
Global food security is of essential importance, and no economic actor can be indifferent about it.   
At the same time, there is a significant and growing demand for energy for all human actions. It 
is important to fight climate change by all means possible. As biofuels are a significant tool in 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, their production and use of renewable fuels should continue 
to be promoted by public policy.  
 
In general, Neste Oil finds that the draft report is somewhat unbalanced. The draft report is 
centered mainly on the "food versus fuel debate" and the many positive impacts biofuel 
production that have already occurred, and which will occur in the future, are ignored.  Also, the 
very fact that no country has ever become self-sufficient in food production without 
mechanisation of agriculture and modern transport systems, is ignored. To produce and 
transport enough food for any population requires tractors and trucks. And they require fuel. 
Hence, Neste Oil considers that framing the debate only by the underlying notion of "Food vs 
Fuel" is simplistic.  Both are needed to provide enough nutrition to growing populations of the 
planet. 
 
This seemingly one-sided approach is already reflected throughout the report, from the 
executive summary to the conclusions.  Taking into account the role and significance of the HLPE 
assessment, a more balanced approach should be considered, taking into consideration such 
things as sustainability and productivity improvements in agriculture driven by regulated 
sustainability criteria of biofuels production, benefits of co-production of food and biofuels, and 
the improvement of living standards of millions of biofuel producing farmers. Furthermore, a 
more concise summary would be beneficial.  
 
Draft policy recommendations will be briefly discussed and presented in this letter. Drawing far-
reaching recommendations by the authors at this preliminary stage may be tempting from the 
publicity perspective, but the recommendations should preferably be based on indisputable 
facts in order to serve as widely accepted policy guides.    
 
Biofuels policies  
 
The global biofuel industry is clearly heading towards raw materials which are residues or 
waste materials from the agricultural and forestry industries as well as other alternative options 
that do not affect food production. The materials which originate from next generation fuel raw 
material processes may well be usable to food and feed applications in the future. In the best 
case, synergies are found between the food and the fuel industries to improve methods to 
provide each other acceptable resources for these different purposes. 
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Both the EU and USA biofuel sectors are strongly regulated with legal requirements for 
traceability, land use change effects, transparent greenhouse gas emission calculations etc. 
These same demands are currently not applied to other sectors, such as oleochemicals, or to 
food production itself.  Thus the biofuel raw material buyers often lead the way towards more 
sustainable cultivation and production methods and choices on a global scale. If these 
sustainability regulations were broadened to other industries, it would have a positive effect 
both on the world's greenhouse gas emission level and on the protection of the biodiversity.  
 
As the draft report recognises, the European Union is in the process of amending the Renewable 
Energy and the Fuel Quality Directives in the coming years. These amendments contain a 
proposal to cap the so-called "food crop" derived biofuels to 5 % , i.e. to their approximately 
current level, of the EU transportation energy.  This cap is a strong incentive for the biofuel 
industry to focus on new raw material sources, and it also effectively curbs so-called ILUC risks, 
as no further conversion of agricultural land to biofuel production is allowed to occur. However, 
as the advanced technologies are still immature, the availability of new options is challenging. 
This cap however will accelerate new technologies development (lignocellulose based and 
algae) and lead to closer collaboration among players which provide residual and waste 
materials usable for biofuel refining. 
 to allow the industry to develop the needed technologies and produce the volumes needed 
under the Renewable Fuels Standard program. 
 
Technology issues 
 
The technologies which will be able to transform non-food biomass into second generation fuels 
are now just being scaled up and commercialized. As with any new technology it will take time 
to be able to reach the economies of scale necessary which will bring with it the cost reductions 
and therefore subsidies reduction. This proof-of-concept phase will take 5-10 years as the time 
required from the investment decisions through environmental permitting, engineering, 
construction and start-up of new technologies is rather long; on the order of 3-4 years and only 
after enough plants are built and proven to be economically viable will there be the investor 
confidence to expand production. These new technologies are for example cellulosic ethanol 
using corn stover, bagasse and grain straws, and catalytic pyrolysis processes using forestry 
residues, butanol production from fermentable biomass sugars, aqueous phase reforming of 
biomass to hydrocarbons, fermentation of biomass sugars to vegetable oils etc. etc. In the long 
run algae oils will also be added to the mix.   
 
The calculations about the future role of biofuels (page 41, and executive summary) as 
compared to world primary energy use in 2050 are over-simplistic and fail to take into account 
technology development.    
 
Biofuels and food prices 
 
The impact and the extent to which rising biofuels production has on food prices and thus on 
food availability and security has been studied by a number of authors and institutions over the 
past few years.  The main concern is that the demand for crops will increase faster than the 
increase in production and that this will lead to rising food prices which would be particularly 
problematic for the world's poor.  At the same time, studies have also shown that supply chain 
inefficiencies and poor logistics leads to very high levels of food spoilage in many countries. In 
many countries this can be as high as 50% or more, according to a recent study by the UK 
Institute of Mechanical Engineers. FAO has earlier referred to about third of world's food 
production being wasted somewhere along the logistics chain. If even a relatively modest part of 
this waste was eliminated, the increased food supply would decrease prices.  And improvement 
in the logistics chain will require fuel. If that fuel was for example a co-product of local 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

84 

agriculture, farmers would avoid the high costs of imported fossil fuels - and the attendant GHG 
emissions. 
 
The introduction of biofuel production pathways with their regulated emphasis on sustainability 
and greenhouse gas reduction is leading to more sustainable practices with lowered emissions.  
The biofuel production chains will also have a positive spin-off effect in improving agricultural 
logistics and reduction of spoilage.  
 
But the main underlying cause for the concern with biofuels production is the method and the 
speed at which they have been introduced to date. How can future food supplies be assured as 
world population as well as standard of living rises in emerging economies. How far can the 
green revolution be pushed which to date has been responsible for the agricultural sector being 
able to produce increasing amounts of crops on the same or fewer hectares. This green 
revolution has led to overproduction of crops and created the set aside programme in Europe as 
well as farm land abandonment in the United States. At the same time the crop residues remain 
underutilized and forests in many parts of the world have decreased production as we turn to 
electronic media for our information source. These facts taken together point to a large amount 
of biomass which could be utilized for biofuel production without compromising food supplies. 
How much non-food biofuels can be produced from these resources and when is a question that 
should be studied in more depth. 
 
General comments on chapter 5: Social implications of biofuels 
 
Social implications of biofuels, especially related to land rights and gender rights, are probably 
still an issue that needs to be further evaluated. However, biofuels have brought about 
significant positive aspects as well. For example, there has been increased welfare due to better 
prices of feedstock sold for biofuels. Moreover, as we know, EU requires that all biofuels sold to 
European market needs to be certified and this itself bring stringent sustainability requirements 
for feedstocks used. It should be noted that more than 90 % of the palm oil is currently used for 
food and cosmetics industry which does not require any kind of certifications. Consequently, 
farmers can get better prices for selling certified feedstocks to biofuel companies and at the 
same time ensure better environmental and social standards in overall. 
 
In South East Asia Roundtable for Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO), a multi-stakeholder initiative 
which includes local communities and NGOs among other key players drives for more 
sustainable supply chain of palm oil industry. It is true that Jatropha farming for example does 
not currently have such a sophisticated system as RSPO and thus it is unfair to make statements 
that these issues are similar to all feedstocks.  In fact, RSPO has a grievance system in which 
farmers, community members, and even concerned stakeholders are allowed to report on 
wrongdoings by palm producers, including land and gender rights, and which will be then 
handled officially. International Sustainable and Carbon Certification (ISCC), certification scheme 
approved by the EU, and the RSPO requires regular audits and thus ensures compliance 
requirements. 
 
Geographical differences must also be taken into consideration as all countries have their unique 
laws. For example, in Indonesia and Malaysia law states that larger areas of land belongs to or is 
managed by the government and thus leases are not paid to the community. It should be also 
noted that there is no indications that farmers or bigger corporations in South East Asia have 
explicitly established farms to be used solely for biofuels. As in any free trade market it is the 
supply and demand which determines whom to sell and for what purpose. 
 
Specific comments on chapter 5: Social implications of biofuels 
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In general it seems (pages 49-52) that the author(s) have not managed to bring evidence to 
allegation that there are large scale expansions done for the sole purpose of ‘biofuel feedstock’. 
As mentioned above, In Asia (Indonesia and Malaysia at least) there are no current evidence to 
prove that there are producers who specifically plant palm for biofuels. Thus this seems to be 
the weakest link in the article so far. Remember less than 10% of palm is used for biofuels - 
which provide an optional outlet for sustainably produced palm oil and its residue streams. 
 
There seem to quite a few assertions in the article where in its worst, using many different 
theories to assume one conclusion which might not be the actual spirit of the articles being 
quoted, may deliver untrustworthy claims that harm the credibility of the entire report. 
 
Some examples that would require further elaboration or more stringent source critique:  
 
Page 49 
5.1 paragraph 2: ‘in the case of biofuel investments…’ 
- It must first be made sure that the land is actually for biofuels.  
- Some countries (Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore) law states lands belong to (or managed by) 
the government and thus leases are not paid to the community; only on special cases but the 
lands are not big (individuals are not allowed to own big swaths of lands). 
 
Page 50 
5.2 paragraph 2 line 3: ‘… To the extent that biofuels expansion often involves the establishment of 
larger-scale plantations’ 
- There should be substantial research to make this statement. A quote of where this statement 
originated is important as this might be quoted in other articles and regarded as a fact. This 
statement is too big a claim to just be mentioned without research. Are there large companies 
building plantations just for biofuels?  
5.2 para 3 line 1: ‘… when biofuel expansion increases the price of food crops’ 
- This statement also could not hang by itself, and needs to be specific. There needs an article 
quoted, backed up research, etc. This is too big a statement to be made. Whether something that 
might be true for some feedstock and products, e.g. ethanol, is applicable to also other biofuels, 
is an open question. 
5.2 paragraph 3 line 4: It should be noted that nothing in the Julia and White article states that 
the development was for biofuels.  
5.2 paragraph 4 line 10: ‘… and so the changes brought by biofuels have increased the burden on 
women’.  
- There is a pretty dangerous conclusion made here; especially since the sole article quoted did 
not mention biofuels and this report concluded that it did mention biofuels. We believe that 
whole statement should be amended to not mention only for biofuels but for the wider use of 
product. 
 
Page 52 
5.3 paragraph 9 line 1: ‘A further limitation of certification is the difficulty (costs, logistics) of 
ensuring enforcement’.  
- This statement is unclear. Certification systems such as ISCC and RSPO require regular audits, 
and even in RSPO there is a system for grievance which allows stakeholders to sound their 
protest if they don’t feel that certification was awarded fairly. Thus also this statement needs to 
be clarified further how enforcement might be the issue. 
One thing worth mentioning is the fact that biofuels provide positive social impacts: most 
certificates are traded with premium. Obviously, there is increased welfare due to this vs. selling 
to food companies. 
 
Preliminary comments on the draft policy recommendations 
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For the sake of clarity, the draft recommendations are all listed here, followed by bullets with 
Neste Oil's comments. 
 
 1. Our Report has confirmed the central role of biofuels in provoking high and volatile food 
prices, and therefore, we point to the fact that there is enough evidence to call in question the use of 
mandates/targets together with subsidies and tariffs where these artificially stimulate biofuels 
production. Our Report concludes, however that in the context of persistent high oil prices, biofuels 
from maize in the US and from sugar-cane in Brazil can be, for different reasons, market 
competitive. In this situation, we must advance beyond the discussion of mandates and subsidies to 
include mechanisms for controlling the growth of biofuels markets. The recent EU Directive 
[amendment proposal] has moved in this direction, and while the EPA in the US has rejected the 
suspension of targets, maize/ethanol has almost reached its current allocated share of the biofuels 
market. Policies should now be directed at ensuring that domestic ceilings are not made innocuous 
by the emergence of a global biofuels market.  
Recommendation is based on a self-assessment of the team, would certainly require a high level 
peer-review of the adequacy of main conclusions before any further policies are drafted. 
 
2. The 2011 HLPE report on land tenure identified biofuels as a major factor in the acceleration of 
such land investments with adverse consequences, and for this reason also called for an end to 
mandates/targets and subsidies. Our report reviews the evidence on land foreign direct investment 
and confirms the importance of biofuels objectives. It is not only through prices, therefore, that 
biofuels threaten food security. Case-study evidence accumulated primarily by NGO networks has 
confirmed the massive displacement of traditional communities as the result of land investments 
which also replace varied sources of food with monocultures further aggravating food and 
nutrition insecurity. The principle of prior, informed consent and full participation of all concerned 
in land investment deals must be effectively implemented as preconditions for any land deals.  
The same challenge as in the first point. The issue is, however, crucial therefore calling for joint 
efforts of international stakeholders to strengthen the evidence base on the developments 
occurred so far. The last recommendation sentence supported fully. 
 
3. The negative experience with jatropha has shown that the pressure on land provoked by biofuels 
is equally a pressure on water resources. Investments in land are increasingly being understood as 
simultaneously investments in water. Policy must now catch up with analysis and integrate land 
and water so that land concessions cannot be made without an evaluation of the impacts of land 
use on water resources.  
Pressure on land is evidently provoked by all the agribusiness sectors, jatropha perhaps being 
an example that is related to biofuels only. On the other hand, jatropha is not widely used. 
Anyhow, the conclusion is supported - in order to promote sustainable agriculture water has to 
be included. Certainly a recommendation that is not biofuel-specific. 
 
4. The expansion of biofuels has revealed key gender consequences. Case-studies show that women 
are generally marginalized in negotiations over land investments, lose access to forest foods and 
raw material, suffer from more difficult access to water, and are nutritionally worse affected than 
men by any reduction in food supplies. Policies must ensure that women participate fully in land 
negotiations and that their land ownership rights are recognized.  
Expansion of any large-scale agribusiness into the neighbourhood of local people may introduce 
negative consequences, especially for women who take care of e.g. nutrition and living of their 
families. This impact is, however, equally related to all potential final uses of the agricultural 
products. The recommendation is supported, knowing there are cultural challenges to 
overcome.                                                
 
5. As in the case of prices, many international organizations have recognized the negative impacts 
of such land investments on food security. At its 2010 summit, the G20 called for “all countries and 
companies to uphold the Principles for Responsible Agricultural Investment”, and requested 
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“UNCTAD, the World Bank, IFAD, FAO and other appropriate international organizations to 
develop options for promoting responsible investment in agriculture (RAI).”   
The FAO has adopted “Voluntary Guidelines for the responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, 
Fisheries and Forests in the context of National Food Security”. The CFS has also launched an 
inclusive consultation process for the development and broader ownership of the principles for 
responsible agricultural investments (RAI) which enhance food security and nutrition, to be 
endorsed in October 2014.  Adhesion to the broadly-owned RAI principles, envisaged in the CFS 
consultation process, and to the voluntary guidelines should be established as a precondition for 
participating in land deals involving biofuels production plans.  
The need for more investments into sustainable agriculture is evident. Thus this 
recommendation is supported, but the limitation in the last sentence is unfounded, as there is 
nothing biofuel-specific in the need to apply RAI principles for agricultural developments. 
 
6. One way to ensure compliance with or to implement international guidelines such as these, 
particularly in the case of investments in weak or failed States has been the conditioning of market 
participation on the adhesion to a recognized certification system, accounting for environmental, 
social, energy and food security considerations. The EU has taken the lead here and has so far 
recognized thirteen such schemes with many more in the pipeline. Given the proliferation of 
certification schemes there is a danger that this strategy for ensuring compliance becomes 
innocuous. We urge that only certification schemes which are multi-stakeholder, fully participative 
and transparent be recognized for access to the biofuels market.  
The recommendation should be 'stand-alone' - current version needs rewording to be 
understandable.  
 
7. Our Report has further noted that separate biofuels certifications schemes may have the negative 
effect of locating biofuels on lands which most easily comply with certification requirements, 
pushing food production onto less favorable lands. In addition, the same lands and the same crops 
can be used interchangeably for biofuels or for food. Indeed in our discussion of the technology 
frontier we have suggested that flexible biomass, bio-refinery supply chains may emerge as the 
corresponding agro-industrial model. The conclusion here and the corresponding policy proposals 
point to the need for all land investments and all agricultural production to be socially and 
environmentally sustainable. While it might be difficult to request all agricultural production to be 
subject to sustainable criteria ratified by recognized certifications schemes, the question should be 
raised of how to improve sustainability in agriculture at the macro aggregate level, including 
through the development of sustainability criteria testified by certification schemes for farming 
activities and products.   
The point on ’certifications schemes may have the negative effect of locating biofuels on lands 
which most easily comply with certification requirements, pushing food production onto less 
favorable lands'  seems to need a better definition of 'favorable'. It should be noted that existing 
certification schemes for biofuels support plantation on degraded lands and do not accept 
opening forest land or high carbon stock land for biofuels. 
"The conclusion here and the corresponding policy proposals point to the need for all land 
investments and all agricultural production to be socially and environmentally 
sustainable." - Neste Oil fully supports the recommendation and welcomes all the actions 
needed to develop and implement the legislative instruments or international agreements for 
this purpose. 
"While it might be difficult to request all agricultural production to be subject to sustainable 
criteria ratified by recognized certifications schemes, the question.." - Neste Oil does not agree on 
the conclusion of difficultness to request firm actions, but, instead recommends the biofuel 
sustainability criteria to be expanded to all end-user industries, together with adequate 
traceability requirements. It is only then that the overall sustainability level can be improved. As 
there are commodity sectors that are regarded as posing more deforestation risks, the 
developments should be started from them. 
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8. We have suggested in our Report that the elaboration of typologies of countries’ situations based 
on land availability, population density and per capita income can provide a preliminary 
orientation on the advisability of developing a biofuels policy and the type of policies which would 
be most appropriate. Similarly, typologies of production models can identify the trade-offs of 
different production systems and their positive/negative implications for food security.  
We believe this is conclusion to be supported, as it provides information for more science-based 
policy development. More developing countries should be included in this dialogue, and how to 
conduct an overall mapping of lands in their area, as well as a scheme to do the 'trade-off of 
different production' as proposed 
 
9. In biofuels discussions, the developing world is often seen in the role of biomass supplier for 
Northern markets. Our Report has shown that biofuels for the domestic market are also a central 
concern of major developing countries, and that these biofuels demands are also creating regional 
markets. The majority of these countries have an explicit commitment to non-food biofuels and the 
use of “marginal” lands, with Jatropha as the banner product. The evidence now suggests that there 
is no current magic bullet which can ensure adequate production from non-food crops on marginal 
lands and no policies should have this as their presupposition. Non-food-competing crops for 
biofuels should, therefore, be assessed with the same rigor with respect to their direct and indirect 
food security impact as food-competing feedstocks, since they also compete for land, water, labor, 
capital and other food-related inputs and investments. 
We believe that the biofuels supply chains as well as production plans require a similar type of 
assessment (available in current certification systems) - including the food security aspects.  
However its worth to note that most big developing countries (Indonesia, China, Malaysia, India) 
do not have strictly enforced targets or mandates for biofuels at the point when this report was 
made 
 
10. In reviewing the technology frontier for biofuels our Report confirmed the improbability of 
being able to count on second generation biofuels within the current decade. It further concluded 
that the skill, scale and logistics necessary for second generation biofuels made them inappropriate 
for most developing countries today. The reduction of oil based transport fuels and their GHG 
emissions point, therefore, to the need for alternative policy measures – improvements in fuel 
efficiency and a transition to collective transport and priority for the development of non-biomass 
renewable fuels, according to the specificities of both developing and developed countries.  
The pace of further developments in the biofuel area is challenging to estimate. So far, the 
products have been mainly using the existing raw materials commonly used also for food 
purposes. The research is, however, progressing well 
(http://www.nesteoil.com/default.asp?path=1,41,11991,12243,12139,15694) and it is worth 
noticing that the first pilot plant to use waste and residues as feedstocks for microbe-based 
diesel production started last fall in Porvoo, Finland 
(http://www.nesteoil.com/default.asp?path=1;41;540;1259;1260;18523;20202) 
Alternative policy measures are needed as well. The need for high quality renewable fuels is 
severe, as better fuel economy engines can only be developed using fuels that exceed the 
performance of conventional biofuels, such as biodiesel and ethanol. Advanced HVO-type 
renewable diesel is currently the quality leader in the area. It can be produced from practically 
any triglyceride-containing material, such as vegetable oils, waste fat from food industry, waste 
fat from fish processing industry, and residual materials such as free fatty acid distillates, 
technical corn oil, and other low-value streams, and in the future also using microbes and algae.  
 
11. On the other hand, the wealth of biofuels case-studies reviewed in our Report shows the 
importance of shifting from a narrow biofuels to a more comprehensive bioenergy policy approach. 
In developing countries with vast hinterlands, the mobilization of biomass for different forms of 
bioenergy can be the most effective development strategy to provide electricity and alternative 
power for cooking, water management, and local productive facilities in addition to transport fuel. 

http://www.nesteoil.com/default.asp?path=1,41,11991,12243,12139,15694
http://www.nesteoil.com/default.asp?path=1;41;540;1259;1260;18523;20202
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A lot of progress can be achieved in developing countries merely by introducing new 
technologies and investing sufficiently in the development. Indeed, both agricultural production 
and fuel are needed for sufficient food production and distribution. Without mechanised 
agriculture and transport systems there are meagre probabilities for any developing country to 
become able to supply enough food for its population. 
 
 
23. Actionaid 

 
1. Is the V0´s appreciation of the current policy conjuncture adequate, particularly 

its interpretation of the changing significance of mandates and targets? 
 

It is accurate as it relates to: i) shifting demand and investment origins, ii) calling for global 
regulation and/or strengthening national regulations in LDCs and iii) the fact that biofuel 
investments, and donor support have opened more space for other investments in commercial 
agriculture having worsened the magnitude of  land grabs, food insecurity etc.   
 
However, the draft could go further to accurately reflect the new European Commission (EC) 
proposal, which includes a 5% cap on consumption, limiting the amount of food-based biofuels 
that can be reported as renewable energies. The report should update its interpretation of the EC 
proposal and recommend that caps be adopted for production and consumption, not only 
reporting.  

 
In addition, the draft could more clearly present those policies which have other goals (e.g. 
renewable energy/climate, energy security, agriculture) but which incentivise biofuels 
production and/or consumption. It should recommend that all such policies be modified. We 
would support the adoption of enforceable caps on production and consumption at the CFS level, 
that are gradually moving towards 0% land based biofuels.  

 
 

2. Does the V0´s interpretation of land constraints regarding “available” lands – from 
an integrated food security and carbon emissions perspective – take into account 
all the relevant scientific evidence and arguments? 

 
1) It could further detail effects on social fabric, gender relations, health, extension support, 
agricultural development dynamics and the political economy at large; 
2) The ILUC issue could be more clearly framed. The report states that in calling for the 
elimination of mandates and incentives there is no need to do anything with further ILUC. 
However, ILUC is still a potential issue when it comes to second generation biofuels.  It should 
make reference to the scientific evidence on ILUC such as the studies commissioned and used 
also by the EC (e.g. IFPRI Report); 
3) The issue of land availability is discussed on the basis of macro data and mapping ("445 
million hectares available”, “80% of sub-Saharan savannah available " FAO 2009...), which do not 
take into account the actual use of land. These can only be determined through precise satellite 
and field investigation; 
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4) In section 4.2.3, the report could be even more explicit about the need for fertile agricultural 
land to grow jatropha on a commercial scale. We would like to see a clearer analysis of the 
carbon effects of jatropha plantations19;  
 
 

3. The V0 provides a detailed and comprehensive discussion of the central role of 
biofuels for high and volatile food prices. Are there further discussions that need 
to be taken into account? 

  
The VO is certainly one of the more interesting analyses out there and is very clear in linking 
biofuel demand with the surge in food prices at international level.  It is also useful in describing 
the “qualitative effects” in relation to the impact on hunger. However, ActionAid would propose 
further discussions along these lines:  
 
1) The low level of attention given to the effects of national level policies that promote biofuels 
(targets, subsidies); to the elaboration of biofuel feedstock sustainability criteria in combination 
with support to national biofuel policies and strategies, and even land legislation to facilitate 
land investments (FDI and local) and how this influences national agricultural development 
policies, institutions and the political economy at large20;  
 
2) Biofuels promotion by international players which often conflicts with national energy 
security policies;  
 
3) Related to this, the biofuels rush which also contributed to reduced investments in demand-
driven extension to rural communities vital to the transformation of livelihoods of smallholder 
farmers and the needs of rural women;  
 
4) Multiple responsibilities in terms of investment agencies, joint ventures, outsourcing of 
management and frequent take-overs. These lead to an opaque and confusing patchwork which 
threatens accountabilities and liabilities, with communities ultimately losing out. The picture 
gets even more blurred by the involvement of local actors like national petrol companies 
engaged in ventures for biofuel promotion serving national demands as well as those from non-
EU countries. This means that subsidies/favorable financing options by EU countries or EU-
based actors do not only and fully benefit RED targets; 

                                                             
19 See this report for evidence: http://www.actionaid.org/eu/publications/sustainability-
criteria-review-jatropha-biofuels-dakatcha-woodland-kenya 

20 This has been the case e.g. in Mozambique, where among others the EU, Italy and the 
Netherlands have provided support to fast-tracking biofuel policy and strategy development, 
elaboration of a biofuels sustainability framework, etc.  The national biofuels policy and strategy 
emphasise that biofuels should be produced to substitute imports of fossil fuels into 
Mozambique. However this conflicts with the exports to EU that are not explicitly mentioned as 
a national priority in the strategy, but are part of the reality on the ground. Schut et al., (2010) 
provide full evidence that biofuels investments in Mozambique largely took place in populated 
areas usually characterized by fertile soils and availability of irrigation water. This conflicts with 
the pathway described in the national biofuels policy & strategy and suggests that there will be 
competition between commercial farming and smallholder farming and between the production 
of food crops and cash crops, etc. 

 

http://www.actionaid.org/eu/publications/sustainability-criteria-review-jatropha-biofuels-dakatcha-woodland-kenya
http://www.actionaid.org/eu/publications/sustainability-criteria-review-jatropha-biofuels-dakatcha-woodland-kenya
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5) The huge impact of land speculation (rent-seeking) and the interests of national political 
economic elites, often partnering with foreign investors should not be underestimated; 
 
6) The effects of labour market transformations and the migration of men (to estates or other 
centers of employment, urban/mining areas, etc.) have resulted in the marginalization of women 
and children and affected their food security. In turn, increased health & nutrition risks due to 
the separation of families (e.g. HIV-AIDS), work in swampy environments/ irrigated areas 
(leading to malaria, water-borne diseases) should not be underestimated.  Likewise vulnerable 
female-headed households are at risk due to the feminization of the HIV-AIDS crisis. Issues of 
seasonal labour and violation of labour laws at estates are also factors to be dealt with; 
 
7) There is a need to further research the failure to live up to promises in terms of social 
(employment, food security, etc.) and environmental claims being made and due diligence so as 
to verify those claims and enforce responsibilities;    
 
8) Ex-ante feasibility studies on biofuel investments are insufficient in terms of assessing 
potential negative environmental and social impacts and rarely consider cost-benefits and 
opportunity costs from the perspective of rural communities, in particular from the perspective 
of women.  The report should examine this issue and recommend that all studies should analyse 
these aspects;  
 
9) Access to nutritious food by the most vulnerable segments of communities, in particular 
women and children, should feature more prominently in food security strategies that often 
merely emphasize national or regional food sovereignty; 
 
10) Likewise the feminization of biofuels-related land grabbing and food security could be 
further deepened;  
 
11) The report focuses on world prices. It would be useful to examine changes to food prices at 
national and local levels, when biofuels production and consumption are introduced. For 
example, developing a 50,000 or 100,000 HA sugar cane or palm oil plantation including 
transformation unit and export infrastructure will necessarily have an impact on food 
availability and prices. 
 
12) The issue of food security and its four dimensions should be further studied21;  
 
13) The issue of certification schemes should also be studied further: they are not "virtually 
regulatory" not even with the RED. The latter allows the EU to adopt Economic Partnership 
Agreements (EPAs) that guarantee certification for the entire production of the exporting 
country, without including any penalty or exclusion mechanism for non-compliance nor 
permitting thorough control of production22  
 
14) Somewhat missing is the issue of chemical fertilizers, and other chemical inputs impacts of 
large scale biofuels, also the lack of enviromental and natural resources impacts since they 
represent risks to food security and livelihoods. 
 

                                                             
21 See comment on availability, we could add the issue of agriculture workers’ wages, which do 
not necessarily permit to buy enough food 

22 Only a very small percentage of the production is controlled 
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15) On the point that "basic criteria such as land availability and per capita income can aid in the 
identification of the type of policies which would make sense in a given country," we feel that 
there are other aspects to be considered, including culture, natural resources and so on. The way 
Brazil is presented, for example, as a country with abundant land is over simplified. This does 
not guarantee that policies will be well implemented. At local and regional levels in Brazil, there 
are many different problems with large scale biofuels expansion. 
 
 
With regard to the impact of jatropha specifically: 
 
1) The failure of (partly subsidized) jatropha can – to a large extent - be explained by a lack of 
experience of estate managers with the crop and working environment in rural Africa. It is also 
related to unrealistic assumptions made about managing contract farming and outgrowers with 
the involvement of rural communities, as well as challenges faced in engagements with local 
leaders; 
 
2) There are references to land and water grabbing for Jatropha. This factor may be much 
stronger for sugar cane; 
 
3) The magnitude of Jatropha failures supported with public aid money may be sufficient reason 
to call for a ban based on purely economic rationale, not to mention negative social and 
environmental  impacts; 
 
  
4. The V0 endorses initiatives which give priority to broad bioenergy strategies for local 
use in energy poor regions of the world where the potential social gains are large from 
even small quantities of energy and the impact on land use competition small. Which are 
the most far-reaching examples of such policies or experiences in practice? 
 
ActionAid does not have such examples, but would like to see more evidence of them and how 
they are working in practice. We do know that some national policies e.g. that of Mozambique, 
take this direction on paper. However the practice is often very different23 and local and 
international stakeholders are taking advantage of a lack of enforcement, which may be due to 
lacking capacity or a real political will to enforce. Production for the local/national market 
(import substitution fossil fuels), which is restricted to areas not suitable for or in competition 
with food production is not happening. We are not seeing positive impacts on smallholder 
farming/employment generation or food security. The reality is quite the opposite. 
 
Overall, we would support these models, as long as it is recalled that policies such as the EU’s 
10% renewable energy target (88% of which is to be filled by first generation biofuels by 2020) 
does not support such models. These policies rather encourage large-scale export based models. 
Secondly, it is important that the definition of ‘marginal lands’ is not constructed in such a way 
that land already being used by marginalised groups are not removed from their land to produce 
biofuels. 
 
Overall the VO could be improved by discussing the kinds of models that will make a bioenergy 
policy work well for development. It is necessary to further examine: 

1. Business models 

                                                             
23 (Schut et al., 2010)   
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2. The matrix (p.48) 
3. Further analysis on sustainable criteria24  
4. The social dimension  

Finally, there is an overall problem associated with a lack of formal research on the gender, food 
security and political economy aspects of biofuels.  The lack of research as well as due diligence 
around compliance with social and environmental standards, increased vulnerability/ food 
insecurity and malnutrition areas amounts to evidence in itself. 
 
ENDS 
 
Contact Person: Laura Sullivan, laura.sullivan@actionaid.org 
 
 
24. Energy Team, NRC, FAO, Italy 

 
Overall comments 
HLPE received a request from CSF in October 2011 to “conduct a science-based comparative 
literature analysis taking into consideration the work produced by the FAO and Global Bioenergy 
Partnership (GBEP) of the positive and negative effects of biofuels on food security” 
The current draft of this document fails to provide such a structured analysis based on clear 
definitions and objectives. Further, there is a lack of coherence throughout the document 
between the Executive Summary, the more balanced views presented in the Recommendations 
and the fragmented analysis of the five technical chapters that are generally much more 
negative. By reading the executive summary the reader would conclude that liquid biofuels are 
one option but careful assessment to ensure that their development does not compete with food 
security is required. On the other hand the technical chapters present a very negative outlook 
inferring that countries should not consider bioenergy/biofuels/liquid biofuels options.  
Furthermore, there is very limited reference and understanding of key FAO documentation 
especially throughout the five “technical” chapters. For example, no reference to: 
SOFA 2008 which contains central analysis of the issues discussed as for example definitions of 
food security, linkages and the BEFS Tanzania analysis: this is an example of how the debate 
then impacts at the country level and presents of the steps of analysis required to understand if 
the development of a bioenergy (more broadly) sector is viable in a developing country and 
what the impacts could be both at country level and household level both in the long run and in 
the short run. 
Reference: The State of Food and Agriculture . Biofuels: prospects, risks and opportunities. FAO 
2000 and Bioenergy and Food Security. The BEFS Analysis for Tanzania. Environment and 
Natural Resources Management Working Paper 35. FAO 2010 
It seems that the sections of the report have all been written by different people with little 
cohesion across the document on scope and perspectives. There is the need to give proper 
numbering to the document too. The number of the pages is not final, nor the numbering of table 
and figures. These are not adequately referred to throughout the text. The language is very 
complicated and difficult to understand in many instances. 
 
The document should: 
Set out a clear objective and scope. What is the exact scope of the review presented here? Is it 
limited to liquid biofuels for transport as most of the material in chapters 1 and 5 seem to be? Or 
even further limited solely to corn based ethanol? This should be clearly stated.  
In 2004 FAO did substantive work on defining a common language for bioenergy in order to 
facilitate communication and statistical information.  This paper can benefit from these 

                                                             
24 It is not certain the certification schemes of the EU, for example, are really able to work 

mailto:laura.sullivan@actionaid.org
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definitions so that there is a clear consensus given the diversity of interpretations that exists 
worldwide. The document can be found here:  
http://www.fao.org/docrep/007/j4504E/j4504e01.htm 
If the scope of the paper is not solely on liquid biofuels for transport then more attention should 
be given to other forms of bioenergy. Also note that a fuel can be solid, liquid or gaseous and so 
the term biofuel in the report is not used correctly as it applies to all fuels derived from biomass. 
The glossary in the GBEP/FAO report “The GBEP Sustainability Indicators for Bioenergy” could 
help in this regard. 
 
If the scope of the paper is to analyze the implications of liquid biofuels namely ethanol and 
biodiesel on food security, the presentation of the material does not reflect this as it heavily 
focuses on the ethanol with little analysis of biodiesel.  These are two different systems that 
warrant the same level of attention if the paper is to be comprehensive. 
 
Who is the main target audience of this document? The document is currently very difficult to 
follow, especially if a more general layman audience is being considered. 
 
Which exact linkages to food security does the document aim to analyze? Solely an exact 
definition/calculation of the contribution of additional crop demand for biofuels for transport on 
food prices? Which food prices exactly?  
 
With reference to food security:  
The document does not give a clear definition of food security. The four dimensions are more or 
less stated but much clearer definitions are available in FAO, please see 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2763e/I2763E09.pdf and elearning FAO tool on Food 
Security definition. 
The document fails to link biofuels for transport (if this is the scope of the report) to all 
dimensions of food security namely availability, access, utilization and stability. Please see for 
example the short Annex 2 of the BEFS Analytical Framework  
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1968e/i1968e00.htm 
Here the linkages are clearly explained 
With reference to linkages to nutrition, there are three key issues with reference to nutrition: 
quantity, quality and intrahousehold allocation of food. As prices increase the poor consume less 
quantity and/or lower quality With reference to income distribution and nutrition distribution 
the key literature is  
Submaramanian, S. and Deaton, A., 1996, “The Demand for Food and Calories”, 
Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 104, (February), pp. 133-162 
Behrman and Deolalikar, 1987, “Will Developing Countries Nutrition Improve with 
Income? A Case Study for Rural South India”, Journal of Political Economy, 
Vol. 95, (June), pp. 108-138 
Deaton A., 1997, “The Analysis of Household Survey-A Microeconometric Approach to 
Development Policy”, Pubblished for the World Bank, The John Hopkins, University Press 
 
with reference to  intrahousehold allocation, food allocation between household members can 
shift  as prices increase, for example from mothers to children or from girls to boys. Some 
references to this cited in the annex referred to above: Block et al 2004, Torlesse 2003. 
 
The exact contribution of biofuels for transport to food price increases is hotly debated by key 
world experts. If the review is to be a “science-based comparative literature analysis” then the 
results of these key pieces of analysis should be presented. Key difference in 
assumptions/convictions should also be stated and potentially counter-argued. If so, and if this 
is the scope of the paper, this should be based on sound evidence. The contribution of biofuels 
for transport to food price increases should be then presented as a range as is generally agreed 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/007/j4504E/j4504e01.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2763e/I2763E09.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1968e/i1968e00.htm
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by all experts. The discussion should not focus on details of model assumptions as is currently 
the case, this is very confusing and generally dismissive of current economic analysis techniques. 
Secondly, on the food price side, once discussing possible contributions of biofuels for transport 
to the food price increases, the discussion fails to then define what the impacts of these higher 
prices might be? How at the country level, countries can be net exporters or importers while 
households can be either net food sellers or buyers. This is a central point in the discussion. If 
the price of maize increases not all will be hurt. It is essential to understand who is hurt, who 
loses and if overall the losses are larger than the gains. What are potential impacts of liquid 
biofuel development in food security in Africa, in LAC or in Asia? The BEFS project at FAO has 
done extensive work in Tanzania, Peru, and Cambodia to capture these effects particularly at the 
household levels, this type of work merits inclusion in the report to ground the global impacts. 
Thirdly, crop production for biofuels for transport is currently undergoing very stringent 
scrutiny. A key recommendation is that this should not only be the case for crops for biofuels. 
Recent discussions have remphasized the key role of agriculture as an engine for growth and 
poverty reduction. This hinges on smallholder inclusions and opportunities for the poor. This 
close scrutiny should apply to all agriculture and all crops. Are tobacco or cotton for example so 
much better than sugar cane for ethanol production? In what way? Are they more smallholder 
inclusive? Is more human and physical capital created with cotton and tobacco? The evidence for 
this at country level would be essential so that countries can make informed decisions. 
Overall the discussion is very confusing and difficult to follow 
 
Recommendation 11:  On the other hand, the wealth of biofuels case-studies reviewed in our 
Report shows the importance of shifting from a narrow biofuels to a more comprehensive 
bioenergy policy approach. In developing countries with vast hinterlands, the mobilization of 
biomass for different forms of bioenergy can be the most effective development strategy to provide 
electricity and alternative power for cooking, water management, and local productive facilities in 
addition to transport fuel. 
In order to provide a balanced view this should be the overall thrust of the document. But again 
scope and structure need to be defined so as to lead the reader to this conclusion and 
recommendation. Recommendations could also be repeated as a conclusion to the document. 
Smallholder inclusion should play a central role in this report and there is little discussion of it if 
any. The point is to understand if this can be a profitable option for farmers, which type of 
farmers and to what extent. And also, can countries produce liquid biofuels for transport 
profitably? With smallholder inclusion? Is it an additional market for smallholders?  
 
The recent EU biofuel policy developments are presented several times throughout the report as 
final decisions. It should be noted that the European Commission has only issued a proposal that 
has not been adopted by the Parliament and the Council yet and thus could still be modified.  
 
Other potential benefits for food security are barely touched upon. For instance, the potential 
income effects through additional employment are not analyzed and the potential contribution 
of biofuels/bioenergy to sustainable rural development is discussed only in section 5.4 and not 
in sufficient detail.  In particular, the potential contribution of domestically produced 
bioenergy/biofuels to a reduction in the energy import bill of developing countries is not 
mentioned at all. The majority of least developed countries is heavily dependent on fossil fuel 
imports and is extremely vulnerable to supply/price shocks in energy markets. 
 
Most of the environmental and social issues discussed in chapters 4 and 5 are not specific to 
biofuels and apply to any type of agricultural production. While for biofuels compliance with 
environmental and social standards is often required (e.g. for imports into the EU), any other 
agricultural product is subject only to phytosanitary requirements. Notwithstanding the 
limitations of biofuel certification discussed in section 5.3, biofuel production is subject to much 
more scrutiny than agricultural production in general and is less likely to lead to negative 
environmental and social impacts compared to the latter. While this is acknowledged in the 
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recommendations section, where the need for sustainability standards for the agricultural sector 
as a whole is voiced, the report seems to focus only on the limitations of biofuel certification. 
Plus, in the report there is no mention of good environmental and socio-economic practices that 
producers can implement to minimize the risk of negative impacts. FAO’s BEFS project has 
compiled a number of these practices: http://www.fao.org/energy/befs/78917/en/  
As for many other sectors, the impacts of biofuels will depend on how production is managed. 
 
There is strong focus on second generation liquid biofuels but generally the understanding is 
that Second-generation biofuels are not yet produced commercially and the report seems 
misleading in this. A report on second generation biofuel technologies from IEA on this: 
http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/second_generation_biofuels.pdf 
Status as quoted in the report: Second-generation biofuels are not yet produced commercially, 
but a considerable number of pilot and demonstration plants have been announced or set up in 
recent years, with research activities taking place mainly in North America, Europe and a few 
emerging countries (e.g. Brazil, China, India and Thailand).  
Overall the HLPE team writing this report should dedicate a lot more attention to evidence 
based policy formulation. The goal should be to base future sector development decisions on 
country level evidence so that each country can understand its potential and tradeoffs.  
FAO has done a lot of work on this and this is covered in the FAO packages on sustainable 
bioenergy development  
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf  
 
DETAILED COMMENTS BY SECTION: 
 
Executive Summary 
The first paragraph refers to very specific figures which are based on a specific scenario and 
analysis of the IEA regarding a hypothetical long term scenario that has a number of very strong 
policy assumptions underlying it. This paragraph should be removed from the Executive 
summary and rather be placed in the technical chapters as deemed suitable and should be 
adequately referenced and explained. There could be a section in the technical analysis on 
outlook where current status of biofuels and potential outlooks are presented. That would also 
help the reader understand what role biofuels for transport currently play and what role they 
might play in the future. 
Page 2: 
There is confusion in the use of words ‘fuel crops’ and defining the generations of biofuels. Again 
this goes back to the need for a clear definition. For example first generation can use non-edible 
crops, and second generation refers to the use lignocellulosic biomass. If this is not clear, then 
there is confusion on how to classify crops such as Jatropha . Second generation feedstocks are 
usually sourced and consumed locally.  
The GBEP work on indicators should be mentioned after the first (partial) paragraph on page 2, 
since this work is mentioned in the HLPE’s commission and is an important example of an 
internationally agreed tool that requires adaptation to national circumstances in its 
implementation. Suggested text: “The Global Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP) developed and 
agreed in 2011 a common set of 24 voluntary sustainability indicators for bioenergy intended to 
inform national decision-making; the indicators are being piloted in various countries in Africa, 
Asia, Europe and Latin America and their application entails methodological adaptation to suit 
national circumstances.” 
In paragraph 6, the scenario of a ‘division of labour’ outlined in the sixth paragraph seems rather 
extreme and hypothetical. This should be clarified and referenced. What is the source for this 
potential conclusion? On the other hand, might this even be favourable for developing countries? 
Further, the chemical industry should be mentioned as consumer of agricultural products 
(additionally to food and energy) but it should be noted that there is only partial competition. 
With reference to residues, it is true that there can be competition in uses but the sustainable 
use of residues should be encouraged, not discouraged. 

http://www.fao.org/energy/befs/78917/en/
http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/second_generation_biofuels.pdf
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf


__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

97 

The last paragraph of page 2 reflects a lack of historical (and current developing country) 
context: the use of crops for both food and “energy” (for transport or mechanical power, as well 
as cooking and heating) did not start with the liquid transport biofuel mandates, but rather for 
millennia crops have been used as fuel for draught animals and human labour. Indeed, the 
proposition that multipurpose crops are the problem is not only inaccurate but unhelpful to 
reaching an understanding of how to manage (the competing and synergistic uses of) natural 
resources for sustainable food security.  
With regard to the comment at the bottom of page 2 that multipurpose crops and the biorefinery 
model foreclose a favoured avenue for agricultural value addition, this should be validated by 
evidence and detailed argumentation. Perhaps the cases being drawn upon rather reflect the fact 
that demand for liquid biofuels and in some cases other co-products through policies that do not 
differentiate between production models will tend to reinforce existing models for cash crops 
and the imbalances of power associated with them. 
Page 3: 
The reference should be to ‘other renewable energy alternatives’ as biofuel is the only 
alternative fuel.  
Here biogas is discussed and it is stated that it can be used directly as transport fuel (normally 
this is not true) or in liquefied form (would this be BTL transformation, or rather transported in 
liquefied form?).  As it stands it is unclear. 
There is reference to a biomass conversion efficiency of 3%. Please double-check as it should be 
6-7 %. Ad adequate reference should be inserted.  If a comparison on a 1 ha basis is desired this 
should then consider all resources, technology and required investment. This is complex and 
should not be underestimated otherwise you risk comparing apples with oranges.  
The second paragraph on page 3 is central to the discussion and should be more broadly 
emphasized and discussed.  
Paragraph 3 of page 3 seems to forget all the positive effects that could derive by the 
development of a bioenergy industry, e.g. the increase of market value of agricultural produce, 
attraction of investments for catalyzing agriculture modernization, spill-over effects in terms of 
adoption of innovative agriculture practices. This is particularly true in developing countries 
where land is very much under used. 
Paragraph 4 is questionable, as it refers specifically to the US and appears not to account for 
yield response. 
Page 4:  
Paragraph 3 presents an unrealistic scenario by extrapolating today’s technology and conditions 
and applying them to the future.  Also the text does not reflect the fact that second generation 
can make use of less productive land or no land at all, if sustainable residues are used. 
The considerations in paragraph 4 are true, but it should be made very clear that at present in 
Africa a bioenergy production industry did not take off and there is no (or very little) biofuel 
production for export. 
The issue of energy access is mentioned here but this topic is barely covered, if at all, throughout 
the paper. For example the discussion could cover ethanol gel for cooking and lighting, examples 
of this exist in Mozambique and other African countries.   
Page 5:  
In general when discussing the negative impacts of liquid biofuels, for example on women, it 
should be made clear that they are speaking about large-scale monocrop plantations and that 
this applies to agriculture in general. 
On page 5 it is stated that the issue of gender and biofuels was initially neglected. The FAO (Rossi 
and Yambrou) paper on this topic of 2008 seems to have been overlooked, as does the UN 
Energy report “Sustainable Bioenergy: A Framework for Decision Makers” of 2006, which also 
addresses this issue. To name but two reports addressing this topic written or co-written by 
FAO. 
Page 5 – edit suggestion: 
[Central to the initiatives to confront the varied critiques of currently designed biofuels 
mandates has been the development of voluntary, public/private, forms of governance of the 
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supply chain in the form of certification systems. These have been primarily promoted within 
the EU and have now assumed virtually regulatory status to the extent that non-certified 
biofuels cannot count as contributing to fulfilling mandated targets (EASAC, 2012). The criteria 
governing the very varied range of certification schemes are heavily oriented to energy 
efficiency, carbon emissions and environmental factors. Indeed, the inclusion of social factors 
can incur retaliation within the terms of the WTO. . Nevertheless, the GBEP Task Force has been 
building consensus on the inclusion of social criteria under the team leadership of the FAO since 
2008 (GBEP, 2008). The Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels (RSB) also includes social criteria 
and we examine whether such criteria are present in other certifications and review the 
literature on their effectiveness in promoting and/or defending food security. At the level of 
voluntary national-level decision-support tools, the GBEP sustainability indicators for bioenergy, 
agreed by 23 countries and 13 international organizations in 2011, include 8 social indicators 
alongside 8 environmental and 8 economic indicators for measuring the impacts of bioenergy 
production and use 
Exact reference for the GBEP Report on indicators: 
FAO (GBEP), 2011. The Global Bioenergy Partnership Sustainability Indicators for Bioenergy 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Recommendation 1:  
This should be carefully worded and references should be provided to the various statements 
mentioned. It should be made clear that mandates and subsidies should be put in question in 
some countries and not all. Further ‘where these artificially stimulate biofuels production’ could 
be deleted, as this is exactly the purpose of subsidies. 
The first policy recommendation ends by suggesting that a global biofuels market could emerge 
without specific biofuel targets or mandates, and that policies should be directed at preventing 
this, rather than merely removing mandates and subsidies. Perhaps a better message is that 
public policies should reflect all externalities (environmental, social and economic; positive and 
negative) of biofuel production and use and hence support them only where and when they 
bring net environmental, social and economic benefits or at least help achieve specific public 
policy goals in a more cost-effective manner than alternative options and without inacceptable 
unintended consequences.  
Recommendation 2:  
It is important not to implement undifferentiated public policies promoting biofuels that 
reinforce existing imbalances in power vis-à-vis tenure of natural resources and access to food, 
income and employment. Indeed, biofuel policies should seek to do the reverse by favouring pro-
poor, nutrition- and gender-sensitive production models. And this should be true for all 
agriculture.  
Recommendation 3: 
This is a general recommendation is general that should not single out jatropha 
Recommendation 4:  
It should be specified that we are speaking about large-scale plantations 
Recommendation 6:  
The sixth recommendation advocates the required use of recognized certification schemes. 
However, such a recommendation should always be accompanied by the need to support this 
through capacity development to ensure participation in such schemes of smallholders and 
poorer countries. 
Recommendation 7:  
In my opinion this is not a proper recommendation. I would rather turn it into a finding for the 
Exec Summary 
Recommendation 8:  
The eight recommendation suggests adopting typologies of production models to identify trade-
offs of different production systems: it would be helpful to highlight in these recommendations 
the need for further evidence both to understand the impacts and the viability of a domestic 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/ap506e/ap506e.pdf
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bioenergy sector. FAO has developed a number of tools for this. Please see 
www.fao.org/energy/bioenergy 
And also there is currently enough knowledge on ways to get biofuel development right, 
including: 
good practices (see BEFSCI compilation here 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2596e/i2596e00.pdf and here 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2507e/i2507e00.pdf ) 
guidelines such as the Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, 
Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security (2012) -  
www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/nr/land_tenure/pdf/VG_en_Final_March_2012.pdf, and the 
Voluntary Guidelines on Responsible Management of Planted Forests (2006) - 
www.fao.org/docrep/009/j9256e/j9256e00.htm, 
 tools to get even large scale biofuel development right. One set of tool is FAO’s sustainable 
bioenergy support package – summarized here  http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-
0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf  
 
 
Introduction 
The introduction refers to the potential positives outcomes from liquid biofuel development i.e. 
income generation, yet this is never explored in the paper. Even in the context of the US or 
Brazil, how have farmers benefited by price increases? This is important because there is a 
tradeoff that needs to be understood, i.e. was this worth it? 
 
Page 5 – insert new para in blue between the current last and second last paragraphs. 
 [….In this light we will consider to what extent regulation and voluntary forms of governance, in 
the form of certification systems take into account food security related criteria.  
In particular, in light of the 2011 CFS request, we will consider the set of 24 sustainability 
indicators developed by the Global Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP) with the significant 
contribution of FAO, as founding partner and hosting organization of its Secretariat. The 24 
voluntary sustainability indicators for bioenergy provide a comprehensive yet practical mean of 
evaluating the impacts of bioenergy production and use in a country with a view to informing 
policy development. FAO led the GBEP work to develop indicators related to bioenergy and food 
security. These indicators permit an evaluation of the impacts of bioenergy on food security at 
the national, regional and household levels. 
Much of the literature under review is primarily concerned with the energy, climate change, and 
biodiversity …] 
 
Liquid biofuels are discussed based on: 
1) feedstock, there are first generation and second generation  
2) Technologies, there are first generation and second generation   
Seems like there is a mix of the two here, providing a definition on what you are refereeing to 
will facilitate for the reader to understand your argument. 
 
Algae may require large quantities of water not land so it could give way to competition with 
water rather than land. The National research council report found that to produce the amount 
of algal biofuel equivalent to 1 liter of gasoline, between 3.15 liters to 3,650 liters of freshwater 
is required, depending on the production pathway. 
 
The report indicates at top of p.g. 5 that rural areas depend partially or primarly on food 
purchase then couple of  paragraph below that access to market in rural areas is a significant 
problem, so how are food prices affected, is the transmission of food prices from global markets 
taking place even if markets are sort of close loop? 
 

http://www.fao.org/energy/bioenergy
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2596e/i2596e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2507e/i2507e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/nr/land_tenure/pdf/VG_en_Final_March_2012.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/009/j9256e/j9256e00.htm
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf
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Last paragraph in pg. 5 should mention that the BEFS project in FAO focused on the link of 
bioenergy and food security, it could be one of the only ones to date to have that focus. 
 
CHAPTER 1 
 
What is CAFE? Was the biofuel integration in Carter Administration more in response to the 
energy situation at the time rather than agriculture?  
Figure 1 on page 7: if the scope is liquid biofuels for transport what is the reason for a figure 
referring to wood pellets? And generally the reason for this figure? No discussion nor reference 
in the text 
P.g. 7 , number 3 mentions 15.9 billion liters equivalent TO WHAT? 
Section 1.4, I would say that a key reason for the widesrepad introduction of liquid biofuel or 
bioenergy policies as of lately in general in countries around the world has been energy security 
issues in response to recent higher energy prices.  The FAO Legal Department carried out a 
review of global policies and defining the objectives of these policies.  
The discussion on South Africa was the decision to leave maize out due to food security reason? 
If this is the case, it should be clearly stated. 
The table on cassava should also indicate that cassava production in SSA is relatively low yield 
and in many instances is due lack of end markets and biofuel can be one among many alternative 
that can help provide an alternative market. This can make reference to a particular study done 
in BEFS Tanzania. 
Section on SSA misleading states on investments on biodiesel only, these have been for biofuel in 
general for example large investments are taking place for ethanol i.e. SEKAB in Tanzania and 
Addax in Sierra Leone. Most African countries have significant energy security problems plus 
discussions with number of African governments pursuing policies for bioenergy have indicated 
that this polices are not soley based on export market but also for the need to supply their own 
energy needs. 
I think even before considering Maltitz and Staffort process is considered, countries need to 
understand if they have the potential to develop a bioenergy sector, what are the risks and 
opportunities and potential tradeoffs this will bring to food security. Regardless of countries 
considering bioenery policies countries also need to understand how global liquid biofuel 
polices may affect them in terms of food security since this are out of their control this will 
ensure that they identify national mechanisms to confront them. This is precisely what FAO has 
been working on over the past 6 years  i.e. developing a tool kit that helps countries understand 
this and it is not even mention here! 
The sections in Latin America is very poor, Colombia and Argentina have well-developed liquid 
biofuel polices that merit a discussion.  How would liquid biofuel impact food security in the LAC 
context? Or how at least the development in Brazil, Colombia and Argentina has affected food 
security? 
 
Land-Use Change 
Is the EU reduction in mandates been officially approved or is it still a proposal?  
Argentina is a lead exporter of soybean biodiesel to the EU and likely to be affected by reduction 
in EU mandate. Once it seems like the Argentinan government recently increase its own national 
diesel blending mandate in order to absorb additional national demand.  So the effect of 
reduction of global polices may be minor if countries decided to absorbed this at the national 
level. 
 
Country-based Typologies 
 
For the Land-scarce, low income countries. i.e. “Any additional investment is therefore likely to 
be prejudicial” wouldn’t some of the investment come from the private sector aiming to develop 
the bioenergy sector?  Unless is assumed that 100% will come from public funding this doesn’t 
make sense. 
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Land scarce middle income countries, like Thailand may be close to reaching the yield gap so 
room for intensification may be relatively small if at all, so this needs to be carefully evaluated 
before making this type of generalizations. 
The BEFS project allows to evaluate the different situations and make sure that local context are 
captured so the decision making process is based on evidenced-based. This sections should refer 
to the existing tools to help countries understand this. 
 
CHAPTER 2 
 
As mentioned before definitions are essential and clear understanding of what is meant by first 
and second generation in reference to feedstock or technologies need to be clearly stated. 
Para 1 in p.g. 17, cost of biomass could also be a challenge for lignocellulosic i.e. the cost of 
collection and transport. 
EROI is not clearlyl explained in the text i.e. not only fossil fuel included then what other fuels 
are included in the calculation? 
The fossil fuel energy indicator should be explained. 
Para 3 in p.g. 17 discuses a table but doesn’t provide a reference I am assuming is table 1.  
You indicate that the energy balance for cellulosic ethanol varies from 2-36. If in the upper 
bound it could be 36, how can you then state that this is not enough to attain a desirable balance! 
So is best to say that  in some cases is desirable and in other context is not desirable! 
Some of the tables are not appropriately reference in the text. 
Last para page 20 is out of context. 
The discussion on biorefineries ( section 2.3.2. is very short and basically dismisses these as too 
complex. However, it does not consider simple biorefineries such as integrated food energy 
systems (IFES) – see FAO  overview report here 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i2044e/i2044e.pdf   
 
 
CHAPTER 3: 
General comment: too negative approach regarding impacts of bioenergy on food security, 
hunger and poverty. 
 
Page 21, 1st para – my edits in track change below 
 
[A wide variety of papers have found that biofuels have contributed to increase crop prices and 
played a major role in triggering price increases but have disagreed about the magnitude and 
have less often directly addressed impacts on malnutrition. This part addresses the role of 
biofuels in four subsections. 
 
Page 23, para 3.2. The Role of Biofuels in Increased Food Prices and their Volatility since 2000-
2004  
[In line with the HLPE report on this theme (2011), our analysis indicates that biofuels have 
played a predominant role in the increases in food prices and volatility since 2004. Two basic 
reasons can be identified. In the first place, with the rise of oil prices, it has been economically 
feasible for ethanol manufacturers to bid up the price of maize (and through it the price of other 
crops) from roughly $2.25 per bushel ($88.6 per metric ton) to levels 2.5 to 3 times higher for 
much of 2008 and since 2010 (prices ranging from $6-$8 per bushel, or roughly % per bushel, or 
roughly $235 to more than $300 per metric ton) for much of 2008, and since 2010. Secondly, the 
production and supply of grain, vegetable oil and sugar supplies since 2004 have not been 
growing as fast as the demand for them, which is due in large part to the rise in demand for 
biofuels. However, it is important to mention that FAO (SOFA 2008, pag. 85) has a more cautious 
position stating that “many factors are responsible for the recent sharp increases in agricultural 
commodity prices, including the growth in demand of liquid biofuels.” ]  
SOFA 2008 available at ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/011/i0100e/i0100e.pdf 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i2044e/i2044e.pdf
ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/011/i0100e/i0100e.pdf
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When the price effects are discussed in chapter 3, the role of adverse weather conditions in key 
producing/exporting countries seems a bit overlooked and the impact of export restrictions in 
exacerbating these price increases on the international market is not acknowledged. With regard 
to the impacts on malnutrition of these price changes, it is not considered that, when the price of 
a staple food increases, to a certain extent consumers can adapt and change their consumption 
behaviour at least in part, by shifting to less costly substitutes. Even though the poor tend to 
have limited options, this should at least be mentioned as a possibility.  
 
Potential relationship between liquid biofuels and nutrition that is not explored in your paper is 
how the lack of access to cooking fuel can lead to unsafe cooking techniques & domestic 
practices which can negatively impact nutritional intake. These negative impacts include for 
example substitution for easier-to-cook food items that have less nutritional value and 
undercooking food to save time/fuel (which can lead to foodborne disease and digestive 
problems) and reducing nutritional uptake. 
 
The relationship with hunger is not clearly demonstrated. Perhaps using visual material can help 
present this better. 
 
How do you arrive to the 9.5% reduced consumption para 4 and 40%  in para 5 in p.g. 22? 
 
Para 1 in p.g.23 perviously it was indicated that it was hard to determin the consumption i.e. 
demand impact, yet here a very strong argument is presented that is has significant impact. 
 
From 2000 through 2004 was what were the global oil prices/energy prices, this will be more 
sound to compare to price average of maize during the same period.  Assuming prices of oil 
between 2000-2004 were relatively low,  this is a low price case scenario then it  can compare to 
2005-2008 when prices spike. How these two scenarios affect maize price? How does biofuel 
come into place? Without a comparison like this the effect on doubling or tripling on maize 
prices is not clearly made.  
 
Check the figures as there is discrepancy between figures reference and discuss in text with the 
figure being referenced. 
 
Does the displacement in sugar come from direct use of sugarcane for ethanol? Looking at some 
figures from OECD-FAO report seems like Brazil a major exported of sugar and ethanol 
producer, has kept production of sugar, sugar exports and biofuel production relatively constant. 
The other major global producers of sugar i.e. India and Thailand for example have promoted 
the use of molasses for ethanol.  So how couldsuch a large displacement be happening? Is this 
difference mainly due to increase demand for sugar with relatively constant supply of it rather 
than displacement for biofuel? 
 
This sections is heavily discussed in terms of ethanol, as the paper talks about liquid biofuels a 
through on biodiesel and its food security impacts should be included. 
 
What about discussion on income effects from liquid biofuel development? 
 
In the overstated factors areas one argument is that volatility is short term phenomena but isn’t 
food security also short term? How are these two different? 
 
 
Section 3.1.  
The computations and forecasts on page 22 do not seem to take possible yield increase over 
time 
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Some important ones  rely on quite old data – e.g. FAOSAT 2000 see footnote 9 
Section 3.2.  
This section only looks at international commodity markets and completely ignores how these 
impact on regional or national prices – i.e. price transmission to regional and/or national levels. 
However these are the levels where price changes matter for food security and poverty. Some 
recent interesting papers on this issue in relation to Africa can be found here PANGEA 
http://www.pangealink.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/PANGEA_Whos-Fooling-
Whom_SSA_Food-Crisis_report.pdf  .  – IFPRI here  http://www.ifpri.org/publication/food-price-
volatility-africa and here http://www.ifpri.org/publication/transmission-world-food-price-
changes-markets-sub-saharan-africa 
The discussion on linkages between ethanol demand, grain prices and oil prices is primarily 
based on corn ethanol in the USA. It therefore completely ignores other important international 
feedstocks such as sugarcane, palm oil and rapeseed. Therefore it cannot claim to depict a global 
picture and this significantly weakens the conclusions. 
 
 
Chapter 4 
In chapter 4, the demand for agricultural products (and land) for fibre, biochemicals and 
bioplastics is not even mentioned. 
The sustainable bioenergy tools Kit of FAO and in particular the BEFS approach has define a 
number of methodologies to help countries understand this issues, yet is not even mentioned in 
the text. 
The bioenergy role to supply local energy to the poor is buried in the text, this is a positive 
impact that should be given more prominence, since energy security impacts food security as 
well. 
Land is an issue widely faced in agriculture not only for biofuel but also for food production. 
Foreign investors looking also to produce food for export markets is a wide problem particularly 
in Africa. FAO’s work on land tenure voluntary guidelines aims to help address both of these 
issues. 
The BEFSCI project looked at socioeconomic implications of large-scale investments in Africa, 
Asia and LAC, their work and results should be included in this work. Plus the BEFS work in 
Sierra Leone on developing investor guidelines merits some recognition! 
Looking at the table on land deal, focusing on Tanzania and Sierra Leone countries the BEFS-FAO 
team is currently working on, the investments for palm oil are for food and not for fuel.  
With regards to the importance of production typologies for identifying polices, this is the core 
work that FAO has been doing over the past 6 years and yet is not mention in this para. For 
example the analyzes in both Tanzania and Peru included the smallholder integration or 
outgrower schemes.  
The discussion how much land would be available for biofuel does not account for the use of co-
products. Yet this can lead to significant savings (10-30% dependent on GHG targets and 
feedstock type )  – Gallagher report 2009  
http://www.unido.org/fileadmin/user_media/UNIDO_Header_Site/Subsites/Green_Industry_As
ia_Conference__Maanila_/GC13/Gallagher_Report.pdf  
The same Gallagher report undertook a major review of available information on available land 
and, on balance, says that there is enough land. Therefore the report should be consulted in 
order to present a more balanced view on this issue. It is not so much a question of how much 
land but much more what type of land and this is addressed in section 4.2.3.  
The discussion on ILUC is limited to a discussion on an accounting issue (Box page 40) and does 
not explain where things currently stand, nor does it mention some known good practices to 
limit ILUC risk – see above point on good practices  
The discussion on large-scale investments does not seem to consider the possibility that some of 
these investments may have been done in the right way. And this applies also to Table 3 ( page 
45 and 46). This simply does not reflect the reality ( e.g. in Sierra Leone a major investment can 

http://www.pangealink.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/PANGEA_Whos-Fooling-Whom_SSA_Food-Crisis_report.pdf
http://www.pangealink.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/PANGEA_Whos-Fooling-Whom_SSA_Food-Crisis_report.pdf
http://www.ifpri.org/publication/food-price-volatility-africa
http://www.ifpri.org/publication/food-price-volatility-africa
http://www.ifpri.org/publication/transmission-world-food-price-changes-markets-sub-saharan-africa
http://www.ifpri.org/publication/transmission-world-food-price-changes-markets-sub-saharan-africa
http://www.unido.org/fileadmin/user_media/UNIDO_Header_Site/Subsites/Green_Industry_Asia_Conference__Maanila_/GC13/Gallagher_Report.pdf
http://www.unido.org/fileadmin/user_media/UNIDO_Header_Site/Subsites/Green_Industry_Asia_Conference__Maanila_/GC13/Gallagher_Report.pdf
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be considered a good practice, and the same applies to some investments Mali). Therefore, here 
again, the tone is too negatively biased.. 
Still on large scale investments, the paper should mention that bad investments have not started 
in agriculture have not started with biofuel development. They have happened all the time, and 
therefore the issue goes beyond biofuel – This would reinforce the recommendation on 
responsible agriculture investments.   
In the first part of the chapter the author refers to the energy content of crops currently 
produced and compares it with the total energy demand on the global level.  
The statement that the energy embedded in the plants cannot supply the global energy needs 
may be correct, but it is also out of the context of energy planning principles to even assume 
such a scenario. Bioenergy, as one of the primary energy sources, has always been considered as 
part of overall portfolio of (renewable) energy sources. Depending on the availability and 
accessibility of alternative energy sources to a specific country, the share of bioenergy in total 
primary energy supply differs among countries. In addition, the efficiency in conversion of 
primary energy to final energy is one of the key factors effecting the sustainability of biomass 
use.   
Based on the national long term energy policies, IEA had developed future global scenarios and 
presented them in the World Energy Outlook 2012. From the scenarios presented, it is clear that 
it is foreseen that bioenergy supplies only a part of total energy needs. Currently, and most 
probably liquid biofuels produced from agricultural feedstock, are the most cost-effective 
substitution for fossil fuels in supplying the energy demand of transport sector.  
Further on, the author compares the efficiency of conversion of solar energy through 
photosynthesis and that of photovoltaic cells. Considering solely the efficiency of the process, the 
efficiency of the energy conversion may be significantly lower in photosynthesis, as the author 
states. Nevertheless, in the context of energy utilization for transport one should take into 
consideration complete life cycle of the energy consumption. Considering that liquid biofuels can 
directly be used for transport, with no or minimal modifications of distribution infrastructure 
and vehicles characteristics, the necessary energy and material inputs in development of electric 
vehicles and distribution infrastructure should be included in the scope of such life cycle 
analysis.  
In the final paragraphs of the chapter, the author refers to the role of forests in climate change 
prevention as carbon sinks, and implies to the potential negative effects of change of carbon rich 
land cover areas to agricultural areas. The baseline for the authors’ statements and the indented 
conclusions are not well elaborated.  
It is evident that the forest may have an important role in sequestrating carbon, but only in the 
case when they are sustainably managed. A sustainable management of forests encompasses 
sustainable harvesting of biomass. Considering national and international bioenergy policy 
developments, which are also presented in this document, it is evident that there is a need for 
implementation of sustainability criteria and other relevant safeguarding measures, which will 
guaranty positive energy balance and negative GHG balance of bioenergy use. These facts should 
have been acknowledged also by the author of the following chapter (Chapter 4.1.3 – paragraph 
one).  
 
CHAPTER 5;  
Para 5.3 Certification Schemes and Social Compliance 
Beginning of page 52 - The text below in [ ]should be completely substituted by the text in blue 
below (including the table). 
[Internationally the GBEP has been active in the promotion of sustainability criteria and 
indicators for biofuels. Within this framework the FAO has led the negotiations on social criteria, 
and provisionally agreed indicators cover:  
- Net job creation  
- Wages  
- Changes in unpaid time spent by women and children collecting biomass  
- Biomass used to expand access to modern energy services  
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- Change in mortality and burden of disease attributable to indoor smoke from solid fuel use  
- Incidence of occupational injury, illness and fatalities  
 
Willingness to reach agreement was also reached with relation to the following points although 
further discussion is still required:  
- Food security  
- Labor conditions  
- Access to land, water and other natural resources  
- Household income (Morese, 2010) ] 
 
The Global Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP), with the significant contribution of FAO, developed a 
set of 24 voluntary sustainability indicators for bioenergy (FAO, GBEP, 2011) under the three 
pillars of sustainable development: environmental, social and economic. These indicators, 
agreed among a wide range of government and international organizations, provide a 
comprehensive yet practical mean of evaluating the impacts of bioenergy production and use in 
a country with a view to informing policy development. FAO led the GBEP work that brought to 
the development of the following agreed social indicators: 
 
SOCIAL PILLAR 

THEMES 
GBEP considers the following themes relevant, and these guided the development of indicators 
under this pillar: 
Price and supply of a national food basket, Access to land, water and other natural resources, 
Labour conditions, Rural and social development, Access to energy, Human health and safety 

INDICATOR NAME INDICATOR DESCRIPTION 

Allocation and tenure of 
land for new bioenergy 
production 

Percentage of land – total and by land-use type – used for new 
bioenergy production where: 
a legal instrument or domestic authority establishes title and 
procedures for change of title; and 
the current domestic legal system and/or socially accepted practices 
provide due process and the established procedures are followed for 
determining legal title 

Price and supply of a 
national food basket 

Effects of bioenergy use and domestic production on the price and 
supply of a food basket, which is a nationally defined collection of 
representative foodstuffs, including main staple crops, measured at the 
national, regional, and/or household level, taking into consideration:  
changes in demand for foodstuffs for food, feed and fibre; 
changes in the import and export of foodstuffs; 
changes in agricultural production due to weather conditions; 
changes in agricultural costs from petroleum and other energy prices; 
and  
the impact of price volatility and price inflation of foodstuffs on the 
national, regional, and/or household welfare level, as nationally 
determined 

Change in income Contribution of the following to change in income due to bioenergy 
production: 
wages paid for employment in the bioenergy sector in relation to 
comparable sectors 
net income from the sale, barter and/or own consumption of bioenergy 
products, including feedstocks, by self-employed 
households/individuals 
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Jobs in the bioenergy 
sector 

Net job creation as a result of bioenergy production and use, total and 
disaggregated (if possible) as follows: 
skilled/unskilled 
temporary/indefinite 
Total number of jobs in the bioenergy sector and percentage adhering 
to nationally recognized labour standards consistent with the 
principles enumerated in the ILO Declaration on Fundamental 
Principles and Rights at Work, in relation to comparable sectors 

Change in unpaid time 
spent by women and  
children collecting 
biomass 

Change in average unpaid time spent by women and children collecting 
biomass as a result of switching from traditional use of biomass to 
modern bioenergy services 

Bioenergy used to 
expand access to 
modern energy services  

Total amount and percentage of increased access to modern energy 
services gained through modern bioenergy (disaggregated by 
bioenergy type), measured in terms of energy and numbers of 
households and businesses 
Total number and percentage of households and businesses using 
bioenergy, disaggregated into modern bioenergy and traditional use of 
biomass 

Change in mortality and 
burden of disease 
attributable to indoor 
smoke 

Change in mortality and burden of disease attributable to indoor smoke 
from solid fuel use, and changes in these as a result of the increased 
deployment of modern bioenergy services, including improved 
biomass-based cookstoves 

Incidence of 
occupational injury, 
illness and   fatalities 

Incidences of occupational injury, illness and fatalities in the 
production of bioenergy in relation to comparable sectors 

Source: FAO (GBEP), 2011 
 
The GBEP indicators permit an evaluation of the impacts of bioenergy on food security at the 
national, regional and household levels. 
The core GBEP indicators relevant to food security are 1) Price and supply of a national food 
basket, 2) Land use and land-use change related to bioenergy feedstock production, 3) 
Allocation and tenure of land for new bioenergy production, 4) Change in income, 5) Bioenergy 
used to expand access to modern energy services, and 6) Infrastructure and logistics for 
distribution of bioenergy. The price and supply of a national food basket indicator is a 
technically sound approach to assessing the effects of bioenergy on a nationally determined 
collection of representative foodstuffs, including main staple crops. This indicator seeks to 
account for the main factors that influence the price and supply of food in relation to bioenergy 
use and domestic production, taking into consideration changes in the demand for agricultural 
products, changes in the cost of agricultural inputs including the impact of energy prices, 
weather conditions, and food imports and exports. It also considers the influence of changes in 
food prices on national, regional and/or household welfare levels. The core set of indicators 
relevant to food security are complemented by additional indicators that monitor the economic, 
environmental and social factors that affect food security, including jobs in the bioenergy sector, 
biological diversity in the landscape, soil quality, water use and efficiency, and productivity. 
The GBEP work finds that the sustainable production of food and energy side-by-side may offer 
an effective means to enhance a country’s food and energy security while simultaneously 
reducing poverty and mitigating climate change. FAO (GBEP), 2011 
 
Exact reference for the GBEP Report on indicators: 
FAO (GBEP), 2011. The Global Bioenergy Partnership Sustainability Indicators for Bioenergy 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/ap506e/ap506e.pdf
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The arguments regarding small scale bioenergy, including biofuels could be reinforced by 
conclusions from an FAO recent report on this topic 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/011/aj991e/aj991e00.htm 
 
Detailed comments (mostly omissions or typos)  
Page 14 Section 1.5. Sentence middle of the page  “In addition Europe´s cooperation for 
development programs would no longer support biofuels investment projects” Please specify 
where this statement is to be  found in the text of the proposed changes because i have not found 
any statement in that respect  
Figure 2 – p 17. It would be good to add important feedstock types ( palm oil and rapeseed for 
instance)  
Page 19 Section 2.3.1. One should also add he use of residues for animal feeding as another 
competing use of residues 
Page 21 Correct typo “potential” instead of “potentially” 
Page 23, section 3.2. Words missing in the paragraph  
Page 35 – last para Figure of 10% biofuel by 2020 needs referencing or double checking because 
it is the first type I see it. Figures usually relate to 2050, including from well-respected reports 
such as  27% ( IEA 2011  Technology Roadmap on biofuel for transport 
http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/biofuels_roadmap.pdf ) and  10 
% (WBGU 2008 report http://www.wbgu.de/en/flagship-reports/fr-2008-bioenergy/   
Page 52 text on GBEP needs to be updated because the sustainability indicators have been 
agreed in December 2011 – see GBEP report here 
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GBEP_Sus
tainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf  
Several references missing in the reference list: Morris 2009 (p39); Cai 2011 (p41) Maltiz 2012 
(p48); Benedict 2011 (p53)  
 
Additional references from NRC: List of bioenergy publications with links  
Those highlighted should be a priority  
Leaflet on FAO Sustainable Bioenergy Support Package http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-
0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf  
GBEP Report on sustainability indicators 2011 
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GBEP_Sus
tainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf  
The Bioenergy and Food Security Approach 
BEFS – AF 2011http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1968e/i1968e00.htm  
BEFS Tanzania 2011 http://www.fao.org/docrep/012/i1544e/i1544e00.htm  
BEFS Peru  2011 http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1739e/i1739e00.htm  
BEFS Thailand  2011 http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1739e/i1739e00.htm  
Smallholder involvement and certification  2012 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2597e/i2597e00.pdf  
Good  environmental practices 2012 http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2596e/i2596e00.pdf  
Good socio-economic practices 2012  http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2507e/i2507e00.pdf  
Compilation of tools 2011  http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2598e/i2598e.pdf  
Tools to monitor food security at national and operator’s level  2012 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2599e/i2599e00.pdf  
BEFSCI operator level score card on food security impacts  
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/foodsecurity/befsci/operator-tool/en/   
Integrated Food and Energy Systems  
Overview on integrated food energy systems  2010 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i2044e/i2044e.pdf  
Assessment of IFES in China and Vietnam  2010 
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/download/26794-0140d2e14b981e9923be4670c73e05c95.pdf  

http://www.fao.org/docrep/011/aj991e/aj991e00.htm
http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/biofuels_roadmap.pdf
http://www.wbgu.de/en/flagship-reports/fr-2008-bioenergy/
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GBEP_Sustainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GBEP_Sustainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/28392-0a61de8f511d0a4d08b2137bc929214a7.pdf
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GBEP_Sustainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/Indicators/The_GBEP_Sustainability_Indicators_for_Bioenergy_FINAL.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1968e/i1968e00.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/012/i1544e/i1544e00.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1739e/i1739e00.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1739e/i1739e00.htm
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2597e/i2597e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2596e/i2596e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2507e/i2507e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2598e/i2598e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/015/i2599e/i2599e00.pdf
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/foodsecurity/befsci/operator-tool/en/
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i2044e/i2044e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/bioenergy/download/26794-0140d2e14b981e9923be4670c73e05c95.pdf
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Small scale bioenergy  
Lessons from case studies  2009 http://www.fao.org/docrep/011/aj991e/aj991e00.htm  
WISDOM  ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/008/j5135e/j5135e02.pdf  
 
NRL’s consolidated reply with regard to the HLPE paper on biofuels: 
 
Comments with regard to land (Paolo Groppo): 
 
The part on land tenure is done well. For example, the para: 
“The justification for such investments lies in the notion of “available” land which is equated 
with unused and un-owned land. NGO and peasant organization mobilization have exposed this 
myth and it is now accepted that land which is the object of investment is normally land which is 
occupied by traditional communities under different forms of communal rights or as State land”. 
 
Is exactly what we have tried to highlight as a result of our field projects and the evidences 
coming from the discussions stimulated by the  Land Portal initiative (www.landportal.info).  
There is no available land, meaning land without people. Every single square meter of land has 
some sort of historical right (whose extension might be discussed, but it exists). This means that 
a serious participatory approach is needed, more than, as advocated by the authors, a simple 
compliance with the FPIC principles.  As is said later in the report, section on “SOCIAL 
IMPLICATIONS OF BIOFUELS:  
 
Where profound asymmetries of power and economic resources exist, rights can be routinely 
trampled on. In addition, opportunism and corruption, which are endemic to modern 
governments and not the preserve of failed States, can cheat communities out of their rights 
while formally following the rules of the game. On the other hand, within traditional 
communities, co-option and opportunism are favored by patriarchal systems of authority. 
Empowerment, therefore and the promotion of a vigorous civil society are the pre-conditions for 
the ability to defend and negotiate rights”. (p. 49) 
 
This is what FAO has been doing, through several types of concrete field approaches for both 
land and forestry communities: I do want to recall our (NRL) approach to Participatory and 
Negotiated Territorial Development (PNTD) and the Forestry approach  to Community Forestry. 
Similar approaches also exist for fishery communities.  What they have in common all these 
approaches is the fact that they start from the recognition of the centrality of the problem of 
asymmetries of power and therefore do have a pro-active position to work in order to mitigate 
it. Since this document will have an FAO logo, I do consider that it would be worth recalling what 
are FAO experiences and proposals, before going to other  proposals, like FPIC, which are 
certainly more fashion, but who clearly do not pretend to attack the core problem of 
asymmetries, therefore leaving the problem where it is. 
 
 
The part regarding the quantification of land and water resources needed for biofuels is not as 
good (comments by Jippe Hoogeveen): 
 
It is not clear how land and water use for biofuels is quantified. Both references and calculation 
methods are not clear. It appears that the writers are of the opinion that there are not enough 
land and water resources to grow more biofuels in the future than already done now. Whether 
this is true is not substantiated enough by evidence and references. Especially the part on water 
use for biofuels is weak. The report does not make distinction between irrigated and rainfed 
agriculture, between consumptive and non-consumptive use, between geographical locations 
and the different sources of water.  
 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/011/aj991e/aj991e00.htm
ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/008/j5135e/j5135e02.pdf
http://www.landportal.info/
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Please find below some more explicit comments on the most relevant sections in the report 
(focused on water use for biofuels). 
 
Executive summary: 
 
The first paragraph of the Executive summary of the report reads: 
If 10% of all transport fuels, to date, were to be achieved through biofuels, this would absorb 
26% of all crop production. At present, if we would use the totality of the world´s crops to 
produce biofuels, it would represent at most only 13% of the world´s primary energy, which, if 
inefficiencies in appropriation were included, would realistically be closer to 9%, and which in 
2050 would only correspond to 4-6% world’s energy. This would further mobilize 85% of the 
world´s fresh water resources. 
The least sentence, that 85% of the World’s fresh water resources is mobilized by crop 
production, is not true. Currently about 2.7 billion cubic kilometers are being withdrawn for 
irrigated crop production, which is about 6%. It is not clear to me where these 85% are coming 
from. Later on in the report (p41), a reference to Foley (2011) is mentioned, but this reference is 
still to be added to the references. It is likely that evapotranspiration by all agricultural land 
including, grasslands and production forest is meant, but even then these 85%  seem high. Also, 
the major part of the evapotranspiration is rainfed and taken directly from the soil and not from 
lakes, rivers and aquifers which form the world’s fresh water resources. 
 
Policy recommendations: 
 
Draft Policy recommendation 3:  
3. The negative experience with jatropha has shown that the pressure on land provoked by 
biofuels is equally a pressure on water resources. Investments in land are increasingly being 
understood as simultaneously investments in water. Policy must now catch up with analysis and 
integrate land and water so that land concessions cannot be made without an evaluation of the 
impacts of land use on water resources. 
Is a correct one in the sense that policies should not be made without an integrated analyses of 
the impacts of land use on water resources. However, it is not clear what jatropha has to do with 
it. Jatropha is used in the report as a negative example to show that no adequate production of 
non-food crops can come from marginal lands (of course this is no surprise to anybody who 
knows a bit about agricultural production).  
 
Draft policy recommendation 11: 
 
11. On the other hand, the wealth of biofuels case-studies reviewed in our Report shows the 
importance of shifting from a narrow biofuels to a more comprehensive bioenergy policy 
approach. In developing countries with vast hinterlands, the mobilization of biomass for 
different forms of bioenergy can be the most effective development strategy to provide 
electricity and alternative power for cooking, water management, and local productive facilities 
in addition to transport fuel. 
 
It is not clear to me how the mobilization of biomass for bioenergy can be an effective 
development strategy to provide power for water management. No examples are given in the 
report. 
 
4. Biofuels and land 
In “4.1.1. Food and Feed Demand” reference is made to FAO’s perspectives study Agriculture 
towards 2050. However, no reference is made to the part regarding water use in agriculture. It is 
clear that the writers are not convinced by the results of this study. In particular the way the 
potential cropland is calculated (based on the GAEZ-model). According to report: 
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Yet, the FAO has itself warned that these estimates are overly generous for a variety of reasons. 
They ignore land with major soil constraints, which according to FAO includes 70% of all the 
otherwise suitable land in sub-Saharan Africa and Latin America. In addition, as early as 2003, 
the FAO warned that 60% of this land was covered by forests, protected areas or human 
settlements. 
It would be good to add a reference to substantiate the above mentioned statement. To my 
knowledge of the GAEZ, soil constraints, forests and human settlements are deducted from 
potential suitable land. 
 
Further on is written: 
What remains rarely receives much mention, but, by process of elimination, the remainder 
consists of wetter savannas (those savannas capable of crop production) and sparser 
woodlands. It has become common to view these lands as somehow surplus (Lambin 2011). One 
joint World Bank/FAO study actively encourages their conversion to food production or 
bioenergy in sub-Saharan Africa (Morris 2009; Deninger 2011). But tropical savannas and 
sparse woodlands have large quantities of carbon and high levels of biodiversity (Searchinger 
2011b; Gibbs 2008). Their conversion would result in substantial environmental losses. 
This statement may be true but it is beyond the scope of the report. The same is true for the 
statement: 
Although the prospect probably exists to expand agricultural land if necessary to meet food 
needs, that would run counter to global goals to maintain carbon stores to resist global warming. 
In “4.1.2 Bioenergy” some calculation are done on how much crop production is necessary for 
the provision of bioenergy. These calculations are ambiguous. It says that: 
producing 10% of the world’s transportation fuel by 2020 would require 26% of the world’s 
crops today  
and 
If 100% of all the world’s harvested biomass were devoted to bioenergy, that would yield 
probably on the order of 30% of the world’s energy supply today  
If statement 1 is true, 100% of crop production would provide about 40% of the world’s 
transportation fuel in 2020. But total energy supply is much more than only transportation fuels, 
so I cannot imagine how both statements can be true. 
In the same section there is the earlier mentioned statement on the 85% of water resources that 
are withdrawn. Also an explanation is provided on the energy inefficiency of the photosynthesis 
which is difficult to follow. It is especially not clear how energy content of crops are measured. 
On page 47 is written:  
Recent research has shown that many of the jatropha projects have now been abandoned or 
have been replaced by food crops as it is becoming clear that jatropha needs both water and 
modern inputs if it is to achieve acceptable productivity levels (Friends of the Earth, 2010, 
African Biodiversity Network, 2010) . Tim Williams (2012), from the International Water 
Management Institute, has insisted that while water is in fact the key resource, land deals are 
negotiated without explicitly taking into account the water implications of large-scale projects 
because land and water are subject to different regulatory systems and different governmental 
responsibilities. Large-scale projects can lead to water being overdrawn, to the diversion and the 
drying up of water sources. Women as water providers can be particularly prejudiced as they 
often have to travel greater distances to find water sources. In addition, large-scale monoculture 
may modify rainfall patterns. 
The part of Tim Williams saying that land deals should take into account explicitly water 
implications of large scale projects is a very important point. This point should probably be 
made more explicit, and be placed out of the context of Jatropha and the fact that women have to 
travel longer distances to fetch water. Also the remark that large scale monoculture may modify 
rainfall patterns is not relevant here. 
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25. European Renewable Ethanol Association (ePURE),  Belgium 
 
ePURE represents the interests of European renewable ethanol producers to the European 
Institutions, industry stakeholders, the media, academia and the general public. Based in 
Brussels, ePURE represents 53 member companies throughout 17 member states, accounting 
for about 90% of the installed renewable ethanol production capacity in Europe. 
 

Summary of our response 
 

The European Renewable Ethanol Association (ePURE) welcomes the opportunity to participate 
in the consultation exercise to support the HLPE report “Biofuels and Food Security”. ePURE is 
extremely disappointed by the content of the draft report, believes that is not in compliance with 
what was requested to be carried out and is unnecessarily negatively biased against biofuels. 
 
In October 2011 the UN Committee on World Food Security (CFS) recommended a “review of 
biofuels policies – where applicable and if necessary – according to balanced science-based 
assessments of the opportunities and challenges that they may represent for food security so 
that biofuels can be produced where it is socially, economically and environmentally feasible to 
do so” (emphasis added by ePURE). 
 
To support this, the HLPE’s mission is to “conduct a science-based comparative literature 
analysis taking into consideration the work produced by the FAO and Global Bioenergy 
Partnership (GBEP) of the positive and negative effects of biofuels on food security” 
(underscoring by ePURE). We believe that that HLPE have failed to meet this standard in the 
current draft report. 
 
In the report, the authors state that: “The central concern of this report is to analyze the 
implications for food security of global and national biofuels markets…through an evaluation both 
at the aggregate level of macro data and through field research carried out in different regions and 
localities”. The authors’ objectives are, therefore, completely inconsistent with the mandate of 
the HLPE. Within the report there is no science-based comparative literature analysis of the 
positive and negative effects of biofuels on food security, which is considered the mission of the 
HLPE. We therefore believe that the report is its current form is insufficient and in urgent need 
of revision. 
 
Specifically, the HLPE fails to complete its mission in several respects: 
 

1. It does not conduct a science-based comparative literature analysis. 
2. The HLPE fails to provide any methodology used to perform the literature review, 

which is standard scientific practice. The report therefore cannot be qualified as a 
literature review, not even a balanced investigation of the available science. There is no 
justification given for the (types of) literature that has been included or omitted. 

3. The report serves to support a pre-determined view that a) the world is currently not 
producing enough food, and that b) biofuels are exacerbating hunger by driving up food 
prices and causing problems in developing countries. Readily available studies on 
positive effects of biofuels on food security are not presented, or considered, even when 
provided by the FAO itself. There is evidence to suggest that the outcomes of this report 
were already predetermined. 

4. In the report there are numerous unsubstantiated claims, not scientifically referenced, 
conjecturable and highly hypothetical. Some of the studies or material referred to are not 
scientifically peer-reviewed. 

5. The report uses data that is incorrect and omits key areas of research, such as research 
on the positive food price impacts of biofuels co-products. Sometimes irrelevant 
information is included. 
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******************** 

 
In the following we provide some examples that support the criticisms that we bring to the 
report. This list is by no means exhaustive but serves to exemplify the incoherence, multiple 
factual errors, strong bias and lack of scientific rigor that the report suffers from. 
 
General comments 
 
The fact that this paper only looks at biofuels is quite alarmingly, considering that biofuels are 
only responsible for 3% of global cereals demand: meaning that the markets(s) for 97% of global 
cereals demand are simply ignored. This creates a narrow, incomplete view that, instead of 
adding value to the debate about food security, singles out biofuels for special attention. Debates 
about food security must be more holistic if real solutions to hunger and food security are to be 
found. There is no assessment about the relationship between agricultural trade flows and 
access to food or on the role of governments, and governance structures. 
 
Within the report there seems to be a general confusion about the differences between food 
prices and commodity prices, the two are very separate issues and this is not sufficiently 
developed within the report. 
 
The paper ignores the multi-product nature of biofuels production, promotes a zero-sum 
attitude to biofuels feedstocks as being either “food” or “fuel”, and fails to significantly factor in 
the mitigating impacts of co-products on prices of, for example, animal feed. 
 
The analysis of the impacts of US biofuels policy on corn prices is not adequate or sophisticated 
enough and it does not explain why the removal of the VEETC (the main policy support for 
biofuels) in the US has not led to lower corn prices. 
 
However, there are some elements of the report that we do agree with. In developing countries, 
bioenergy projects should provide immediate benefits to local smallholders and rural dwellers, 
therefore bioenergy use should be prioritised for local consumption in developing nations. 
CleanStar Mozambique is a local project that is harnessing the benefits of domestically produced 
ethanol, as a clean, renewable and environmentally friendly fuel, to provide access to energy and 
health benefits for rural people. More projects such as this need to be supported, while 
governance systems need to be improved in developing countries to prevent land grabs by 
foreign companies. 
 
Methodology 
 
The report reads more like an opinion piece, criticising biofuels, instead of what it should be: a 
value-free expert opinion on the impact of biofuel production on soft commodities and food 
prices. The whole narrative of the report is skewed towards attacking biofuel, reflecting an 
underlying bias. There is not a single paragraph, or consideration given, that describes the real 
positive effects of biofuel on the feed/food sector. 
 
The report lacks a sound methodology, or any transparent methodology for that matter, and 
uses unreliable data, in some instances from anti-biofuels interest groups, which has never been 
peer-reviewed or tested independently. Often the report makes claims that are not substantiated 
by any evidence. For instance, the report blames biofuels for land grabs in developing countries, 
but yet the report does not submit any evidence on the biofuel volumes traded between the 
main biofuel markets (Brazil, USA and the EU) and the countries where land grabs are proposed 
to have taken place. 
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The Introduction of the HLPE report states that "[f]ood security will be analyzed in light of the 
four components comprising the FAO definition, adopted by the HLPE, namely: access whose 
principal determinant is the ratio price of food/income, availability which is associated with 
the resources for food production . . . stability . . . and use” [emphases added by ePURE].  The 
report then proceeds to ignore these four criteria in their entirety.  For example, the vulnerable 
community most often cited is "sub-Saharan Africa", yet there is no discussion of food prices and 
incomes in that region. 
 
Regarding the mandate of the project, the project team that drafted this report apparently lost 
sight of what they were supposed to do. The report is neither science-based nor balanced, and is 
not a literature review. The report serves to only criticise biofuels and does not reflect in any 
possible way on whether biofuel can provide opportunities and/or the positive effects of 
biofuels on food security. This approach is out of step with the UN FAO’s own position. 
 
As recently as May 2011 the UNFAO said that investment in biofuels could actually help to 
improve food security in rural economies by creating jobs and boosting incomes. Heiner 
Thofern, head of the FAO Bioenergy and Food Security Project, said that if "done properly and 
when appropriate, bio-energy development offers a chance to drive investment and jobs into 
areas that are literally starving for them."[1] In 2011, the FAO released the study, “Making 
Integrated Food-Energy Systems work for People and Climate”,[2] which stated that "investment 
in bioenergy could spark much-needed investment in agricultural and transport infrastructure 
in rural areas and, by creating jobs and boosting household incomes, could alleviate poverty and 
food security." It concludes inter-alia that “there is great potential for the co-production of food 
and fuel using existing methods and technologies.” 
 
In the report the only reference that is made to the possible positive effects of biofuels on food 
security is that “they (biofuels) open up the possibility for new sources of income and 
employment, and provide alternative sources of energy for rural communities and for rural and 
urban food preparation”. While this is true, the authors completely ignore the biofuels 
production yields substantial volumes of valuable, protein-rich animal feed that goes into the 
food chain. In 2012 the UN FAO published a major report (over 500 pages long) titled “Biofuels 
Co-Products as Livestock Feed: Opportunities and Challenges”, which outlined the positive 
effects of biofuels co-products on food security, and this report is completely ignored by the 
HLPE. 
 
The paper fundamentally ignores the multi-product nature of biofuels production, promotes a 
zero-sum attitude to biofuels feedstocks as being either “food” or “fuel”, and fails to significantly 
factor in the mitigating impacts of co-products on prices of, for example, animal feed. 
 
Anti-biofuels agenda? 
 
The report offers no literature review or balanced investigation of the available science, but 
rather uses evidence, often not peer-reviewed, to support a pre-determined view that biofuels 
policies are driving up 
 
food prices and causing problems in 3rd countries. 
 
Bold statements such as “as a consequence (of biofuels mandates), land in many countries, 
which may have neither domestic targets/mandates nor large transport fuel demands, has also 
become the object of biofuels investments” are massive generalisations and are not supported 
by corroborating evidence, such as biofuels trade data or empirical evidence. 
 
An example of the clearly anti-biofuels trend running though the report is in section 4.1.2 where 
the authors discuss the differences between photovoltaic technology and photosynthesis and 

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftn1
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftn2
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conclude that biofuels will not 100% replace oil use, due to land and feedstock constraints. 
Firstly, this section is entirely irrelevant to “a review of the literature relating to food security 
and biofuels” and seems more like a political manifesto in support of electric vehicles. Secondly, 
most industry observers recognize that there is no silver bullet for replacing oil use in transport 
and that future measures will need to include a mix of 1G biofuels, 2G biofuels, 3G biofuels, along 
with energy efficiency measures (driving less), vehicle efficiency (better engines) measures, 
electrification of transport modes, and the introduction of hybrid vehicles. 
 
We believe that the report naively over-exaggerates the role of biofuels in food prices and food 
security. For example, the report claims that biofuels policies are the predominant factor in food 
price rises since 2004 – but it does not offer evidence to qualify this assessment. A 2010 World 
Bank report “Placing the 2006/08 Commodity Price Boom into Perspective”, which dispelled the 
myth that biofuels had caused the commodity price spikes, has been completely ignored. Other 
key studies, which showed that biofuels had little effects of food prices, that were omitted 
include: Prof. Dr. Harald von Witzke (2011), “Impact of Bioenergy on food price is 
overestimated”, Hearing in the German Bundestag” and Joint Research Council, European 
Commission (2011), “Analysis of Agricultural Commodity Price Volatility”. 
 
Expressions and rhetoric contained within this report unveil an underlying assumption of the 
authors: that the world does not currently produce enough food. For example, the paper makes 
the claim that food production needs to be increased, but does not detail why. This assumption 
is simply wrong, is not corroborated by evidence and, in fact, evidence from the UN itself 
contradicts it. The UN FAO has said that globally there is enough food produced to sustain 12 
billion people. It is well understood, that global food production far exceeds our needs today; 
however hunger is still a global challenge but there are other ways to combat this problem. 
Singling out biofuels is taking the easy option and ignores the much harder global policy, and 
also lifestyle, choices. 
 
A 2011 report by the UN FAO “Global Food Losses and Food Waste” revealed that the world 
wastes 33% of food produced for human consumption each year, enough to sustain billions of 
people. The scale of food waste worldwide is unacceptably high. One quarter of the 1.3 billion 
tonnes of food that is wasted is enough to feed all the hungry people in the world, according to 
the FA0[3]. The study says that reducing losses in developing countries could have an 
"immediate and significant" impact on livelihoods and food security. 
 
The HLPE report ignores the real problems in the food sector: 

• Chronic levels of food waste: In 2013 a report[4] by the Institution of  Mechanical 
Engineers revealed that 50% of global food production is wasted. Additionally, in 2012 
the European Parliament revealed that 50% of food is wasted in Europe[5]. 

• Lack of investment in agriculture, particularly in the areas of research and yield growth. 
• Lack of proper distribution of food. 
• Dramatically changing eating habits, with many people in Asia shifting towards meat 

diets that increase pressure on the agricultural system. 
 
In the report it is stated (page 4) that “the relation between biofuels and food security is strongly 
influenced by the choice of feedstock and land-use”. In the EU, ethanol is produced from cereals 
and sugar. In 2012 EU bioethanol production used about 6,5 million tonnes (net) of cereals, 
representing some 0,24% of global grain supply and 2% of EU cereals supplies. 51% of EU 
cereals supplies goes towards feeding animals. In addition, around 3,5 million tonnes of out-of-
quota sugar was used for the production of bioethanol in Europe. Out-of-quota sugar does, by 
definition, not compete with the food sector as EU prohibits it to be sold for food use. It is 
impossible that such low volumes could impact on structural commodity and/or food prices.[6] 
In terms of land-use these crops require 1.4 mHa of land, less than 1% (0,76%) of EU 
agricultural land. That is far less than the 7 mHa of land than can no longer be used if the new 

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftn3
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftn4
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftn5
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftn6
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common agricultural policy rules on set-aside become reality. It is also insignificant compared to 
all the land that is needed outside the EU to feed Europeans (38 mHa) which is the direct result 
of free trade agreements. 
 
The HLPE report is incorrect regarding the amount of land used to grow biofuel feedstocks. 
Current global land use for biofuels is minimal, using about 3% of total global arable land area. 
There are currently massive amounts of unused, underproductive or marginal land available 
that could be used for biofuel production without compromising food production. A 2011 study 
by the University of Illinois found that there is an additional 320 – 702 million hectares of global 
land available for sustainable biofuels production. This is “an area that would produce 26% to 
56% of the world’s current liquid fuel consumption.”[7] 
 
Some argue that if the land and crops used for biofuels production would not be used for 
biofuels then more people could be fed. This is unfortunately a misconception and a poor 
understanding of how the EU’s modern CAP functions. Farmers in the EU no longer produce for 
virtual markets; markets need to be real. If there is no market, then there is no production. Land 
will stay idle if no crops can be grown that can be sold for a profit. For example, replacing soy-
imports by for example lupine, to increase the EU’s own protein production, is economically not 
feasible due to free trade arrangements. The only solution would be to subsidize growing lupine, 
but this would go counter to what the EU has abolished a number of years back. 
 
Unsubstantiated claims and assumptions 
 
Within the report there are also many examples of the use of ambiguous words such as 
“probably” and “could”. For example, on page 31-32 the authors speculate that “the growing 
Chinese demand for soybean imports would probably have created some pressure on crop 
prices even without biofuel growth”. “Probably” is not a scientific or factual terminology, and the 
inclusion of such is inherent to the lack of robust evidence that is presented within this report to 
support the claims of the authors, with a lot of these claims not scientifically referenced. 
 
These include: 
 

1. Frequently in the report it is claimed that corn prices are linked to oil prices, while this is 
not sufficiently proven or corroborated. 

2. Page 3: “Biofuels cause poverty to the extent they force the poor to pay more for their 
food and less for other necessities and that turns on price increases” – where is the 
evidence for this? There is no supporting evidence provided that shows that biofuels 
cause poverty. It is an assumption. 

3. Page 6: “This has made EU policy, and biofuels more globally, highly sensitive to positions 
adopted within the scientific community and civil society.” What is the source for this 
causality? There is no source provided. 

4. Page 7: “From a feedstock perspective this involves a shift from cereals to oil crops where 
Europe is traditionally in deficit, and the promotion of oil crop expansion involving much 
direct land use change (DLUC).” Most of the rape seed for energy was grown on set aside 
land. Again there is no source to this statement. 

5. Page 18: “Table 2. GHG Emission reductions of select biofuels compared to gasoline and 
diesel excluding land use change impacts.” The EU law Directive 2009/28 included direct 
emission savings per biofuel pathway, moreover indicating the emission of fossil fuel 
(which is lacking in this table). Why are these data not used as reference? How is it 
possible to achieve an emission saving over 100%? 

6. On Page 19 (2.3.1): there is no literature reference included, despite several claims being 
made, and likewise on page 20, 2.4. there are also no literature references. 

7. Page 21: Chapter 3 starts with the statement that “A wide variety of papers have found that 
biofuels have increased crop prices and played a major role in triggering price increases 

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftn7
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but have disagreed about the magnitude and have less often directly addressed impacts on 
malnutrition.” Unfortunately the authors do not list this wide variety of papers; they also 
fail to acknowledge that not everyone shares that view. Again, if this were to be a 
balanced review of the evidence, reference would have been made to, for example, this 
paper: Policy Research Working Paper 5371, Placing the 2006/08 Commodity Price 
Boom into Perspective by John Baffes and Tassos Haniotis, The World Bank, Development 
Prospects Group, July 2010. This section completely disregards the distinction between 
commodity prices and food prices. 

8. Page 21: “The second section evaluates the dominant role of biofuels in the recent (we need 
to assume that this is 2012-ePURE) agricultural commodity price increases.” In this second 
section there is absolutely no reference made to the extensive research done by the US 
Environmental Protection Agency, who ran multiple scenarios to measure the effect of 
the RFS waiver on corn prices. It was found that the corn price effects of a waiver of the 
RFS mandate would be so dramatically low that agreeing to a waiver would be mere 
politics of symbolism. The fact that the word “dominant” is already used before the 
evaluation has been completed, or the outcome known, highlights that this report 
contains an inherent bias and that outcomes of analysis are already pre-determined and 
“fait accompli”. 

9. Page 22 last §: “In truth, we do not know what percentage of reductions in consumption 
the food insecure experience when crops are diverted to biofuels and prices rise. Yet 
these very rough figures provide reason to believe the effect is substantial and could be 
extremely substantial.” Such a statement admits and displays to the complete lack of 
robustness of this report. 

10. Page 23 1st §: “We can therefore estimate that biofuels probably have had a meaningful 
effect on hunger and have the capacity to have much larger consequences if biofuel 
production continues to rise.”).  The words “estimate”, “probably” and “if” render this 
sentence unreliable. There is again no supporting evidence provided to support the 
statement. 

11. Page 23: “In the first place, with the rise of oil prices, it has been economically feasible for 
ethanol manufacturers to bid up the price of maize”. Why would an ethanol manufacturer 
do this? It is totally out of step with reality. The author clearly does not realise that 
higher feedstock prices mean higher production costs for ethanol producer, something 
which producers clearly do not want. 

12. Page 23: “The simplest reason to believe that biofuels have driven large increases in 
grain prices is that it has made economic sense for biofuel producers to drive up grain 
prices dramatically”. This is a value-assumption and a decision not arrived to by facts. 
For instance, this is not true considering that ethanol producers are, as much as any 
other sector, negatively affected by higher prices, with many examples of production 
facilities mothballing during times of high commodity prices. Historical evidence shows 
that during times of high commodity prices ethanol production slackens. This is not 
considered by the report. 

13. Page 24: Ethanol prices are not set by petrol prices. In the EU, the price of the ethanol is 
determined by the low-cost producers (either Brazilian producers or US producers). But 
what happens in the EU ethanol industry seems to be irrelevant for commodity prices 
because EU ethanol production is not mentioned at all in chapter 3. We then can only 
conclude that EU production has no adverse impacts on food prices. 

14. Page 25: “Any effort to explain why ethanol would have an effect on crop prices other than 
the doubling and tripling which we have identified (sic), has to start by offering a cogent 
explanation of why ethanol producers would not have bid up the price of ethanol (sic) near 
to these amounts as oil prices rose.” So first, it is assumed/claimed (and certainly not 
proven) that ethanol manufacturers drive up the corn price deliberately and then it 
needs to be proven by others that this has not happened. This is a bizarre way of 
reasoning: there is an accusation without proof and then the accused needs to submit the 
proof that the accusation is not correct. It seems that it has escaped the authors that 
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several US ethanol producers went bust or had to stop producing because of high corn 
prices. 

15. Page 25: “The price increase implies that supply has not been keeping up with demand, 
which has allowed farmers to charge prices above the costs of production”. Yes, of course 
farmers will charge higher prices about the cost of production, it is called profit and it is 
the basis of the agricultural economy. Failure do to so would mean increased poverty 
and debt for farmers. One of the major problems in the developing world is that rural 
farmers have subsistence existences and do not get enough farm income. This statement 
typifies the ignorance contained within this report of the role of farmers as biofuels 
feedstock and food producers. Farmers produce for markets in order to sustain their 
lively hood. 

16. Page 32: “By comparison, the increase in biofuel production since 2004 has commandeered 
roughly 22.7 million hectares of additional, similarly high yielding lands.” We can only 
assume that this number has nothing to do with Europe. After all, many years rape seed 
production for biodiesel was grown on set-aside (idle) land and according to the FAO the 
EU yearly takes 0.5 mha of arable land out of production. In 2012 EU ethanol production 
used a maximum of 1,4 mHa of agricultural land, representing 0,76% of EU agricultural 
land, equivalent to the size of Northern Ireland. 

 
Fact check of the report 
 

1. Page 1 (and throughout): “CSOs increasing role in policy (re)formulation is particularly 
evident in the decision to reduce the participation of first generation biofuels from ten to 
five per cent in the EU renewable fuels mandate.”…………..” We consider (sic) also analyze 
recent major changes which have occurred with regard to targets and mandates focusing 
particularly on the EU Directive which limits biofuels blending to half the original target 
and effectively establishes existing levels as a ceiling for first generation biofuels”. 
Throughout the report there is a misrepresentation of EU biofuels policy, portraying the 
5% cap on crop-based biofuels as agreed EU policy. The 5% cap is part of a proposal for a 
draft law, it is not decided or agreed policy. 

2. Page 2: “Second generation biofuels use non-edible crops or the non-edible parts of food 
crops which require the use of lignocellulose technology”. HVO or BTL do not involved 
lignocellulose technology but are considered 2G biofuels. 

3. Page 6: “The principal driver in the EU was the fulfillment of commitments to the Kyoto 
targets (European Directive, 2003).” This is not correct. The 2003 Directive was an 
energy Directive not an environmental one. There were stipulated at least 3 objectives: 
a) diversification of energy supply, b) new outlets for the agricultural sector, c) 
decarbonising transport. 

4. Page 6:  “In the EU, a biofuels policy had to give priority to biodiesel...” This is not written 
in the EU Renewable Energy Directive, there is no such stipulation. 

5. Page 7: The EU has no renewable fuels directive. There is a renewable energy directive, 
and that does not mandate any use of biofuels; the entire 10% obligation could 
theoretically come from electric vehicles, biogas or any other renewable sources that 
displace fossil fuel in the transport sector. 

6. Page 7: “From a feedstock perspective this involves a shift from cereals to oil crops where 
Europe is traditionally in deficit, and the promotion of oil crop expansion involving much 
direct land use change (DLUC).” Most of the rape seed for energy was grown on set aside 
land. Again there is no source to this statement. 

7. Page 7: “the EU becomes structurally dependent on imports, either of biofuels, or feedstock, 
to meet its targets. This is true for ethanol imported first from Brazil and later from the 
US,” What is the source for this? The EU has both enough ethanol and biodiesel 
production and is not dependent on imports. For both biofuels, the EU has sufficient 
production capacity in place to supply the market: ethanol has currently 9 billion liters 
capacity for a market that is not even 5 billion now while there is 20 million tonnes of 
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installed production capacity of biodiesel for a market that is just over 8 million tonnes. 
If imports from Brazil and the USA take place then it has more to do with the economics 
of trade (arbitrage yes or no). 

8. Page 7: “By 2020, the EU would be importing annually some 15.9 billion liters equivalent 
(Bowyer, 2010, German & Schoneveld, 2011). The EU biofuels policy, therefore, implies also 
the creation of an increasingly global market and the involvement of developing country 
agricultures”. The text does not specify if this is biodiesel and/or ethanol. In any case, for 
ethanol hardly any 3rd countries are able to compete with the prices of Brazil and/or US 
ethanol, even they had to pay no imports duties. Ethanol is a product like anything else 
and traders will always attempt to purchase at the cheapest possible price. Due to higher 
production costs many 3Rd countries cannot produce ethanol at a competitive enough 
price to rival Brazil and/or the US. 

9. Page 7: Figure 1. Net trade streams of wood pellets, biodiesel, and ethanol, 2011. The trade 
streams are incorrect: a) there were no bioethanol (that is, ethanol for fuel use) imports 
from Russia, Ukraine, Africa or Pakistan. Most of the imports came from the USA and a 
small volume from Brazil (Eurostat data). 

10. Page 7: “a 5.75% mandatory target fixed for 2010.” This was a voluntary target, not 
mandatory target. Directive 2009/28 for the first time introduced a mandatory target of 
10% renewable energy by 2020. 

11. Page 16: “While biofuels could technically make significant contributions to the global 
energy supply, their market potential is likely to be more limited due to the amount of 
feedstocks that can be economically produced and harvested as well as their costs 
relative to those of liquid fossil fuels (Carriquiry, Du, and Timilsina 2011).” The authors 
are selective in their choice of literature. Both Bloomberg and WWF published reports 
demonstrating that it is possible to replace around half of global gasoline consumption 
by 2030 through sustainable biofuels: Bloomberg New Energy Finance (2012), “Moving 
towards a next generation ethanol economy”. Furthermore, a report by WWF (2011), 
“Energy vision – 100% renewable energy by 2050” states that biofuels will meet 50% of 
global transport fuel by 2050. Additionally, a report by the Öko-Institut (2011) “The 
Vision Scenario for the European Union” said that biofuels could meet 80% of EU fuel 
needs by 2050. In 2011 the European Commission’s Expert Group on Future Transport 
Fuels also published a report which claimed that biofuels in particular have the potential 
to replace Europe’s addiction to fossil fuel energy and make transport sustainable by 
2050. 

12. Page 17: Figure 2. Biofuel production cost ($/Gj) from various feedstocks. These figures are 
not correct because they do not factor in co-products. If indeed the production costs are 
as depicted in the figure then we would see investments in sugarcane or sugar beet 
processing plants and not, as is the case in reality, investment in cereal processing plants. 
This is because production costs also depends on co-product revenues. The figure is 
suggesting a reality that is simply not there. The source document for Fig 2 on P17 is not 
listed in the Reference List. Same for Table 1, WWI 2007.  Table 2 makes no attempt to 
describe the GHG saving of the biofuels that are actually used, and ignores the 
requirement for minimum thresholds in both US and EU legislation (EU threshold 60% 
GHG saving from 2018). Such savings and thresholds have to be met after accounting for 
any direct land use change effects. 

13. Page 18: “The estimates are also highly variable and sensitive to the assumptions used in 
the LCA. A particularly important assumption is the treatment of land use and land use 
change including both direct and indirect (Searchinger et al., 2008).” Indeed in LCA, as 
well as econometric modeling, the assumptions made are to a large extent designing the 
output. The quoted work on ILUC was highly criticized by many scientists and over time 
it has become clear that the ‘calculated’ ILUC related emissions were heavily over-
estimated. To comply with the intention to have a balanced report all of the research on 
biofuel LCAs and models to estimate ILUC emissions should be reviewed. That one of this 
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report’s authors should reference their own work on ILUC, considering the contested 
nature of such, considerably undermines the credibility and impartiality of this report. 

 
Final Remarks 
 
To summarise, we believe that the HLPE report: a) does not achieve its fundamental objective of 
undertaking a science-based literature review (of the negative and positive influences of biofuels 
on food security); b) lacks a transparent methodology and justification for the evidence that has 
been used; c) displays an inherent bias on behalf of the authors; d) displays a lack of scientific 
robustness, containing numerous unsubstantiated claims and assumptions; and e) contains a 
litany of factually incorrect statements. We, therefore, believe that the report is not can be 
improved substantially. 
  
In order to improve on this first draft an independent review of the work must be carried out, in 
line with the HLPE’s own procedures. Such a peer-review must be conducted by external experts 
that are independent of the HLPE project team. 
 
As a result, we believe that it is immature for the HLPE to recommend policy recommendations 
at this stage, based on the contents of the HLPE draft report. 
 
Finally, we ask the HLPE project team to take note of a recent report by the Institute for 
European Environment Policy “EU Biofuels Use and Agricultural Commodity Prices: A Review of 
the Evidence Base (2012). The report says: 
 
“The vulnerability of consumers across the world to food price increases differs markedly between 
countries and across households, depending inter alia on income levels, household composition, and 
on the household status as net consumers or producers of agricultural and food stuffs. We are not 
aware of studies that use multi-household models, which would produce a better understanding of 
the impacts of enhanced biofuel use on different population groups and allowing more solid 
estimates of the welfare impacts of biofuel policy. This gap should be closed in order to provide 
decision makers with a more complete evidence base feeding into the political review processes 
ongoing in 2012.” 
 
IEEP (2012). 
 
[1] New tool for weighing pros and cons of bioenergy, UN FAO (2011). 
[2] Making Integrated Food-Energy Systems work for People and Climate, UN FAO (2010).  
[3] The Conundrum of Food Waste, New York Times (January 2013). 
[4] Global Food: Waste Not, Want Not, Institution of Mechanical Engineers (2013). 
[5] European Parliament Resolution (January 2012). 
[6] All EU data from 24 January 2013 EU cereals balance. 
[7] University of Illinois at Urbana−Champaign, Department of Civil and Environmental 
Engineering, Land Availability for Biofuel Production, 2011. 
 
 
26. Novozymes, Belgium 
 
Novozymes would like to thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on your work but 
also note that the window for doing has been rather narrow considering the magnitude of your 
report. 
 
In general, we find that you address a number of important issues but also that there is a 
tendency to focus almost entirely on risks and very little on opportunities and ways to promote 

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftnref1
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftnref2
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftnref3
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftnref4
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftnref5
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftnref6
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/forum/contributions/re-hlpe-consultation-v0-draft-report-biofuels-and-food-security-20%23_ftnref7
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synergies between bioenergy production and food security. We have supplemented this general 
view with more detailed comments below. 
 
COMMENTS ON POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
While Novozymes agrees to several of the policy recommendations, we strongly oppose others 
including the introductory remarks. We find the listing of a number of occasions where some 
organizations have suggested adjusting or even suspending political support for biofuels 
extremely one-sided. It makes one wonder whether some of these organizations have locked 
themselves into this one-sided position towards biofuels to the extent they would be unable to 
recognize their positive aspects when it comes to decarbonizing the transport sector, 
contributing to economic growth and rural development and providing for energy security.  
 
Policy recommendation #1: The role of biofuels in food prices and their volatility 
Novozymes strongly opposes this policy recommendation. As shown below the conclusion 
relating to the impact of biofuel on food prices is out of line with a number of other studies 
mentioning a range of factors that have influenced food prices in recent years. Taking these into 
consideration there is not enough evidence to question mandates and other forms of policy 
support stimulating biofuels production. Instead, we urge the authors to acknowledge the 
flexibility mechanisms built into existing policies like the RFS and further investigate how to 
utilize the land and water resources optimally to produce both food and fuel.  
 
Policy recommendation #2 + 4: Land investments + impact on women 
While Novozymes partly agrees to this recommendation, it should go for all land investments 
and not investments related to biofuels alone. According to the data provided below, we do 
however not agree that land investments related to biofuels is at a scale where it threatens food 
security in general. Regarding the potential impact on women, the authors should keep in mind 
that the gender issues are not specific to biofuels but a consequence of the patriarchal system in 
some countries.  
 
Policy recommendation #9: Marginal land 
Novozymes strongly opposes this policy recommendation. De-incentivizing the productive use 
of marginal land for energy production does not improve food security – more likely the 
opposite. We therefore recommend that this policy recommendation is removed or substantially 
revised. 
 
Policy recommendation #10: Second generation biofuels 
The recommendation should be significantly revised. Existing production of second generation 
biofuels demonstrates that there is no longer a technological barrier to large scale deployment 
and figures from Bloomberg New Energy Finance, based on FAO data shows that there’s 
sufficient agricultural residues available to replace a significant share of fuel for road 
transportation. Biofuels are the only proven and readily available technology to curb GHG 
emissions in the transport sector and reduce oil dependency in the short and medium term. The 
draft report ignores the global reality which makes its conclusions unrealistic but also 
potentially counterproductive and damaging to the environment as they encourage not using 
any of the existing solutions, available at scale.  Instead of halting second generation biofuels, 
authors should recommend policies to further promote this sustainable fuel. 
 
Policy recommendation #11:  Shifting from a narrow biofuels to a wider bioenergy approach 
Novozymes agrees that an inclusive approach is preferred, but we are a bit puzzled by this 
recommendation which is unnecessary as many countries already today have a wide approach 
and use biomass for various types of energy. 
 
DETAILED COMMENTS 
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1. LAND AND CROP PRODUCTION 
 
Re. crop production, it is stated that if 10% of all transport fuels today were to be achieved 
through biofuels, this would absorb 26% of all crop production. This is a rather misleading 
statement since it compares a theoretical demand with the current, real supply. If demand were 
to increase, there would also be a supply response, which must be factored in. Besides, the 
documentation of the 26% is completely non-transparent and does not live up to the standards 
that a report like this should meet. For instance, it is unclear how co-products from biofuels have 
been treated in the calculation. As is commonly known, for every 3 kg of corn used for ethanol, 1 
kg is returned as a protein-rich feed by-product replacing corn and soybean in the feed market 
and ultimately ending up as food. Today, this feed product (known as distiller’s grains with 
solubles) constitutes the second largest feed source in the US (after corn). Ignoring this aspect 
leads to erroneous results. We therefore recommend that the final version includes a more 
meaningful illustration of dimensions, that calculations are well documented, and that by-
products are taken into account. We also recommend that the potential of residue-based 
cellulosic ethanol is included. See more on this in section 5 below. For more information on by-
products, we refer to FAO (2012). 
 
It is also stated that, if we use the totality of the world’s crops to produce biofuels, it would 
consume 85% of the world’s fresh water sources. First of all, it is unclear how this number has 
been derived because the reference is missing in the current version of the report. Secondly, the 
number is irrelevant since the scenario discussed is nowhere near reality. The example only 
goes to demonstrate the bias of the report and we recommend that it is removed or replaced 
with more relevant information in the final version of the report.  
 
Re. biofuels and land competition, the report paints a picture of a land-constrained world. While 
land is obviously not endlessly available, there is still a significant potential for expansion. 
According to an FAO report by Alexandratos and Bruinsma (2012), the developing world alone 
has 960 million hectares of unutilized land with rain-fed crop production potential (not counting 
forests, protected areas, human settlements, and infrastructure). Most of it is in Latin America 
and Sub-Saharan Africa. Not all of this land is suitable for any crop and a substantial share may 
suffer from one or more constraints. Still, data indicates a substantial potential for additional 
food and bioenergy production. The authors indicate that the use of additional land has a carbon 
cost. While this is correct, there is definitely also a carbon cost of continuing fossil fuels 
combustion and its release of additional carbon into the carbon cycle. This fact is not mentioned 
by the authors, which again indicates a bias. Besides the land reserves mentioned above, there is 
an additional large area of marginal land. While the authors seem to disregard marginal land as a 
source of biofuel feedstock, a recent paper in Nature (Gelfand et al. 2013) says 25% of the US 
2022 target for cellulosic ethanol can be met by use of marginal lands in 10 Midwestern US 
states. Another potential for increased crop production is the closing of yield gaps in the 
developing world (see Johnston et al. 2011). While this unleashed potential could also provide 
food for people, biofuels could be the key to unlocking the potential by catalyzing much needed 
investments in developing world agriculture (see Fargione 2011). We recommend that the 
authors revisit their considerations on the world’s unused available land resources incl. 
marginal land and also consider other potential feedstock sources as for instance the closing of 
yield gaps. 
We also recommend that the authors look into the issue of food waste. Estimates of global food 
waste are as high as 30-50% (Institution of Mechanical Engineers 2013). FAO (2011) is a bit 
more conservative saying that one-third of global food production is wasted globally, which 
amounts to about 1.3 bn tons per year. This is equivalent to almost half of the world's annual 
cereals crop (2.8 bn t in 2011/12, AMIS). This clearly puts the use of grains for fuel into 
perspective: The US uses roughly 85 mill tons of corn for ethanol (1/3 subtracted for animal 
feed). This is less than 4% of world food waste in cereal equivalents! 
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2. FOOD PRICES AND THEIR VOLATILITY 
 
Re. biofuels’ role in recent agricultural commodity price increases, the report states that the 
relation between corn and ethanol ‘explains by itself most of the rise in crop prices since 2004’. 
This bold conclusion is out of line with a number of other studies mentioning a range of factors 
that have influenced food prices in recent years, e.g. Headey and Fan (2010) and IFPRI (2011). 
Besides, a World Bank report by Timilsina and Shrestha (2010) reviewed a number of studies on 
price impacts of biofuels. The studies reviewed had different result but generally did not support 
the claim set forth by the panel. The World Bank report concludes that ‘the magnitude of the 
impacts of biofuels on food prices is very much sensitive to the models used to assess those impacts. 
Partial equilibrium models […], which model the food and agricultural sector in isolation, ignoring 
this sector’s interaction with other sectors of the economy, find higher impacts on food prices. On 
the other hand, general equilibrium models, which account for interactions of various sectors and 
agents […] find the impacts to be relatively small.’ As discussed by the authors in the report on 
biofuels and food security, economic models do not use short-term elasticities (nor long-term, 
either) and may therefore not be the best tool to investigate short-term changes. While this is 
true, it is important to understand that it is short term price signals that drive long-term 
equilibriums. By blaming biofuels (incorrectly or not) for price increases, the authors may leave 
the impression that this is a permanent problem. This again seems to leave an unbalanced and 
biased picture. 
 
Looking at the net area of the world’s agricultural land devoted to biofuels gives an indication of 
the potential impact on world food prices. According to the IEA (2011), biofuels feedstock 
production occupies 30 MHa of the world’s croplands corresponding to 2%. For comparison, 
roughly 11 MHa of cropland lie fallow in Europe alone (based on FAOSTAT 2013). Looking at the 
world’s total agricultural area (of which roughly 70% is permanent pastures and meadows), 
biofuels only make up 0.6% (based on FAOSTAT 2013 and the IEA estimate). We recommend 
that the authors take the studies mentioned above into account and that conclusions are 
adequately represented within the dimensions of the wider global agricultural system. It is also 
worthwhile to keep in mind that although crop prices have increased for various reasons, they 
came from a historically low level as indicated by the inflation-adjusted corn price shown below. 
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Re. future biofuel demand and price effects, the authors of the report seems to see higher crop 
prices as a risk only while it may actually benefit rural communities in the developing world (see 
Section 3). Furthermore, the authors seem to have a far too pessimistic view on cellulosic 
ethanol, which could potentially provide a substantial contribution to world transport fuel from 
feedstock such as agricultural residues. Bloomberg New Energy Finance (BNEF 2012) has 
estimated (in part based on FAOSTAT data) that by using 17.5% of agricultural residues in eight 
of the largest agricultural regions of the world, an average of 50% of these regions’ gasoline 
consumption could be replaced by 2030. While this is a theoretical number, it clearly shows the 
huge potential of cellulosic ethanol. We recommend that the authors revise their view on 
cellulosic ethanol in the final version of the report. 
 
Re. price volatility, while higher prices on crops is not necessarily to the detriment of the poor 
(see Section 3), price volatility is clearly not beneficial. The assertion that biofuels lead to higher 
crop price volatility however seems poorly founded in the report. Take for instance the US 
Renewable Fuel Standard, which has lain out a predictably phase-in of corn ethanol use and 
contains a flexible mechanism allowing 20% of the annual mandate to be fulfilled by tradable 
RINs (Renewable Fuel Numbers). It is difficult to see how this flexibility should increase price 
volatility. Price volatility is likely much more related to commodity speculation – a factor that 
the report actually also points to as one reason. We recommend that volatility issue is re-
addressed in the final version of the report. 
 
3. POVERTY AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT  

 
The complex issue of poverty is obviously important and should be taken very serious. Yet, it 
seems to be handled in a very simplistic way largely ignoring the fact that biofuels feedstock 
production can be a source of income for rural communities and thereby help to alleviate 
poverty. While the world produces enough food for its population, food distribution is unequal, 
mainly due to poverty (see e.g. Alexandratos and Bruinsma 2012). In a 2050 scenario, world 
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food consumption per capita is expected to increase (Alexandratos and Bruinsma 2012), which 
means that by then, the world will still have enough food but the distribution will still be 
determined by wealth. As for the price of food, higher food prices are not per definition bad for 
the world’s poor. It depends on whether they are net consumers or net producers of food (IFPRI 
2011). The urban poor are often most vulnerable to higher food prices because they are typically 
net consumers of food whereas some of the rural poor are net producers of food and will 
therefore benefit from higher food prices. The report seems to focus only on the negative 
consequences and does not take the longer perspective into account in which supply will catch 
up with demand to a higher degree than in the model runs used by the authors to support their 
conclusions. While the authors do recognize that these model runs are generally based on short 
term elasticity (while stating something different elsewhere), this aspect does not seem to be 
reflected in the conclusions. We recommend that these aspects receive adequate attention in the 
final version of the report.  
 
When it comes to rural development and the need to balance energy and food production, the 
authors overlook the opportunity biofuels represent to produce their own energy. This is 
particularly relevant for developing countries where good case studies exist, such as CleanStar 
Mozambique, of biofuel as a homegrown energy source helping farmers to generate economic 
growth and alleviate poverty. It is an integrated food and energy business that works with 
farmers to grow a variety of crops processed into food and ethanol. It helps the farmers moving 
away for slash-and-burn subsistence farming into a “conservation agriculture” producing 
sustainable crop surpluses and boosting farmer’s income. The company provides the farmers 
with planting materials and technical assistance and purchases what farmers and their families 
do not consume themselves. Surplus cassava is converted to flour, chicken feed and ethanol used 
for cooking, while surplus beans, sorghum, pulses, and soya are processed into packaged food 
products for sale in the large cities. Each bottle of ethanol used in Maputo generates extra 
income and food for Mozambican farmers and prevents further deforestation and health issues 
from charcoal use. The steady flow of cash generated will help strengthen rural livelihoods. 

 
4. LAND INVESTMENTS 
 
Land investments and the issue of land grabbing is a serious concern. It is however important to 
avoid equating all land deals with “land grabbing” which therefore needs to be defined clearly, 
e.g. as “large scale acquisitions of land where the official or customary rights of local people are 
not respected.” It is also important to keep in mind that land grabbing is not exclusively related 
to biofuels but a consequence of weak or non-existing protection of land rights issues caused by 
weak government or laws. This does however not justify any country’s or company’s 
exploitation of these circumstances. Official as well as customary land rights should be respected 
whenever a biofuels - or any other - project involves land acquisitions. 
 
It is recommended to highlight the role of weak government including: 1) lack of legal and 
procedural mechanisms to protect local rights and take account of local interests; 2) lack of 
transparency; 3) lack of checks and balances in contract negotiations (which creates a breeding 
ground for corruption) and 4) insecure use rights on state-owned land. More on this can be 
found in Cotula et al. (2009).  
 
To avoid land grabbing and make sure necessary investments in agriculture in developing 
countries are done responsibly we recommend the authors to reconsider their viewpoint 
towards the World Bank’s (2011) principles for responsible agro-investments. 
 
Re. data, ILC provides good and solid data, but it is non-biofuel specific and therefore irrelevant 
in this context. We recommend that these data are not included in the final version. The 
reference to GEXI (2008) also seems irrelevant as many jatropha projects have failed since then, 
which is also recognized in the draft report. 

http://www.cleanstarmozambique.com/
http://www.cleanstarmozambique.com/
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We appreciate that the authors use data from e.g. CIFOR which relates to biofuel specific land 
deals. It would however be appropriate to look further into the data to evaluate how many of the 
deals can be characterized as actual “land grabbing”, and to distinguish between bioethanol and 
biodiesel. The latter accounts for 79% of all biofuel related deals. It is also recommended to 
compare biofuel related land deals with actual data on trade flows. As an example, it is often 
claimed that the EU Renewable Energy Directive drives land grabbing in Africa. However, a 
search in Eurostat reveals that import of ethanol or grains from Africa into the EU27 is very low. 
In 2011 76,000 tons of bioethanol was imported into the EU27 from Africa out of a total import 
of ethanol of 2.8 million ton. In other words: Africa only accounted for 2.7% of total ethanol 
import into the EU27. For corn and grains, Africa accounted for 0.045% and 0.03% respectively. 
Such figures clearly show that bioethanol as part of the Renewable Energy Directive is not 
driving significant land grabbing in Africa. The case may be different for biodiesel. If so, the more 
reason to distinguish between the two types of biofuels. Finally, we recommend putting the 
amount of land accessed with the purpose of growing feedstock for biofuels into perspective. A 
simple calculation based on CIFOR and 2009 data on arable land from FAOSTAT shows that 
feedstock for bioethanol makes up 0.79% of arable land in the countries included in table 3 in 
the draft report, while it is 5% for biodiesel. If comparing to total agricultural land (including 
pasture) in the relevant countries, the figures are 0.17% and 1.10% respectively. 
 
Finally, the draft paper mentions an example, “Biofuel Africa” to exemplify biofuels “done 
wrong”. A balanced view on things could be accomplished by also mentioning an example of 
biofuels “done right”. Local production of biofuels based on feedstock from small holders for use 
in the local society holds the potential to drive a sustainable development of agriculture in at 
least some developing countries. If biofuels production is carried out responsibly, it provides an 
opportunity for income generation in developing countries. CleanStar Mozambique which is also 
mentioned above is an example of a biofuels project in the developing world executed with 
respect for local land rights. This includes: 1) local production on locally-owned land for local 
consumption, 2) a few small company-controlled farms but not on contested land and 3) a 
variation of the traditional out-grower scheme. 
 
5. SECOND GENERATION BIOFUEL 

 
The authors failed to identify existing advanced biofuels projects that demonstrate that there is 
no longer a technological barrier to large scale deployment. Cellulosic ethanol is already being 
produced in China by Shengquan in their 6 MGY facility, by Longlive in their 15 MGY facility and 
by HenanTienGuan in their 3MGY facility. In Italy, Beta Renewables will open the 13MGY facility 
in Q1 2013. Based upon public information that we would be happy to provide to the authors, it 
is estimated that production capacity of cellulosic biofuel reaches about 15 million gallons in 
2012 and 250 million gallons in 2014 (biochemical conversion only). If commercial scale-up 
proves to be successful, the next wave of commercialization could start up from 2014/15 
onwards. 
 
The world needs a whole range of technologies to work in concert to solve the energy crisis we 
face. Now, the authors should also bear in mind that according to the International Energy 
Agency, by 2020, there will be twice as many vehicles - the second-largest source of pollution 
after power generation - on the world’s roads as there are today. Most of these vehicles, 
including in Europe, will have internal combustion engines, i.e. running on liquid fuel.  Biofuels 
are the only proven and readily available technology to curb GHG emissions in the transport 
sector and reduce oil dependency in the short and medium term. The draft report ignores the 
global reality which makes its conclusions unrealistic but also potentially counterproductive and 
damaging to the environment as they encourage not using any of the existing solutions, available 
at scale. 
 

http://www.cleanstarmozambique.com/
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Re. the collection of agricultural residues, it is mentioned that the use of straw and residues for 
cellulosic ethanol production pose ‘formidable logistical problems’. This exaggeration again 
indicates the bias of the report. We suggest that the panel looks towards countries with 
experience in residue collection, e.g. Denmark where straw has been used for energy purposes 
for decades. 
 
As for the impact on soil nutrients, there are ways to counteract these effects, like simply 
compensating with additional fertilizers, using manure, or using cover crops. Again, it seems the 
report is more focused on problems and risks and less on solutions and opportunities. 
 
The report discusses other renewable fuel alternatives, which we welcome. As mentioned above, 
the world needs a whole range of technologies to work in concert to solve the energy crisis we 
face. It is interesting however that the report pays little attention to the main fuels substituted 
by biofuels, i.e. fossil-derived liquid fuels. It is difficult to make a true assessment of biofuels 
without factoring in the fossil reference. Again, there seem to be a bias in the panel’s approach. 
We recommend that the issue is adequately handled in the final version of the report. 
 
6. SUSTAINABILITY CRITERIA AND THE CORRESPONDING CERTIFICATION 

 
Novozymes is well suited to comment on the part related to sustainability and the 
corresponding certification, being an active member of several multi-stakeholders initiatives 
and networks such as the Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels and ISO, and following the work of 
GBEP. We share the views that sustainability criteria should pave the way for increased 
sustainability of the entire agricultural sector, reflecting on the need to produce more with less 
to ensure the supply of food, feed, fiber, and fuel to a growing population. 
 
The authors point at the exemplarity of the EU in setting a precedent: to count towards the 
targets, biofuels must prove they are sustainable. But the authors omit that while EU was a 
pioneer in setting comprehensive sustainability criteria, other regions with biofuels policies also 
require biofuels production to comply with sustainability provisions. This is the case for the US, 
where the EPA applies GHG reduction threshold (20% for corn based biofuel, 50% for advanced 
biofuel and biomass-based diesel, and 60% for cellulosic fuels), but also in Brazil, where the 
agro-ecological zoning prevents the growing of sugarcane in carbon-rich habitats. 
 
Our approach to certification is that the definition of these criteria should be transparent, based 
on best available science, and aim at continuous improvements of footprint. However, 
sustainability criteria and certification schemes cannot stand alone. It is not the most efficient 
instrument to control land and biodiversity. There is a need for strategic planning of resource 
use (land, water, biomass) at the local and regional level. On top, the requirement to the biofuel 
industry to comply with sustainability criteria does imply an additional cost to producers. To 
secure a level playing field, fossil fuel should also be subject to sustainability criteria in order to 
promote the fossil fuels with the smallest environmental and social impacts.  

 
7. POLICY SUPPORT AND MANDATES 
 
Having systematically omitted evidence that biofuels were not to blame for the food prices hike, 
the authors relay the call by parts of some organizations to abolish mandates, and misleadingly 
quote the European Union Directive, that far from capping conventional biofuels at current 
levels, has only made a proposal to shift the weight of its incentives towards advanced biofuels, 
leaving room for conventional biofuels to further develop on the basis of their carbon 
performance and competitiveness. This proposal is to be debated, negotiated and agreed upon 
by the European Parliament and Member States. 
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Biofuels are renewable energies that need policy support to compete with fossil fuel which still 
receive subsidies and benefit from an established infrastructure. According to the International 
Energy Agency (2012), fossil fuel consumption subsidies amounted to USD 523 billion in 2011, 
up almost 30% on 2010 and six times more than the subsidies to renewables. The IEA took a 
thorough look at subsidies for renewables as part of the World Energy Outlook, 2012. They 
write: “To foster the deployment of renewable energy, governments use subsidies to lower the cost 
of renewables or raise their revenues, helping them compete with fossil fuel technologies. The 
justification is that imperfections in the market fail to factor in externalities (such as 
environmental costs attributable to other fuels) or deny nascent technologies the opportunity to 
mature without support. The ultimate goal is to help renewable energy technologies to achieve 
sufficient cost reductions to enable them to compete on their own merits with conventional 
technologies. At that point any support should, accordingly cease to be awarded to additional 
capacity.” (IEA, 2012 p. 233) 
 
Furthermore, the authors fail to acknowledge properly the existence of a flexibility mechanism 
in several biofuels policies. One example being Brazil, with a mandatory blending level between 
18 and 25% in regular gasoline. But as explained before, the most comprehensive Renewable 
Fuel Standard also has a built-in flexibility as it allows refiners to meet as much as 20% of their 
obligation with credits generated in previous years or alternatively carry over deficits to coming 
years. The built-in flexibility means that less ethanol will be produced during times with high 
corn prices and more ethanol will be produced in times with low corn prices leveling out 
demand for corn during droughts and alike situations (EPA: 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/fuels/renewablefuels/ ). The reports only consider EPA rejection to 
suspend the mandate without proper consideration of the existence of this built-in mechanisms 
and the rationale for EPA’s denial. 
 
Consistent policies are vital in order to maintain investors’ confidence and in the end ensure 
sustained deployment of renewables. Short term policy and repeated expirations of e.g. tax 
credits are poisonous. 
  

http://www.epa.gov/otaq/fuels/renewablefuels/
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27. BP Biofuels, UK 
 
We welcome the opportunity to comment on this report on this important subject. We also 
welcome further studies and analysis in this subject area. 
 
However, overall, we have serious concerns regarding the evidence base and analysis 
supporting the assertions and conclusions of this report, given the stated aim: to “conduct a 
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science-based comparative literature analysis taking into consideration the work produced by the 
FAO and Global Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP) of the positive and negative effects of biofuels on 
food security”.  

• Many of the sections start with assertions that are not backed up by the evidence 
presented within them, which consists of thin and selective analysis. The report itself 
acknowledges that the policy proposals have been presented without supporting 
evidence, and invites stakeholders to provide the evidence to support them.  

• The literature analysis is also thin with many more up to date reports and analyses 
missing. 

• Finally, many of the headline figures in the report, such as the percentages of crop supply 
needed to provide a percentage of transport demand through biofuels, are calculated in 
an unclear way, with the underlying assumptions sparsely described in the footnotes. 
Given that these figures are likely to receive considerable citation and scrutiny, they 
should be set out in full in annexes, with assumptions and references for each step. It is 
not possible for consultees to review them in their current state. From the information 
available, it also seems evident that the authors have made inappropriate comparisons: 
such as taking today’s production as a proportion of 2020 or 2050 demands 
 

In terms of the content of the report itself, we would like to highlight a few areas where we 
believe much greater scrutiny and analysis are needed, or where other evidence is missing or 
needs to be taken into consideration (this list is just indicative and not meant to be exhaustive); 

• We have serious concerns over much of Chapter 3, on the influence of biofuels on food 
prices. For example, the report asserts that the price of gasoline sets the price of ethanol, 
and that this in turn has driven up grain prices in the US. In reality, the current corn 
ethanol price in the US is set by the corn price, because of excess capacity in the sector.  

• The report significantly underestimates the potential for second generation biofuels. It 
focuses on ‘current’ costs and technology development status, based on references from 
old data (2008 and earlier). It is important to recognise that there are now a number of 
second generation plants in construction and commissioning, with production starting 
up over the next few years, and cost reduction expected. The report also does not cover 
recent evidence on the greenhouse gas balance of biofuels, which shows that the 
variation between routes is predominantly due to different supply chains and practices 
rather than inherent uncertainty. The potential for biofuels from residues and wastes is 
presented as small, on the grounds of logistics and environmental impacts, even though 
recent detailed analyses show benefits even when taking these factors into account.  

• Chapter 4 on land does not cover many vital studies in reviewing the evidence on land 
availability for food and biofuels. Detailed reviews of this topic have been done 
recently by the IPCC, and by the UK Energy Research Centre, using a systematic review 
approach and these sources should be looked at for this report. The UK Energy Research 
Centre found that many studies give a sustainable potential of at least 100 exajoules (EJ) 
of biomass in 2050, or a fifth of current global primary energy demand, after food 
demands are supplied.  An expert review for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) concluded that the sustainable potential could be even higher, at 100 to 
300 EJ.  

• The report’s coverage of land grabbing restates data claiming that up to 2/3 of land 
grabbing is linked to biofuels. From analysis of the reports and data from the ILC and the 
Land Matrix project, we are seriously concerned that there is very little evidence to 
support such a figure.  The planned crops for many of these deals could be used to 
produce biofuels, but there is little evidence given that they are actually intended for 
biofuels.  

 
We would be happy to meet with the HLPE Steering Group and Project Team to talk through our 
concerns on the report, and to provide further details of evidence to help inform the next 
version. 
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28. Ninell Dedios Mimbela, Peru 
 
En el caso del Perú cuenta con las suficientes condiciones necesarias para producir etanol de 
manera rentable, debido a que la caña de azúcar (insumo) cuenta una mayor productividad que 
la del promedio del resto del mundo. Estas ventajas son transmitidas al costo (el 60% depende 
del insumo), el cual es menor por litro producido; es decir, se cuenta con una ventaja 
comparativa en la producción de etanol.  
En este sentido, la costa norte es la región que muestra las mejores oportunidades para producir 
etanol, no solo por tener amplias extensiones de tierras agrícolas, las cuales pueden ser 
sometidas a regímenes de riego, sino también por la puesta de nuevos y ambiciosos proyectos 
que han hecho aumentar la rentabilidad en sus tierras (más de una cosecha al año) atrayendo 
nuevas inversiones a una industria como la cañera que comienza a tener excesos de producción 
que pueden ser dirigidos a la producción de los biocombustibles. 
La alta volatilidad del precio del petróleo, el daño climático causado por su uso y el proceso de 
reemplazo de las matrices energéticas en EE.UU. y la Unión Europea aseguran una demanda 
externa creciente y sostenida para el futuro. Por otro lado, la demanda interna está siendo 
fomentada por la ley de promoción de los biocombustibles. Es así que la demanda de 
biocombustibles a nivel mundial estaría asegurada de cumplirse este panorama. 
En nuestro caso, en la region Piura en Peru, la problematica del incremento de la tasa de siembra 
de caña de azucar para iocombustible ha sido instalada en sectores donde habia bosque seco, no 
solo se esta atentanto cntra la biodiversidad sino tambien con el impacto ambiental que se esta 
generando en los sectores aledaños por la contaminacion atmosferica. Sin embargo, el Estado, ya 
sea a través de los ministerios o de los gobiernos regionales, deberá prepararse para afrontar las 
posibles dificultades en su desarrollo, así como para verse favorecido con sus logros. El papel del 
Estado es primordial para brindar las condiciones necesarias para la expansión de esta industria 
emergente, es decir, fomentar a la inversión, un marco legal favorable y una mayor apertura de 
nuestros mercados (TLC). 
  
 Dra. Ninell Dedios Mimbela 
 
CIDMA-Perú  
Centro para la Investigacion Desarrollo y Defensa del Ambiente 
 
 
29. United States of America [first contribution] 
 
GENERAL COMMENTS FROM THE UNITED STATES 
 
The “Biofuels and Food Security” Report (“the Report”) addresses an important topic: the 
impact of transportation biofuels production and use on food security. The Report provides 
useful insights into the state of global agricultural markets and land use practices, as well as 
environmental and social implications. We wish to provide the HLPE with the following input.  
 
The Report inadequately considers the work of the FAO Bioenergy and Food Security 
Project and the Global Bioenergy Partnership on bioenergy and food security. The CFS 
mandated: “the HLPE to conduct a science-based comparative literature analysis, taking into 
consideration the work produced by the FAO and Global Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP), of the 
positive and negative effects of biofuels on food security to be presented to the CFS.” However, 
the report only briefly cites work of the FAO Bioenergy and Food Security team. The work of 
GBEP is mentioned in a trivial way and is inaccurately listed under the section on certification 
schemes. The HLPE must restructure and rewrite this document in a manner that adequately takes 
into account the existing work of the FAO and GBEP on biofuels and food security.  
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The quality and impact of the Report will significantly benefit from considering 
previously published research, which assesses: the economic, social and environmental 
feasibility of biofuels; the impacts global and national biofuels policies; and the full range 
of impact(s) of biofuels production on food and nutrition security. In addition, more in-
depth analyses of the industry dynamics and the forces leading to changes in local and global 
commodity markets would help in assessing the potential impact of biofuels on food security. 
Currently, the Report is written as a policy discussion piece, premised on the bias that nationally 
determined biofuels mandates - such as those in Brazil, the U.S. and EU - are overwhelmingly 
responsible for driving up the prices of food and thereby decreasing food security for the global 
poor. The report draws on a biased and unrepresentative sample of academic and (non-peer-
reviewed) NGO publications to convince the reader of this outcome. The authors would be better 
served by summarizing the macro- and micro-economic literature, as opposed to using 
simplistic aggregate calculations of the possible impact of bioenergy on global energy supplies 
and on food security.  
 
Future drafts of this paper should reflect the conclusions of FAO BEFS and GBEP, 
specifically that: bioenergy can improve energy access and food security for smallholder 
farmers in developing countries, when implemented in a rational and sustainable 
manner. In section 4.2.4 the paper mentions a balanced approach to bioenergy, citing “[a] recent 
UNU-IAS study on Biofuels in Africa by Gasparatos et al (2010) [that] develops a useful typology 
of biofuels at the level of individual production systems, demonstrating the importance of going 
beyond aggregate considerations.” The paper should be restructured to take into account the 
different roles that bioenergy and biofuels play in developed and developing countries, as well 
as the importance of looking seriously at distinct contexts when creating and implementing 
policies on the production and uses of bioenergy.  
 
KEY PROBLEMS TO ADDRESS  
 
1) It is insufficient for the HLPE to merely consider globally aggregated impacts of 
transportation biofuel production and use on food security. The HLPE must disaggregate 
the impacts of industrial transportation biofuels production from bioenergy for sustainable 
development. We recommend more rigorous calculations of the impact of biofuels that provide a 
thorough treatment and clearer evidence from available data, taking into account regional and 
national circumstances. Throughout the report, we also recommend using consistent, clear, and 
standardized definitions of food and nutrition security and bioenergy.  
 
2) The HLPE must provide a more nuanced and thorough account of the causes of food and 
nutrition insecurity in developing countries, which draws upon a broader selection of the 
literature. Examples of causes include: post-harvest losses, due to a lack of energy access; 
insufficient infrastructure to transport domestically produced commodities and foods; national 
policies that inhibit development of the agricultural sector; and other limits on production, 
including barriers to trade. The HLPE should reference the work of FAO BEFS and the recent 
World Bank Report entitled “Africa Can Help Feed Africa: Removing barriers to regional trade in 
food staples”. (See below for full bibliographic details.)  
 
CONSOLIDATED REFERENCES TO INCLUDE  
 
For the HLPE to be responsive to its mandate, the report should discuss and cite this 
work:  
 

• Dale VH and KL Kline. 2013. Issues in using landscape indicators to assess land changes. 
Ecological Indicators. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2012.10.007  

• Djomo, S. N.; Ceulemans, R. 2012. A comparative analysis of the carbon intensity of 
biofuels caused by land use changes. GCB Bioenergy 4: 392-407.  
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• Efroymson RA, VH Dale, KL Kline, AC McBride, JM Bielicki, RL Smith, ES Parish, PE 
Schweizer, DM Shaw. 2013. Environmental indicators of biofuel sustainability: What 
about context? Environmental Management 51(2) DOI 10.1007/s00267-012-9907-5.  

• FAO. 2010. Bioenergy and Food Security: the BEFS analysis for Tanzania, by Maltsoglou, I. 
and Khwaja, Y., Environment and Natural Resources Working Paper No. 35, Rome.  

• FAO. 2010. Bioenergy and Food Security: the BEFS analysis for Peru, Supporting the policy 
machinery in Peru, by Khwaja, Y., Environment and Natural Resources Working Paper 
No. 40, Rome.  

• FAO. 2010. Bioenergy and Food Security: the BEFS analysis for Thailand, by Salvatore, M. 
and Damen, B., Environment and Natural Resources Working Paper No. 42, Rome.  

• FAO 2010a. SOFI Technical Notes (methodology). The State of Food Insecurity in the 
World 2010 Technical notes. http://www.fao.org/publications/sofi/en/  

• FAO 2010b. Food Outlook. Nov 2010. 
http://www.fao.org/giews/english/gfpm/index.htm  

• FAO 2009a. Hunger in the Face of Crisis: Global Economic Slowdown Underscores 
Urgency of Addressing Long-Term Challenges. http://www.fao.org/economic/es-
policybriefs/briefs-detail/en/?no_cache=1&uid=35540 Economic and Social 
Perspectives, Policy Brief #6. September 2009. This and other policy briefs at 
http://www.fao.org/economic/es-policybriefs  

• FAO. 2009b. The State of Food Insecurity in the World. 
http://www.fao.org/publications/sofi  

• FAO-IIASA (2007). “Mapping biophysical factors that influence agricultural production 
and rural vulnerability.” Food and Agriculture Organization and International Institute 
for Applied Systems Analysis, Rome 2007.  

• Fisher, M. J., I. M. Rao, M. A. Ayarza, C. E. Lascano, J. I. Sanz, R. J. Thomas, and R R. Vera 
1994. Carbon storage by introduced deep-rooted grasses in the South-American 
savannas. Nature 371:236-238.  

• Global Bioenergy Partnership. 2011. The Global Bioenergy Partnership Sustainability 
Indicators for Bioenergy, First Edition, Rome.  

• Heaton E., Voigt T., Long S.P., A quantitative review comparing the yields of two 
candidate C4 perennial biomass crops in relation to nitrogen, temperature and water. 
Biomass and Bioenergy 27:21-30 (2004)  

• Heaton E.A., Dhleman F.G. and Long S.P., Meeting US biofuel goals with less land: the 
potential of Miscanthus. Global Change Biology 14: 2000-2014 (2008)  

• Kim, Hyungtae, Seungdo Kim, and Bruce E. Dale. "Biofuels, land use change, and 
greenhouse gas emissions: some unexplored variables." Environmental Science & 
Technology 43, no. 3 (2009): 961-967.  

• Kline KL, VH Dale, R Lee, and P. Leiby. 2009. In Defense of Biofuels, Done Right. Issues in 
Science and Technology 25(3): 75-84  

• Kwon, H.; Wander, M.; Mueller, S.; Dunn, J. B. 2013. Modeling state-level soil carbon 
emission factors under various scenarios for direct land use change associated with 
United States biofuel feedstock production. Biomass and Bioenergy, under review.  

• Mann, L., and V. Tolbert. 2000. Soil sustainability in renewable biomass plantings. Ambio 
29:492-498.  

• Mueller, S.; Dunn, J. B.; Wang, M. 2012. Carbon Change Calculator for Land Use Change 
from Biofuels Production (CCLUB) Users’ Manual and Technical Documentation. 
ANL/ESD/12-5. May 2012.  

• Mueller, S.; Copenhaver, K.; Begert, D. 2012. An assessment of available lands for biofuels 
production in the United States using United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
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cropland data layers. Journal of Agricultural Extension and Rural Development, 4: 465-
470.  

• National Research Council. 2012. Sustainable Development of Algal Biofuels in the 
United States. National Academies Press, Washington, D.C.  

• National Research Council. 2011. Renewable Fuel Standard: Potential Economic and 
Environmental Effects of U.S. Biofuel Policy. National Academy Press, Washington, D.C.  

• Oladosu, Gbadebo, Keith Kline, Rocio Uria-Martinez, and Laurence Eaton. "Sources of 
corn for ethanol production in the United States: a decomposition analysis of the 
empirical data." Biofuels, Bioproducts and Biorefining 5, no. 6 (2011): 640-653.  

• Oladosu, Gbadebo, Keith Kline, Paul Leiby, Rocio Uria-Martinez, Maggie Davis, Mark 
Downing, and Laurence Eaton. "Global economic effects of US biofuel policy and the 
potential contribution from advanced biofuels." Biofuels 3, no. 6 (2012): 703-723.  

• Oxfam 2010. Hunger in the Sahel: A permanent emergency? Oxfam Briefing Note 
(Etienne du Vachat; Eric Hazard) 15 December 2010.  

• http://www.oxfam.org.uk/resources/policy/conflict_disasters/downloads/bn-hunger-
in-the-sahel-15122010-en.pdf Accessed January 24, 2011.  

• Parish ES, KL Kline, VH Dale, RA Efroymson, AC McBride, T Johnson, MR Hilliard, JM 
Bielicki. 2013. A multi-scale comparison of environmental effects from gasoline and 
ethanol production. Environmental Management 51(2) DOI: 10.1007/s00267-012-9983-
6  

• Pate, R., G. Klise, and B. Wu. 2011. Resource demand implications for U.S. algae biofuels 
production scale-up. Applied Energy 88(10):3377-3388.  

• Tolbert, V. R., D. E. Todd Jr., L. K. Mann, C. M. Jawdy, D. A. Mays, R. Malik, W. 
Bandaranayake, A. Houston, D. Tyler, and D. E. Pettry. 2002. Changes in soil quality and 
below-ground carbon storage with conversion of traditional agricultural crop lands to 
bioenergy crop production. Environmental Pollution 116: S97-S106.  

• Wallington, T. J.; Anderson, J. E.; Mueller, S. A.; Kolinski Morris, E.; Winkler, S. L.; Ginder, J. 
M.; Nielsen, O. J. 2012. Corn ethanol production, food exports, and indirect land use 
change. Environmental Science and Technology, 46: 6379 – 6384.  

• M. Wang, J. Han, J. Dunn, H. Cai, and A. Elgowainy, 2012, “Well-to-Wheels Energy Use and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions of Ethanol from Corn, Sugarcane, Corn Stover, Switchgrass, 
and Miscanthus,” Environmental Research Letter, 7 (2012) 045905 (13pp).  

• Wang, M., J. Han, Z. Haq, W. Tyner, M. Wu, and A. Elgowainy, 2011, “Energy and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Effects of Corn and Cellulosic Ethanol with Technology 
Improvements and Land Use Changes,” Biomass and Bioenergy 35 (2011): 1885-1896.  

• World Bank. 2012. Africa Can Help Feed Africa: Removing barriers to regional trade in 
food staples, Poverty Reduction and Economic Management - Africa, Washington, DC.  

 
Together, these publications make the following essential points when considering the 
relationship between bioenergy and food security. Specifically:  
 
1) The positive or negative impacts of bioenergy on food security raise complex issues, which 
need to be considered in country-specific, regional, and international contexts.  
 
2) The production and uses of bioenergy have benefits and challenges. Policy tools - such as the 
BEFS Analytical Framework and the GBEP indicators - can assist countries in optimizing the 
benefits and minimizing the challenges, including challenges to food security.  
 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

134 

3) Food insecurity is driven in large part by a lack of energy access. Bioenergy production and 
use can improve food security by providing energy for food production, food storage (drying and 
cold storage), and food transportation.  
 
 
30. Stephen Thornhill, University College Cork, Ireland 
 
Firstly I would like to congratulate the team on the very interesting and thought-provoking zero-
draft. 
 
With reference to the CFS brief, my overall impression is that the draft provides a very useful 
analysis of the negative effects of biofuels on food security, but contains relatively little on 
positive impacts.  
 
For example, our field research of biofuel operations in Mozambique and Tanzania found that 
households with paid employees in such operations were far more food secure, both from a 
calorie and micronutrient status, than other households in the same locality (and had shown the 
greatest improvement in food security since the operations were established)25.  
 
The other main impression drawn is the tendency toward generalizing about biofuels, 
particularly with regard to policy recommendations. We know that some biofuels are more 
efficient than others. Brazil has been producing cane-based ethanol since the 1970s without any 
major criticism of its impact on food security, and we know that cane is, for the most part26, an 
efficient biofuel feedstock for reducing greenhouse gas emissions, as are a number of other 
feedstocks. Calling for an end to blending targets or mandates on these types of biofuel could be 
regarded as counterproductive to reducing global warming and food insecurity.  
 
Furthermore, the cane-ethanol sector in Brazil has provided employment, helping to alleviate 
poverty and improve food security in many rural areas. This has been replicated in other 
countries, as illustrated by a study in Thailand showing how the ethanol sector there contributes 
far more jobs than the oil industry per unit of energy output, reducing the country’s oil import 
bill and helping to raise food productivity through spillover impacts27. Another recent report by 
the Stockholm Environment Institute suggests that cane ethanol production could be 
significantly increased in Malawi to help alleviate fuel shortages, due to the high import price of 
oil, and reduce deforestation. 
 
Much criticism has, of course, been aimed at US maize-based ethanol due to its relatively low 
efficiency in reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and, perhaps more importantly, due to its 
influence on world food prices. As the US is the leading global exporter of maize, the US price 
generally denotes the world market value for maize, so the sharp increase in US ethanol demand 
is assumed to have had a significant impact on the rise in maize prices around the world.  
 
However, much would also depend on how US supply increased to match ethanol demand, and 
the USDA suggests that a significant part of the rise in supply was due to additional plantings 
                                                             
25 This supports the general perception that food insecurity is largely due to poverty and lack of 
access to food rather than lack of availability. 

26 Where it does not result in the release of large emissions from land cleared for new cane 
plantations 

27 See Silalertruksa et al (2012), Biofuels and employment effects: Implications for socio-
economic development in Thailand. 
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and multi-cropping by farmers and the use of higher yielding varieties28, as well as a swing 
away from soybeans and other crops. This, together with the substantial amount of co-product 
outputs going back into the food and feed sector (both in the US and as exports to countries like 
China), would have dampened the price-raising impact of increased ethanol demand and limited 
the amount of maize diverted from animal feed and other markets. Indeed, it could be argued 
that these feedstuffs would not have been produced without the biofuel policy incentives, 
although it is impossible to tell how US maize supply and demand would have evolved without 
biofuels. 
 
Then there is the point made by the FAO AgriMarket team, PANGEA and others that US maize 
price changes are not necessarily reflected in the markets where food insecurity prevails. And 
there is also the fact that (as stated in the draft) some rural farmers would benefit from rising 
prices as net sellers. Our research showed evidence of a multiplier effect where biofuel 
operations had been newly-established, introducing effective demand into a locality and 
encouraging increased food production by local farmers. Indeed, Swinnen and others rightly 
point out that NGOs and others lobbied against artificially depressed world cereal prices for 
many years, which acted as a disincentive for food production in many developing countries.  
 
So, whilst the US maize ethanol policy may indeed have contributed to the rise in world maize 
prices, its impact on food security may not be as adverse as first appears. More importantly we 
need to find the right balance in the level and stability of food prices, which would provide an 
incentive for farmers in food insecure countries to raise productivity, whilst providing 
affordable food to consumers.  
 
It is also important to acknowledge and support biofuels used for providing energy in rural and 
remote areas, as well as clean cooking stoves to reduce the many deaths caused by indoor smoke 
inhalation, and the hours spent in collecting fuelwood by so many people in the developing 
world, as well as reducing deforestation. 
 
Regarding the policy recommendations, it would be important to ensure that beneficial biofuels 
and investments are encouraged, whilst those biofuels providing limited or negative benefits for 
GHG emissions, food security and other key socio-environmental issues (eg land and water 
rights), should be discouraged, including the removal of targets and other supportive policies. 
 
So blending targets (and even mandates) may be suitable from a food security (and climate 
change) perspective in some circumstances, but this would largely depend on the biofuel 
feedstock and whether the country has sufficient land and labour resources to meet food and 
biofuel demand, as well as the way in which the biofuel is produced. 
 
In this regard the development of multi-stakeholder sustainable certification schemes should 
continue to be encouraged and officially approved (and even mandated), such as that of the 
Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels (RSB), which incorporates GHG emission and food security 
criteria. Only those biofuels and operations meeting environmental and social criteria should be 
authorized. Land and water rights must also be part of any certification system for allowable 
biofuels (also included in the RSB scheme), and any operations should adhere to the principles 
of responsible agricultural investment.   
 
In this way beneficial biofuels can be encouraged to promote food security and mitigate climate 
change.   
 

                                                             
28 See Wallander et al (2011) Where did the corn come from to fuel the expansion in ethanol 
production? 
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Stephen Thornhill 
Consultant and Department of Food Business and Development, University College Cork, Ireland. 
 
 
31. Australian Government 
 
Australian Contribution to the High Level Panel of Experts for Food Security and Nutrition 
(HLPE) report on Biofuels and food security 
 
Overall comments 

The draft HLPE report on ‘Biofuels and Food Security’ provides a useful overview and highlights 
well the range of key issues relating to biofuels and their implications for food security. It reads 
as a good summation of the state of play across countries and the scientific/economic 
perspectives currently influencing the biofuel agendas including research. It is largely a factual 
exposition which effectively illustrates the conflicting interactions between biofuels and food 
security in a world of finite land and energy resources.  

The draft policy recommendations acknowledge the potential distortions that mandates, 
subsidies and tariffs can have on the market for biofuels. The report correctly reflects that the 
Australian Government has not introduced a national mandate, and that New South Wales is the 
only state to have one. 

However, Australia considers that the analysis of the concept of food security in the draft paper 
is limited and as a result the recommendations are also limited. For example, the paper analyses 
food security arising from policy-based biofuels markets in terms of the FAO framework for 
assessing the determinants of food security – (i) access (i.e. food expenditure/income); (ii) 
availability (resources available for food production – mostly land and water); (iii) stability 
(access and availability guaranteed through time); and (iv) utilization (access to resources which 
enable food to be appropriated). However, the report does not analyse biofuels policy-induced 
food insecurity in the context of other factors impacting on food security, such as restrictive 
trade regimes, inappropriate price or output regulation, stockpile policies, dietary preferences, 
insecure land tenure, taxes on food production etc.  Such an analysis is required to determine the 
significance of biofuels policy-induced food insecurity in relation to these other factors 
influencing food insecurity.  
Biofuel promotion also has economy-wide impacts aside from its direct impact on food 
production and price.  For example, replacing some of the liquid petroleum fuel market with 
biofuels leaves a larger amount of the hydrocarbon market available for the production of 
agricultural fertilizers, with consequent impacts on price and supply of the inputs to food 
production.  It would be useful to look at the economy-wide impacts of subsidies to biofuels to 
understand these effects. 
A biofuels mandate may be a good policy for quickly developing a biofuels market. However, 
unless biofuels are able to compete in the fuels market in the medium to long-term absent the 
mandate, it is generally not good policy in the longer term.   
 
Research related comments 
 
The Australian government submits the following general research related matters for the 
HLPE’s consideration:  

• The interplay and synergies between energy security and food security are becoming 
more significant than ever though the impacts will vary across countries, with many food 
productivity advances being more energy intensive in nature particularly in developed 
countries but also in a range of developing countries. 
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• There is and will be a need for ongoing scientific research into biofuels to realise the 
latent efficiency potential of second and third generation biofuels in developing 
countries. In this case however, there seems to be large amounts of good research across 
countries without coordination and therefore considerable duplication of effort, 
including in developing countries that can ill afford the expenditures. Knowledge 
transfer mechanisms require increased attention to rectify this defect; with developed 
countries have a comparative advantage in most cases. It seems that a number of 
developing countries are engaging in R&D when other countries already have the basic 
know how which could be adapted in many cases with less expense. The use of jatropha 
is a case which is mentioned in this draft paper where countries have engaged in the 
research and production without real access to the scientific and economic information 
that should be readily available from public sector agencies in other countries; 
recognising that private sector researchers are understandably more restrictive with 
information for commercial reasons. 

• While the information gaps are reducing with time, there is still a sense that biofuels are 
a panacea in some poorer countries where the costs of fossil fuels are increasingly 
prohibitive. This can lead to false expectations and misuse of resources driven partly by 
a lack of precise economic data and true reflections on the real opportunity costs of 
biofuels at country levels. There are very few if any genuine examples of biofuels which 
do not have an opportunity cost in terms of alternative land and water use for food 
crops. The exception is where by-products from food/feed crops can be utilised for 
biofuels or where biofuel crops are natural break crops, thereby reducing the marginal 
production costs and enabling producers including small holders to diversify the farm 
enterprise mix which is a basic income and risk management objective in many 
developing countries. 

• It should be made clearer that the economics of biofuel cropping are volatile and short 
term horizons are less likely to have success. The variable costs and availabilities of fossil 
fuels have direct impacts on the viability of biofuels not only because of the comparative 
prices but also the fact that many biofuels require traditional energy sources at the 
processing stages which impacts on total production costs. 

• The distortionary policy settings with subsidies and trade restraints in biofuel sectors of 
many developed countries is addressed in this paper, but we believe this should be 
emphasised further, given the negative impacts on food affordability in poorer countries 
over time. 

We also submit the following specific comments:  
 

• Appendix 1, page 65, the entry in the table for Australia requires amendment.  The 
column headed Mandate-Tools has the entry N/A, presumably meaning Not Applicable 
and it relates to mandates listed in Columns two and three. The Australian Government 
policy provides Ethanol Production Grants for producers of fuel ethanol to stimulate 
domestic production.  As well, it administers the Energy Grants (Cleaner Fuels) Scheme, 
which aims to provide grants for the manufacture or importation of biodiesel and 
renewable diesel, among other fuels, to offset any excise or customs duty and give a 
market advantage to these cleaner fuels. These grants apply throughout Australia and 
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are not restricted to New South Wales. We suggest adding a separate column to capture 
such policies. 

• The paper is inconsistent in its usage of metric and customary units of measurement 
(litres vs. gallons). There should be a single measurement system used throughout the 
reports, or alternatively dual reporting of figures presented in the paper. 

o For example, “x billion litres (x billion gallons)” 
 

• The paper struggles to scale increases in demand for biofuels with rises in global food 
prices. This connection needs to be more clearly made to support positional statements 
in the report claiming the predominance of biofuels in food price increases. 

Specific comments on the recommendations of the paper  
 

Australia makes the following comments on the following recommendations of the report:  

Recommendation One 

Australia’s comments:   

Australia recognises that global demand for biofuels is one of the many factors that may affect 
food security and food prices.  

The government believes that inflexible mandates for biofuels are polices contrary to creating an 
open trading market. We would caution against major market intervention or regulation noting 
the potential for market distortion.  

The Australian biofuels industry does not impact significantly on food prices in Australia due to 
the small scale of the industry and because of the emphasis on advanced biofuels which are 
derived from low cost, non-food crops, algae and agricultural wastes and would assist in 
mitigating competition between food and fuel.  

Even if there was a substantial increase in demand for biofuels necessitating their production 
from traditional food crops, such as grains and sugar, it is unlikely to significantly affect food 
prices domestically as these commodities trade in global markets.  

Recommendation Two 

Australia’s comments:  The Australian Government has a policy interest in land use changes 
and recognises that this is a significant policy issue that requires careful consideration. The 
Australian Government employs a whole-of-government approach by working closely with 
states and territories on land use planning.   

In terms of foreign direct investment, Australia has well-established arrangements and 
regulatory frameworks to protect landholders, investors and communities.  

Recommendation Three 

Australia’s comments:   

The recommendation is not clear as to whether it is referring to integrated land and water 
management, or the treatment of land and water as a single inseparable property right. The 
latter would be in conflict with Australia’s current water reform agenda under the National 
Water initiative, which guides the separation of land and water rights to allow water to be 
allocated to its highest value use. We propose inserting the word “management” after the phrase 
“land and water”.  
 
Recommendation Four  
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Australia’s comments:  The Australian Government agrees with this recommendation.  

Recommendation Five 
 
Australia’s comments:  Australia questions the suggestion of a precondition to adhere to the 
broadly-owned RAI principles. See recommendation two comments regarding investment in 
Australia.  Investment–whether foreign or domestic–in the agricultural sector can bring 
significant benefits and opportunities for farmers. The Australian Government does not support 
an approach that would impose blanket bans or restrictions on foreign investment. 

Recommendation Six 
 
Australia’s comments:  Australia is participating in the development of an International 
Standards Organisation (ISO) Standard for Sustainability Criteria for Bioenergy which covers the 
economic, environmental and social aspects of sustainability.  The ISO standards involve some 
30 countries of which many are from developing nations and experience many of the issues 
identified in the report.  The ISO standard seeks to address these issues whilst still allowing for 
the development of a biofuels industry in a sustainable manner. 

Recommendation Seven  

Australia’s comments: The Australian government is targeting investment in advanced biofuels 
which have the potential to build a sustainable new industry that could increase national fuel 
security, assist in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and stimulate regional development. 

We are also working with the Biofuels Association of Australia and the ISO to develop 
internationally agreed sustainability criteria that can be applied to industry to ensure that 
support for biofuels does not compromise sustainable production practices and will provide 
greater impetus for move towards advanced biofuels. Voluntary certification schemes can be a 
useful mechanism for producers to demonstrate their environmental credentials to concerned 
consumers. 

Most Australian exporters subscribe to either the International Sustainability and Carbon 
Certification Scheme (ISCC) or the Biomass Biofuel Sustainability Voluntary Scheme (2BSVS), 
which are formally recognised by the European Commission, to supply certified canola to the EU. 
However, exporters regard the cost of these schemes as an expensive and unnecessary impost, 
believing that the certification requirements should only be applied to countries with 
unsustainable production systems. 

Recommendation Eight  

Australia’s comments: Australia agrees that developing a biofuel’s policy based on the 
typologies of a country is beneficial. In December 2011, the Australian Government released the 
Strategic Framework for Alternative Transport Fuels. The Framework establishes a long term 
approach to a market led adoption of alternative transport fuels in Australia in the context of 
maintaining Australia’s transport fuel security while moving towards a lower carbon economy 
by 2030.  

In regards to identifying trade-offs, the need for recommendation does not currently apply to 
Australia because, as previous mentioned, we believe our biofuel policies do not contribute to 
global food security concerns or have any significant impact of food prices because of the small 
scale of the Australian industry and because most Australian biofuel production is derived from 
waste products. 

Recommendation Nine 
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Australia’s comments: The recommendation assumes the options are between using food 
crops or non-food crops for biofuel (ignoring for the moment the merits, or otherwise, of biofuel 
mandates etc).  However, there is some research, including in Australia, into the viability of 
using residues from crops grown for other purposes as the feedstock for biofuels.  This, 
ostensibly at least, solves the problem of displacing other land uses and should be addressed in 
the report. 
Recommendation Ten  

Australia’s comments: The Australia government is targeting investment in advanced biofuels 
which have the potential to build a significant and sustainable new industry that could increase 
national fuel security, assist in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and stimulate regional 
development. Therefore the recommendation to prioritise the development of non-biomass 
renewable fuels cannot be supported as Australia invests in the research, development, 
demonstration, deployment and commercialisation of various renewable energy and related 
technology innovations.  

Recommendation Eleven 

Australia’s comments:  Australia agrees with this recommendation. 

Structure of the report  

Some of the recommendations/conclusions at the beginning of the draft report do not seem to 
be fully reflected in the report itself.  In particular, the paragraphs/recommendations referring 
to national mandatory biofuel targets and subsidies that impact negatively on food prices: it 
would be helpful to show more clearly in the report the basis of the policy recommendations 
that have been reached.  We would also like to suggest that the proposed 
recommendations/conclusions come at the end of each of the chapters of the report rather than 
at the beginning of the report. 

Concluding comments  
 
The Australian Government thanks the HLPE for developing a zero draft of the ‘Biofuels and 
Food Security’ report and is happy to engage with the HLPE to provide comment on future 
drafts.  
 
 
32. Anselm Eisentraut, Adam Brown,International Energy Agency, France 
 
Overall comments 

- The current draft seems to have a quite negative bias towards biofuels, but in many 
places lacks sufficient scientific evidence to justify the conclusions drawn. 

- IEA analysis suggests ((see: IEA Biofuel Roadmap, 
http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/Biofuels_Roadmap.pdf) 
that even when the full range of efficiency measures and advanced technologies are 
indeed deployed rapidly, biofuels may still have an important role in decarbonising some 
transport sectors, particularly those related to long-haul transport, since there is a lack 
of other low-carbon technologies. Some of the conventional (1st generation) biofuels 
based on starch and vegetableoil based feedstocks will no doubt only play a limited role 
in achieving significant decarbonisation in the transport sector. There will therefore 
need to be a shift towards more advanced technologies using  a range of other feedstocks 
as input materials, notably residues and cellulosic based sources, if major carbon savings 
are to be made. 

http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/Biofuels_Roadmap.pdf
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- The report should mention the important role of biofuels in the transport sector, and 
should discuss the impact of a scenario with large-scale deployment of advanced 
biofuels, compared to a scenario without biofuels (that the report seems to suggest), 
which would undoubtedly lead to higher transport sector emissions and thus a more 
rapidly advancing climate change, with possibly severe impact on agricultural 
production and therefore food security. 

 
Specific comments 
 
Executive Summary: 
p.1, 1st para 

- For instance, the first paragraph in the executive summary starts with a hypothetical, 
and very unrealistic scenario that assumes the use of the total global crop production for 
biofuel production.  

- While one might argue such a theoretical exercise is justified in order to outline the 
maximum contribution conventional (1st generation) biofuels can make towards meeting 
our energy needs, it lacks some key aspects: 

o 1. The energy content of the biofuels is compared to the total primary energy 
supply worldwide. This comparison is not reasonable, as biofuels are principally 
used as transport fuel. The comparison should therefore be made with the world 
total transport energy demand (18.5% of total primary energy supply). 

o 2. No mention about co-products is made. However, most conventional biofuel 
crops have high protein feed as a co-product (soybean: 15% biofuel, 85% protein 
meal; corn: 30% biofuel, 30% DDGS), which draws a very incomplete picture. 

 
p.1, 4th para; p. 14, 3 para 

- There has never been a 10% biofuel mandate in the EU, only a target for 10% renewable 
energy in the transport sector by 2020. And more importantly, there has not been any 
decision in the EU to limit the contribution of conventional biofuels to 5% of total 
transport fuel demand in 2020. The only document that has yet been published is a 
European Commission draft legislation that includes, amongst others, the 5% cap as a 
proposal. The draft legislation is currently under review by Member States and will need 
to be formally adopted through the European Parliament, before it becomes legally 
binding. 

 
p.2, 3-5th para 

- The definition of 1st, 2nd, and 3rd generation biofuels is not clear, and does not cover 
some of the new technologies that convert, for instance sugar via microorganisms (other 
than algae) into fuels. The terms “fuel crops”, and “lignocellulose-technology”, are not 
defined and thus confusing. We suggest to use the IEA definition of conventional, and 
advanced biofuels (see: IEA Biofuel Roadmap, p. 8, 
http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/Biofuels_Roadmap.pdf). 

 
3. Biofuels, food prices, hunger & poverty 
Overall comments: 

- The chapter lacks the results of robust, scientific analysis on the key factors driving 
agricultural commodity prices. The source indicated is a 2011 report by the HELP, which 
again lacks a serious scientific analysis of the issue and instead refers to 3 studies that 
were published in 2008 (“After some initial debate, hardly anybody today contests the fact 

http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/Biofuels_Roadmap.pdf
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that biofuel production was a major factor in the recent food price increases (FAO 2008; 
Mitchell 2008; OECD 2008).”). However, at this time a proper analysis of the observed 
increase in food prices was not yet possible and more recent studies have been able to 
derive a much more balanced analysis on the impact of biofuels on food prices. This 
includes analysis from the World Bank (2010, Placing the 2006-08 commodity price boom 
into perspective), as well as analysis of OECD/FAO in their common Agricultural Outlook 
2012 (relation between oil price and agricultural commodities: p. 41, Fig 1.17). These 
studies show that, other than claimed by the authors in the current report, the role of 
biofuels on commodity prices is limited. The key drivers are the price of oil, weather 
extremes, demand growth in emerging economies (higher share of meat in the diet), 
exchange rates and to some extent speculation.  The OECD Outlook, which is based on a 
robust modelling exercise, outlines in some detail the implications of higher oil prices, 
demand for meat and other factors on agricultural commodity prices, and shows the 
effect on different grain types, and should be consulted in detail to revise the conclusions 
drawn in chapter 3. 

- The chapter seems to underestimate the impact of high prices and increased demand on 
crop production. Higher prices typically allow for production of crops on less productive 
land, and also lead to yield increases. On the other hand, without these price signals, 
farmers are not able to increase production due to economical reasons. The analysis that 
is missing in this paper is how large global crop production would be without biofuel 
production as a driving force in the market. The second step would then be to analyse 
the effect that rapid economic growth in emerging economies, combined with the high 
energy prices and extreme weather effects observed over the last decade, would have. 
These questions do deserve considerably more attention in the report, as they are 
important in order to address questions related to food security. 

 
p.22, para 4 

- The assumed 10% biofuel share worldwide in 2020 is more than unrealistic. Except for 
Brazil, the US and potentially the EU, no other country/region could reach such a share 
in the near future. The scenario drawn here should thus be revised to a more reasonable 
estimate, following for instance IEA analysis, which suggests that by 2020 4.5% of global 
transport fuel demand will be met by biofuels (IEA (2012), World Energy Outlook 2012, 
OECD/IEA, Paris). 

 
p.22, last para 

- The fact that there is a lack of scientific evidence supporting your conclusions should be 
flagged up front. It is questionable that such an important topic like the role of biofuels 
on food security is addressed by “rough” back of the envelop calculations, which the 
authors “believe” provide “reasonable evidence” to draw certain conclusions and policy 
recommendations. 

 
p.23, para 3 

- The report states: “The simplest reason to believe that biofuels have driven large increases 
in grain prices is that it has made economic sense for biofuel producers to drive up grain 
prices dramatically”. This statement is contradictory to any analysis on the economics of 
biofuel production. As is well known, feedstock prices account for up to 80% of total 
production costs of conventional biofuels, and profit margins are therefore strongly 
depending on feedstock prices. As shown in the figure below, the increase in corn prices 
during the summer of 2012 has led to a drop in US ethanol production as a result of lack 
of profitability. There is therefore no reason to believe that producers deliberately drove 
up grain prices, and the statement should therefore be revised.  
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Source: IEA analysis, 2012 

 
p. 27, 1st para 

- The chosen data format does not seem to be suitable to analyse the actual impact of 
weather on yields, and production volumes of grains. A split in different grain types, 
ideally split by region would be more useful, since weather extremes are typically 
affecting specific regions, and crop types.  

 
p.28 

- It would be useful to not only present the share of biofuels in growth of grain production, 
but also as share of the total production. 

- The conclusions drawn from the presented data are questionable and should be 
compared to analysis presented for instance in the FAO-OECD Agricultural Outlook (see 
above). 

 
p.34, 3.4.3., 2nd para 

- According to the FAO-OECD Agricultural Outlook 2012 (p.41), a 25% increase in oil price 
translates into a 14% increase in fertiliser prices. In addition costs for fuel for tractors, 
and other machinery along the supply chain increase. On the other hand, the energy 
input costs to an ethanol distillery also increase and reduce the profitability of ethanol 
production relative to the oil price. The conclusion drawn in the paper seems to 
underestimate these two strong relations between energy, and agricultural commodity 
prices, as well as the feedback effect of high energy prices on biofuel production costs. 

 
 
33. Renewable Fuels Association, USA 
 
Dear Dr. Wilkinson,  
 
The Renewable Fuels Association (RFA) submits the attached comments in response to the U.N. 
Committee on World Food Security (CFS) High Level Panel of Experts (HLPE) “V0 draft 
consultation paper” on biofuels and food security (January 9, 2013). RFA is the leading national 
trade association for the U.S. ethanol industry. Founded in 1981, our mission is to drive 
expanded production and use of American-made ethanol and co-products by raising awareness 
about the benefits of renewable fuels.  
 
RFA believes biofuels are providing tangible benefits and positive outcomes for both the world’s 
farmers and consumers. Biofuels have already proven themselves as agents of economic 
development, environmental improvement, and social progress in many developed nations. We 
believe biofuels can bring the same benefits to developing nations without jeopardizing food 
security. In fact, biofuels have the potential to serve as an important tool in reducing food 
insecurity. Indeed, we agree with the U.N. Food & Agriculture Organization (FAO) that: 
“…investment in bioenergy could spark much-needed investment in agricultural and transport 
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infrastructure in rural areas and, by creating jobs and boosting household incomes, could 
alleviate poverty and food [in]security29.”  
 
Unfortunately, the V0 draft report entirely neglects the potentially positive impacts of biofuels 
on food security in the developing world. As such, the HLPE has so far failed to accomplish its 
stated objective to “…consider biofuels with the prism of food security (positive and negative 
effects)30.” By subjectively and indefensibly assigning the bulk of recent higher commodity 
prices to biofuels expansion, the V0 draft suffers from the same specious correlation fallacy as 
other reports seeking to blame biofuels for food insecurity in the developing world. That is, the 
HLPE simply assumes that because commodity prices have increased simultaneously with global 
biofuels expansion, that one event must be the primary cause of the other. Yet, despite 
outrageously declaring that the draft report “…confirmed the central role of biofuels in 
provoking high and volatile food prices…”, the HLPE offers no new evidentiary support or 
quantitative analysis whatsoever that establishes any causal link between biofuels policy and 
food insecurity.  
 
As the attached comments demonstrate, the V0 draft needs substantial revision before it can be 
submitted for official peer review. Not only does the report fail to discuss potentially positive 
impacts of biofuels expansion on food security, but it also inappropriately expands the intended 
scope of the study, blatantly disregards input from the May 2012 consultation, fails to include a 
comprehensive literature review, and adopts highly questionable assumptions regarding animal 
feed co-products, crop yields and other factors.  
We strongly encourage the HLPE to significantly revise the report. We believe the panel should 
re-examine the intended scope (as defined by the CFS), broaden the literature review, seek more 
balance in the cited literature, and revisit key assumptions about the impacts of biofuels 
production on food and feed markets. Further, the HLPE should review pertinent biofuel policies 
to ensure proper understanding of the provisions, safeguards, and flexibilities of the respective 
laws.  
We appreciate the HLPE’s consideration of our comments and look forward to further 
interaction with the panel as it revises the report.  
 
Sincerely,  
Geoff Cooper  
Vice President, Research & Analysis 3  
 
COMMENTS OF THE RENEWABLE FUELS ASSOCIATION  
IN RESPONSE TO  
“BIOFUELS AND FOOD SECURITY”: V0 DRAFT CONSULTATION PAPER  
 
I. The draft report disregards many of the recommendations submitted to the HLPE 
during the 2012 consultation to “set the track of the study.”  
 
In May 2012, the HLPE solicited comments from stakeholders regarding the appropriate scope 
and approach for the study. The consultation included several subjective questions for 
stakeholder input regarding the impact of biofuels development on global food security. Nearly 
50 responses to the consultation were submitted to the HLPE from a variety of stakeholders. 
Many stakeholder responses challenged the HLPE’s line of questioning for the consultation and 
encouraged the panel to approach the study in a balanced, science-based, quantitative, and 
objective manner. However, the V0 draft clearly demonstrates the HLPE disregarded many of 

                                                             
29  http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/74708/icode/    
30  
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/sites/default/files/file/80_biofuels_HLPE/PROCEEDINGS_80_Bio
fuels.pdf     

http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/74708/icode/
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/sites/default/files/file/80_biofuels_HLPE/PROCEEDINGS_80_Biofuels.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/sites/default/files/file/80_biofuels_HLPE/PROCEEDINGS_80_Biofuels.pdf
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these stakeholder recommendations. Comments from the European Commission summed up the 
general theme of many submissions, stating that “the scoping paper is focusing on risks without 
a proper focus to opportunities…” Indeed, the HLPE has largely ignored the recommendations 
received during consultation from the Argentinian government, European Commission, French 
government, Swiss government, United States government, Global Renewable Fuels Alliance, as 
well as submissions from independent citizen stakeholders.  
 
II. The HLPE has inappropriately expanded the scope of the study, which was ostensibly to 
consider only the potential impacts of biofuels policies on food security.  
 
In October 2011, the U.N. Committee on World Food Security (CFS) recommended a panel be 
assembled for a “review of biofuels policies – where applicable and if necessary – according to 
balanced science-based assessments of the opportunities and challenges that they may represent 
for food security… (emphasis added).” Clearly, the HLPE has departed from that intent. Rather 
than focusing on the potential impacts of respective biofuels policies, the V0 draft report 
meanders into broad, ideological discussions about the potential undesirable impacts of biofuels 
expansion in general. Amazingly, the draft report suggests that governments should not only 
reform biofuels policies, but also that they consider measures to restrict the free market-based 
growth of biofuels (e.g., “…we must advance beyond the discussion of mandates and subsidies to 
include mechanisms for controlling the growth of biofuels markets.”) Such language has 
absolutely no place in a report that was clearly intended to examine the positive and potentially 
undesirable food security implications of biofuels policies.  
Indeed, the entire draft report is plagued with confusion of policy and market-based drivers of 
biofuels expansion and makes no serious effort to disentangle the two. This is somewhat ironic 
given that the draft disparages some previous analyses for considering “all influences” on 
commodity prices rather than the “incremental effects” of individual factors, such 4  
 
as a specific biofuels policy. The draft report also opines on greenhouse gas emissions impacts, 
carbon accounting schemes, and other issues far outside the intended scope.  
 
III. The literature review is extremely narrow and omits the conclusions of numerous 
recent studies.  
 
The CFS requested that the HLPE “…conduct a science-based comparative literature analysis 
taking into consideration the work produced by the FAO and Global Bioenergy Partnership 
(GBEP) of the positive and negative effects of biofuels on food security.” The HLPE has wholly 
failed to conduct a rigorous, comprehensive and science-based literature review. Rather, the V0 
draft cites a handful of studies (some of which are significantly outdated) that appear to support 
the preconception that biofuels expansion imperils food security. Further, the V0 draft makes 
only passing reference to the GBEP literature and largely omits previous U.N. FAO reports that 
examined the positive impacts of biofuels on food security in the developing world. For example, 
GBEP concluded that:  
Modern bioenergy encompasses many technologies that have the potential to not only promote 
sustainable development, but also help meet two important needs in the developing world by 
enhancing food and energy security. … The latest research shows that when done rationally and 
thoughtfully, sustainable modern bioenergy creates a virtuous cycle that improves agricultural 
productivity and draws investments in to expand associated infrastructures and promote 
economic and social development31. 
 

                                                             
31 
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/pdf_folder/pressreview_1
1/GBEP_press_release_sustainability_indicators.pdf    

http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/pdf_folder/pressreview_11/GBEP_press_release_sustainability_indicators.pdf
http://www.globalbioenergy.org/fileadmin/user_upload/gbep/docs/pdf_folder/pressreview_11/GBEP_press_release_sustainability_indicators.pdf
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Further, the U.N. FAO found that: “Done properly and when appropriate, bioenergy development 
offers a chance to drive investment and jobs into areas that are literally starving for them.”32 
These findings (and many others) from GBEP and FAO are curiously omitted from the V0 draft, 
even after the CFS explicitly directed their inclusion.  
Additionally, the report is highly selective in its citation of literature on the land use impacts, 
commodity price effects, and food price implications of biofuels policies. On the topic of land use 
change, the V0 draft omits any discussion of Oladosu et al. (2012), Kim et al. (2012), Kløverpris 
& Mueller (2012), Tyner et al. (2010), Laborde (2011), and many other pertinent papers that 
dispute the flawed and outmoded findings of Searchinger et al. (2008), which is highly cited in 
the V0 draft. While the HLPE paper makes reference to some of FAPRI’s work on commodity and 
food price impacts, it fails to highlight the key conclusions from Babcock (2011) that U.S. ethanol 
policies “…have not been the major driver of higher commodity prices…” and the policies “…had 
little impact on consumer prices and quite modest impacts on crop prices.” 5  
 
IV. Assumptions regarding biofuel co-products used as animal feed, grain “diversion” and 
replacement, and crop yield growth are questionable.  
 
In the grain ethanol process, one-third of every ton processed by a biorefinery returns to the 
animal feed market as “distillers grains” or “corn gluten feed.” While the V0 draft includes a 
“simplifying assumption” that 30 percent of the grain used for ethanol returns as animal feed, 
the report omits any meaningful discussion of the economic impact of these co-products on 
global animal feed and food markets. These co-products were the subject of a recent U.N. FAO 
publication, which concluded that animal feed co-products from grain ethanol production “… 
ha[ve] become the most popular alternative ingredient used in beef, dairy, swine and poultry 
diets in the United States and in over 50 countries worldwide because of abundant supply, 
excellent feeding value and low cost relative to maize and soybean meal33.” The U.N. FAO 
publication also found that ethanol co-products replace both feed grains and protein meal and 
have a feeding value that is greater than corn itself for some species. Indeed, the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture has documented that 1 ton of distillers grains replaces 1.2 tons of corn and 
soybean meal in animal diets (Hoffman & Baker, 2011). Thus, the simple assumption included in 
the V0 draft is inadequate and greater attention should be paid to the impacts of ethanol co-
products on global animal feed markets.  
 
Further, the V0 draft report integrates an assumption from Edwards et al. (2011) suggesting that 
up to half of the corn and wheat “diverted” to ethanol would not be replaced “due to reduced 
food consumption.” Real-world data belies this assumption. For example, the global grain 
supply34 totaled 2,423 million metric tons (mmt) in 2005/06. Grain use for ethanol and co-
product production was 54 mmt on a gross basis in 2005/06 (F.O. Licht, 2011), meaning 2,369 
mmt of grain remained available for uses other than ethanol and feed co-products. By 
comparison, the global grain supply was a record 2,686 mmt in 2009/10. Grain use for ethanol 
and co-products totaled 143 mmt in 2009/10, meaning 2,543 mmt of grain were available for 
non-ethanol uses. Thus, the supply of grain available for non-ethanol uses (i.e., grain “left over” 
after accounting for grain use for ethanol) grew 7 percent between 2005/06 and 2009/10. 
Further, the supply of grain ethanol feed co-products grew 268 percent during this period. The 
combined supply of grain for non-ethanol use and ethanol feed co-products totaled 2,586 mmt in 
2009/10, compared to 2,386 mmt in 2005/06. The amount of grain available for uses other than 
ethanol production is expected to grow more significantly in the long term, as grain use for 
ethanol moderates in accordance with slowing national volumetric requirements. Indeed, 
according to the recent U.N. FAO publication on animal feed co-products, “…the global grain and 

                                                             
32 http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/74708/icode/     
33 http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/i3009e/i3009e.pdf     
34 Wheat, rice, and coarse grains (corn, sorghum, barley, oats, rye, millet and mixed grains).   

http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/74708/icode/
http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/i3009e/i3009e.pdf
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oilseed supply has grown substantially in recent years, such that increased use of these 
commodities for biofuels production has not led to reduced availability for feed or food use.”  
 
With regard to crop yields, the V0 draft makes the dangerous mistake of assuming the future will 
behave like the past. Specifically, the report adopts the assumption that “future crop yield 
growth will roughly match yield growth in the previous fifty years…” However, research has 
shown that using past yield performance to predict future crop productivity is incorrect (see 6  
 
Edgerton, 2009). At a minimum, the HLPE should consider alternative scenarios where future 
yield growth is predicated on continued advancements in seed technology and management 
practices.  
 
V. The draft report entirely fails to contrast the purported food security impacts 
associated with biofuels with the impacts associated with other energy options.  
 
It is beyond dispute that all transportation energy options have economic and environmental 
impacts, including effects on global food markets. It is counterproductive to examine the 
potential impacts of any single transportation energy option in isolation of other competing 
options. Unfortunately, the HLPE draft report does just that. Despite recommendations 
submitted during the May 2012 consultation, the HLPE has neglected to compare the impacts of 
other energy sources on global food markets. For example, it is widely understood that 
increased volatility and higher prices in crude oil markets pose significant risks to economic 
development and food security in developing nations. As noted by Oladosu et al. (2012), biofuels 
help blunt the effects of higher crude oil prices by expanding the global transportation fuel 
supply with lower-cost energy. These effects are totally ignored in the V0 draft.  
Over the long term, large-scale use of fossil energy is not sustainable, since it cannot be replaced 
at the same rate it is being consumed. The cleanest and most economical fossil fuel reservoirs 
and deposits have been, or are being, depleted. Newly-developed fossil energy deposits typically 
have much higher costs and negative impacts than earlier discoveries. Consequently, there is 
considerable interest in further developing more sustainable alternatives to these new fossil 
energy sources. Bioenergy is one of those alternatives.  
Any evaluation of biofuels should require objective comparisons of the impacts of all energy 
options. Such evaluations should consider the impacts of each optional energy resource as it will 
be developed to supply future energy needs. Spatial considerations, such as regional 
characteristics, should also be included.  
 
VI. The draft report misunderstands and mischaracterizes important aspects of U.S. 
biofuels policies.  
 
The HLPE report demonstrates a lack of understanding with regard to U.S. biofuels policy. First, 
the draft report states the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) “…requires 15 billion gallons of 
biofuels to be met by maize…” by 2015. This is incorrect. In fact, the RFS does not require a 
single drop of corn-based ethanol to be used. Rather, the policy is written to allow a maximum of 
15 billion gallons to be satisfied with corn-based ethanol. That is, if biofuels from other 
feedstocks—including imports—are more economical than corn ethanol, then they would be 
used in lieu of corn ethanol to satisfy the 15 billion gallon “renewable fuel” requirement. This 
error is symptomatic of the report’s misunderstanding of U.S. biofuels policy. 7  
 
The report makes no mention of the environmental and economic safeguards built into the RFS 
to protect against undesirable impacts. The RFS includes several waiver provisions allowing the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to waive some or all of the requirements of the RFS if it 
is determined the policy is causing economic or environmental harm. The RFS also dictates that 
feedstocks used for biofuels production must come only from land that was already engaged in 
agricultural production as of the date of enactment of the program; that is, biofuel produced 
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from feedstock coming from newly converted lands would not qualify for the program, and thus 
its cultivation is discouraged. The EU has similar feedstock sustainability requirements related 
to the Renewable Energy Directive and other renewable fuel programs. In addition, many 
existing national environmental programs and regulations are applicable to the biofuel supply 
chain, including feedstock production and logistics, biofuel production and distribution, and 
biofuel use. For example, U.S. farmers and biorefineries engaged in biofuel production must 
comply with provisions of the Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, and other environmentally 
protective statutes.  
The V0 draft also erroneously includes the now-defunct ethanol blender’s tax credit in much of 
its discussion and analysis of U.S. ethanol policies. As briefly acknowledged in one passage of the 
draft, the tax credit has expired. However, other passages suggest the tax credit remains in place. 
For example, Appendix III incorrectly states that “…the blender’s tax credit, a strong support 
measure to encourage ethanol demand in the US has been in place since the Energy Bill of 1978.” 
Further, Figure 3 of the report, which depicts the break-even corn price at varying oil prices, 
implies that the tax credit is still in effect. Finally, Appendix I absurdly estimates U.S. subsidies 
for ethanol at $7.7 billion, citing 2009 information from the International Energy Agency (IEA). 
The IEA source information suggests the bulk of that amount was comprised by the blender’s tax 
credit, which does not exist today.  
These errors and omissions indicate an obvious lack of knowledge on the part of the HLPE with 
regard to the state of U.S. biofuels policy.  
 
VII. Recommendations for revisions to the report  
 
Given the immense potential of biofuels to enhance the quality of life in both rural and urban 
areas around the globe, we strongly encourage the HLPE to carefully consider the benefits of 
expanded bioenergy production when weighing the potential risks to food security. Specifically, 
we offer the following recommendations as the HLPE considers revisions to the draft:  
 

• Re-examine the intended scope for the study and exclude discussion that is extraneous 
to the study purpose. Extraneous discussion of “controlling” free market-based growth of 
biofuels, potential greenhouse gas impacts, and other topics unrelated to food security 
should be avoided.  

• Conduct a more thorough literature review and establish balance in the cited literature. 
In discussions of the current and future impacts of biofuels on food and feed prices, 
consider the full breadth of research in this area and give particular attention to the most 
recent writings on this subject.  

• When considering the impacts of existing biofuels policies and regulations, closely 
examine the safeguards against unwanted economic and environmental consequences 
that are already included in these laws.  

• Be careful to delineate the impacts of biofuels policies on biofuels production levels from 
the impacts of global energy market dynamics and crude oil prices.  

• To ensure proper context, examine other important factors that influence global food 
and feed prices, such as crude oil prices, trade policies, financial speculation in 
commodities markets, monetary policies, weather, technology underinvestment, 
infrastructure, etc.  

• Give proper consideration to the ability of biofuels feed co-products, such as distillers 
grains from the grain ethanol process, to reduce pressures on feed prices and land use.  

• Fully explore the role and potential of agricultural productivity gains in mitigating 
pressures on commodity supplies and land use.  

• When considering sustainability and certification schemes, bear in mind that 
sustainability assessment is only a tool for consistently comparing the relative attributes 
of various future energy options. Analytical boundaries for sustainability assessment of 
various fuels must be symmetrical.  
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34. Timothy A. Wise, Tufts University, USA 
 
I congratulate the project team on a remarkable job taking on a complex and controversial topic 
and treating it with rigor and clarity. I find the strength of the paper, in the context of the CFS, is 
its comprehensive treatment of the topic – economic, social, and environmental aspects. Another 
is its clear emphasis on the food security implications, not just in the short term from higher 
prices but over the long term as well. This includes the very helpful presentation of the 
contribution to land-grabbing, a topic of great interest to the CFS. The modeling scenarios are 
well-presented and well-argued. The recommendations are justified by the text and data and 
make sense in terms of the problem at hand, with the CFS as one of the primary policy venues 
for discussion. 
In response to the specific questions posed: 
 

1. Is the V0´s appreciation of the current policy conjuncture adequate, particularly 
its interpretation of the changing significance of mandates and targets? 
 

Yes, I find the framing of the issue generally quite good. The paper would benefit from a closer 
consideration of the policy conjuncture in key markets, particularly the U.S. and the EU. This 
includes the U.S.’s moves toward E-15 blends and the inflexibility of the RFS in the recent 
drought. The latter highlighted for many in the U.S. just how poorly structured the RFS is, 
written as it was before the 2007 price spikes ushered in the new era of high and volatile food 
prices. Discussing the needed flexibilities in more detail and the dangers of the moves toward E-
15 in more detail would be very helpful. So too would a discussion of the perverse 
environmental implications of the looming regulatory arbitrage represented by the trade of corn 
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ethanol from the U.S. for sugar ethanol from Brazil. For the EU, the policy considerations relate 
to the weaknesses in the newly announced (and misnamed) “cap” on crop-based biofuels, with 
the reduction from 10% to 5%. Any limit should apply to production and consumption and 
should adequately reflect impacts in the country of origin. The key transitional policy 
recommendation to emphasize is the move toward meaningful flexible mandates in which, by 
automatic trigger (price or stocks-to-use), mandates are relaxed, placing people clearly before 
cars and food before fuel. 
 

2. Does the V0´s interpretation of land constraints regarding “available” lands – from 
an integrated food security and carbon emissions perspective – take into account 
all the relevant scientific evidence and arguments? 

The presentation is strong and complete. It is important to detail the implications of ILUC not 
only for first but for second and third generation biofuels.  
 

3. The V0 provides a detailed and comprehensive discussion of the central role of 
biofuels for high and volatile food prices. Are there further discussions that need 
to be taken into account? 

 
The discussion is detailed an excellent, however there may be some ways in which we’ve lost the 
forest to focus on the trees. That is, there is now a clear body of evidence showing that biofuels 
contributed 20-40% of the food price increases seen in 2007-8, and there are subsequent 
studies that show continued contributions (see Babcock 2011, National Academy of Sciences, 
among many others). I am confident your team is aware of these studies. I think it is worthwhile 
to cite them in a paper of this sort, because the assertion is still considered controversial. The 
authors make a very interesting, compelling and original case that biofuel expansion represents 
the largest single factor contributing to high food prices since 2007. That case should be made in 
the context of a broader citing of the literature on the subject, and a lodging of your argument 
within that larger discussion and controversy. I characterize it as a consensus that biofuels have 
been a major contributor, and the debate is over how much. This needs to be well grounded in 
the literature. 
 
The discussion of food price impacts on consumption could be made clearer. It is not always 
clear whether the authors are faulting the modelling assumptions or are indeed pointing to the 
modelling results as clear evidence that biofuels expansion causes significant reductions in 
consumption. This is a rich area to explore. I believe there are indeed errors in the modelling 
that can lead to erroneous results, but that does not mean that the main finding – that higher 
prices from biofuels effects causes consumption decreases – is incorrect.  
 
US corn ethanol should get separate treatment because the evidence suggests it has the largest 
impact on prices. It is somewhat misleading to examine “grains” prices as a category for all 
countries, when the US is by far the largest export of corn and by far the largest producer of 
corn-based ethanol. It deserves its own treatment. 
 
There is no need for biofuels and financial speculation to compete as causes of high and volatile 
food prices, and your presentation makes it seem that way. In fact, they complement one another 
perfectly. Biofuels expansions reduces the level of grain reserves. Scarcity, or perceived or 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

151 

feared scarcity, is the medium within which speculators best thrive. Speculators are more 
heavily invested in oil and other energy crops than in agricultural commodities, but biofuels ties 
those markets closely together. There is ample evidence that financial speculation has 
contributed significantly to the price spikes we have seen in recent years, particularly in 2007-8, 
while biofuels expansion has been, arguably, the main driver (with China’s growing soybean 
demand) of rising prices due to supply-demand imbalances. 
 
4. The V0 endorses initiatives which give priority to broad bioenergy strategies for local 
use in energy poor regions of the world where the potential social gains are large from 
even small quantities of energy and the impact on land use competition small. Which are 
the most far-reaching examples of such policies or experiences in practice? 
 I am not familiar with these examples, but I think it is indeed a rich area to explore. 
 
One final comment. The discussion of gender implication is welcome and could be even further 
explored. Because the authors took on the full complexity of the biofuels issue it would behoove 
them to take on the gender implications in all their dimensions as well. 
 
Timothy A. Wise, Policy Research Director, Global Development and Environment 
Institute, Tufts University, Medford, Mass.  
 
 
35. Ensus, UK 
 
Ensus Response to the consultation on FAO/HLPE’s V0 draft of the report Biofuels and 
Food Security 
 
Ensus is pleased for the opportunity to respond to this consultation. However, Ensus has very 
serious and significant concerns about the analysis presented in this report. In particular we 
believe many of the data sources used and assumptions made, to be out of date, or simply 
incorrect. We also find many points being made not adequately supported by referenced data or 
by a clear explanation of procedures followed to draw the conclusions being offered. 
 
In particular, we would offer a series of references which we believe provide more up to date 
and fuller analyses, of the effect of co-products on the contributions which biofuels can make. 
These co-products are a key part of the overall analysis, because they can fundamentally change 
the apparent performance of biofuels. The only contribution of co-products acknowledged in 
this study is to net off the feedstock used. However this ignores the point that co-products 
recover all the protein present in the feedstock, and can therefore displace other protein 
sources, with significant consequent environmental and economic benefit. This also results in 
reduced net land use, a credit component for ILUC effects, and benefits to the food sector.        
 
We would therefore urge the group to refer to the following peer reviewed publications: 

• Biofuel Co-Products as Livestock Feed – Opportunities and Challenges; Chapter 2: An 
Outlook on EU biofuel production and its implications for the animal feed industry. FAO, 
2012 

• Impact of protein co-products on net land requirement for European biofuel production. 
Global Change Biology – Bioenergy (2009) 1(5): 346-359 

 
We would be very happy to discuss these points in more detail with the Expert Panel at any time. 
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36. FIAN International and EuropAfrica 
 
Comments on the zero-draft consultation paper submitted by the HLPE „Biofuels and Food 
Security“  
By FIAN International and EuropAfrica  
 
FIAN is an international human rights organization that has advocated for the realization of the 
right to adequate food for more than 25 years. FIAN has its International Secretariat in 
Heidelberg (Germany) and exercises its consultative status with the United Nations through its 
permanent representation in Geneva. 
 
EuropAfrica – Towards Food Sovereignty is a campaign which brings African 
farmers’organizations platforms (from West, Central and East) Africa and European civil society 
together. The aim of this initiative is to address the most important challenges in the filed of food 
governance and international cooperation by facilitating several opportunities for reflection and 
joint action.  
 
Introductory comment 
 
 We congratulate the HLPE for its work and in particular welcome the work accomplished for the 
zero draft of the report on Biofuels and Food Security. The current expansion of agrofuel 
production has considerable impacts all over the world. FIAN has documented several cases of 
violations of the right to adequate food, especially of small-scale food producers, in many 
countries around the world, linked to agrofuel expansion. In the context of ongoing debates on 
the subject, we welcome the HLPE’s efforts to produce an assessment of the impacts of agrofuels 
on food security and nutrition.  
 
We especially welcome the insights of the present zero draft on the technological development 
as they are highly relevant for future food security, the right to food and related needs for global 
governance. This includes both the discussion on flexible crops and the second generation 
agrofuels. At the same time, we are concerned that the zero draft does not apply a human rights 
framework, and especially a right to food framework. This is in contrast to the fact that the 
human rights framework has (a) informed the agrofuel debate on national and global level and 
contributed to gain substantive insights on the linkages between agrofuel expansion and food 
security. In addition, we would like to remind the HLPE that (b) the CFS is founded on the human 
right to food. In its reform document, it is clearly stated that the CFS vision is based on the 
progressive realization of the right to adequate food. The overarching goal of the progressive 
realization of the right to adequate food has recently been reaffirmed in the Global Strategic 
Framework on Food Security and Nutrition (GSF), adopted by the CFS in its 39th session in 
2012.  
 
Based on this overall perspective, FIAN and EuropAfrica would like to recommend considering 
the following aspects:  
 
Include the human right to adequate food in its analysis and recommendations  
 
This allows identifying concrete human rights violations and related responsibilities according 
to international human rights law.  
 
In particular, we recommend the following elements:  
 
1 We recommend including the human right to adequate food framework in the discussion on 
food security (in the summary and introduction).  
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2 The study should refer to core human rights treaties (inter alia the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights (UDHR), the International Covenant in Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 
(ICESCR), the International Covenant on Political and Civil Rights (ICPCR), conventions of the 
International Labor Organization (ILO)) and substantially include core human rights documents, 
including: 
2.1 The Voluntary Guidelines for the Progressive Realization of the Right to Adequate Food in 
the Context of National Food Security (especially Guideline 8).  
2.2 The Voluntary Guidelines for the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and 
Forests in the Context of National Food Security (VGGT). These Guidelines should not only be a 
check list for single cases of land grabs for agrofuel production, they should be used for the 
elaboration, assessment and revision of agrofuel policies.  
2.3 The Maastricht Principles on Extraterritorial Obligations of States in the Area of Economic, 
Social and Cultural Rights.  
2.4 In the Context of the EU, identified as one of the main actors in the fields of agrofuels, we 
would recommend to include the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (Art. 208 on 
the policy coherence for development). The social effects of the EU agrofuel policy in Africa (as 
the report highlighted in point 3 shows) contradict the objective of the EU development 
cooperation.  
 
3 The report should further include documented violations of the right to food related to land 
conflicts linked to agrofuel production/ expansion. The zero draft is focussing on (global) price 
effects, while there is a need to address on an equal level human rights violations fuelled by 
agrofuel expansion – forced evictions, loss of access to land, criminalization of human rights 
defenders among them (see for example EuropAfrica, 2012, (Bio)fueling injustice? Europe’s 
responsibility to counter climate change without provoking land grabbing and compounding 
food insecurity in Africa, which includes case studies from Kenya, Mali and Senegal, pp. 37-48. 
Available at: http://www.europafrica.info/en/publications/biofueling-injustice.).  
 
4 The above referred report of EuropAfrica is one of the most comprehensive reports on the role 
of the EU agrofuel policies and one of the most inclusive ones. It has been elaborated in a joint 
effort with African farmer organisations. The analysis in this report is based on a human rights 
framework and formulates detailed policy recommendations towards the EU and its member 
states. These recommendations could have relevance for the policy recommendations of the 
HLPE.  
 
5 We would recommend identifying in a more precise way the responsibilities of different actors 
and related existing human rights obligations of states. Such a human rights based analysis 
would help identifying recommendations.  
5.1 This would include a stronger human rights perspective on Biofuels and Land (Chapter 4), as 
access to land is a core element for the realization of the right to adequate food (references could 
be made to the General Comment Nr.12 of the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights (CESCR) and the VGGT, endorsed by the CFS).  
5.2 Violations of the right to food should also be made explicit in the highly welcomed discussion 
on “mixed farming systems” as a key source of micro-nutrients. This should be done by including 
the human rights dimension of adequacy in the analysis.  
 
6 Based on international human rights law, clear obligations of states to respect, protect and 
fulfil the human right to food including extraterritorial obligations should be identified. These 
legal dimensions should substantially inform the recommendations. 6.1 This should include 
recommendations to put in place legally binding measures to regulate financial and other actors 
active in agrofuel/ flexcrop investment with a view to preventing, and, if it takes place, 
remedying human rights abuses by those actors.  
6.2 It also includes assessing and revising existing agrofuel policies to ensure that these policies 
do no harm to poor people and small scale food producers. 

http://www.europafrica.info/en/publications/biofueling-injustice
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7 We welcome the clear emphasis of the water dimensions of agrofuel production. Linked the 
points mentioned above, we recommend that a right to water framework should inform this 
debate, as the right to water has been formally adopted by the United Nations General Assembly 
in 2010. The right to water has been interpreted by the CESCR in its General Comment 15.  
 
8 We welcome the insights provided on the role of flexible crops in this framework. Nevertheless 
we believe that the HLPE report should include and strongly emphasize the following 
consideration about the linkages between global food security, the right to food and the evolving 
flex crops market: A national and global flex crop market bears the substantive danger that due 
to „market signals“ vast volumes of agricultural products will be shifted from the food market 
towards the fuels (energy) and fibre market in shortest time (and vice versa). In simpler words, 
food can disappear in seconds. This might lead to substantive price responses and – linked to the 
analysis as contained in chapter 3 – to massive violations of the right to food. This aspect is 
contained implicitly in some of the consideration of the zero draft, but should be highlighted in a 
more explicit way. We would thus strongly recommend including this real and substantive risk 
to the human right to food into the report.  
 
9 Similar to the global debates, we see that the zero draft is based on a too narrow approach on 
ILUC, which is based mainly on the GHG debate. However, ILUC has also a substantive relevance 
for the access to land and water of rural communities. An example of global scale may illustrate 
this: In 2012 German newspapers reported that for the first time in 25 years, Germany had to 
import wheat again. One central reason for this has to be seen in the substantive boom in maize 
monocultures (for which the German neologism “Vermaisung” (i.e. “maizazation”) has been 
created) for bioenergy (mainly biogas). Germany’s need to import wheat from other countries is 
thus rising as a direct consequence of the national bioenergy development, and so are its “virtual 
land imports”.  
 
10 The discussion of the EU RED and certification schemes (RSB etc.) should include a human 
rights based assessment. The absence of human rights criteria (not only linked to access to land 
and food prices, but also linked to lacking and/or intransparent accountability and remedy 
mechanisms to comply with human rights obligations) is not mentioned in the present draft. 
Overall, market-based certification schemes could be complementary to a regulatory framework 
but should not replace monitoring and accountability mechanisms based on states’ obligations 
under international human rights law. This should be pointed out clearly.  
 
11 Based on the experience of CFS and the CSM, national and multilateral agrofuel policies 
should be assessed and monitored in a transparent and inclusive way. The experience from the 
CSM could inform such multi-stakeholder processes on national and international level. In 
particular, small scale food producers as the most affected by land grabs for agrofules / flex 
crops should have a substantive role in such monitoring activities.  
 
12 Regarding principles for responsible agricultural investments, we would like to emphasize to 
not confuse the “Principles on Responsible Agricultural Investment in Farmland” – often 
referred to as PRAI – proposed by World Bank, FAO, IFAD and UNCTAD in 2009 with the on-
going consultation process on responsible agricultural investments in an open-ended working 
group of the CFS. The CFS in it’s 36th session decided not to endorse the principles as suggested 
by the agencies named above, and has instead started an inclusive consultation process. The 
HLPE report should therefore distinguish more clearly these two things and underline in 
particular in recommendation no. 5 that the adhesion to principles of responsible agricultural 
investments should refer to the outcome of the on-going CFS process.  
 
We stay at your disposal for any other bibliographic reference. Looking forward to the next draft 
for other comments. 
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37. Biofuelwatch, EcoNexus and Global Forest Coalition  
 
The 2011 Report on “Price volatility and food security” by the HLPE on Food Security and 
Nutrition35 provided well-researched and high-quality evidence about the role of biofuels in 
recent food price rises and price volatility. 
 
We had therefore anticipated that the draft report “Biofuels and Food Security” by the HLPE on 
Food Security and Nutrition would build on and further develop the evidence collated for the 
2011 report. Instead, we have been deeply disappointed by the low quality of evidence and 
inaccuracies contained within this draft report.  While some paragraphs and statements are 
based on convincing evidence, so many are not that we believe the report needs to be sent back 
to be substantially re-written before being put out to public consultation again.  Below are 
examples of some of the serious flaws we have found in the report followed by key concerns 
about the draft recommendations.   
 
The report opens with a paragraph that summarizes some of the in principle reasons why 
biofuels could never meet more than a fraction of current energy demand without causing very 
large-scale negative impacts. In the executive summary it is stated: “one can assume that 
bioenergy cannot provide a significant source of the world’s total energy”. Yet these facts have 
not informed the rest of the report or the draft recommendations with any consistency.  
 
Many of the recommendations contradict or undermine the conclusions of other sections of the 
report. Several of them are extremely weak or have taken no account of the experience of 
biofuels and simply repeat hopes that policy reforms can address deep-seated inequalities of 
power and access in the short term. However, we do not believe that strengthening or adjusting 
them alone would be the answer.  Credible recommendations must be based on a convincing 
strong evidence base and this has not been consistently provided by the report.  This is why we 
believe the entire report, not just the recommendations, requires rewriting. 
 
The report seeks to cover broad issues such as biofuels role in rural development in such a 
cursory manner that they operate simply as misleading assertions that biofuels can work in the 
future if certain changes are made. This has been a regular feature of biofuels discussions to 
date, contributing to biofuel policy lock-in. We refer in particular to paragraph 4.2.4. The 
Importance of Production Typologies for Identification of Policy Options and recommendation 8, 
which should be removed. 
 
Perhaps most crucially, we believe that the recommendations and conclusions of the report 
should be restricted to liquid biofuels and that claims such as those made in paragraphs 5.4 must 
be omitted entirely. Below are two further examples that illustrate why we believe that the brief 
discussion and conclusions in and based on paragraph 5.4 should have no place in an evidence-
based report by the HLPE. 
 
The report misrepresents current EU biofuels policy  
Chapter 1.5 of the report, “Land-Use Change provokes Changes in EU targets and Influences US 
Policy”, implies that there has been a change in EU biofuels targets, following a new directive 
“issued by the EU” in October 2012.  It discusses potentially major changes to global biofuels 
investment which the authors believe likely to follow from this alleged EU decision.  Draft 
                                                             

35 http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/hlpe/hlpe_documents/HLPE-price-volatility-
and-food-security-report-July-2011.pdf  

http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/hlpe/hlpe_documents/HLPE-price-volatility-and-food-security-report-July-2011.pdf
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/hlpe/hlpe_documents/HLPE-price-volatility-and-food-security-report-July-2011.pdf
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recommendation 1 also claims that a “recent EU Directive” has moved towards “controlling the 
growth of biofuels markets”.   
 
This is factually wrong.  What happened in October 2012 is that the European Commission, in 
October 2012 published a proposal for a new directive which, if approved and enacted, would 
make some changes to the Renewable Energy Directive and Fuel Quality Directive in relation to 
biofuels.36 This proposal has not even been considered by the European Parliament or the 
European Council and any policy decision could be at least another year away.  Furthermore, 
even if the published proposal was adopted unchanged –which is highly unlikely – the policy 
implications would not be nearly as far-reaching as the authors of this draft report appear to 
believe.  Not only is the 10% renewable energy for transport target retained in the Renewable 
Energy Directive (with National Renewable Energy Action Plans showing that member states 
anticipate over 90% of this to be met from biofuels), but all first-generation biofuels would still 
count fully towards the 6% greenhouse gas reduction mandate established by the Fuel Quality 
Directive (about equal to a 10% energy content biofuels target).   
 
Such a major misunderstanding of EU policy itself puts the reliability and accuracy of the report 
into question yet, as the examples below show, this is by no means the only significant flaw in 
the report. 
 
Separately, we note that the optimistic conclusions about this supposed ‘policy change’ are 
contradicted by observations elsewhere in the report that non-food biofuels are just as 
problematic in terms of land use and competition with food and that crops are increasingly 
being used ‘flexibly’ for different purposes. To distinguish between food and non-food crops for 
biofuel policy is not helpful as the authors of the report point out elsewhere, for example in draft 
recommendation 9. 
 
The report also misrepresents current US biofuels policy 
The credibility of the report is further undermined by the fact that it misrepresents not just 
current EU but also current US biofuels policy.  The report contains several references to US 
blenders’ tax credit for ethanol that they claim remains in place.  The authors must have been 
unaware that this tax credit, which had amounted to an annual $6 billion subsidy for US corn 
ethanol, expired at the end of 2011. Unlike the US tax credit for biodiesel, it has not been 
reinstated. 
 
A controversial conclusion about the role of subsidies in US biofuels market is based on very 
limited and selective literature citations. 
 
The draft recommendations state: “Our Report concludes, however that in the context of persistent 
high oil prices, biofuels from maize in the US and from sugar-cane in Brazil can be, for different 
reasons, market competitive.” In other words, the report suggests that especially US ethanol no 
longer depends on an artificial market, i.e. on subsidies (with mandatory blending identified as a 
subsidy). The market-competitiveness of biofuels, and especially US corn ethanol (whose 
impacts on global cereal prices are particularly well-established) would not justify the 
continuation of US biofuels subsidies, and the authors do not suggest that it does.  However, it 
would justify the authors’ conclusion that “in this situation, we must advance beyond the 
discussion of mandates and subsidies to include mechanisms for controlling the growth of biofuels 
markets”.  The draft recommendation is largely based on a lengthy discussion in Annex 3, which 
points to the significance of this ‘finding’: “A disturbing implication of the link established between 
the energy and agricultural commodity markets is that the advocated elimination or reduction on 
the size of the support to biofuel production by development and civil society organizations may 

                                                             
36 http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/transport/fuel/docs/com_2012_595_en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/transport/fuel/docs/com_2012_595_en.pdf
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not have as large an impact in reducing commodity prices as they might hope.” 
 
This controversial conclusion is based on very few citations and primarily relies on a single 
paper published by the International Centre for Trade and Sustainable Development, written by 
Bruce Babcock.37  This is the only report cited which focuses on analyzing the effect of US 
biofuel subsidies, including the blending mandate, on the economic viability and profitability of 
corn ethanol and on grain prices.  Babcock concluded that the effect of corn ethanol subsidies on 
grain prices has been modest compared to the effects of market-driven corn ethanol expansion 
on corn and other commodity as well as food prices.  He also concluded that corn ethanol 
expansion would have happened regardless of subsidies, though it may have happened slightly 
more slowly.  Babcock’s methodology relies on modeling price developments and decision-
making according to short-term fluctuations in prices and profit margins.  Babcock assumed that 
corn ethanol expansion ahead of the regularly increasing blending mandate (Renewable Fuel 
Standard or RFS) had to be drive by market factors rather than by that mandate.  Yet other 
researchers, using different methodologies and assumptions, have come to quite different 
conclusions in relation to the RFS mandate.  
 
For example a 2012 paper by Colin Carter, Gordon Rausser and Aaron Smith38 concludes that, 
in the absence of the RFS ethanol mandate, corn prices would have been 30% lower between 
2006 and 2011 and that they would have been 40% lower in 2012.  This paper argues that 
ethanol production and price developments, including the refinery construction boom from 
2006-09 cannot be explained without looking at inventory dynamics, i.e. at producers ramping 
up production in anticipation of the RFS mandate increasing.  The authors point out that a USDA 
10-year projection in 2007 accurately predicted ethanol developments over the next three years 
when it took account of producers preparing for the mandate to be increased.  In 2006, the USDA 
projection had ignored such a response and underestimated ethanol production considerably.   
 
This is a very different approach and conclusion from that chosen by the authors of this draft 
report.  We are seriously concerned that a far-reaching conclusion about the role of artificial 
markets in boosting global biofuel production and demand has been reached without a critical 
and comprehensive discussion of the literature and instead relies primarily on single source. 
 
“Bioenergy for Development” – More conclusions reached without relevant evidence 
 
In recommendation 11, the report speaks of the need to move beyond considering biofuels to 
bioenergy generally, but it does so in the context of ‘developing countries with vast hinterlands’ 
where, it claims, the mobilization of biomass for bioenergy policies for energy could be positive.  
This recommendation is based largely on the discussion “Biofuels and Bioenergy for 
Development” in paragraph 5.4.of the report. 
 
We believe that there is a serious need to discuss the effects not just of biofuels but of the 
cumulative impacts of growing bioenergy demands including on food, land rights, biodiversity 
and fresh water.  Such a discussion would need to look, for example, at the likely effects of EU 
and North American policies to stimulate the demand for wood pellets and woodchips for power 
stations.  For example, a 2012 EU Parliamentary Report, Impact of EU Bioenergy Policy on 
                                                             
37 The impact of US biofuel policy on agricultural price levels and volatility, Bruce A. Babcock, 
ICTSD Issue Paper 35, June 2011, http://ictsd.org/downloads/2011/12/the-impact-of-us-
biofuel-policies-on-agricultural-price-levels-and-volatility.pdf  

38 The Effect of the US Mandate on Corn Prices, Colin Carter et al, September 2012, 
http://agecon.ucdavis.edu/people/faculty/aaron-
smith/docs//Carter_Rausser_Smith_Ethanol_Paper_Sep18.pdf  

http://ictsd.org/downloads/2011/12/the-impact-of-us-biofuel-policies-on-agricultural-price-levels-and-volatility.pdf
http://ictsd.org/downloads/2011/12/the-impact-of-us-biofuel-policies-on-agricultural-price-levels-and-volatility.pdf
http://agecon.ucdavis.edu/people/faculty/aaron-smith/docs/Carter_Rausser_Smith_Ethanol_Paper_Sep18.pdf
http://agecon.ucdavis.edu/people/faculty/aaron-smith/docs/Carter_Rausser_Smith_Ethanol_Paper_Sep18.pdf
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Developing Countries39 warns that EU member states subsidies for biomass threaten to 
increase land conflicts in regions such as Central and West Africa from which biomass is 
expected to be sourced in future, as well as serious long-term impacts on food security.  The 
cumulative impacts of different types of bioenergy demands and markets would thus clearly 
merit a separate report.   
 
We are seriously concerned, however, to see the report include a perfunctory discussion of the 
potential ‘benefits’ of bioenergy in rural areas in developing countries, based on little or no 
evidence.  This has not been put in the context of the growing EU and North American demand 
for biomass for power stations. Developed countries are competing for the same resources that 
would be required for bioenergy expansion in developing countries in the international trade 
arena and this demand is shaping policy everywhere. Experience with biofuels shows that 
declared policy objectives of improving energy access in developing countries are easily pushed 
aside by investors and often policy makers in favour of supplying fast-growing, lucrative and 
guaranteed Northern markets.  Biomass expansion threatens to repeat this experience. 
 
As we noted above, given that virtually all of the evidence considered in this report relates to 
liquid biofuels, we believe that recommendations and conclusions should be restricted to those 
and that claims such as those made in paragraph 5.4 must be omitted entirely. Here are two 
further examples that illustrate why we believe that the brief discussion and conclusions in and 
based on paragraph 5.4 should have no place in an evidence-based report by the HLPE.  
 
+ Paragraph 5.4 states: “Alongside these large-scale investments, NGOs, private foundations and 
cooperation programs have been promoting a wider conception of biomass use within the 
framework of sustainable development, local, rural and urban. Initiatives such as COMPETE, 
Probec, Re-impact have focused on the multiple uses of biomass for electricity and power 
generation, for alternative sources of heating and cooking and also for local transport (German et 
al, 2010, UNDESA, 2007. Maltitz  & Stafford, 2010). Many of these projects are specifically geared to 
the needs of rural communities “off the grid”, which may be quite small now in some regions, such 
as Latin America, but are often a majority phenomenon in Africa and Asia.” 
 
The citations suggest that those three sources have looked at the impacts of the three initiatives 
listed above and found them to have positive effects.  This, however, is not the case.  All three 
sources relate to liquid biofuels only.  One (Maltitz & Stafford 2010) includes no case studies.  
Another (German et al 2010) looks at six case studies of biofuel projects involving industrial 
plantations and outgrowers and notes some highly negative effects for example of an outgrower 
biofuel scheme in Zambia which led to 22% higher deforestation.  Its most ‘positive’ 
observations related to jatropha which had been planted with high expectations and promises 
but which has since been shown to have been a virtually universal failure.  The third source 
(UNDESA 2007), now very outdated, lists a series of biofuel project intentions, without any 
follow-up and also exhibits strong faith in the potential of jatropha which, as this HLPE draft 
agrees elsewhere, was misplaced.  None of them mention any of the three initiatives listed in the 
paragraph above and thus no actual evidence of such projects meeting the needs of rural off-grid 
communities has been provided.   
  
+ “Of particular significance are adaptable technologies for cooking, heating and water 
management. These address themselves to the central issues of health and the subordinate position 
of women. New cooking technologies have the wider significance of applying equally to the urban 

                                                             
39 Impact of EU Bioenergy Policy on Developing Countries, EU Parliament, Directorate-General 
for External Policies, 2012, 
http://www.ecologic.eu/files/attachments/Publications/2012/2610_21_bioenergy_lot_21.pdf  

http://www.ecologic.eu/files/attachments/Publications/2012/2610_21_bioenergy_lot_21.pdf
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population, a large proportion of whom continue to rely on wood and charcoal for cooking, (Slaski 
& Thuber, 2009, Rai & McDonald, 2009; WHO, 2006; www.worldbanck.org/hnp).” 
The serious impact of energy poverty and reliance on polluting and inefficient forms of biomass 
cooking are beyond dispute.  Yet demonstrating the need for better energy choices is not the 
same as demonstrating that ‘solutions’ such as supposedly clean and efficient biomass stoves 
actually work.  Studies now show that various stoves promoted as offering the benefits referred 
to in the HLPE draft report are not meeting such expectations and that modern stoves ‘expected’ 
to improve women’s health may not actually do so40.  Similarly disappointing evidence has been 
compiled in relation to small-scale biomass gasification which has been widely promoted to 
meet the very bioenergy policy objectives for developing countries supported in this draft 
report.  According to a report commissioned by the German government: “In general, the small-
scale power-gasifier technology proved to be unreliable and expensive. Even the few cases where 
the gasifier plants performed quite well over a prolonged period experienced many technical 
problems during the first one or two years”41.   
These examples show how dangerous policy recommendations about bioenergy which are 
based on general principles but not on evidence can be and why they must be omitted from this 
report.  
 
Contradictions between different observations and recommendations/conclusions in the report: 
The report summarises some of the in principle concerns why biofuels could never meet more 
than a tiny fraction of current energy demand without causing very large-scale negative impacts. 
For example, the opening paragraph states: “If 10% of all transport fuels, to date, were to be 
achieved through biofuels, this would absorb 26% of all crop production. At present, if we would 
use the totality of the world´s crops to produce biofuels, it would represent at most only 13% of the 
world´s primary energy, which, if inefficiencies in appropriation were included, would realistically 
be closer to 9%, and which in 2050 would only correspond to 4-6% world’s energy. This would 
further mobilize 85% of the world´s fresh water resources.”  Elsewhere in the Executive Summary, 
it explains: “The fundamental problem lies in the relative inefficiency of biomass for energy as 
plants are unlikely to transform more than 0.5% of solar energy into biomass energy, with a the 
final fuel energy yield down to only 0.1-0.2%.    When food, feed, energy and carbon storage 
demands have to be considered jointly, given the orders of magnitude at stake, one can assume that 
bioenergy cannot provide a significant source of the world’s total energy.”   (We note here that on 
page 2 a 3% figure is cited for photosynthetic efficiency, contrary to the above cited quote and 
contrary to what is commonly accepted – another example of inaccuracies in the report.)   
 
Yet these facts appear not to have informed the rest of the report and the draft 
recommendations with any consistency.  Given the low energy density and very large land and 
water requirements of biofuels identified, why do the authors suggest that they can nonetheless 
play a significant role in ‘sustainable development’ with the right policy framework?  Why do 
they support the development of biofuels standards and frameworks aimed at a supposedly 
‘sustainable’ expansion of biofuels worldwide? Those claims appear to repeat old assumptions 

                                                             
40 Up in Smoke: The influence of household behaviour on the long-run impact of improved 
cooking stoves, Rema Hanna et al, NBER Working Paper, 18033, May 2012, 
http://ideas.repec.org/p/ess/wpaper/id4962.html and Real-Time Assessment of Black Carbon 
Pollution in Indian Households Due to Traditional and Improved Biomass Cookstoves, Abhishek 
Kar et al, Environmental Science and Technology,  February 2012, 
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es203388g  

41 Small-scale electricity from biomass, Part I: Biomass Gasification, GTZ and HERA, Aujgust 
2010, http://www.gvepinternational.org/sites/default/files/resources/gtz2010-en-small-scale-
electricity-generation-from-biomass-part-i.pdf  

http://www.worldbanck.org/hnp)
http://ideas.repec.org/p/ess/wpaper/id4962.html
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es203388g
http://www.gvepinternational.org/sites/default/files/resources/gtz2010-en-small-scale-electricity-generation-from-biomass-part-i.pdf
http://www.gvepinternational.org/sites/default/files/resources/gtz2010-en-small-scale-electricity-generation-from-biomass-part-i.pdf
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that date from the very early days of biofuel promotion and which have helped to keep policy 
locked in to the pro-biofuel path. 
 
Poor and partially flawed evidence citations in relation to second-generation, algal and jatropha 
biofuels 
Chapter 2.3 looks at biomass-to-liquids biofuels/biorefineries, jatropha and algal biofuel. For 
example, authors merely say that biorefineries “demand major advances in conversion 
techniques and feedstock processing” without identifying what the hurdles are and why nobody 
(despite billions of dollars in investments and high levels of public subsidies) appears to have 
been able to achieve a positive energy balance from biomass-to-liquids fuels.  The role of 
synthetic biology/genetic engineering in second generation biofuel research and development 
and the implications of this have not been acknowledged in any way. Not one literature source is 
cited in relation to second generation biofuel conversion. 
 
Similarly, the paragraph on algae contains only scant information about the problems and 
concerns associated with it and cites not a single of the studies investigating those, such as a 
study that shows that the water-footprint and energy-footprint of algal biofuels with current 
technology would be even worse than that of any existing biofuels.42 
 
In relation to jatropha, the authors acknowledge that it has been ‘so far a failure’ but nonetheless 
claim that “jatropha had the agronomic advantages initially identified”, attributing the failure to 
economic requirements for high yields.  Yet there is comprehensive evidence that such a 
statement – i.e. one that widely-made claims about agronomic advantages of jatropha were 
correct – is untenable.  A 2009 report published by the World Agroforestry Centre43, for 
example found: “The basic agronomy of growing Jatropha as a plantation crop, instead of as a 
minor component of an agroforestry scheme, is not well understood or documented.” It adds to 
other evidence that claimed ‘agronomic advantages’ such as supposed resilience to pests and 
diseases, low water requirements and resilience have so far been non-existent.  Jatropha has 
been shown to be vulnerable to pests and diseases, susceptible to large-scale crop failures when 
grown in monocultures and requiring more water than most other biofuel crops.44    
 
Comments on draft recommendations: 
 
The draft recommendations are based on the wider discussions in the report which, as we have 
shown above, are in parts based on an insufficient, selectively cited and at times clearly 
inaccurate evidence base.  This is why we believe the report itself needs to be re-thought and re-
written, not simply the draft recommendations. 
 
Nonetheless we would like to comment on some of those draft recommendations, and especially 
the contradictions between some of these recommendations. 
 

                                                             
42 Environmental Life Cycle Comparison of Algae to Other Bioenergy Feedstocks, Andres 
Clarens et al, Environmental Science and Technology, January 2010 

43 Jatropha Reality Check: A field assessment of the agronomic and economic viability  

of Jatropha and other oilseed crops in Kenya, World Agroforestry Centre, 2009, 
http://www.worldagroforestry.org/downloads/publications/PDFs/B16599.PDF 

44 See for example The Water Footprint of Bioenergy, W. Gerbens-Leenes et al, Proc Natl Acad 
Sci U S A, June 2009  
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Recommendation 1: This states that there is “enough evidence to call in question the use of 
mandates/targets together with subsidies and tariffs where these artificially stimulate biofuels 
production” but also says: “We must advance beyond the discussion of mandates and subsidies to 
include mechanisms for controlling the growth of biofuels markets”.  We have shown above that 
this is largely derived from the authors’ conclusion that the US corn ethanol market no longer 
depends on subsidies (including the Renewable Fuel Standard mandate) and that that 
conclusion is based on very limited and selectively cited evidence.  The conclusion thus appears 
highly premature.  On the other hand, the report cites no evidence to support the continued 
existence of biofuel mandates/targets and subsidies, particularly in North America and Europe.  
We thus cannot understand why the authors do not call outright for such incentives to be 
abolished – after all, the fact that a particular biofuels mandate or subsidy might not actually be 
effective in ‘artificially stimulating biofuels production’ is not a reason to retain it. 
 
We thus believe that the report should call for an end to mandates and all other subsidies and 
incentives, which work singly and together to provide a secure environment to encourage 
continuing investment in biofuels. Indeed, ideally the report could go further and set broader 
parameters for a vital debate by calling for measures to stop land-grabbing and genuinely 
address the serious challenges we face regarding food, biodiversity, water, soils and climate, 
with over-consumption of energy, agricultural goods and wood in the global North being a main 
cause of those crises. 
 
Recommendation 2: “The principle of prior, informed consent and full participation of all 
concerned in land investment deals must be effectively implemented as preconditions for any 
land deals.”  Firstly, the vital word ‘free’ is missing, and as far as Indigenous Peoples are affected 
this would be in contradiction with the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
Secondly general support for the principle of Free, Prior and Informed Consent, which has 
proven to be very challenging to implement in practice, is not sufficient for addressing the fact 
that rights to millions of hectares of land in developing countries are being transferred to 
companies seeking to grow biofuel feedstocks, usually for Northern markets. Those land grabs 
are happening in a context of huge asymmetries of power and of many governments being 
complicit in handing over land.  Trying to set conditions for biofuel land grabs avoids the 
question whether such transactions can ever be justified (in view, for example of the in principle 
problems with biofuels highlighted in the Executive Summary).  It thus delays action and thus 
perpetuates the unjust and harmful process of land grabbing. 
 
Recommendation 3: This calls for land concessions being conditional on an evaluation of the 
impacts of land use on water resources.  Please see our concerns expressed above about 
conditions for biofuel land transactions.  We would also point out that especially for jatropha 
many reports promising low impact on water resources were published and used to justify 
jatropha concessions, yet jatropha has since been shown to require even more water than many 
other biofuel feedstocks.  This illustrates how difficult it is to base such evaluations on actual 
evidence instead of assumptions, especially when relatively new crops or even technologies are 
promoted (e.g. in the context of second generation biofuels like genetically engineered trees). 
 
Recommendation 4: “Policies must ensure that women participate fully in land negotiations and 
that their land ownership rights are recognized.” See our comments above.  Furthermore, women 
are far less likely to have formal land titles in the first place and there are other major and deep-
seated social, cultural and political barriers to women being able to participate fully in such 
negotiations.  This call is thus inadequate for addressing women’s special vulnerability to land-
grabs. To address the unequal rights of women requires societal changes that cannot be brought 
about with a rapid policy fix. The proposed recommendation thus does not credibly address the 
issues.  
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Recommendation 5: “Adhesion to the broadly-owned RAI principles, envisaged in the CFS 
consultation process, and to the voluntary guidelines should be established as a precondition for 
participating in land deals involving biofuels production plans.” Again, please see our general 
comments above.  Furthermore, the CFS-RAI process has only just begun and no agreement has 
been reached, which means that there are as yet no CFS-RAI principles to be endorsed.  The 
voluntary guidelines on land tenure are weak in relation to markets, investments and 
redistributive reform (i.e. chapter 4 of the Guidelines). 
 
Recommendation 6: This supports mandatory biofuel certification based on multi-stakeholder, 
participative and transparent certification schemes.  This recommendation is based on Section 
5.3 of the report which we believe to be a very cursory and deeply flawed discussion. A 
certification scheme could at most address the quality of a certain product, it cannot never 
address the quantity.  By definition, certification schemes are unable to address indirect land use 
change impacts, impacts on food prices, or other problems related to the quantity rather than 
the quality of biofuel production. Nor do the authors examine in how far voluntary certification 
‘principles’ are being or can be enforced, especially in the many countries that have shown they 
lack the capacity to monitor the implementation of, and enforce legally binding and non-legally 
binding standards.  By defining EU biofuel certification as a regulatory instrument, they ignore 
the fact that the verification procedure of these certification schemes relies entirely on market 
transactions between two private companies – in this case a company purchasing biofuels 
paying a consultancy company for a biofuel ‘sustainability’ certificate.  There is no regulatory 
oversight or independent auditing of such certificates, i.e. there are no independent checks by 
public authorities as to whether principles and criteria set out in these certification schemes 
have indeed been met.  The authors warn in this respect that: “A further limitation of certification 
schemes is the difficulty (cost, logistics) of ensuring enforcement.” In reality, neither the EU 
biofuels criteria nor any of the other certification schemes which have been or are being 
developed, such as the Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels foresee any enforcement. The fact 
that the authors’ concern is limited to costs and logistics indicates to us a lack of awareness of 
the complete absence of independent enforcement and verification by regulatory authorities of 
these, often very controversial, private sector-driven schemes. 
 
Recommendation 7: This supports certification of broader commodity markets.  Please see our 
concerns under Recommendation 6.  No evidence has been provided to show that sustainability 
certification schemes have ever succeeded in preventing or even reducing any of the serious 
negative impacts of different types of monoculture plantations, nor that this approach can work 
in future.  Nor are we aware that any such evidence exists. To call to increase the reach of 
certification schemes to cover broader commodity markets when there is no evidence that such 
schemes have tackled or are even able to tackle any of the problems associated with the 
expansion of biofuels and monoculture plantations in general appears misguided.   Overall, we 
are deeply concerned that calls for different or ‘better’ certification’ have long delayed any action 
to tackle the demand for biofuels and especially the targets, subsidies and other incentives.  
Given the scale of the evidence of the harm caused by biofuel policies already, no further delay 
through expanding ‘certification’ must be allowed. 
 
Recommendation 8: “We have suggested in our Report that the elaboration of typologies of 
countries’ situations based on land availability, population density and per capita income can 
provide a preliminary orientation on the advisability of developing a biofuels policy and the type of 
policies which would be most appropriate.”  This relates to 4.2.4 of the report. As we have pointed 
out above, this recommendation appears based on the assumption that shifting biofuel policies 
in a way that “gives priority to rural development goals, to the objectives of energy security and is 
premised on strategies for sustainable land use” can make the promotion of biofuels desirable.  
This completely contradicts the observations on the fundamental problems with biofuels for 
example in the Executive Summary.  Furthermore, we cannot see how such national policies 
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could be effectively implemented in the context of the current existing global trade and market 
in biofuels. 
 
Recommendation 9: “Non-food-competing crops for biofuels should, therefore, be assessed with the 
same rigor with respect to their direct and indirect food security impact as food-competing 
feedstocks, since they also compete for land, water, labor, capital and other food-related inputs and 
investments.”  The observation that the impacts of biofuels from non-food crops will be no less 
severe than those of biofuels from food crops is correct and essential (it also applies to tree 
plantations for biomass electricity).  What is needed, however, is not simply better ‘assessment’ 
but urgent and effective policy changes based on that observation. The report fails to make a 
concrete recommendation in this respect. Instead it fully contradicts these conclusions with  
recommendation 11. 
 
Recommendation 10: This cautions against reliance on second-generation biofuels and calls for 
‘alternative policy measures’, such as improvements in fuel efficiency.  This demand is essential 
and we believe needs to go further to include significant overall reductions in energy use and 
other consumption, particularly in industrialised countries.   
 
Recommendation 11:”On the other hand, the wealth of biofuels case-studies reviewed in our 
Report shows the importance of shifting from a narrow biofuels to a more comprehensive 
bioenergy policy approach. In developing countries with vast hinterlands, the mobilization of 
biomass for different forms of bioenergy can be the most effective development strategy to 
provide electricity and alternative power for cooking, water management, and local productive 
facilities in addition to transport fuel.” As we have shown above, the report provides no evidence 
whatsoever to back up this recommendation.  Rather, under recommendation 9 and 10 it 
reaches opposite conclusions about broadening the scope biofuel policies. A report which only 
cites evidence about biofuels should not be making recommendations about supposedly 
‘positive’ other types of bioenergy.   
 
Important areas not covered by the report: 
We would recommend that a new draft report should look at additional issues such as: 
+ Repeating patterns of biofuel policy developments: It would seem important to investigate in 
how far policies supporting biofuel expansion have been kept in place due to corporate and 
other economic interests, once negative impacts of first generation biofuels became widely 
acknowledged, for example through yet to be substantiated promises of next generation biofuels 
and how ‘policy lock in’ is being entrenched as more countries adopt biofuel mandates. 
+ The report suggests that in land investment deals, customary rights are generally exchanged 
for leases which then, instead of reverting to communities, may become state land.  This would 
appear to merit further investigation and evidence. 
+ The report mentions that “although the IFC considers that involuntary resettlement should be 
avoided, it recognizes that it may be unavoidable…”.   
There is a growing tendency to use assertions about major challenges e.g. the asserted ‘need to 
feed 9 billion people in the context of rapid climate change’ and the thus implied need to make 
agriculture “more intensive, efficient and smart” as a justification to further undermine and 
destroy ‘inefficient’ small scale farming, community rights to land, food and water. The report 
could usefully critique this. 
 
Conclusion: 
For the reasons set out above, we believe that there are such serious concerns over 
inaccuracies, contradictory conclusions, and key conclusions being based on scant and 
selectively cited evidence if any in the report that it requires to be entirely re-written prior 
to a new public consultation. 
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38. Agricultural Development Economics Division (ESA) FAO 
 
Dear Colleagues, 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the HLPE’s zero-draft consultation paper (dated 9 
January 2013) on Biofuels and Food Security. We have several general comments to offer. 
 

• First, the report focuses primarily on liquid biofuels for transport; it should be noted that 
different forms of bioenergy for different purposes may well have very different 
implications for food security. 

• Second, many important statements are made without citing references (including key 
FAO references on the topic), and arguments are difficult to follow in some places. 

• Third, the report devotes considerable attention to the price impacts of biofuels, but 
does not sufficiently address the impacts of expanded biofuel production on farmers’ 
incomes. Likewise the report does not distinguish clearly enough between short-term 
and longer-term impacts, and thus paints an incomplete picture of impacts on food 
security. 

• Fourth, we note a disconnect between the main body of the report, which is largely 
critical of biofuels (or at least of first-generation liquid biofuels for transport), and the 
Draft Policy Recommendations, which are broader and more balanced. There are sharply 
divergent views on this topic, which is why it deserves careful attention by the HLPE and 
the CFS; these will not likely be resolved by the HLPE or the CFS, but the paper should 
nevertheless provide a balanced assessment of both sides of the argument. 

 
These and other points are elaborated in the specific comments attached. We hope they are 
useful in revising the paper to provide a more nuanced and complete discussion of impacts on 
food security. 
 
Many thanks to Seth Meyer for his work on this. 
Best regards, 
Kostas 
 
 
39. Imperial College Centre for Energy Policy and Technology, UK 
 
 Review: Biofuels and Food Security, V0 DRAFT 1  
 
This document summarises the findings of five reviewers at the Imperial College Centre for 
Energy Policy and Technology of HLPE‟s Biofuels and Food Security, V0 DRAFT. Part I highlights 
a series of general issues and includes recommendations on how the current version of the 
analysis could be improved. Part II provides more detailed comments for individual report 
sections. Lastly, the reviewers have identified a number of additional publications (Appendix) 
which have not been considered by HLPE project team but would add value to future iterations 
of this report.  
 
I. General comments  
 
This draft report represents an ambitious analysis of the biofuel and food security debate. 
Unfortunately, in the opinion of these reviewers, the report has not succeeded in providing a 
convincing case to support the 11 policy recommendation put forth by the HLPE project team. 
Overall, the document appears biased by taking a strong position against biofuels, lacks in 
scientific rigour and has a strong subjective and ideological component. The report cherry picks 
selected literature to argue this antagonistic position, and does not consider alternatives, such as 
the concept of integrated food, energy, and bio-based materials and chemicals production. The 

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/sites/default/files/resources/CFS%20Biofuel%20Paper%20Review_Meyer%20%282%29.docx
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methodology employed in this analysis is not sufficiently transparent and lacks scientific 
robustness. While a wide range of pertinent issues dominating today‟s food versus fuel debate 
are addressed, the resulting analysis appears highly subjective and seems ideologically tainted. 
This largely unfocussed approach has resulted in a rather high-level rehashing of the pros and 
cons of biofuels when what is truly needed to further an informed debate is a more detailed and 
scientifically sound analysis that presents the science base in an unbiased light, and draws 
conclusions in a more careful and nuanced manner reflecting the complexities of the issue.  
 
Furthermore, the present analysis ignores the fact that existing agricultural practices overall can 
be damaging in themselves and are a major contributor to climate change, biodiversity loss (e.g., 
deforestation and habitat destruction), land degradation, and the unsustainable use of 
freshwater and other resources. The draft report seems to take a rather “static” view of 
agriculture, largely ignoring the potential for increasing productivity. It would benefit from 
considering the dynamics of agricultural development (innovation, skills, investment, etc) and 
consider the production of biofuels in a broader context. Assessing biofuels without 
investigating the agricultural sector as a whole is meaningless at best and detrimental to the 
sustainability of natural resources management at worst.  
 
In the context of food security, the issue of food waste (both post-harvest and consumer) cannot 
be ignored, yet there is no mention of it in this draft. A reduction in food waste would have a 
significant positive impact on food availability and prices, and also help mitigate the adverse 
environmental and social and economic impacts through improved resource use efficiency.  
 
We therefore suggest that the next version of this analysis addresses the shortcomings outlines 
above, and takes a closer look at the role a biobased economy can play to potentially improve 
food security overall, manage natural resources more sustainably, and provide climate-friendly 
alternatives to fossil fuel products, i.e. fuels, material and chemicals. Furthermore, careful 
consideration should be given to the wider range of bioenergy feedstocks, and balancing positive 
experiences against the negative ones. Imperial College Centre for Energy Policy and Technology 
(ICEPT) Diaz-Chavez R, Kalas N, Rosillo-Calle F, Slade R and A Strapasson Commentary on 
Biofuels and Food Security. (V0 DRAFT, 9 January 2013) 31 January 2013  
 
II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS (by main Section)  
 
Executive Summary / policy recommendations  
 
The opening paragraph is misleading and biased and needs to be explained in greater detail and 
clarification (see Sect. 3.5). It seems the authors fail to take into account the advances in R&D, 
primarily on feedstock development, particularly in non-food crops, and waste and the regional 
nature of biofuel e.g. in some countries/regions production will be high and in other almost non-
existence.  
 
The last sentence of the executive summary, first paragraph, states that this “would further 
mobilize 85% of the world´s fresh water resources”. It is generally accepted that energy crops 
will require far less water than food crops. For example, sugarcane, which is one of the most 
productive energy crops, produces about 70 t/ha/yr in Brazil when rainfed (90% of Brazil‟s 
land area dedicated to sugarcane production is not irrigated), if irrigated, production increases 
to up to 140 t/ha. While the use of irrigation increases water demand, there is also a trade off as 
the demand for land is reduced considerably. The report needs to look into these issues in 
greater detail, including the huge waste of water.  
 
The executive summary provides misleading recommendations for policy makers. For example, 
it lacks details on the amount of agricultural production needed to produce a certain share of 
biofuels in the world energy mix. It is also questionably the report argument on the impact of 
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farm lobbies and the role of the state in promoting biofuels in Brazil and USA. In both cases, the 
private sector has also been at the core of the success of biofuels.  
 
1. Biofuels policies  
 
The report provides an unbalanced policy discussion of biofuels and should redraft some of the 
sections to provide a more critical assessment of the pros and cons of biofuels. It is also 
recommended to widen the literature review to get a more robust analysis. Since the final 
document would have to be approved by the committee, it is strongly recommend having an 
open debate especially from EU, Brazil and USA, which are the main countries considered in the 
report‟s findings.  
 
FAO needs to provide a scientifically balanced report if it is to have international credibility. The 
current draft lacks a clear methodology, and most of the analysis seems based on references 
which are against the expansion of biofuels. Given the potential political impact of this report, it 
is imperative that FAO provides a scientifically robust and unbiased study and this, in our view, 
will require fundamental changes to the present draft.  
 
2. Biofuels and the technology frontier  
 
Driven by increasing demand for more sustainable alternatives, while avoiding a direct 
competition with food crops, research in advanced biofuels has progressed rapidly in recent 
years. While this section acknowledges this fact, it would benefit from a more in-depth review of 
the most recent literature (in particular the work of the various IEA Bioenergy working groups) 
rather than citing information that is several years old and therefore does not reflect the most 
current state of knowledge. Sub-section 2.3.1. contains a series of sweeping generalisations and 
lacks references altogether for the claims made, which appear rather biased. Similarly, sub-
section 2.3.2. on biorefineries should be updated and expanded as the co-production of food, 
fuels, chemicals and materials, i.e. the integration of these supply chains, can have significant 
economic, environmental and social benefits. The perceived failures of jatropha have been 
discussed elsewhere and do not need rehashing in this section, unless new angles are explored, 
e.g. bio-kerosene. Imperial College Centre for Energy Policy and Technology (ICEPT) Diaz-
Chavez R, Kalas N, Rosillo-Calle F, Slade R and A Strapasson Commentary on Biofuels and Food 
Security. (V0 DRAFT, 9 January 2013) 31 January 2013  
 
What is missing entirely here is a discussion of the pros and cons of various advanced biofuel 
feedstocks, including dedicated energy crops, and a summary of conversion technologies, 
barriers to development, as well as opportunities and possibly a comparative analysis of 
conventional biofuel and integrated supply chains (food – energy – materials – chemicals), 
particularly through the lens of food security.  
 
There is a confusion regarding first and second generation biofuels. These concepts are not 
related to the crop destination, i.e. if for food or fuel, or the type of land used. Although there is 
no strict classification about that, first generation biofuels are usually those based on 
conventional fermentation of sugars into ethanol or the conversion of vegetable oil into 
biodiesel (e.g. via transesterification or cracking). Second generation biofuels are based on the 
conversion of lingo-cellulosic materials (e.g. bagasse, woods, straws, organic wastes) into sugars 
and then through fermentation into ethanol. Third generation would be based on algae. There 
are also some different technologies for biofuels, for example, biomass-to-liquids (BTL) through 
Fischer-Tropsch process.  
 
It is not only for sugarcane that synergies with second-generation technologies would happen. 
Part of other crops‟ biomass could be a raw material for lingo-cellulosic process, e.g. corn stover, 
saw dust, and forestry residues. Some food residues could also be benefited of this synergy, for 
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example, by using rice husks, cereal straw, and food wastes from processing plants, 
supermarkets, and consumers. At the current state of the art of these technologies, it is not 
possible yet to state the presented drawbacks, at least not as proposed.  
 
Biorefineries would represent a new paradigm for agro-industries and may increase income in 
rural areas, including for small communities if precautionary public policies are implemented 
first. They can increase also the labour quality in the interior of the countries, where the biomass 
is produced, regardless if in a developed or developing country. Some tropical countries, with 
suitable conditions of soil and climate, for example, may have a natural advantage for bioenergy 
production and therefore for having biorefinery plants locally against most of the developed 
countries, forcing them to transfer high level investment into developing nations.  
 
Although Jatropha is a crop with many uncertainties, it may represent a good alternative for bio-
kerosene production in the future. Therefore, it deserves more agronomical research and 
technology investments before being encouraged to farmers, but its potential should not be 
dismissed.  
 
3. Biofuels, food prices, hunger & poverty  
 
The authors provide an interesting and detailed speculative analysis, drawing conclusions on 
food prices, hunger, poverty, etc., focusing the market of grains, affected by the biofuels 
production. But the impact on food prices is very complex and the authors seem to have missed 
important points focusing too much on the negative impacts of biofuels.  
 
There should be much greater analysis on the fundamental underlying causes of food insecurity 
e.g. poor investment in agriculture and the case for modernization, social injustice, lack of 
income and fair wealth distribution, changing diets, speculative factors, huge waste, political 
instabilities, historical agricultural subsidies in developed countries etc.  
 
In addition, food prices depend on several complex variables, such as: oil and energy prices, food 
stocks variation, international trade barriers, currency appreciation/depreciation, climate 
effects, etc., among other aspects.  
 
In general the report put too much emphasis on selective potential negative impacts of biofuels. 
For example, the impacts of maize while undervaluing the benefits of other crops such as 
sugarcane. It is Imperial College Centre for Energy Policy and Technology (ICEPT) Diaz-Chavez 
R, Kalas N, Rosillo-Calle F, Slade R and A Strapasson Commentary on Biofuels and Food Security. 
(V0 DRAFT, 9 January 2013) 31 January 2013  
 
correct in the case of corn in the USA or vegetable oil abroad, but is not applicable for the sugar 
market, directly related to ethanol in Brazil and other Latin-American countries, for instance.  
 
4. Biofuels and Land use  
 
Section 4.1.1. Food and Feed Demand – describes sources of increasing pressure on land and 
food production, but ignores the role of the existing food sector in perpetuating unsustainable 
agriculture. It also ignores the fact that the most often used FAO estimates for future food yields 
assume that energy prices will be low and declining in the long term.  
 
The text box page 40 asks “what happens when biofuel producers use crops that farmers were 
growing anyway.” What is most often proposed is to use the residues from conventional 
agricultural production. In this case there is no additional plant growth but instead of the 
residual biomass decomposing and releasing carbon it would be used to provide a useful energy 
service. Some residues would be kept on the land to maintain soil carbon.  
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Page 41 asserts that “Many estimates of large bioenergy potential do not come to grips with [the 
challenges of estimating land availability. They sometimes count excess forest growth beyond 
that needed for timber...” A forensic systematic review of the global bioenergy potentials shows 
this to be a misunderstanding of this body of literature. Global biomass potential estimates are 
not flawless but they are very frequently misused. They also represent “what if” scenarios rather 
than projections or extrapolations. This discussion highlights the importance of systematic 
review instead of cherry picking the literature.  
 
Page 42 asserts that “but the underlying common denominator [to land grabs] is that land/water 
is now perceived to be a globally scarce resource” Energy is also a scarce resource... The text also 
implies that some of the failings associated with agronomic development are primarily a result 
of biofuel development. This is one sided and ignores the injustices perpetuated by agronomic 
expansion for food production.  
 
The second paragraph of page 43 is misleading and politically biased. For example, Brazil has 
large tracts of underutilized pasture lands. Similar situations to Brazil, although in different 
scale, can also be observed in several other developing countries.  
 
5. Social Implications of biofuels  
 
There is generalisation on the impacts in general while even in Africa (as a complex continent) 
there are so many differences between and among countries. There is an assumption that 
investments for biofuels are only in countries with “customary right lands”. Several countries in 
Africa do not have communal or customary rights land. The gender debate should be considered 
with the effect on other vulnerable groups as most of the time it is not possible to only 
differentiate the case of women from for instance aging and young population who in some 
cases are excluded. Furthermore, the problems with vulnerable groups (including women) are 
not specific or result of the bioenergy (or biofuels). Cases where the conditions could be 
worsening should be clearly specified.  
 
The document is not updated with the 12 voluntary schemes already accepted by the EC. 
Although, it is agree with the comment in the document that voluntary standards focus on the 
local site (an audit normally is a snapshot of the situation).  
 
There is no differentiation between the voluntary standards and the GBEP as a framework that 
is already applying pilots. There is also a mixture of the different roundtables (RSB, RTRS and 
RSPO) regarding their social criteria and there should also be a differentiation. For example, the 
statement of the participation of UNICA has no further explanation. It has been a member of the 
RSB but the RSB Imperial College Centre for Energy Policy and Technology (ICEPT) Diaz-Chavez 
R, Kalas N, Rosillo-Calle F, Slade R and A Strapasson Commentary on Biofuels and Food Security. 
(V0 DRAFT, 9 January 2013) 31 January 2013 5  
 
standard was not ready available for implementation at the time BONSUCRO was implemented. 
Overall the comments are wide and general and need to be updated and differentiated.  
 
Signed by (in alphabetic order):  
Diaz-Chavez, Rocio, PhD (Research Fellow)  
Kalas, Nicole, Doctoral Researcher  
Rosillo-Calle Frank, PhD (Honorary Senior Research Fellow)  
Slade, Raphael, PhD (Research Fellow)  
Strapasson, Alexandre, Doctoral Researcher  
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Imperial College Centre for Energy Policy and Technology (ICEPT), London, 31 January 2013 
Imperial College Centre for Energy Policy and Technology (ICEPT) Diaz-Chavez R, Kalas N, 
Rosillo-Calle F, Slade R and A Strapasson Commentary on Biofuels and Food Security. (V0 DRAFT, 
9 January 2013) 31 January 2013 6  
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40. Federal Government of Germany 

 
1. Introductory Comments  

 
Germany highly welcomes the opportunity to comment on the HLPE V0-Draft reviewing biofuel 
policies and the challenges and opportunities that they may represent for food security. Coming 
from a human rights approach and taking into account obligations embedded within the human 
right to adequate food, Germany supports biofuel production where it is socially, economically 
and environmentally sustainable.  
 
Overall, the report provides a solid assessment of biofuel production implications on food 
security. It further attempts to balance its findings, especially with regard to policy 
recommendations. 
 
Nevertheless, Germany would stress the need include the human rights based approach to food 
security. We therefore recommend including the human right to adequate food in the 
summary and introduction as a human rights based framework in the discussion on food 
security as well as referring to core human rights treaties, including among others 
 

• The Voluntary Guidelines for the Progressive Realization of the Right to Adequate 
Food in the Context of National Food Security (with regard to the topic biofuels and 
food security especially Guideline 8) 

• The Voluntary Guidelines for the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, 
Fisheries and Forests in the Context of National Food Security 
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By referring to these international documents a stronger human rights perspective on Biofuels 
and Land would be included in the study as well.  
 
However, the science-based comparative literature analysis in general provides the 
impression of being one-sided: The study concludes that biofuels are the solely or 
predominantly responsible cause for food insecurity, price volatility and discrimination against 
women. With regard to this conclusion, Germany witnesses a dissent with existing science-based 
literature. So far, adequate proof and precise impact analysis is lacking within the study. 
Respective citation is not enough to assume linkages and above all correlations between biofuels 
and e.g. gender inequality. For example, the gender dimension of biofuels expansion analysed in 
chapter 5.2. is mainly based on cited sources which demonstrated an impact of palm oil 
expansion on women´s land rights. Although a certain evidence for this impact is well 
comprehensible, the main driver behind is not automatically nor exclusively a higher demand 
for biofuel. On the contrary, the major drivers for palm oil expansion in the cited case study of 
Indonesia are increasing food and feed demands, knowing that much less than 10% of palm oil is 
used for biofuels. Consequently, chapter 5.2 should be re rephrased in “the Gender Dimension of 
Palm Oil Expansion (Case Study West Kalimantan)”. 
It seems, the study is taking for granted the validity of the thesis that biofuels especially in the 
EU contribute to food insecurity without sufficiently examining the actual magnitude of biofuel 
production impacts on food security. It would have been relevant to investigate the capacity of 
the sustainability system of the European Renewable Energy Directive to prevent harmful 
effects on the environment and food security.   
Germany therefore encourages providing a more balanced literature analysis and more detailed 
insights about the specific impact chains of the various factors influencing price volatility, food 
insecurity and gender inequality, such as changing consumer behavior, demographic growth or 
weather related supply volatility (floods, fires etc.) in order to do justice to the complex causes 
of these phenomena in a holistic approach.  
Considering the impacts of biofuel production on increased pressure on land, Germany 
perceives the report findings as adequate to reflect the realities in target countries.   
Last, but not least, Germany calls for correction on the first page of the policy recommendation 
in the executive summary: the consent referred to has to be named according to the agreed UN 
resolution. Hence, wording has to be “free, prior and informed consent”.  
 

2. Is the V0´s appreciation of the current policy conjuncture adequate, particularly its 
interpretation of the changing significance of mandates and targets? 

 
The report’s policy conjuncture can only be partly agreed on. In general, there are some 
inaccuracies in the study. On the one hand, some of the data used is quite old. On the other hand, 
the report contains striking mistakes. Page 14 as well as the executive summary claim that the 
EU has already issued a directive modifying its mandated targets for first-generation biofuels 
from 10% to 5%. However, this is not correct. A proposal has been made by the European 
Commission which still has to go through the approval process by the Council and Parliament.  
Additionally, recent suits against the mandated targets for biofuels of 15% in the USA were 
overruled. Hence, the USA are most likely continuing their biofuel promotion.  
It has to be kept in mind as well that some of the negative experiences with regard to various 
legal regulations worldwide, especially in Brazil and South Africa, can be related to specific 
mistakes and shortcomings within the respective policy designs. Coming from these examples, 
the study should avoid concluding on demanding the fully abolishment of biofuel promotion. 
Often, undesirable development can be traced, as in many other cases of investment projects, to 
weak governance structures within the targeted countries.  
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3. Does the V0´s interpretation of land constraints regarding “available” lands – from an 
integrated food security and carbon emissions perspective – take into account all the 
relevant scientific evidence and arguments? 

The scope taken into account is broad and adequate.  
However, Germany would like to propose a few additions: 
 

- The study focuses preliminary on land in Africa. Available land with good soil quality 
that was used for agriculture but is now fallowed, such as in Eastern Europe, is not 
considered at all. Hence, considering the potential for agricultural yield increase not just 
in Africa, but as well in other parts of the world would add to the quality of the report.  

- A clearer definition of “degraded land” and possible use of this land by adjusted plant 
species would be welcomed. 

4. The V0 provides a detailed and comprehensive discussion of the central role of biofuels 
for high and volatile food prices. Are there further discussions that need to be taken into 
account? 

 
For the general impression on this question please consider the comments made under the 
introductory remarks with regard to the science-based literature analysis.  
More specifically the study should take into account as well: 
 

- regional market prices are not always closely linked, but sometimes show individual 
price behavior 

- Differentiation between short and long term impacts of price increases/volatility 
- The two-sided impact of price increases: the study offers an uncritical as well as 

undifferentiated rating of price increases as negative. Yet, price increases may also 
create incentives for sustainable agricultural production and increased standard of living 
especially for rural populations. 

- The following topics also influencing prices should be further elaborated in the study: 
increased costs of production, oil price development, speculations, Dollar exchange rate, 
weather related yield volatility, demographic growth, changing pattern of consumption, 
insufficient storage capacities. 

- Following topics influencing prices yet not at all listed in the report should also be 
included: change of agricultural and trade policies, production estimated for future 
yields, financial crisis, yield increases, wars and conflicts.  

- Further, the following topics should be elaborated in more detail as well: the impact of 
supply variations on agricultural commodity prices with special attention given to 
weather implications, “thinness of markets” (e.g. rise markets during the 2007/2008 
agricultural crisis) and insufficient market transparency. 

 
The report briefly touches on the topic of speculations influencing food price volatility. However, 
findings are not consistent: p.35/3.3.4 states: “on the other hand, an increase in production costs 
due to the rise in the cost of energy, poor weather (prior to 2012), and speculation have not 
played a significant role.” Contradictory, the preceding paragraph states “speculations may 
possibly have played a secondary role”. In order to resolve this inconsistency Germany proposed 
the following wording: “on the other hand, an increase in production costs due to the rise in the 
cost of energy, and poor weather (prior to 2012) have not played a significant role. Speculation 
is probably not a reason for the rising prices, but it may be a secondary reason for more 
volatility on the short run.” 
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5. The V0 endorses initiatives which give priority to broad bioenergy strategies for local 
use in energy poor regions of the world where the potential social gains are large from 
even small quantities of energy and the impact on land use competition small. Which are 
the most far-reaching examples of such policies or experiences in practice? 

 
Due to its prior assessment of biofuel production impacts on the food security of the local 
population, Germany highly encourages to highlight the BEFS (Bioenergy and Food Security) 
approach of FAO. Projects on sustainable biomass cultivation by the GIZ (Deutsche Gesellschaft 
für Internationale Zusammenarbeit – GIZ GmbH) should be considered as well.  
Another project that might be worth considering is the BMZ-funded Integrated Food Security 
Program Mulanje in Malawi (IFSP: 1996-2004) developed an integrated “food and fuel” concept 
which strengthened synergies between food production and biomass fuel supply. This concept 
has been further elaborated by the Program for Biomass Energy Conservation (ProBEC) 
between 2005-2010. This successful example has been taken up by the FAO in the Integrated 
Food and Energy Systems (IFES) approach (see http://www.fao.org/energy/78517/en/).  
 
 
41. Delegation of the European Union to the Holy See, to the Order of Malta and to the UN 
Organisations in Rome 
 
Overview on the EU Renewable Energy Directive and biofuels (30 January 2013) 
 
The European Parliament and the Council adopted in April 2009 a Directive on the promotion of 
the use of energy from renewable sources ('Renewable Energy Directive') as a part of the EU 
climate and energy package which aims to combat climate change and increase the EU’s energy 
security, to promote technological development and innovation, and to provide opportunities 
for employment and regional development, especially in rural and isolated areas. The Directive 
includes, besides the 20% overall target for the share of renewable energy in 2020, a 10% target 
for each Member State for the share of energy from renewable sources in transport in 2020. 45 
 
The Renewable Energy Directive provides a clear set of sustainability criteria for biofuels to be 
applied in all EU Member States. Identical provisions are also included in the EU Fuel Quality 
Directive which establishes minimum specifications for fuels for health and environmental 
reasons and sets a target for the reduction of life cycle GHG emissions of fuels.46 
 
At the EU level there is no regulation as regards the Member State's choice for its renewable 
energy mix or support instruments. There is no mandate for biofuels at the EU level. The 
implementation of the Directive including the design of the support schemes to promote the 
development of renewable energy is the responsibility of the Member States.  
The EU biofuels sustainability regime equally applies to domestically produced and imported 
biofuels. The EU biofuels sustainability criteria require that biofuels save a minimum amount of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions compared to fossil fuels. Biofuels need to save at least 35% 
compared to fossil fuels in order to receive the support and/ or to be counted towards the 
national or EU targets. This threshold will rise to 50% in 2017. In the calculation of the life cycle 
greenhouse gas emissions, not only carbon dioxide is included, but also methane (CH4) and di-
nitrous oxide (N2O) are included (both stronger greenhouse gases than CO2). 
 
Moreover, restrictions with respect to the land used for the cultivation of biofuels apply. These 
are mainly aimed at the preservation of biodiversity and the protection of carbon rich soils and 
require that biofuels are not made from raw material from land with high biodiversity value or 

                                                             
45 Directive 2009/28/EC 
46 Directive 2009/30/EC 

http://www.fao.org/energy/78517/en/
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high carbon stocks such as forests and peatland. Implementation of these criteria is enforced by 
the Member States where the biofuels are used.  
 
A number of environmental and social issues related to the production of biofuels, including 
environment, food security aspects and the use of water, land and soil resources, are 
additionally addressed through voluntary biofuels certification schemes and the monitoring and 
reporting requirements. Most of the 13 voluntary schemes, that are recognised by the 
Commission today and that are active in non-EU countries, cover also additional environmental 
issues, such as water, air and soil protection, as well as social issues, including land use rights, 
food security etc. 
 
The first biennial report of the Commission will be published shortly. The report will be made 
available on the Commission web site dedicated to renewable energy: 
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/index_en.htm 
 
At the EU level support is provided for facilitation of development and deployment of 
technologies for large scale production of advanced biofuels from non-food-crops as well as for 
the transport sector technologies using other sources of renewable energy such as electric cars 
and cars using hydrogen or biomethane.  
 
In addition, on 17 October 2012, following the obligation under the Renewable Energy Directive 
that was adopted in 2009, the Commission adopted a proposal to limit global land conversion 
related to biofuel production, and raise the climate benefits of biofuels used in the EU.47 The 
Commission proposes to limit the amount of 1st generation biofuels (including from maize) that 
can count towards the Renewable Energy Directive targets to 5% of overall energy consumption 
in transport. The Commission has also proposed to provide additional incentives for advanced 
biofuels from non-food crops that do not create an additional demand for land. The proposal will 
now be discussed between the co-legislators in the Parliament and the Council.  
 
 
42. Michael Schmitz, Justus-Liebig-University Giessen, Germany 
 
The following comments mainly addresses chapter three on “biofuels, food prices, hunger and 
poverty” of the document. 
 
The analysis of this topic consists of three important research questions (see Fig. 1) 
 

1. What factors contribute significantly and to what extent to the pricing of agricultural 
commodity markets, more precisely in respect to the level of prices and their volatility? 
 

2. How are price effects of agricultural commodities on the world market transferred to the 
domestic markets of developing countries, if at all, and what are the key drivers of 
internal prices at wholesale and retail level? 
 

3. What are the main causes of hunger and poverty in developing countries and what role 
do higher and more volatile prices play for the urban and rural population? 
 

 
Figure 1: Three important research questions 
 

                                                             
47 The proposal is available here: 
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/biofuels/land_use_change_en.htm  

http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/biofuels/land_use_change_en.htm
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Unfortunately, the HLPE project team has not analyzed in detail, if at all, the price 
transmission issue (from world to domestic markets and within the food chain) and the key 
drivers of poverty, hunger and malnutrition, as there are corruption, bad governance, 
nepotism, civil wars, extreme weather conditions and last but not least the discrimination of 
agriculture by overvalued currencies, industry protection and export taxes / import 
subsidies. And with respect to the first question the literature review / selection of the team 
is certainly not complete and reveals a bias of the authors towards biofuels as the main 
cause of higher and more volatile prices and of food insecurity. 
 
Quotation: 
“Our analysis indicates that biofuels have played a predominant role in the increases in food 
prices and volatility since 2004” (p. 23 of the document) 
 
“Rising food prices lead directly to poverty impacts by causing the poor to spend more of 
their incomes on food and as prices rise, some people will consume less and this contributes 
to poorer nutrition” (p. 21 of the document). 
 
To be clear , there is no doubt that an additional demand for biofuel feedstocks has a price 
level effect on international agricultural commodity markets, especially in the short run and 
in conjunction with i.e. low stock-to-use ratios. However, the extent to which biofuels 
contributes to price rises is certainly overestimated by the HLPE project team.  
By the way volatility of international commodity prices has not changed so much since 2006. 
A small increase can be seen for some products. Looking at a time series since 1960 there is 
nothing exciting. At the beginning of the 70s volatility was even higher than today. There is 
definitely no significant trend in volatility since the growth in biofuel production (See Fig. 2)  
 
Figure 2: Development of price volatility for agricultural commodities and crude oil 
Jan.1960-Dec.2012 (percent) 
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Source: own calculations (on basis of World Bank data) 
 
Looking carefully to the recent literature on the price level and volatility effects one can state 
that: 
 
• trade policy responses by developed and developing countries play a major role in 

explaining price spikes and price volatility (see Anderson, K. (2012), Government trade 
restrictions and international price volatility. Global Food Security (1), pp. 157-166; and 
Headey, D. (2011), Rethinking the global food crises: The role of trade shocks. Food 
Policy (36), pp. 136-146). In another paper Will Martin and Kim Anderson estimated, 
that 45% of the price surge of rice between 2005 and 2008 was due to changed trade 
policies, for wheat it was 29% (Anderson, K. and W. Martin (2011), Export restrictions 
and price insulation during commodity price booms. Amer. J. Agr. Econ. 94(2), pp. 422-
427). These figures (shares) are certainly higher than the estimated contributions of 
biofuels in average. 

 
• price volatility was mainly driven by yield fluctuations, inflation volatility and exchange 

rate volatility (see OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2011; and Roache, K. Shaun (2010), 
What explains the rise in food price volatility? IMF Working Paper).  

 
• especially in the long-run price effects are neglible, as a recent contribution of Timilsina 

et.al. (2012) shows (Timilsina, R. G., J. C. Beghin, D. van der Mensbrugghe and S. Mevel 
(2012), The impacts of biofuels targets on land use changes and food supply: A global 
CGE assessment. Agricultural Economics (43), pp. 315-332). 

 
And even if one do not rely on the complex and comprehensive structure of CGE-models and 
follow the hand-made calculations of the expert group on page 28 of the documents, where it 
is stated that increasing demand for ethanol consumed 32% of the growth in grain 
production between 2005 and 2010, nevertheless 68% of the growth remain unexplained. 
For biodiesel 71% of the growth in demand for vegetable oil remain unexplained. This 
background in mind it is somewhat surprising that the expert group concludes that biofuels 
play a dominant role in triggering price increases. Obviously, trade policy changes, 
macroeconomic impacts and yield variations contribute more. 
 
Stefan Tangermann, a leading agricultural economist and former director of the devision 
trade and agriculture at the OECD, estimated the contribution of biofuels to the price spike 
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2006 – 2008 between 10% to 30% (Compare Table 1) and concludes that it is “still a matter 
of debate and probably impossible to quantify the precise price effect” (Tangermann, S. 
(2011): Policy solutions to agricultural market volatility: A synthesis. ICTSD. Issue Paper No. 
33.). 
 
Table 1: Quantitative impact analysis of biofuels on agricultural commodity prices 
 

Authors Contribution to price increase 
Mitchell (2009) 66% between 2002-2008 
Rosegrant (2008)  30% between 2000-2007 
Wright (2009)  substantial price effect of biofuels 
USDA (2008) 13% till 18% between 2007-2008 
Taheripour (2008) 9% till 16% between 2001-2006 
FAO (2008) 7% till 15% between 2008-2018 
OECD (2008) 5% till 16% between 2008-2018 
Banse (2008) 7% till 12% between 2008-2020 
EU Commission 3% till 6% (only for grains) bis 2020 
von Witzke (2011) 0.1% till 4.6% between 2007-2008 
Gilbert (2010) hardly any impact of biofuels 
Baffes/ Haniotis (2010) hardly any impact of biofuels 

 
 
The price transmission effect, in addition has not been discussed by the expert group. Many 
developing countries insulate their domestic markets from the world market by policy 
measures (see Fig. 3 and 4) or domestic markets are completely disconnected due to a 
missing infrastructure. In those cases only domestic drivers explain the price levels and 
volatilities. Often price fluctuations on such markets are larger than on international 
markets (See Fig. 5), because trade does not buffer the shocks. 
 
 
Figure 3: Rice price on the world market in China 2006 - 2008 
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Source: FAO 2011, The state of food insecurity in the world. 
 
 
Figure 4: Price transmission elasticity in developing countries 2007 – 2008 
 

 
 
Source: Aldaz-Caroll 2008. In: Delgado (2011), The increased need for transparency in global 
cereal policies and data. World Bank. 
 
Figure 5: Domestic prices for rice, wheat and maize were less volatile than those for 
traditional staples in Africa between 2005 and 2010 
 

 
 
Source: FAO 2011, The state of food insecurity in the world. 
 
Moreover the statement that price increases lead to more poverty and hunger has to be 
questioned. Certainly, urban people as net buyers of food suffer from a fall of real income 
and less consumption. However, the rural population, where 70% to 80% of the poor and 
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hungry people live and which mainly consists of farmers, benefits from higher prices. It 
generates more income and gives incentives for investments in farming and market 
infrastructure. And even the landless farm workers may benefit by higher wage rates and 
better employment. 
 
By the way, it is striking that for decades international organisations and agricultural 
economists argued that low prices aggravate the hunger problem (See Box 1), whereas since 
2008 the opposite seems to be true. In both cases either the consumers or the producers 
have been neglected and only half of the story has been told. J. Swinnen, a leading economist 
in that field, has a convincing explanation (See Box 1) for this biased view. 
Box 1: Low or high prices: What causes hunger? 
 

 
 
Source: Swinnen, J. F. M et al (2011), The food crises, mass media and the political economy 
of policy analysis and communication. European Review of Agricultural Economics, Vol 38 
(3), pp, 409-426. 
 
Concerning the hunger situation it is interesting to read the newest report of the FAO 2012, 
where the authors revised their earlier estimates of more than 1 Billion hungry people. It is 
said “The new estimates suggest that the increase in hunger during 2007 – 2010 – the period 
characterized by food price and economic crises - was less severe than previously estimated 
(See Fig.6). There are several reasons for this. …. Most importantly, the transmission of 
economic shocks to many developing countries was less pronounced than initially thought. 
…and increases in domestic staple food prices were very small in China, India and Indonesia 
(the largest developing countries)”. 
 
Figure 6: Poverty, undernourishment and child mortality in the developing world 
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Source: FAO 2012, The state of food insecurity in the world 
 
Only few words are said with respect to the main drivers of poverty and food security within 
the developing world. Only in the chapters 4 (Biofuel and Land) and 5 (Social implications) 
some of the home-made causes are addressed. Certainly more than 90% of poverty and 
hunger are driven by bad governance, poor administration, corruption, nepotism, missing 
infrastructure and education, absence of property rights and discrimination against 
agriculture and rural areas (urban bias) by export and production taxes, import subsidies, 
industry protection, overvalued currencies and parastatel food distribution systems. As far 
as these deficits are not removed, the potential benefits of investments in land cannot be 
realized. Hence, not “land grabbing” and biofuels are the problem, but the internal 
institutional structure and behaviour of stakeholders in developing countries. 
 
In addition, with respect to food security, food supply and regional land supply effects two 
recent studies of Rosegrant et.al. and Timilsina et.al. are of utmost interest. Even if one 
assumes a doubling of the announced biofuel targets worldwide the regional food supply in 
developing countries is only marginally affected compared to the baseline scenario, with the 
highest reduction of only 1.0 % in the Middle East and North Africa (See Table 2).  
 
Table 2: Change in regional food supply in 2020 relative to the baseline (%) 
 

Region Announced 
targets 

Doubling the 
announced targets 

China -0.1 -0.2 
India -0.4 -0.3 
Indonesia -0.1 -0.1 
Malaysia -0.1 -0.3 
Latin American and 
Caribbean countries 

-0.1 -0.3 

Russia -0.2 -0.6 
Middle East and North 
Africa 

-0.4 -1.0 

Sub Sahara Africa -0.2 -0.5 
 
Source: Timilisina et.al. (2012), Journal of Agric.Economics, Vol.43, pp.315-332 
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The same holds for the induced reduction in forest and pasture land (land use change) which 
is larger in western countries than in the developing countries, where it comes up to a 
maximum of 1.4% in Brazil (See Table 3).  
 
Table 3: Change in regional land supply in 2020 relative to the baseline (%) due to a 
doubling of the announced targets 
 

Region Total Crop 
Land 

Forest 
Land 

Pasture 
Land 

France +0.7 -5.1  -4.1 
Germany +0.8 -2.2 -1.5 
United Kingdom +1.0 -3.1 -3.0 
USA +0.1 -0.3 -0.2 
China +0.3 -0.2 -0.3 
India +0.2  -0.6 -0.5 
Indonesia +0.1 -0.4 -0.4 
Thailand +0.1 -1.1 -1.2 
Brazil +0.3 -1.2 -1.4 
Argentina +0.2 -0.5 -0.6 
Sub Sahara Africa +0.1 0.0 -0.2 
World total +0.2 -0.6 -0.5 

 
Source: TIMILISINA et.al. (2012), Journal of Agric.Economics, Vol.43, pp.315-332 
 
Rosegrant et.al. run interesting simulations with the IFPRI-Model IMPACT on population at 
risk of hunger and malnourished children till 2050 (see Table 4). The trend projection 2050 
shows a decline of the number of hungry people from 918 Mill. down to 794 Mill. Assuming 
an energy shock with a tremendous increase of the biofuel production leads to a lower 
reduction towards 854 Mill. However considering higher yield increases due to higher 
commodity prices – which is a likely scenario – the slowing down of the reduction effect by 
the energy shock is more than overcompensated by the yield increase. Thus, finally the 
number of hungry people is reduced to 569 Mill. 
 
Table 4: The future of food security under different scenarios 
 

Scenarios Population at risk of 
hunger (Mill.) 

Malnourished 
children (Mill.) 

2010 918 164 
Trend projection 2050 749 117 
Energy shock 2050 854 (+ 105 Mill.) 121 (+4 Mill.) 
Higher yield increases 2050 569 (-180 Mill.) 107 (- 10Mill.) 

 
Source: ROSEGRANT et.al. (2012) on basis of the IFPRI-Model IMPACT 
 
Conclusions 
 
Short-term price effects of biofuels are measurable, especially in combination with other 
demand and supply shocks, but are not as large as other key drivers (weather, trade policies, 
macroeconomic changes, feed demand) → estimated contribution of biofuels in average 
between 10% - 30% 
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• In the long-run the price effects of biofuels are neglible. For most commodities they are less 
than 10%. Price volatility is mainly influenced by inflation, exchange rate and oil price 
volatility. 
• World market prices have only a limited effect on food insecurity, hunger and poverty. 
Developing countries insulate their domestic markets and discriminate agricultural 
producers and rural areas (urban bias). The problem is home-made. 
Domestic markets of staple food are often more volatile than prices on international 
markets, because supply and demand shocks on insulated markets are not dampened by 
regional trade. 
• Even if world market price surges are completely transferred to domestic markets of 
developing countries, the impact on food security is not unequivocal. Higher farmgate prices 
e.g. generate more income and employment and contribute to more investment and market 
integration. 
• Biofuel production and promotion in high and middle income countries can thus not be 
blamed for food insecurity, hunger and poverty in the world. The same statement holds for 
foreign direct investments in low income countries producing biofuel feedstocks and/or 
biofuels. All the problems mentioned in the document are existing in developing countries 
even without occurrence of biofuels and investments in land and have many internal causes. 
There is some empirical evidence that biofuels and land investments have the potential to 
improve the living conditions of the poor people.  

 
Prof. Dr. Dr. h.c. P. Michael Schmitz 
Justus-Liebig-University Giessen (Germany) 
 
 
43. Brazilian Sugarcane Industry Association UNICA Brazil 
 
São Paulo, 29 January 2013 
 
To: The HLPE Project Team and Steering Committee 
 
Ref: Comments on V0 the HLPE draft Report: Biofuels and Food Security 
 
The Brazilian Sugarcane Industry Association (UNICA) is the leading trade association for the 
sugarcane industry in Brazil, representing nearly two-thirds of all sugarcane production and 
processing in the country.  The organization’s 130 member companies are the top producers of 
sugar, ethanol, renewable electricity and other sugarcane-based products in Brazil’s South-Central 
region, the heart of the sugarcane industry. Brazil is the world’s largest sugarcane grower, with 
over half a billion metric tons of cane harvested yearly. In 2012, Brazil produced over 31 million 
tons of sugar and about 26 billion liters (6.8 billion gallons) of ethanol. In addition, mills generate 
their own power from the sugarcane biomass. Official government data shows that cane processing 
mills produced approximately 16,000 GWh of electricity last year, the equivalent of about 3% of the 
country’s annual electricity demand. 

v    
 

Dear Members of the HLPE Project Team and of the Steering Committee, 
 
The Brazilian Sugarcane Industry Association (UNICA) appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on V0 of the HLPE draft report on Biofuels and Food security. 
 
We welcome the initiative taken by the UN Committee on Food Security to commission a 
science-based comparative literature analysis to explore the nexus between biofuels and food 
security. However, we regret that the work undertaken by the HLPE is not scientifically robust 
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and has not been carried out with the rigor this important topic deserves. In fact, the report does 
not describe the methodology that has been used to conduct the literature review. 
 
In our opinion, the lack of a clear methodology has induced a strong bias in the selection of the 
analytical works that have been taken into consideration. The report clearly focuses on possible 
negative impacts of biofuels on food security and other sustainability aspects. Positive effects of 
bioenergy production that are documented in a number of scientific studies should also be 
considered to guarantee the scientific robustness of this report. 
 
Although Brazil is cited in many parts of the report, Brazilian reference studies on biofuels are 
almost inexistent. Brazil was a world pioneer in the production and use of biofuels and is the 
world’s second-largest ethanol producer. With almost 40 years of experience with biofuels, the 
literature published by Brazilian scientists on biofuels production impacts and policies is 
extremely rich. 
 
We are pleased to provide in annex a list of Brazilian and international bibliographic references 
we highly recommend the project team to consider. 
 
We would also like to provide specific comments on the draft report in order to correct or 
complement some of the information it contains. 
 
1.      P.6 Modern biofuels markets emerged in response to the two oil price hikes in the 1970s. 
Various countries responded with proposals for alternative fuels policies but the two countries 
which created a biofuels ethanol market and a biofuels productive sector in this period were Brazil 
and the US, the former using sugar-cane and the latter corn. In both cases the defense of the 
interests of powerful agricultural and agro-industrial sectors was key, but these interests coincided 
with broader strategic goals to reduce levels of energy dependence.  
 
As shown in the graph below, sugar and ethanol production have both grown substantially and 
simultaneously since the introduction of the Brazilian ethanol program in the 1970s. The 
intention of this program was also to make Brazil a large producer and exporter of sugar. 

 
GRAPH. 1 EVOLUTION OF SUGARCANE, SUGAR AND ETHANOL PRODUCTION IN BRAZIL 

 

 
 

Sources: UNICA and Brazilian Agriculture Ministry (MAPA) 
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2.      P.8 In addition, and in counterpart to the large-scale monoculture model of sugar-cane 
ethanol production, the Brazilian government launched a biodiesel program formally justified in 
terms of social inclusion and rural development.  
 
Regarding the social impacts of sugarcane large-scale production, it is important to take into 
account that this model requires significant manpower and machinery for cultivation, harvesting 
and processing. The Brazilian sugarcane industry employs over one million people, or nearly a 
quarter of the country’s total rural workforce. Salaries for sugarcane industry workers are also 
among the highest in Brazilian agriculture. 
 
In addition to income levels, Brazilian sugarcane provides an important social contribution in 
terms of geographical income distribution. No less than 1,042 municipalities produce sugarcane 
and/or ethanol, six times higher than the number of municipalities producing petroleum and/or 
processing its derivatives in the country. (Azanha, M., et. al. Social Externalities of Fuels. In. 
Ethanol and bioelectricity: Sugarcane in the future of the energy matrix / [coordination and 
supervision Eduardo L. de Sousa and Isaias de Carvalho Macedo; English translation Brian 
Nicholson]. – São Paulo: Unica, 2011.) 
 
It is also important to recall that sugarcane is a semi-perennial crop. Sugarcane fields are 
renewed every 5 to 6 years on average. Before sugarcane is replanted, annual crops, such as 
oilseeds, are commonly cultivated, contributing to the maintenance of soil quality. 
 
Around 1/6 of the sugarcane area is set aside for that purpose every year, quite often producing 
food. São Paulo State, for example, is the biggest producer of peanuts in Brazil, accounting for 
83% of the country´s total production, just by using this oilseed as a rotation for sugarcane 
(IBGE, Sidra System, www.sidra.ibge.gov.br, accessed on Jan 28th 2013). 
 
In order to efficiently process sugarcane, the areas used for cane cultivation need to be located 
near the sugar/ethanol mills (at a distance of approximately 30 km) otherwise quality losses are 
significant. The proximity between fields and the mills where the cane is processed enables the 
transportation and use of the majority of residues from processing (i.e. filter cake) as organic 
fertilizers. This significantly reduces the use of fossil-based chemicals. This characteristic is a 
sine qua non condition for several important production practices that result in reduced 
environmental impacts of sugarcane production. 
 
3.      P.23 In line with the HLPE report on this theme (2011), our analysis indicates that biofuels 
have played a predominant role in the increases in food prices and volatility since 2004. Two basic 
reasons can be identified. In the first place, with the rise of oil prices, it has been economically 
feasible for ethanol manufacturers to bid up the price of maize (and through it the price of other 
crops) from roughly $2.25 per bushel ($88.6 per metric ton) to levels 2.5 to 3 times higher for much 
of 2008 and since 2010 (prices ranging from $6-$8 per bushel, or roughly % per bushel, or roughly 
$235 to more than $300 per metric ton) for much of 2008, and since 2010. Secondly, the production 
and supply of grain, vegetable oil and sugar supplies since 2004 have not been growing as fast as 
the demand for them, which is due in large part to the rise in demand for biofuels. 
 
According to data published by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), and 
contrary to what is stated in the report, global sugar production is higher than consumption. 
Since 2004 (year mentioned in the report), production has grown 0.78% per year, while demand 
grew by 0.53% (Graph 2). For the 2012/13 harvest, the USDA estimates a global surplus of 8.7 
million metric tons of sugar. According to LMC International, production will outpace 
consumption by 9.6 million tons (Graph 3). 
 
In addition, when analyzing sugar supply and demand it is necessary to consider sugar 
production/consumption cyclical behavior, as shown in Graph 3. 

http://sugarcane.org/sustainability/responsible-labor-conditions/responsible-labor-conditions
http://www.sidra.ibge.gov.br/
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GRAPH 2. GLOBAL SUGAR PRODUCTION AND CONSUMPTION 

(IN MILLIONS OF METRIC TONS) 

 
Source: USDA 

 
GRAPH 3. GLOBAL SUGAR PRODUCTION AND CONSUMPTION 

(IN MILLIONS OF METRIC TONS) 

 
 
Source: LMC International. 
 
4.      P. 32, footnote 11  The 26.46 million metric ton increase in soybean imports in China between 
2004 and 2012 would require 9.6 million hectares of U.S. soybean land at 2012 yields (26.46 million 
mt divided by 2.75 MT/ha U.S. 2012 soybean yield). During this period, total grain used for ethanol 
increased 95.6 million metric tons, which implies a net increase of 66.9 million mt after accounting 
for by-products at 30%. Vegetable oil for biodiesel increased by 13.483 million metric tons and raw 
sugar used for ethanol increased by 26.444 million metric tons. That can be roughly translated into 
7.542 million hectares of U.S. maize land net of by products (66.9 million mt/8.879 mt/ha), 8.57 
million hectares of U.S. soybean land based on the caloric value of vegetable oil in the soybeans 
(13.483 million mt soybean oil/0.2 crush ratio*.35 caloric ratio/2.75 mt/ha U.S. 2012 soybean 
yield); and 6.6 million hectares of Brazilian cropland for sugarcane (26.444 million mt of raw sugar 
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eq. /.048809 raw sugar to sugar cane ratio in Brazil in 2012/81.64 mt/ha sugarcane yield in Brazil 
in 2012 
 
The source of this data is not indicated in the report. The authors should include it. According to 
the Center for Sugarcane Technology (CTC), agricultural productivity in the 2012/13 harvest 
year is likely to reach about 74 tons of sugarcane per hectare. In the 2011/12 harvest year 
productivity reached 69 tonnes per hectare - the lowest level of the past 20 years – because of 
several factors: unfavorable weather conditions (including the occurrence of frost and 
flowering); incidence of new diseases such as “ferrugem laranja” (Sugarcane Orange Rust); 
increased levels of certain pest infestations; advanced age of sugarcane fields; the expansion of 
mechanized planting and harvesting in areas not systematized for these procedures; production 
growth in regions with lower yield potential. 
 
In addition, there is no information on the amount of sugarcane cultivated worldwide that is 
exclusively directed to ethanol production. Therefore, it is impossible to consider the 26,440,000 
metric tons mentioned in the report as reliable data. In Brazil, the amount of sugarcane directed 
to ethanol production grew by 99.10 million tons between harvest years 2004/05 and 2012/13, 
which is equivalent to the period mentioned in the paragraph in question. In turn, this volume 
would total 4.84 million metric tons if the conversion factor used in that study (0.048809) is 
adopted. 
 

GRAPH 4. HISTORICAL EVOLUTION OF SUGARCANE YIELDS IN THE SOUTH-CENTRAL 
REGION AS WELL AS RESPECTIVE FACTORS OF INFLUENCE.   

 
(IN TONS OF SUGARCANE PER HA) 

 
Source: CTC. Note: 2012* - preliminary data. 
 
5.      P. 36 Yet, the U.S. exported more than 300 million gallons of ethanol to Brazil in 2011 (CRS 
2011 p. 31). This apparently strange behavior reflects the premium price paid for “advanced 
ethanol” to meet U.S. mandates, which include sugarcane, and the limited capacity of Brazil to 
produce ethanol both for its own market and the U.S 
 
Large imports of ethanol in 2011 were an exceptional situation, which cannot be taken as a 
parameter and is not expected to happen again in the future. Between the 2010/11 and 2011/12 
harvests, the amount of sugarcane crushed dropped by 9.82% given the lowest productivity 
levels of the past 20 years. It should be noted that ethanol imports from the US in 2012 dropped 
considerably, to 144 million gallons, while exports rose to 541 million gallons. 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

187 

 
The 2011 situation happened because of a poor harvest in Brazil, caused by economic and 
climate problems that impacted production. Export contracts, however, needed to be honored, 
which explains an important part of that trade. To conclude, however, it is paramount to point 
out the great benefits of a free market. The possibility of ethanol being traded freely between the 
two biggest producers allows for a reduction in market tensions. Between harvests, for example, 
when there is a tendency for prices to rise, the free market will act as a counter balance, avoiding 
price spikes and, therefore, benefiting consumers. 
 

TABLE 1. BRAZILIAN ETHANOL IMPORTS AND EXPORTS  
 

(MILLION GALLONS). 
 

Year Import. Export. 
2009 1,180 1,352,360 
2010 19,707 874,075 
2011 303,860 503,412 
2012 144,148 816,378 

 
           Source: SECEX. 
 
6.      P. 41 Today, if 100% of world crop production were diverted to bioenergy, it would provide 
13% of world primary energy 
 
According to the IPCC Special Report on Renewable Energy Sources and Climate Change 
Mitigation, bioenergy in 2008 accounted for 10.2% of total primary energy supply (492 EJ). It is 
worth noting, however, that 60% of the bioenergy produced in 2008 was characterized as 
traditional biomass. This indicates a significant potential for increasing the share of modern 
biomass in primary energy supply. 
 
 It is also important to point out that biofuels should be analyzed in light of the transportation 
energy needs, and not as the total of energy demand, as the author suggest. In this context, 
biofuels do have a significant potential to reduce the world´s gasoline dependency. Just to 
illustrate and put this potential into perspective, we present a hypothetical scenario with the 
substitution of 20% of total global gasoline consumption by sugarcane ethanol in 2020. 
Considering trends in the gasoline market, we assume an estimated world gasoline consumption 
of around 1.48 billion m3 in 2020. Considering ethanol´s lower energy content, a 20% 
substitution would represent 332 million m3 of ethanol. To produce that amount of ethanol with 
sugarcane, and assuming a 30% increase in the productivity by 2020 (from 7,000 to 9,000 liters 
per hectare) due to technological advances (improved varieties, some production of second 
generation ethanol from sugarcane leaves, etc), the world would need 37.47 million hectares. In 
other words, it means that with 2.41% of the area currently under cultivation in the world, we 
would be able to substitute 20% of total global gasoline needs by 2020. Obviously this is just a 
very simplistic scenario and any conclusion needs to be done with care. It does, however, 
indicate that biofuels can have a relevant contribution to our transportation needs: a very 
different deduction when compared with the messages presented on page 41, which are also 
based on a very simplistic scenario. 
 
7.      P.42 Any effort, therefore, to produce meaningful quantities of bioenergy would result in 
large-scale competition with the use of land for other human needs or carbon storage. 
 
The Brazilian experience with sugarcane ethanol indicates that this may not be true. For 
instance, using less than 0.5% of the Brazilian territory, sugarcane ethanol surpassed gasoline 
consumption in 2008 (consumption data from ANP, Brazil). In addition to that, it is estimated 
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that around 40% of the world’s arable lands are severely degraded. Part of these areas could 
also be restored and used for bioenergy production. 
 
8.      P. 52 Certifications schemes are a key complement and advance on regulation to the extent 
that they operate at the level of the firm and can incorporate specific features not contemplated in 
general regulations. On the other hand, there are many certification schemes not all of which are 
multi-stakeholder or include social criteria. This makes it possible for UNICA, the representative of 
the Brazilian ethanol producers to be a member of the RSB but to certify its products through 
another certification scheme Bonsucro.  
 
It is important to clarify that UNICA does not certify any product. As an institutional 
representation, the organization is a member of some certification forums and roundtables, 
including the RSB and Bonsucro, with the aim of contributing to the development of robust and 
sound sustainability certification schemes that are applicable to the sugarcane industry in Brazil. 
UNICA’s member companies, however, are completely free to choose whether or not to certify 
their products and, in the later case, which standard to follow. 
 
Finally, unlike what the report suggests, Bonsucro is also an international multistakeholder 
initiative. Its more than 60 members come from different sectors, including farmers, biofuel 
producers, consumers and NGOs. Social requirements have always been a key part of the 
Bonsucro standard. Criteria specifically relating to social issues can be found, for instance, in 
Principles 1, 2 and 5 of the standard. Please visit the Bonsucro website (www.bonsucro.com) for 
additional information. 
 
9.      P.73 Appendix I. Biofuels Policies by Country, Type, Mandates and Subsidies/Incentives 
 
The percentages specified in Appendix I regarding ethanol blends in Brazil is incorrect. 
According to the Portaria nº 678 of August 31st 2011 by the Ministry of Agriculture, the current 
ethanol blend in gasoline is 20%. However, it is important to point out that the law (Lei nº 
12.490, Sept 16 2011) specifies a minimum of 18% and maximum of 25%. 
 
Additional data that is incorrect refers to the volume of ethanol demand in Brazil (2.7 million  m³ 
in 2011 mentioned in the report). According to ANP (National Petroleum, Natural Gas and 
Biofuels Agency), consumption in 2011 amounted to 19.29 billion liters (8.39 billion of hydrous 
ethanol, plus 10.9 billion of anhydrous ethanol). 
 
Regarding the alleged subsidy to the sugar-energy industry in Brazil mentioned in the document, 
we encourage the authors to cite the source of this data in order to understand and comment on 
the methodology adopted. There are different levels for the ICMS (a consumption related tax), 
depending on the state. These taxes, however, are never lower than the ones applied, for 
example, to fossil diesel. Therefore, we would suggest that detailed information about the 
calculations and methodologies should be transparently presented. 
 
We remain at your disposition should you need any additional information on the Brazilian 
Sugarcane industry. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Elizabeth Farina 
President and CEO 
Brazilian Sugarcane Industry Association 

 
ANNEX 

 

http://www.bonsucro.com/
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44. Private Sector Mechanism 
 
The Biofuels report has several areas of sound analysis, but the private sector notes with 
concern that many of the policy recommendations do not draw upon that analysis. 
Currently the report does not distinguish between well considered economic consensus and 
more peripheral or theoretical views.  Weighting of the analysis should reflect it gravitas and 
consensus rather than its capacity for soothsaying.  
 
The policy section should be reconsidered in the next draft and the private sector mechanism 
offers the following points to close considerable gaps: 
 

• The most recent report on 'The State of Food Insecurity in the World' for 2012, compiled 
by the WFP, IFAD and the FAO, highlights the importance of agricultural development. It 
states that investments in agriculture generate more economic growth in developing 
countries than investments in any other sector, which in turn would benefit the poor and 

http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/biofuels_roadmap.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy
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undernourished. A high agricultural commodity price level is considered core to the 
development strategy. Other crucial issues are investments into the infrastructure, and 
long-term security for farmers, i.e. clear ownership rights, education and political 
stability, meaning, for example, that the farmers also benefit from higher prices, rather 
than this income being lost along the chain due to corruption, waste etc.  In 2005, the 
FAO also stated that ‘the long-term downward trend in agricultural commodity prices 
threatens the food security of hundreds of millions of people in some of the world’s 
poorest developing countries’. This was reflecting real concern about the lack of 
investment in agriculture and the insufficient positive signals given to farmers to 
enhance production.  
 

• Higher food prices and high demand for farm products – going into food, feed or biofuels 
markets -  have made a considerable impact on farm incomes and therefore rural 
poverty.  This point is essential to the report. 
 

• There is almost no discussion of trade and government export bans etc and their role in 
food price volatility, nor of the role of limited stocks.  Any discussion on price impacts 
must be put into this context. 
 

• Only 2-3 % of global farmland is dedicated to the cultivation of biofuel crops.  Global 
agricultural production can also be increased without laying claim to additional, 
ecologically valuable land. Figures on exactly how much potential farmland is currently 
lying fallow vary. 'Diverse studies of global land cover and potential productivity suggest 
that anywhere from 600 million to more than 7 billion additional acres of under-utilized 
rural lands are available for expanding rain-fed crop production around the world, after 
excluding the 4 billion acres of cropland currently in use, as well as the world’s supply of 
closed forests, nature reserves, and urban lands. Hence, on a global scale, land per se is 
not an immediate limitation for agriculture and biofuels.’  Kline, K., Dale V. H., Lee R. and 
Leiby P. 2009: In Defense of Biofuels, Done Right. In: Issues in Science and Technology. 
Spring 2009 (Volume 25, Issue 3, pages 75-84) The evidence on land use change is still 
evolving – policy recommendations in this area should be very cautious and should look 
at empirical evidence:  what land use had actually changed, and why.   

 
• The report gives the impression that there is an inherent conflict between food security 

and first generation biofuels.  Yet these are not mutually exclusive outcomes.   The 
demand incentive for biofuels from food crops in recent years has led directly to greater 
crop production and productivity improvements and investment in the agricultural 
supply chain.  This can be seen for example in the EU in terms of increased rapeseed 
production for biodiesel, and in the US, particularly with corn use for ethanol.   Mandates 
and targets set at moderate levels have served a key role in encouraging such investment 
and should not be seen in the negative light portrayed in this report.   

 
• There is a suggestion that biofuels in developing countries is being driven by developed 

market demand.  However, biofuels from Africa are not flowing to the EU, nor is much 
soy oil from Argentina.  The EU imports of Argentine soy meal are driven by vegetable 
protein deficiency in the market.  The report needs correction in light of real trade 
figures. The US, Canada, and Brazil are using their domestic production. 
 

• Biofuels policies can also play an important role in helping to deal with supply side 
shocks when these occur, with what may be increasing regularity in the future.   As one 
example, in the US the demand for grain use for ethanol production is not inelastic.  
Under the US Renewable Fuel Standard, fuel suppliers are able to roll over 20% of their 
current year blending obligation into the following year.  This provides flexibility when 
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there are supply side constraints.   Moreover, the impact of ethanol production on the 
increase in grain demand is largely over-estimated.  Increased global demand for grain is 
driven by various factors, including greater use in feed consumption, particularly in 
China, not principally by ethanol demand.  

 
• First generation biofuel production has provided incentives for making agriculture more 

sustainable and more productive all over the world, thereby considerably increasing the 
global productivity potential of agriculture.  For example, standards in some regions 
have been put in place to prevent any negative ecological and social effects potentially 
associated with the production of biofuels. This means the cultivation of crops for biofuel 
production and the production processes themselves are meeting high standards that 
often go beyond those applied to food or livestock feed production in some places. 
 

• The co-products from food crop based biofuels production are key to supporting food 
security but this is not fully reflected either in the overall debate, or in many of the 
studies on Indirect Land Use Change.   As one example, in Germany the increased 
cultivation of rapeseed has contributed significantly to reducing dependence on protein 
imports for feed and livestock production.   Around 50-60% of rapeseed is protein meal. 
Rapeseed meal is not the only useful by-product from rapeseed processing. Lecithin and 
glycerine are other co-products which are important raw materials for the food and the 
pharmaceutical industry.   The same is true of corn, where increased cultivation had also 
led to significant amounts of co-products for the feed industry. There is a missing piece 
of analysis on farm efficiencies and waste, including manure use. 
 

• Biofuels crops can provide a valuable part of crop rotations and income risk 
management for farmers in various regions. For example, in Europe, oilseed rape is the 
only extensively cultivated leaf vegetable that can increase the usually tight grain crop 
rotation cycles and is extremely important for increasing soil fertility, and topsoil 
formation.  
 

• All ag production should be socially and environmentally sustainable but that does not 
mean everything should be under certification schemes which can add unnecessary costs 
into supply chains.  Certification works for supply chains outside of mainstream supply;  
once you go mainstream it is not the most efficient way of doing things. 
 

• There is little discussion of policy waivers – where you can stop using crops for biofuels 
at a certain price level – yet this would be the most pragmatic next step on policy.  Policy 
waivers and which ones work best are not well understood. 
 

• The only current large scale alternative to first generation biofuels in liquid transport 
fuels are fossil fuels.  Despite the investments in advanced biofuels research and 
development, they are neither commercially nor technologically viable to meet current 
or future mainstream transport fuel demand.   Abolishing biofuels mandates would lead 
simply to more use of fossil fuels in the medium term. (i.e. up to 2020 and beyond).   

 
Specific Comments 
 
Executive summary 

 
Page 7 – reference to country typologies being a starting point for biofuels policies.   This doesn’t 
seem to include either trade or energy resources as part of the analysis.  
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Page 8 – the “division of labour” argument between developing and developed countries does 
not seem well conceived. The paragraph which starts off with wood and talks about 
biorefineries seems not well grounded. 
 
Page 9 – the paragraph that “ a substantial fraction of each ton of crop diverted to biofuels comes 
out of consumption by the poor”  needs thorough substantiation.    Many of the really poor are 
not touched by commercial markets. 
 

- The paragraph that bioethanol is responsible for the increase in the price of corn since 
2004 – needs thorough substantiation.  It is clearly one factor but there are a lot of 
others, particularly as virutally all commodities have seen price rises, including those not 
used for biofuels. 

 
Page 10 – The references to land grabbing.  Authoritative sources are needed here as to how 
much this is really to do with biofuels.  Early analysis by World Bank would suggest it is much 
more a matter of foreign national governments trying to secure food production for thier people. 
 
Draft policy recommendations 
 
P13 – para 1.      “the central role of biofuels in provoking high and volatile prices”   is not fully 
substantiated by this report in its current state.   Therefore the policy outcome that its growth 
needs to be controlled is not well grounded.     
 
P14 

- Para 2.  The “massive displacement of traditional communities” needs substantiating.  
This is not all biofuels related. 

- Paras 6 and 7    The reference to using only certification schemes that are 
multistakeholder is not practical or accurate.  Certification is about other things than 
responsible land use, and there are other ways of dealing with responsible land use than 
certification.  Certification is only one option. There are other ways of ensuring 
sustainable ag such as regulatory standards, incentives, and other government 
interventions.   Certification is a way of loading costs into the supply chain – the added 
value needs to be very clear. 

- Para 8 – the typologies reference seems to exclude both trade  - which seems to go down 
the self sufficiency route – and also energy policy and other energy sources. 

- Para 9 – the idea that the developing world is a biomass provider to the developed world 
in biofuels discussions is nonsense.  The US grows its own corn.  Europe grows its own 
rapeseed.  Sure there is some trade in biofuels feedstocks but it is small – because 
biomass is fundamentally expensive to transport. 

 
Intro 
 
P17   - There is a reference to the EU having an increasing level of food imports due to climate 
insecurity.   This needs substantiating: the EU is the world’s biggest importer and exporter of 
food and ag products. 
 
P18-19   - The section on the EU is somewhat misleading.   The EU has always imported 
soybeans primarily for the meal.    
 
P25 – Again the reference to Argentina is misleading because the key driver is the demand for 
meal.   
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P26 – the EU has issued a proposal – it is not agreed yet. Biofuels policies remain somewhat 
experimental and changing – look at all the different ones in member states of the EU as one 
example. 
The whole piece about “emerging global market for biofuel” seems mistaken.   The idea of a 
dedicated attempt at a global market just doesn’t ring true. 
 
P27 – the country typology model seems to ignore trade issues and anything to do with other 
energy resources.   
 
P32 – the speculation about the location of second generation biofuels seems confused and 
unhelpful.  It is only speculative and cannot be grounded in research. While best removed from 
the report, at a minimum it must also point to the improvements that second generation biofuels 
could offer. 
 
P34 – There are various models around trying to estimate indirect land use change:  this remains 
an emerging science and the models should be treated with caution.   The argument about the 
effect on the hungry is highly complex and inadequately draws conculsions regarding biofuels.  
The numbers of the hungry fluctuate and factors such as political stability, local weather, and 
other factors are key – both in price and availability.  Biofuels demand is only a small factor in 
price and in some regions minimally so.  In areas of hunger, few have access to commercial 
markets – so they are much more impacted by local factors.   Also the idea that there is a 
commonly accepted target that the world should produce 10% of its transport fuels from 
biofuels is absolutely not established and should not be stated as fact.   
 
P35 – the demand for biofuels is part of the increased demand that has happened since about 
2004.   It is a new source of demand but it is the combined demand on food crops that is 
important vis a vis supply.   The reason that the supply response to the increased demand has 
been sluggish has many factors – ranging from stagnating yields to government export bans that 
disincentivised farmers to produce more.      
 
It is also important to remember that there has been underinvestment in agriculture because 
prices were previously low – some of the price increase was a necessary correction to ensure 
that investment again started to be attracted to the agricultural sector.  
 
Biofuels and Land 
 
Overall - The science of indirect land use change is new and evolving and not currently a sound 
basis for policy. 
 
P55 – There are some sweeping generalisations about foreign investments that need to be 
grounded in fact and less conjecture.  For instance, the idea that one third to two thirds of all 
investments in land are linked to biofuels, particularly when it is still a first generation industry, 
seems unlikely and is difficult to sustain. 
 
P63 – Certification schemes.    These are presented as the only means of social compliance but 
there are other ways involving governments and different policy and law enforcement.  More 
options are needed that better suit a range of national situations and sectors. 
 
 
45. Association quebecoise de lutte contre la pollution atmospherique, Canada 
 
C'est avec beaucoup d'intérêt que l’Association québécoise de lutte contre la pollution 
atmosphérique (AQLPA) fait parvenir ses commentaires dans le cadre de la consultation sur le 
document du Groupe d’experts de haut niveau de (HLPE) pour déterminer l’axe de son étude. 
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L’AQLPA se préoccupe depuis plusieurs années des choix offerts en transport, étant donné leur 
impact sur la qualité de l’air, mais également sur les autres questions environnementales et 
sociales. L’AQLPA fait également la promotion du biométhane comme biocarburant produit à 
partir de déchets organiques et se déclare très critique des agrocarburants, que ce soit de 
l’éthanol ou du biodiésel, ainsi que des biocarburants dits de 2e génération (cellulosique, 
déchets agricoles) lorsqu’il s’agit de biodiésel et surtout d’éthanol. L’AQLPA trouve écho à 
plusieurs de ses préoccupations dans le document du HLPE, entre autres sa position sur le fait 
de limiter, voire éliminer, toute subvention et soutien pour les agrocarburants. 
 
SOMMAIRE PARTIEL DES RECOMMANDATIONS DE L'AQLPA  
[click here for the full comments, Ed.] 
 
3.      Intégrer le biogaz dans l’analyse des biocarburants dans l’ensemble des questions traitées 
par le HLPE, en comparant les divers impacts avec l’éthanol et le biodiésel et en considérant que 
celui-ci peut également remplacer le gaz naturel non-conventionnel (gaz de schiste); 
 
4.      Proposer d’éliminer les subventions et incitatifs à l’éthanol et au biodiésel en soutenant 
plutôt le développement du biogaz produit à partir de déchets organiques par capture (sites 
d’enfouissement), biodigesteurs ou par gazéification (déchets forestiers) avec retour vers 
l’agriculture ou la foresterie; 
 
5.      Dans l’analyse des impacts cumulés de l’alimentation avec les demandes en eau, bois et 
terres en lien avec les agrocarburants, ajouter celle des changements climatiques, en tenant 
compte de façon différenciée des impacts sur les femmes et les hommes; 
 
6.      Lors de la certification, exiger également que soit indiquée la source de production du 
biocarburant (culture énergétique, cellulosique, déchets, etc.); 
 
7.      Dans la recommandation 9 du HLPE, inclure l’impact sur le femmes de l’utilisation des 
terres marginales à des fins de culture énergétique; 
 
8.      Tenir compte de la faible réduction des émissions de gaz à effet de serre lors de l’utilisation 
de l’éthanol et du biodiésel dans une proportion de 5 à 10 %, en comparaison avec les véhicules 
hybrides électriques (plug-in ou non) et des dangers en lien avec la santé dans l’utilisation 
massive de véhicules avec E-85 (85 % éthanol et 15 % d’essence). 
 
 
46. Brazilian Government 

 
General Comments  

The report is, at best, unbalanced. It has a clear bias against the production and use of 
biofuels. It seems that in its reasoning, assumptions and premises based on conjectures, 
speculations, widespread generalizations, fallacies and weak inferences are taken as correct in 
order to justify patronizing preconceptions and a predefined set of conclusions. In this sense, 
alleged negative impacts of biofuels are, as a rule, overestimated and generalized. On the other 
hand, evidences supporting the benefits of biofuels are promptly discarded or, in most cases, 
simply not taken into consideration. The report ignores that sustainable biofuels contributes to 
the promotion of food security, generating income and employment in rural areas, especially 
from developing countries in the tropical zone, stimulating increased productivity in agriculture 
as a whole, reducing the weight of oil and its derivatives in the costs of agricultural production, 
and finally, contributing to fight climate change, a phenomenon that can have disastrous 
consequences on world agricultural production. 
 
Draft Policy Recommendations 

http://www.fao.org/fsnforum/sites/default/files/resources/20130129_CommentairesAQLPA_FAO_Biocarburants_SecuriteAlimentaire_FINAL.pdf
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Policy recommendations made in this section must be revised according to the 
comments and points brought to attention in the other sections of the document.  

Considering the weaknesses of the evidences in which this conclusion is based, the 
assertion of the central role of biofuels in provoking high and volatile food prices is highly 
questionable. It is worth noting the significant correlation between oil prices and the 
international commodity market. In developed countries, oil and its derivatives account for 
about 27% of the cost of agricultural production. This number can reach 46% in the case of 
developing countries. Moreover, the great historical correlation between price volatility in these 
two markets - the peak of food prices over the past 4 decades coincides with the oil shocks - 
reinforces the argument that the use of biofuels contributes to the promotion of food security, 
once, as a substitute, it press down the price of oil and its derivatives. 
 
Chapter 1: Biofuels Policies 

In section 1.2, the report fails to take notice that neither Brazil (as a non-Annex I 
country) nor the US (as it did not ratify the Protocol) are bound by the commitments of Annex I 
Parties under the Kyoto Protocol. Nonetheless, biofuels have an important role in meeting 
Brazil’s voluntary GHG emission reduction goals. 

In the second paragraph of section 1.3 (New Dynamics to Biofuels in US and Brazil), a 
superficial value judgment is made on the justification of the biodiesel program in Brazil. There 
is not any reference to the rapid development of the biodiesel industry in Brazil, which in less 
than a decade became one of the top producers in the world, without impacting food production 
in the country. The study also fails to consider that oil accounts for just 20% of soy content, the 
remaining part consists, basically, of soybean meal, which is used for food and feed. In this sense, 
expanding soy production for biofuels increases food production in a 4 to 1 ratio.  

The report also belittles the Social Fuel Seal initiative of the Brazilian Government. The 
Social Fuel Seal allows biodiesel producers who acquire a percentage of their feedstock from 
smallholders to receive certain fiscal incentives and to sell their biodiesel in national auctions to 
meet the blending requirement. In order to acquire the Social Fuel Seal, producers are required 
to fulfill three primary obligations: (i) procure a portion of their overall feedstock from 
smallholders, with the exact percentage required dependant upon the producer's regional 
location; (ii) negotiate and sign contracts with the family farmers providing their feedstock or an 
organization representing them; and (iii) include in the contracts the price of the feedstock as 
well as provision of technical assistance to the families. It is worth noting that 80% of the 
biodiesel consumed in Brazil comes from production units carrying the Social Fuel Seal. 

No explanation is given to the assertion that 26% of the world’s total cropland would be 
required to supply a 10% blending mandate (Section 1.4). This number is clearly overestimated. 
According to the International Energy Agency, biofuels account for around 3% of road 
transports globally (IEA, Tracking Clean Energy Progress, 2012). At the same time, biofuels 
occupy less than 1% of total agricultural land. And even from the 30 million ha currently being 
used, a considerable amount of co-products are produced, such as cattle feed, or bio-electricity 
and heat (IEA, Future Biomass-based Transport Fuels, 2012). Productivity gains are also not 
taken into consideration. As an example, it is estimated that technologies for processing 
lignocellulosic biomass, such as sugarcane straw and bagasse, will be able to increase ethanol 
production in Brazil in up to 40%, without any land expansion (EMBRAPA, Circular Técnica 04, 
2011).  

In section 1.4.5, it should be mentioned that all forms of cooperation promoted by Brazil 
have a strong emphasis on social, economic and environmental sustainability. It is also worth 
noting that Brazil is sponsoring feasibility studies for the sustainable production and use of 
bioenergy in several countries in Africa, Central America and the Caribbean.  

In section 1.4.6, it should be mentioned that Brazil has over 170 million hectares of 
pasture land allocated for livestock production, with an average density of just one head per 
hectare. Studies show that this very low average can be increased to up to 5 heads per hectare. 
The current process of intensification of cattle production is releasing several millions of 
hectares for agriculture, including biofuels production, without competition for new land or 
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displacement of other crops. With only 1% of its arable land dedicated to sugarcane for ethanol 
production (4.6 million hectares), Brazil has been able to replace half of its gasoline demand, 
while still producing enough surplus to be the world's second largest exporter. In addition, to 
guide the sustainable expansion of the sugarcane production in the country, the Brazilian 
Government developed the Sugarcane Agroecological Zoning. This initiative, through a thorough 
study taking into account environmental, economic and social aspects, identified a total of 64.7 
million hectares of feasible areas for sustainable sugarcane expansion (less than 8% of the 
Brazilian territory), excluding the most sensitive biomes, such as the Amazon and Pantanal.  

Section 1.5 (“Land-Use Change” provokes Changes in EU targets and influences US 
Policy) besides making it clear that in October 2012 a new *proposal* to update the EU Directive 
on biofuels was presented and not issued (as stated in the text), this section should also draw 
attention to critiques on the proposed update to the EU biofuel policy. For instance, by limiting 
the use of food-based biofuels to 5%, the EU may block its market from more efficient biofuels, 
which can reduce up to 90% of GHG emissions. In addition, considering that second generation 
biofuels are not available in a commercial scale, this policy may lead to greater consumption of 
fossil fuels, increasing the European carbon footprint. The 5% cap on biofuels based on food 
crops may also hinder certification schemes, as there will not be an export market to 
compensate for the costs of compliance with the certification requirements.   

Another issue is related to the requirement to report ILUC emissions based on 
predefined values. It is well established that ILUC may vary according to several factors, such as 
production practices, the technology employed, soil condition, original biodiversity, among 
others. More importantly, it can be prevented by adopting sound sustainability guidelines and 
policies, which, of course, increase the cost of production. However, by adopting a predefined 
ILUC factor for each crop group, no incentive is given for sustainably produced biofuels.  

 
Chapter 2: Biofuels and the Technology Frontier 

 
Given the large amount of available raw materials and the logistic infrastructure already 

in place, it is presumed that large scale production of second generation biofuels will be firstly 
based on sugarcane bagasse and straw. In this sense, it is important to highlight that second 
generation biofuels will complement the production of traditional biofuels, by improving the 
productivity, and not replace them.   

On page 18, the phrasing has an unnecessary negative tone when mentioning the 
emission reductions from biofuels (“a goal allegedly pursued by the production of biofuels”). In 
Brazil, in 2003 alone, the emission of 27.5 million tons carbon dioxide in the atmosphere was 
prevented due to the gasoline replacement by ethanol (Goldemberg; Coelho; Guardabassi, 2008). 
Considering that Brazilian sugarcane ethanol share in world biofuels production is close to 20% 
(REN21, 2012) and that, according to table 2 of the report (page 18), emission reductions from 
sugarcane ethanol may be as high as 105%, it is hard to dismiss that biofuels have a considerable 
potential for reducing GHG emissions.  

In Brazil, from 1975 to 2009, the use of ethanol to replace gasoline generated savings of 
over a billion barrels of oil equivalent, avoiding the emission of 800 million tons of CO². 
According to assessments based on life cycle analysis (LCA), Brazilian sugarcane ethanol reduces 
emissions of greenhouse gases by more than 80% in substitute for gasoline. It is estimated that 
100 million tons of sugarcane avoid 12.6 million tons of CO2-eq, deriving from ethanol, bagasse 
and bioelectricity generated. 

It is important to highlight that the data from table 2 of the report clearly indicates that 
second generation biofuels do not necessarily have more substantial greenhouse gas savings 
than conventional biofuels. 
 
Chapter 3: Biofuels, Food Prices, Hunger & Poverty 
 

In the first paragraph it is not mentioned that several studies were more cautious about 
the estimated impact of biofuels on crop prices, placing more weight on macroeconomic factors, 
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such as exchange rates, grain storage policies and market speculation (GEA, 2012).  The lack of 
references of opposite views may indicate that either the report has failed to do a thorough 
analysis of the available literature or that it has been opted to consider only negative views. 

According to a study from FAO (Global food losses and food waste, 2011), roughly one-
third of food produced for human consumption is lost or wasted globally. A recent report 
suggests that as much as half of all the food produced in the world – equivalent to 2 billion 
tonnes – ends up as waste every year (Global Food Waste Not Want Not, 2013). Considering this 
figures as well as the fact that biofuels occupy less than 1% of total agricultural land, it is 
reasonable to assume that the alleged competition between food and fuel is grossly exaggerated 
and neomalthusian. Furthermore, the report fails to comment on other externalities, such as the 
European Union’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), which has serious implications for the 
longer-term prospects for the development of a food and agricultural sector in Africa capable of 
lifting the majority of the rural poor out of poverty.  

The calculation on the estimated crop energy that will be required by biofuels in 2020 
does not seem to take into account the expected increases in productivity, as well as the 
availability of expressive amounts of land for the sustainable expansion of biofuel production. 
According to FAO (2006), higher yields and increased cropping intensity are expected to 
contribute with 90% of the crop production growth by 2050. To meet the expected biofuel 
demand in 2050, a report from the International Energy Agency (2012) estimates that 100 
million hectares of arable land will be required, an area equivalent to 2% of the total agricultural 
land today. This means that land use will increase three-fold, whereas biofuel production will 
grow 10 times in the next 40 years.  

In section 3.2, it is stated that “our analysis indicates that biofuels have played a 
predominant role in the increases in food prices and volatility since 2004”. The reasoning 
presented to support this statement is noticeably flawed, as no assessment is made of the level 
of impact of any other possible factors and externalities that may have had a role in increases in 
food prices. Without any kind of measure indication, the aforementioned statement can be 
dismissed as a mere speculation. Besides, it is not mentioned that different biofuels may have 
different impacts. By not considering these points, any conclusion will be mostly based on 
assumptions and in clear generalization. 

In the assumption that maize ethanol producers have bid up the price of ethanol, no 
comment is made on the apparent lack of a substitution effect in biofuel demand, considering the 
availability of sugarcane ethanol.  

 In section 3.3.1, it is mentioned that “some world average crop part of the price increase 
has been overestimated by focusing on dollars”. However, no indication is made on how much it 
has been overestimated. 

In section 3.4, shallow and oversimplified explanations are given to dismiss all 
alternative explanations for the rise in agricultural commodity prices as inadequate.  
Nonetheless, some contradictions appear when it is recognized that “some of these models may 
turn out to be accurate predictors of long-term consequences for biofuels”. If they may prove to 
be accurate, then it would be unreasonable to dismiss them as “inadequate”.  

Several explanations are based on assumptions, without indication of the grounds in 
which these assumptions are believed to be correct. Example: “In fact, much of the rising costs 
of production came in the form of non-fuel input costs, which were probably driven by rising 
demand than by rising energy causes” (page 34).  

In section 3.4.3, the reasoning for minimizing the impact of speculation seems to not take 
into account that crop production is not constant. Therefore, for speculators to drive up the 
prices of stocks, not necessarily will there be an overall increase in stock volumes.  

In the previous section (3.4.2), economic models are considerate inadequate, however 
accurate over the long-term, because they have little to say about short-term increases (Page34). 
By recognizing that “speculation may very well be increasing volatility in the short term” (page 
35), it seems incongruent to pinpoint biofuels as the main reason for price rises.  

A recent study from the Institute of Economic Affairs, in Britain, shows that by abolishing 
direct EU subsidies to farmers the level of food production would increase and prices would be 
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driven down. The EU is currently spending €55 billion on the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). 
This budget is planned to increase to €63 billion by 2020. Nonetheless, in the present report no 
reference is made to the impacts of increasing agriculture subsidies in developed countries. It is 
also not considered that high crop prices in the short-term may act as a driver for increased crop 
production.  

The summary explanation of recent price rises is an example of non sequitur logic. It is 
pointed that the rise in prices largely reflects the difficulty that supply has had in keeping with 
demand. Considering that no data is provided on changes on land area dedicated for food 
production, it can only be speculated that biofuels may have increased the scope and rate of the 
rise in demand, much less inferred that biofuels played a predominant role in driving up prices. 
Considering that Brazil is the second largest ethanol producer in the world and that 
displacement of food crops by sugarcane in that country is dismissed as a myth without real 
background (IEA 2012), any allegation about the role of biofuels, without distinction, in driving 
up food prices will be exaggerated. 

Section 3.5 (Future biofuel demand and price effects) does not consider the possibility of 
sustainable expansion of land area dedicated from biofuels production (sugarcane for ethanol 
production in Brazil can expand over 10 times its current cultivated area) as well as substantive 
productivity gains (studies indicate that lignocellulosic ethanol from sugarcane bagasse and 
straw will increase production in up to 40%; new, more productive, sugarcane varieties are 
being developed as well).  

Ethanol exports to Brazil over the last couple of years are mostly due to the impacts of 
weather conditions on the sugarcane production and are not a reflection of a limited capacity of 
Brazil to produce ethanol both for its own market and the U.S. 

 
Chapter 4: Biofuels and Land 
 

In section 4.1.1, by assuming that world cropland expansion of 69 million hectares by 
2050 will be “hard to achieve”, the report fails to consider the availability of idle land, the 
possibility of conversion of large amounts of low intensity pasture land to crop production,  as 
well as the adoption of integrated crop-livestock farming systems. In Brazil alone, the reduction 
of lands dedicated to extensive cattle grazing, due to an ongoing process of intensification of 
cattle production, may release close to 100 million hectares of pastures for other uses (assuming 
that only half of the possible increase in the average number of cattle heads per hectare is 
reached). Implying that the conversion from grazing would sacrifice soil carbon seems to 
dismiss the possibility of adoption of adequate soil management practices. In this sense, 
statements concerning “substation environmental losses” can be dismissed as speculation.  

The last paragraph of page 39 is based on a neo-Malthusian argument of competition for 
land between food, feed, timber in the world, which is simply incorrect. Only 11% of the dry 
surface of the world’s land is used for agriculture, and only 1% of this area is currently dedicated 
to the cultivation of feedstock for biofuels. In Brazil, whose territory totals 851 Mha², the 
agricultural lands occupy about 70 Mha². Of the total cultivated land, sugarcane culture occupies 
about 9 Mha², of which about 5.1 Mha² (57%) are currently used to produce ethanol, which 
represents only about 8% of the total cultivated area of the country, and just over 1% of arable 
land. Besides, the expansion of biofuel production in recent years has been done judiciously in 
Brazil, with the use of policies such as agroecological zoning. Moreover, between 2004 and 2009, 
Brazil increased by more than 15% its grain cultivation, while that ethanol production has 
doubled (according to the Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Supply, since 1991 the 
productivity of Brazilian agriculture grew at a 5.4% rate per year), with a 7% increase in 
agricultural land. The biggest challenge in addressing the structural causes of food insecurity is 
therefore access to food and not the failure of food production derived from land competition. 

The section dedicated to ILUC draws flawed conclusions. There is no scientific consensus 
on how to define and calculate ILUC. In addition, ILUC may vary according to several factors, 
such as production practices, the technology employed, soil condition, original biodiversity, 
among others. More importantly, it can be prevented or mitigated by adopting sound 
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sustainability guidelines and policies. Sustainability assessment should be based strictly on the 
biofuel production chain being analyzed, limited to the direct effects of its production. 

Section 4.1.2 (Bioenergy) tries to imply that bioenergy is inefficient. However, it does not 
seem to consider the large amount of already available biomass from agricultural residues.  

The conclusion that “any effort to produce meaningful quantities of bioenergy would 
result in large-scale competition with the use of land for other human needs of carbon storage” 
is a speculation based on false premises. According to REN21 (2012), bioenergy, including 
biomass and biofuels, accounts for over 10% of global primary energy supply and is the world’s 
largest source of renewable energy. In Brazil, bioenergy accounts for more than 25% of the 
national energy mix.  

The broad and patronizing statement that “food insecurity for the local community is 
often the principal result of large-scale biofuels land deals” is not backed by any data. 

The final section (4.2.4) seems to contain a contradiction. Despite all the statements 
implying that biofuels impacts are greater in developing countries, it is recognized that biofuels 
promotion can be beneficial to rural development and energy security.  
 
Chapter 5: Social Implications Of Biofuels 

 Section 5.2 states that “The women lost a portion of their income derived from collecting 
forest products, and also lost the raw materials from which they made handicrafts for sale.” 
However, collecting forest products and traditional biomass for cooking can be extremely 
harmful from the environmental, social and economic perspectives. 

Traditional cooking fuels (mainly wood, charcoal and dung) are still used by 2.5 billion 
people around the world48  and compound as much as 90% of household energy consumption 
in least developed countries. Their incomplete burning releases large amounts of pollutants in 
close environments, increasing risks of respiratory diseases by one third and causing 1.6 million 
deaths annually, 50% of which of children under the age of five49.  

In addition to health effects, their way-of-production causes environmental, social and 
economic impact. Extensive areas are still deforested every year for charcoal and wood-fire 
production in vast regions. Women - traditionally responsible for obtaining fuel – are taken 
away from home for long periods, increasing the exposure of children to accidents, violence and 
abuse and taking much valuable household time and effort to fuel collection instead of education 
or income generation, jeopardizing social and economic development. On top of this, they 
provide slow-speed, inefficient cooking and both their production and consumption emits 
considerable amounts of greenhouse gases (GHG). According to the Global Alliance for Clean 
Cookstoves50, more than 2 million people die every year due to the consequences of indoor air 
pollution, with women and children suffering the vast majority of this burden.  

Modern bioenergy (such as biofuels), however, present very positive socioeconomic 
effects, including for women. Regarding the socioeconomic impacts of this sector, the most 
significant is precisely the creation of employment and income for a large portion of the 
population with different educational levels, which permits more energy and food access and 
security. For instance, in Brazil, sustainable sugarcane production enables significant 
improvements in the socioeconomic region in which it operates. In this sense, the importance of 
the jobs generated by the sugarcane sector in Brazil can be highlighted by the following 
indicators: (i) sugarcane cultivation employs large number of formal workers (81%), a much 
higher rate in comparison with the average rate in the agricultural sector (40%); (ii) inclusion of 

                                                             

48 International Energy Agency, 2006 

49 Biomass and Bioenergy, Volume 33, Issue 1, January 2009, Pages 70-78 

50 http://www.cleancookstoves.org/the-alliance/ 
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workforce with low skills (approximately 24% is illiterate); (iii) one quarter of national 
production comes from 70 thousand independent producers of sugarcane; (iv) 50% of the 
harvest is mechanized in the country; (v) the 440 plants employ about 600,000 workers, and; 
(vi) reduction of child labor (child labor corresponded to 0.3% in 2009). The sector as a whole, 
is responsible for 1.2 million direct jobs and moves $ 48 billion (equivalent to 2% of the GDP). 

Besides the obvious relationship between energy security and food security, the co-
generation of electricity and the replacement of imported oil for the biofuel produced locally 
provide significant savings in foreign exchange, which can be directed to the import of capital 
goods essential for investment in productive sectors and in benefits for the population. The 
Brazilian experience serves to illustrate these benefits. It is estimated that between 1975 and 
2005, the replacement of gasoline by ethanol amounted to savings of US$ 60.7 billion.  
 In section 5.3, certification is discussed. It is important to mention that certification 
schemes are increasingly complex and expensive, which may create niche market places that 
hinder independent and small producers from the market. In Brazil, for instance, producers 
adopt alternative sustainability instruments, such as the soy moratorium, which since 2006 
(renewed in 2014) restricts the production of oilseeds in the Amazon using satellite monitoring. 
 Besides, GBEP’s work is not properly presented in this section. It is not, as the authors 
would have us believe, a certification process, but its 24 indicators on sustainability present 
criteria for environmental, social and economic production and use of bioenergy, helping the 
transition away from the unsustainable, traditional ways of deriving energy from biomass and 
towards the sustainable production and use of modern bioenergy. The report “GBEP 
Sustainability Indicators for Bioenergy”, finalized in December 2011, was developed to provide 
relevant, practical, science-based, voluntary sustainability indicators to guide any analysis of 
bioenergy undertaken at the domestic level and to be used with a view to informing decision 
making and facilitating the sustainable development of bioenergy, in contrast to sustainability 
schemes designed for application at the project or economic operator level (certification). It is 
the only initiative seeking to build consensus among a broad range of national governments and 
international institutions on the sustainability of bioenergy. 

GBEP set of 24 sustainability indicators and its methodology sheets include supporting 
information relating to the relevance, practicality and scientific basis of each indicator, including 
suggested approaches for their measurement:  
 
PILLARS 
GBEP’s work on sustainability indicators was developed under the following three pillars,  
noting interlinkages between them: 
 
Environmental 
Greenhouse gas emissions, Productive capacity of the land and ecosystems, Air quality, 
Water availability, use efficiency and quality, Biological diversity, Land-use change, 
including indirect effects. 

1. Life-cycle GHG emissions 
2.  Soil quality 
3.  Harvest levels of wood resources 
4. Emissions of non-GHG air pollutants, including air toxics 
5. Water use and efficiency 
6. Water quality 
7. Biological diversity in the landscape 
8. Land use and land-use change related to bioenergy feedstock production 

 
Social 
Price and supply of a national food basket, Access to land, water and other natural 
resources, Labour conditions, Rural and social development, Access to energy, Human 
health and safety. 
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9. Allocation and tenure of land for new bioenergy production 
10. Price and supply of a national food basket 
11. Change in income 
12. Jobs in the bioenergy sector 
13. Change in unpaid time spent by women and children collecting biomass 
14. Bioenergy used to expand access to modern energy services 
15. Change in mortality and burden of disease attributable to indoor smoke 
16. Incidence of occupational injury, illness and fatalities 

 
Economic 
Resource availability and use efficiencies in bioenergy production, conversion, 
distribution and end-use, Economic development, Economic viability and competitiveness 
of bioenergy, Access to technology and technological capabilities, Energy 
security/Diversification of sources and supply, Energy security/Infrastructure and 
logistics for distribution and use. 

17. Productivity 
18.  Net energy balance 
19. Gross value added 
20. Change in consumption of fossil fuels and traditional use of biomass 
21. Training and re-qualification of the workforce 
22. Energy diversity 
23. Infrastructure and logistics for distribution of bioenergy 
24. Capacity and flexibility of use of bioenergy 

 
 Therefore, we can see that the social indicators of GBEP are not all correctly cited by the 
CFS Report (page 52). It also states that “Willingness to reach agreement was also reached with 
relation to the following points although further discussion is still required: - Food security, - 
Labor conditions, - Access to land, water and other natural resources, - Household income” (page 
52). As we can see in GBEP Charter above, indicator 10 covers food security, indicators 16 and 
21 cover labor conditions, indicators 5, 6 and 8 cover access to land, water and other natural 
resources and indicator 11 covers household income.    
 
Appendix I 
 
 There is incorrect data about Brazil on the table beginning on page 61. Officially Brazil 
adopts B5, so on the “mandate column”, “B% (biodiesel)”, there should be eliminated the 
expression “under discussion B7 (2013), B10 (2014), B20 (2020)”. On the ethanol blend E% 
(ethanol)” the correct range is E18-E25. On the column “biofuels mandatory target”, the 
biodiesel and ethanol volume columns are misplaced and should be interchanged. Besides, the 
correct data for ethanol target is 8,3 million m3 (2011), considering only anhydrous ethanol is 
mandatory (there is no mandate for hydrated ethanol production and use).  
 
Additional references suggested: 
 

Goldemberg, J., Coelho, S. T., Guradabsssi, P. (2008). The sustainability of ethanol production 
from sugarcane. Energy Policy , v. 36, p. 2086-2097, 2008.  

Coelho, S. T., Agbenyega, O.,  Agostini, A., Erb, K., Haberl, H.,  Hoogwijk, M., Lal, R., Lucon, O. S., 
Masera, O., Moreira, J. R. (2012). Land and Water. Linkages to Bioenergy. In Global 
Energy Assessment. International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis and Cambridge 
University Press. Vienna 

GEA (2012) Global Energy Assessment – Towards a Sustainable Energy Future. Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge UK and New York, NY, USA and the International Institute 

http://lattes.cnpq.br/1388529283382853
http://lattes.cnpq.br/3595445012582634
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for Applied Systems Analysis, Laxemburg, Austria. Available at 
http://www.globalenergyassessment.org 

Sen, A. K.(2000)  Development as Freedom. 1st ed. First Anchor Books Edition. 2000. New York. 
BNDES/CGEE/ECLAC/FAO, Sugarcane bioethanol: energy for sustainable development, Banco 

Nacional de Desenvolvimento Econômico e Social, Rio de Janeiro, 2008. Available in 
www.sugarcanebioethanol.org 

IBGE (Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics) Censo Agropecuário (Agriculture and 
livestock census), Rio de Janeiro, 2008. Available in 
www.sidra.ibge.gov.br/bda/pesquisas/ca/ 

Leal, MRLV, Nogueira, LAH, Cortez, LAB, Land demand for ethanol production, Applied Energy 
102, 2013. doi: 10.1016/j.apenergy.2012.09.037 

Leite, RCC, Leal, MRLV, Cortez, LAB, Griffin, WM, Scandiffio, MIG, Can Brazil replace 5% of the 
2025 gasoline world demand with ethanol? Energy, 34(5), 2009. doi: 
10.1016/j.energy.2008.11.001 

Lynd, LR, Woods, J, Perspective: A new hope for Africa, Nature, 474, 2011. doi: 
10.1038/474S020a 

Michel, H, The Nonsense of Biofuels, Angew. Chem. Int. Ed., 51, 2012. doi: 
10.1002/anie.201200218  

Pacca S, Moreira JR, A biorefinery for mobility?, Environ Sci Technol, 45(22), 2011. doi: 
10.1021/es2004667. 

RENI, Biogas: an all-rounder, Renewables Insight: Energy Industry Guides, revised edition, 2011. 
Available in http://www.german-biogas-industry.com/ 

Runge CF, Sheehan JJ, Senauer B, Foley J, Gerber J, Andrew JJ, Polasky S and Runge CP, Assessing 
the comparative productivity advantage of bioenergy feedstocks at different latitudes, 
Environ. Res. Lett., 7, 2012. doi: 10.1088/1748-9326/7/4/045906 

Wicke, B.; Sikkema, R.; Dornburg, V.; Junginger, M. and Faaij, A., (2008). Drivers of land use 
change and the role of palm oil production in Indonesia and Malaysia. Overview of past 
developments and future projections Final Report. Universiteit Utrecht, Copernicus 
Institute Science, Technology and Society. NWS-E-2008-58, ISBN 978-90-8672-032-3,. 

Dornburg, V., van Vuuren, D. et al. (2010). Bioenergy revisited: key factors in global potentials of 
bioenergy. Energy Environ. Sci., vol 3, pp 258-267. 

Dornburg, V., A. Faaij, et al. (2008). “Biomass Assessment: Assessment of global biomass 
potentials and their links to food, water, biodiversity, energy demand and economy 
Study performed by Copernicus Institute – Utrecht University, MNP, LEI, WUR-PPS, ECN, 
IVM and the Utrecht Centre for Energy Research, within the framework of the 
Netherlands Research Programme on Scientific Assessment and Policy Analysis for 
Climate Change. 

Goldemberg, J., Guardabassi, P. (2009). Are biofuels a feasible option? Energy Policy 37 pp 10-14. 
Lal, R. (2010). Managing soils and ecosystems for mitigating anthropogenic carbon emissions 

and advancing global food security, BioScience 60: 708-721. 
Nassar, A.M., Harfuch, L, Moreira, M.M.R., Bachion, L.C. & Antoniazzi, L.B. Impacts on Land Use 

and GHG Emissions from a Shock on Brazilian Sugarcane Ethanol Exports to the United 
States Using the Brazilian Land Use Model (BLUM). Report to the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency regarding the Proposed Changes to the Renewable Fuel Standard 
Program. Institute for International Trade Negotiations – ICONE. September 2009. 

Somerville, C. 2006. The billion ton biofuel vision. Science 315:801-804. 

http://www.iiasa.org/
http://www.iiasa.org/


__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

204 
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Faaij, A. (2012).  “EU biofuel policy is addressing the wrong issue” (interview).  Available at 
http://hveiti.dk/en/news/expert-biofuels-eu-biofuel-policy-addressing-wrong-issue 

Chen, X.,  Khana, M. (2013).  “Food x fuel: the effect of biofuel policies”. In:  Am. J. Agr. Econ. 
(2013) 95(2): 289-295. Doi: 10.1093/ajae/aas039 

Faaij, A.  (2008). Bioenergy and global food security. Externe Expertise für das WBGU-
Hauptgutachten "Welt im Wandel: Zukunftsfähige Bioenergie und nachhaltige 
Landnutzung" (paper prepared for the German Advisory Council on Global Change – 
“Bioenergy and sustainable land use” of the German Advisory Council on Global Change 
(WBGU)). Berlin: WBGU. ISBN 978-3-9396191-21-9. Utrecht, Berlin 2008. Available at 
http://www.wbgu.de/fileadmin/templates/dateien/veroeffentlichungen/hauptgutachte
n/jg2008/wbgu_jg2008_ex03.pdf 

Manzatto, C.V.; Assad, E.D.; Bacca, J.F.M.; Zaroni, M.J.; Pereira, S.E.M. Zoneamento Agroecológico 
da Cana-de-açúcar. Relatório técnico da Embrapa. MAPA, Embrapa Solos: Rio de Janeiro, 
2009. 

MAPA - Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Food Supply; IICA - Inter-American Institute for 
Cooperation on Agriculture (2006). Anais do I Encontro Interamericano de 
Biocombustíveis (Annals of the 1st Inter-American Workshop on Biofuels). Annals 
prepared by: Bressan Filho, A.; Strapasson, A. B. et al. Published by MAPA. Brasília, Brazil. 

MAPA - Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Food Supply; Embrapa - Brazilian Agricultural 
Research Company (2006). Plano Nacional da Agroenergia: 2006-2011 (Brazilian 
Agroenergy Plan: 20 06-2011), 2nd edition, and Diretrizes da Política de Agroenergia 
(Roadmap of the Brazilian Agroenergy Policy). Prepared by Oliveira, A. J.; Ramalho, J. et 
al. in collaboration with Strapasson, A. B. et al. Published by MAPA & Embrapa. Brasília, 
Brazil. 

MAPA, Embrapa, MMA, MDA et al. (2010). Palm Oil Agro-ecological Zoning. Published by the 
Brazilian Government as part of the Sustainable Oil Palm Production 
Programme. National coordination group: Campello, T.; Brandão, S.M.C.; Strapasson, A.B.; 
Ferreira, D., Manzatto, C.V., Ramalho-Filho, A. et al. 2010. Published by the Brazilian 
Government: Presidential Decree 7.172/2010, Bacen Resolution 3.852/2010, Federal 
Law Project 7.326/2010. Maps and GIS database edited by Embrapa Soils. Booklet 
and video published in English, Spanish and Portuguese versions, and edited by Casa 
Civil (Presidency of Republic’s Chief Office). Brasília, Brazil. 

MAPA, Embrapa, Conab, MMA et al. (2009). Sugarcane Agro-ecological Zoning. National 
Coordination Group: Strapasson, A.B.; Caldas, C.J.; Manzatto, C.V. et al. Published by the 
Brazilian Government: Presidential Decree 6.961/2009; Portaria MAPA Ministerial 
Decree n. 333/2007 andNormative Instruction 57/2009; Bacen Resolution 
3.813/2009 and Resolution 3.814/2009; Federal Law Project 6.077/2009. Maps and GIS 
database edited by Embrapa Soils. Booklet and  video published in 
English, Spanish, Portuguese and French versions by Casa Civil (Presidency of Republic’s 
Chief Office). Brasília, Brazil. 

MAPA - Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Food Supply (2011). Anuário Estatístico da 
Agroenergia 2010 (AgriEnergy Statistical Yearbook 2010). Prepared by: Strapasson, A. 
B.; Lima, A.C.O.; Caldas, C.J.; Ferreira, D. et al.  Technical Report. Brasília, Brazil. 

http://hveiti.dk/en/news/expert-biofuels-eu-biofuel-policy-addressing-wrong-issue
http://www.embrapa.gov.br/english/p%20ublications/agroenery_miolo.pdf
http://www.embrapa.gov.br/english/p%20ublications/agroenery_miolo.pdf
http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_Ato2007-2010/2010/Decreto/D7172.htm
https://www3.bcb.gov.br/normativo/detalharNormativo.do?method=detalharNormativo&N=110036755
http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/Projetos/PL/2010/msg%20222%20-%20100507.htm
http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/Projetos/PL/2010/msg%20222%20-%20100507.htm
http://www.cnps.embrapa.br/zoneamento_dende/
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Sd7vUvmXgKQ
http://www.agricultura.gov.br/MapaPortalInternet/consultarpublicacao/editConsultarPublicacaoGrupo1.do?op=downloadArquivo&url=%2Fdesenvolvimento-sustentavel%2Fagroenergia%2Fpublicacoes&publicacao.arquivo.idArquivo=2511
http://www.agricultura.gov.br/MapaPortalInternet/consultarpublicacao/editConsultarPublicacaoGrupo1.do?op=downloadArquivo&url=%2Fdesenvolvimento-sustentavel%2Fagroenergia%2Fpublicacoes&publicacao.arquivo.idArquivo=2509
http://www.agricultura.gov.br/MapaPortalInternet/consultarpublicacao/editConsultarPublicacaoGrupo1.do?op=downloadArquivo&url=%2Fdesenvolvimento-sustentavel%2Fagroenergia%2Fpublicacoes&publicacao.arquivo.idArquivo=3451
http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_Ato2007-2010/2009/Decreto/D6961.htm
http://www.in.gov.br/visualiza/index.jsp?data=31/10/2007&jornal=2&pagina=3&totalArquivos=72
http://www.in.gov.br/visualiza/index.jsp?data=31/10/2007&jornal=2&pagina=3&totalArquivos=72
http://www.in.gov.br/visualiza/index.jsp?data=26/11/2009&jornal=1&pagina=3&totalArquivos=96
https://www3.bcb.gov.br/normativo/detalharNormativo.do?method=detalharNormativo&N=109102943
https://www3.bcb.gov.br/normativo/detalharNormativo.do?method=detalharNormativo&N=109102943
https://www3.bcb.gov.br/normativo/detalharNormativo.do?method=detalharNormativo&N=109102944
http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/Projetos/PL/2009/msg764-090917.htm
http://www.cnps.embrapa.br/zoneamento_cana_de_acucar/
http://www.cnps.embrapa.br/zoneamento_cana_de_acucar/
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=edOWlGsUDAI
http://www.agricultura.gov.br/MapaPortalInternet/consultarpublicacao/editConsultarPublicacaoGrupo1.do?op=downloadArquivo&url=%2Fdesenvolvimento-sustentavel%2Fagroenergia%2Fpublicacoes&publicacao.arquivo.idArquivo=3414
http://www.agricultura.gov.br/MapaPortalInternet/consultarpublicacao/editConsultarPublicacaoGrupo1.do?op=downloadArquivo&url=%2Fdesenvolvimento-sustentavel%2Fagroenergia%2Fpublicacoes&publicacao.arquivo.idArquivo=3393
http://www.agricultura.gov.br/MapaPortalInternet/consultarpublicacao/editConsultarPublicacaoGrupo1.do?op=downloadArquivo&url=%2Fdesenvolvimento-sustentavel%2Fagroenergia%2Fpublicacoes&publicacao.arquivo.idArquivo=3412
http://www.agricultura.gov.br/arq_editor/file/Desenvolvimento_Sustentavel/Agroenergia/anuario_agroenergia
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47. Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 
 
GENERAL OVERVIEW COMMENTS 
 
The authors of the draft HLPE report on 'Biofuels and Food Security' have conducted a good 
review of the literature on this issue and consulted a wide variety of sources.  The country 
specific information, including in-depth considerations of specific feedstocks and their regional 
roles, is useful to those who are seeking to continue to understand and appreciate the evolving 
complexities of this subject and the specific linkages between biofuels and food security.  Also 
particularly useful are the appendices that set out country information with mandates, 
feedstock, etc.   
 
In line with the 2011 HLPE report on price volatility, food security is a complex matter with 
multiple dimensions which include rising incomes in the developing world, long term 
agricultural investment, and waste in the food system; issues which have received limited 
attention in this report.  In addition, the paper should consider trade policies that impact food 
security issues, such as export bans, hoarding of agricultural commodities and the short term 
manipulation of tariffs of agricultural goods, which can contribute to short term price volatility. 
 
The paper notes in a number of places that biofuels is the "predominant" reason behind food 
prices and volatility and bases this claim on two basic reasons: (1) rise in oil price making 
biofuels more attractive (consequently driving grains toward ethanol production) and (2) 
supply unable to cope with demand.  Unfortunately the paper lacks adequate substantiation to 
support this claim. Rather, prevailing analysis leads us to understand that global biofuels 
production is one of many factors that affect the prices for agricultural commodities.  Other 
factors include: increasing demand from emerging economies, weather-related events in key 
grain growing regions, increased speculation in commodity markets, and volatile oil prices and 
transportation costs.   
 
There are some specific changes to be made to the information pertaining to Canada as set out in 
Appendix I, as follows: 

http://www.jcer.net/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352%20http:/www.jcer.net/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352
http://www.jcer.net/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352%20http:/www.jcer.net/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352
http://www.jcer.net/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352%20http:/www.jcer.net/index.php/jcer/article/download/377/352
http://www.embrapa.br/publicacoes/tecnico/revistaAgricola/rpa-de-2007/RPA_03-2006_INGLES%20Edicao%202007.pdf
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• Under the B% (biodiesel) heading, the notation should read: B2 (national) and up to B4 

in 4 provinces; o   Under the Tools heading, the following should be inserted:  Capital and 
production incentives, and fund for next generation biofuels. 

• Under Main Feedstock, corn and wheat for ethanol; tallow, yellow grease, and canola for 
biodiesel. 

• Under Estimates of Government Subsidies, Including Mandates, for Biofuels, Estimates 
for government subsidies: $1.5 billion Federal Renewable Fuels Strategy. 

 
Canada will look forward to the opportunity to review the next version of the report, when 
available. 
 
 
48. Ministry of Mines and Energy, Brazil  
 
1. From the very beginning of the document, on its Executive Summary, the presented 
premises reveal the whole document bias against the production and use of bioenergy, 
specifically biofuels.  
2.  In order to produce a bigger impact on readers, numbers are put without a clear context 
and disconnected with actual figures. The presented impacts of the production of biofuels in 
order to reach a theoretical 10% of global transportation fuels are clearly overestimated. 
Moreover, it is not considered the enormous potential of the already available biomass from 
agricultural residues. 
3.    Part of the overestimation comes from the hypothesis of converting the nowadays crops 
into biofuels which is virtually impossible and counter efficient. So, to say that “If 10% of all 
transport fuels, to date, were to be achieved through biofuels, this would absorb 26% of all crop 
production” means nothing. The hypothetical production of biofuels to attend 10% of 
transportation fuels must come from energy crops. So, all impacts must be evaluated from 
this perspective. Moreover, biofuels’ production implies necessarily the production of food, feed 
and fiber. 
4.  The global consumption of light distillates51 in 2011 was 1,638,832,073 m³. Considering 
that 10% of this volume would be supplied by biofuels, then the ethanol volume demanded 
would be of 241,975,205 m³. If we consider that this volume can be produced by current 
technologies (1st generation ethanol), then the amount of land required would be of 32 million 
hectares52.  
5.  Using the same line of thought, middle distillates consumption53 in 2011 was 
1.865.837.179 m³. Considering that 10% of this volume would be supplied by biofuels, then the 
biodiesel volume demanded would be of 186,583,718 m³. If we consider that this volume can be 
produced by current technologies (1st generation biodiesel), then the amount of land required 
would be of 37 million hectares54. 
6.  Thus, considering biofuels’ production capable of displacing 10% of total light and 
middle distillates consumed today it would require less than 70 million hectares55. This area 

                                                             
51 BP Statistical Review of World Energy June 2012 
'Light distillates' consists of aviation and motor gasolines and light distillate feedstock (LDF) 
52 Considering ethanol produced from sugarcane in tropical areas (7,5 m³/hectare) 
53 BP Statistical Review of World Energy June 2012 
'Middle distillates' consists of jet and heating kerosines, and gas and diesel oils (including 
marine bunkers) 
54 Considering biodiesel produced from palm oil in tropical areas (5 m³/hectare) 
55 It is not considered here any production of ethanol from lignocellulosic from sugarcane 
bagasse and straw and also any new sugarcane varieties 
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corresponds to 2.2% of total potential area for agriculture56; or 5% of total agricultural area in 
201157; or 10% of total harvested area in 201158. 
7.  In order to produce a bigger impact, all land needs to produce biofuels are mentioned in 
relation to a particular concept of “vegetated land” that was not predefined and, also, has no 
means to the assessment proposed. All other kind of categorization of land mentioned above 
(potential area for agriculture; total agricultural area; and harvested area) are better to 
understand and are clearer.  
Final Remarks 
8.  There is neither economic growth nor social development without energy supply. 
Likewise, environmental conservation is impossible without adequate energy resources. 
Biofuels represent today a major opportunity for investments for developing poor countries. 
Besides its high economic potential, they also bring undeniable social and environmental 
benefits through its production and use. Brazil has been promoting the dissemination of its 
public policies, which managed to introduce biofuels in its energy matrix, now an irrefutable 
reference for the world. Many international cooperation agreements come as proof of its 
expertise. The dissemination of use and production techniques includes easy access to 
technologies and elimination of trade barriers, which may highly contribute to turn biofuels into 
energy commodities. 
9.  After the two petroleum crisis, in the 70´s, the whole concept of “energy security” gets 
re-shaped. Energy security starts to consist, essentially, in having a continuous energy supply, 
big enough to cover the demands of a particular country at reasonable prices. Prices a society 
could afford without damaging its own economy. This concept implies controlling energy supply 
sources, not necessarily its actual possession, knowledge of the demand and supply evolution, 
and the diversification of energy sources. 
10.  While the world seeks energy alternatives capable of promoting the economic growth 
without worsening climate change, we face a worldwide boom in oil demand, mainly due to 
China, India and Russia. OPEC and many experts believe there are high chances that prices will 
never again be less than US$ 100 per barrel.  
11.  The annual World Energy Outlook is the International Energy Agency's flagship 
publication and it is widely recognized as the most authoritative energy source for global energy 
projections and analysis. The WEO received numerous awards59 from governments and energy 
industry for its analytical excellence. It represents the leading source for medium to long-term 
energy market projections, extensive statistics, analysis and advice for both governments and 
the energy business. All statistics and projections are related to three scenarios: Current Policies 
Scenario; New Policies Scenario; and 450 Scenario. 
12.  Current Policies Scenario60 shows how the future might look on the basis of the 
perpetuation, without change, of the government policies and measures that had been enacted 
or adopted by mid-2011. The New Policies Scenario – the central scenario of the WEO 2011 – 
incorporates the broad policy commitments and plans that have been announced by countries 
around the world to tackle energy insecurity, climate change and local pollution, and other 
pressing energy related challenges, even where the specific measures to implement these 
commitments have yet to be announced. Those commitments include renewable energy and 
energy efficiency targets and support, programs relating to nuclear phase-out or additions, 
national pledges to reduce greenhouse-gas emissions communicated officially under the Cancun 
Agreements and the initiatives taken by G-20 and APEC economies to phase out inefficient fossil-
fuel subsidies that encourage wasteful consumption.61 The 450 Scenario62, which sets out an 

                                                             
56 FAO (2009) Global Potential Area for Agriculture = 3.23 billion hectares 
57 FAOSTAT (2013): Total Agricultural Area in 2011 = 1.381.204.040 hectares 
58 FAOSTAT (2013): Total Harvested Area in 2011 = 697.687.682 hectares 
59 http://www.iea.org/publications/worldenergyoutlook/aboutweo/awards/  
60 World Energy Outlook 2011 – Published by International Energy Agency (www.iea.org) p. 55 
61 World Energy Outlook 2011 – Published by International Energy Agency (www.iea.org) p. 54 
62 World Energy Outlook 2011 – Published by International Energy Agency (www.iea.org) p. 55 

http://www.iea.org/publications/worldenergyoutlook/aboutweo/awards/
http://www.iea.org/
http://www.iea.org/
http://www.iea.org/
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energy pathway that is consistent with a 50% chance of meeting the goal of limiting the increase 
in average global temperature to two degrees Celsius (2°C), compared with pre-industrial levels. 
According to climate experts, to meet this goal it will be necessary to limit the long-term 
concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere to around 450 parts per million of 
carbondioxide equivalent (ppmCO2-eq). 
13.  The Figure 1 shows the Average IEA Crude Oil Import Price presented on WEO 2011 
indicating that the minimum level of oil prices is around US$ 100 per barrel.  

 
Figure 1 – Average IEA Crude Oil Import Price63 

14.  What consequences will arise from the new price level?  Following an adequate energy 
policy, we can face the challenge assuring energy supply and promoting the rational use of the 
available sources.  However, if prices stay as high as they are now, above the level of 450 
Scenario, there will be recession in many countries, due to the impact of energy prices in the 
economy as a whole, including food prices. There will be a stronger need for promoting energy 
conservation policies, expanding the frontier for oil prospection and exploiting currently 
producing fields efficiently, and, mainly, searching new renewable energy sources. This latter 
appears to be the most important weapon against the boom of agricultural commodities prices.  
15.   One of the main conclusions of the WEO 2011 is that “the share of GDP spent on oil 
imports is generally even higher in oil-importing developing countries, because their economies 
are typically more oil intensive. Higher oil prices have weighed on growth in oil-importing 
countries by consuming a greater proportion of household and business expenditure. They have 
also put upward pressure on inflation, both directly, through increases in fuel prices, and 
indirectly, as prices of other goods have risen to reflect the higher input costs”. Any study 
intentioned to assess the relation of biofuels production and food security must acknowledge 
that the pressure on oil prices contributes to food insecurity. Inflationary impacts, according to 
IEA, have been most pronounced in the emerging economies, particularly in Asia, energy weighs 
relatively heavily in domestic consumer price indices. 
16.  Energy security is a prerequisite to food security. The main task is to assess the better 
way to reduce the pressures on oil prices and reducing emissions at the same time, not counting 
on a naïve technological breakthrough on transport sector and on energy sources. Also, such a 
report should mention the bad consequences of agriculture subsidies in developed countries 
that undermine all efforts of establishing sustainable local arrangements of food production in 
poor countries.    
17.  Among other imprecise data about Brazil on the text, there is incorrect information on 
annex 1, page 61. Brazil currently uses B5 and currently there is no predefined calendar for 
B7 (2013), B10 (2014), and B20 (2020) as put. The Government position is that there is no room 
for B20 in Brazil. The Brazilian Energy Plan (PDE 2021) clearly shows that Brazil has no plan to 
increase the biodiesel mandatory percentage of 5% (B5). On the ethanol blend the correct 
range is E18-E25. The biodiesel and ethanol volume columns are apparently misplaced. 
Moreover, the correct data for ethanol demand for mandatory purposes (anhydrous ethanol) is 

                                                             
63 World Energy Outlook 2011 – Published by International Energy Agency (www.iea.org)  

http://www.iea.org/
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8.3 million m³ (2011). Also, there is no mandate in Brazil for hydrated ethanol production 
and use. 
18.  The Ministry of Mines and Energy of Brazil reinforces the recommendation of a 
total review of the draft document “Biofuels and Food Security” before any deliberation 
or any assessment of FAO country experts.  
 
 
49. Mauro Conti, Centro Internazionale Crocevia, Italy 
 
Dear HLPE, 
 
the report on biofuels do not take in deep consideration the difference between high prices and 
price volatility. 
 
Indeed speculation plays a minor role, since financial market deregulation anc correlation 
between oil a commodities has not been take in the proper consideration 
 
Please see the attachment (pg19-22) 
http://www.rtfn-watch.org/fileadmin/media/rtfn-
watch.org/ENGLISH/pdf/Watch_2012/R_t_F_a_N_Watch_2012_eng_web_rz.pdf 
best 
 
Mauro Conti 
www.croceviaterra.it 
 
 
50. Hans Morten Haugen Diakonhjemmet University College, Norway 
 
I do not know if this is too late, but a major problem is that many states with inadequate 
institutional capacities relating to effective land management do make overestimates on their 
available land. I have done a study on Tanzania, that can be found here: 
http://www.academicjournals.org/jene/PDF/Pdf2010/March/Haugen.pdf 
 
A brief comment to the document: It lacks references to human rights impact and the due 
dilligence requierement for companies, as outlined in the UN Guiding Principles for Business and 
Human Rights (A/HRC/17/31), as well as the two standards by the UN Special Rapporteur on 
the right to food (A/HRC/19/59/Add.5, Appendix, Guiding principles on human rights impact 
assessments of trade and investment agreements and  A/HRC/13/33/Add.2, Annex: Large-scale 
land acquisitions and leases: A set of minimum principles and measures to address the human 
rights challenge). The subsequent resolutions in the Human Rights Council did not endorse these 
Guiding Principles, unlike those on Business and Human Rights, but no states voted against the 
resolutions which welcomed the reports within which the two standards were found. 
 
 
51. Groupe Interministeriel Français sur la Securité Alimentaire (GISA), France  
 
Ces commentaires ne préjugent pas de la position française sur le document final. 
  
I. Remarques générales 
 
• Cette première version  du rapport est riche et aborde les différents effets de la 
dynamique de développement des biocarburants sur la sécurité alimentaire. Elle permet de 
dresser un panorama général des différentes pratiques en matière de politique de 
développement des biocarburants et vise à en comprendre les limites du point de vue de la 

http://www.rtfn-watch.org/fileadmin/media/rtfn-watch.org/ENGLISH/pdf/Watch_2012/R_t_F_a_N_Watch_2012_eng_web_rz.pdf
http://www.rtfn-watch.org/fileadmin/media/rtfn-watch.org/ENGLISH/pdf/Watch_2012/R_t_F_a_N_Watch_2012_eng_web_rz.pdf
http://www.croceviaterra.it/
http://www.academicjournals.org/jene/PDF/Pdf2010/March/Haugen.pdf
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sécurité alimentaire, mais aussi social, environnemental et économique. 
 
• Le Comité de la sécurité alimentaire (CSA) a chargé le HLPE de « faire une étude 
documentaire comparative, fondée sur des données scientifiques, en prenant en considération les 
travaux issus de la FAO et du partenariat mondial sur les bioénergies (GBEP), des répercussions 
positives et négatives des agrocarburants sur la sécurité alimentaire ». Le rapport gagnerait à 
rendre davantage état des débats existants en complétant notamment les références à la 
littérature existante. En effet, ce rapport vise à éclairer les décideurs politiques regroupés au 
sein du CSA, il est nécessaire qu'il rende compte objectivement de l'état des débats et de la 
controverse. 
 
• La version V0 du rapport s'intéresse essentiellement aux aspects « macros » dans les 
différents domaines abordés (effet sur les prix, effet sur le foncier) qui ne permettent pas de 
conclure de l'ensemble des impacts sur la sécurité alimentaire au niveau local et international. 
 
• Le rapport invite à une meilleure prise en compte des questions de sécurité alimentaire 
dans la mise en place des politiques et des projets en faveur  du développement des 
biocarburants et insiste sur les risques que peuvent faire peser les biocarburants de première 
génération sur les marchés agricoles. Ce diagnostic général, devrait être complété par une 
analyse des expériences de développement des biocarburants s'inscrivant dans une démarche 
de développement rural au bénéfice des populations locales et d'analyser également les 
effets sur l'emploi, le revenu agricole et l'accès à l'énergie qui sont des aspects clés pour la 
sécurité alimentaire. 
 
• Concernant l'organisation du contenu, il serait intéressant de mettre en avant les 
principaux points de conclusions ou d'attention à la fin de chaque chapitre, sous forme d'un 
encadré conclusion afin d'en faciliter la lecture. Le rapport se termine par un chapitre 
thématique, il serait opportun d'ajouter une dernière partie perspective, recommandation ou 
conclusion. 
 
 
I. Remarques sur le contenu 
 
1. Chapitre 1 : Biofuels policies 
 
• Cette partie est importante car elle permet de dresser un panorama mondial des 
différentes motivations et stratégies adoptées par les gouvernements sur les biocarburants. Il 
serait intéressant ici de développer davantage les différents types d'outils mis en place dans les 
pays pour soutenir ou encadrer les filières biocarburants, et d'analyser leurs effets sur la 
dynamique des filières, les prix et la pression sur le foncier. 
 
• L’idée d’une typologie des situations nationales comme outil d’aide à la décision est 
intéressante et gagnerait à être plus développée en distinguant peut-être d’autres critères 
comme l'accès aux ressources naturelles, le niveau de sécurité alimentaire, l'existence d’un tissu 
industriel, les sources actuelles d’approvisionnement en énergie, le contexte climatique... Il est 
étonnant que les pays à haut revenu ne soient pas du tout mentionnés ici. 
 

• En Europe, ce qui est présenté comme une Directive (p.14) n’est à ce stade qu’un 
projet de la Commission Européenne.  Par ailleurs, la nouvelle proposition de la 
Commission ne consiste pas en l'imposition d'un plafond de consommation, mais d'un 
plafond sur le taux d'incorporation d'agrocarburants à base de matières premières 
comestibles. 
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2. Chapitre 2 : Biofuels and the technology frontier 
 
• L'analyse des biocarburants de deuxième génération mériterait d'être davantage 
développée. En effet, la seconde génération de biocarburant est très hétérogène, son impact en 
terme d'utilisation des sols, de réduction des GES et ses rendements sont très différents. A titre 
d'exemple, le rapport pourrait étudier des solutions comme l'utilisation de la paille de riz dont 
une grande quantité est aujourd'hui brûlée dans les champs. 

 
• Enfin, l’utilisation des déchets alimentaires et industriels, déchets verts, déchets 
cellulosiques urbains dans une civilisation du recyclage systématique mériterait une évaluation 
quantitative, ainsi que les perspectives globales en termes de sobriété énergétique. 
 
 
3. Chapitre 3 : Biofuels, Food Prices, Hunger and Poverty 
 
• Sur la question centrale du nexus biocarburant – prix – faim et pauvreté (partie 3.1) la 
démonstration se base sur des moyennes mondiales alors que l'insécurité alimentaire dans le 
monde repose sur une conjonction de facteurs et de contraintes aussi bien internationaux que 
locaux.  Cette partie, fondamentale dans le rapport gagnerait à être davantage étayée et illustrée 
d'une analyse microéconomique des impacts des politiques de développement des 
biocarburants et des réponses adoptées par les populations les plus vulnérables confrontées à 
une forte augmentation des prix au regard notamment de leur situation (acheteur net d'aliments 
versus vendeur net). 
 
• Par ailleurs, sur la question clé de la réduction de la consommation alimentaire 
comme conséquence de l'augmentation de la demande en biocarburants, le document ne fait état 
que d'une partie des conclusions des travaux d'Edward et al (2011). En complément à ce que 
suggère le rapport, Eward et al. indiquent également que l'ajustement de la demande, par non 
remplacement d'un tiers environ des calories converties aux biocarburants64, se ferait d'abord 
par une réduction de la demande pour l’alimentation animale plus que par la réduction de la 
consommation des populations en situation d'insécurité alimentaire65. 
 
• De plus, la corrélation n'est pas systématique entre les marchés alimentaires mondiaux 
et les marchés de détails dans certains pays. Il conviendrait de compléter cette partie en prenant 
en compte les impacts de la production à grande échelle de biocarburants sur les prix et la 
disponibilité des denrées alimentaires au niveau national et local. 
 
• Par ailleurs, Il convient également de  prendre en compte les impacts des 
appropriations de terres à grande échelle (pour la production de biocarburants ou d'autres 
cultures), au niveau national et local, sur les prix et la disponibilité des denrées alimentaires. A 
titre d'illustration le développement dans une région d'une plantation de canne à sucre ou 
d'huile de palme de 50 000 à 100 000 ha dont la production est transformée puis exportée a 
nécessairement des impacts sur la disponibilité de nourriture, les prix et par voie de 
conséquence la situation alimentaire des foyers. 
 
• Concernant la question majeure de l'effet des biocarburants sur les prix des matières 
premières, si l'on peut aujourd'hui parler d'un consensus indéniable sur l'effet prix induit par le 
développement des biocarburants, la quantification de la part de responsabilité de ces 
derniers sur l'augmentation des prix internationaux est encore discutée. Le rapport devrait 
présenter une synthèse de la littérature économique et économétrique sur les relations entre 

                                                             
64Page 22, premier paragraphe dernière phrase (Roberts 2010) 
65« This reduction is not mostly from people eating less: it is a shift of meat production from livestock fed on 
crops (mostly in EU) to livestock raised on ranches in more extensive countries. », Edwards et al 
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prix des carburants, prix des biocarburants et prix des produits alimentaires   et rapporter l'état 
de la controverse. 
 
• En particulier le rôle des politiques de soutien devrait être complété en précisant 
davantage leurs effets potentiels sur les prix alimentaires en fonction du contexte d'application 
et des options politiques choisies : seuil d'incorporation des biocarburants, caractère 
contraignant ou non de ce seuil, seuil plafond ou seuil plancher, incitation fiscale...Ces éléments 
sont indispensables pour analyser le ratio et l'évolution des prix (alimentaire et pétrole) et le 
niveau de connexion des marchés (idem), et ainsi d'appréhender l'impact sur les marchés 
alimentaires. 
 
• Les auteurs s'intéressent principalement aux effets à court terme des biocarburants sur 
les marchés agricoles et analysent la situation récente des marchés. Une mise en perspective de 
l'évolution historique du niveau des prix agricoles ainsi que des prix des principales matières 
premières (pétrole, …) en valeur réelle permettrait de mieux déterminer  le poids des 
biocarburants comme déterminant du prix agricole.   
 
• Concernant les éléments de prospective, les mutations en cours dans le monde des 
énergies fossiles gagneraient à être davantage pris en compte (gisements non conventionnels, 
schistes bitumineux, etc.), ainsi que les perspectives globales en termes de sobriété et 
d'efficience énergétique. Le document ne retient implicitement qu’un scenario de prix haut 
pour les carburants fossiles, or même si ce scénario est sans doute le plus probable, les autres 
« futurs alternatifs » gagneraient à être également évoqués car cela conditionne la rentabilité des 
biocarburants, l'impact des politiques actuelles et par conséquent leur développement et leurs 
effets sur la sécurité alimentaire. 
 
• Concernant l'importance attribuée aux autres facteurs la liste pourrait être complétée 
(les politiques de restriction aux exportations...). Par ailleurs, il nous semble que le document 
devrait rapporter davantage l'état de la bibliographie existante en dégageant les consensus et 
les controverses (la controverse sur le rôle de la spéculation n'est pas encore éteinte) avant, 
éventuellement de conclure (cf. les commentaires généraux ci-dessus). 
 
 
4. Chapitre 4 : Biofuels and land 
 
• Le rapport met l'accent sur la faible disponibilité réelle des terres, ce qui est une bonne 
chose. En effet, beaucoup de terres prétendument disponibles sont utilisées par les populations 
locales pour leur survie : cueillette, transhumance, collecte de bois de chauffe… Néanmoins, le 
rapport n'aborde pas le potentiel d'intensification de l'usage des terres agricoles comme 
piste de développement des biocarburants à usage local. Le développement d'agro-industries à 
grande échelle acquérant, dans un système de gouvernance foncière défaillant, de grandes 
superficies au détriment des communautés locales, est totalement différent de la plantation 
paysanne dont le producteur aura décidé lui même d'affecter une partie de ces terres à cette 
culture (en association avec d'autres cultures par exemple) et dont le débouché est assuré par 
une contractualisation (à l'instar d'autres cultures de rente comme le coton). 
 
•  Les exemples sur le jatropha gagneraient à être développés. Il existe en effet divers 
systèmes de production du jatropha visant à favoriser la sécurité alimentaire dans la logique de 
l'introduction d'une nouvelle culture de rente et dont le carburant produit peut bénéficier à 
l'intensification de la production agricole (motopompes, motoculteurs …) et sa transformation 
(moulins …) permettant un gain de productivité et une meilleure valorisation. Il conviendrait de 
mettre en avant les différentes expériences qui présentent des résultats contrastés et restent 
encore à un stade embryonnaire. 
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• Par ailleurs, il conviendrait d'étudier d'autres exemples d'introduction de biocarburants 
à l'échelle paysanne pilotés par des organisations paysannes pouvant fournir des perspectives 
intéressantes. 
 
• Enfin, la notion de réversibilité de l'usage de la terre devrait être davantage étudiée  
afin de mieux évaluer  les impacts sur la sécurité alimentaire à moyen et long terme. A l'inverse 
les risques liés à la destruction de la biodiversité (déforestation de forêts primaires,…) 
présentent une irréversibilité totale. 
 
 
5. Chapitre 5 : Social implications of biofuels 
 
• Le rapport limite l'intérêt « social » aux besoins des communautés rurales en matière de 
cuisson, de chauffage et de gestion de l'eau. Il serait intéressant dans cette partie d'évoquer les 
perspectives de développement social, économique et territorial que peuvent offrir les 
biocarburants. 
 
• Concernant les schémas de certification définis au niveau européen, le rapport pourrait 
souligner la faiblesse suivante : l'article 18 de la directive EnR prévoit que lorsque la 
Communauté a conclu avec des pays tiers des accords bilatéraux portant sur des "sujets couverts 
par les critères de durabilité", la Commission peut décider que ces accords servent à établir que 
les biocarburants et bioliquides produits à partir des matières premières cultivées dans ces pays 
sont conformes aux critères de durabilité. Il n'y a actuellement aucun accord de ce type en 
vigueur, mais ce point de la directive pourrait présenter, s'il était appliqué et selon la façon dont 
il pourrait l'être, un risque de déprécier la mise en œuvre de la durabilité, de constituer un 
précédent, et de donner lieu à de la concurrence déloyale entre les biocarburants soumis de 
façon stricte aux critères de durabilité et ceux qui le seraient par ces accords. 
 
 

III.   Références 
 
Propositions de références supplémentaires : 
 
• Prise en compte des émissions liées aux changements d'affection des sols : De Cara 
et al, 2012 « Revue des études évaluant l'effet des changements d'affectations des sols sur les bilans 
environnementaux des biocarburants » qui réalise une méta analyse des estimations d’impacts 
ILUC/CAS dans plus de 485 références bibliographiques fournit le spectre des résultats mais 
explique surtout quelles hypothèses ou facteurs pris en compte ou non dans les modèles 
conduisent à des estimations hautes ou basses 
http://www2.ademe.fr/servlet/getBin?name=7AC5DFA02A2CE66DFDE000D7FA33AA56_tomc
atlocal1333626720098.pdf 
 

• Rendements énergétiques des biocarburants de 2ème génération : l’étude 
de Taheripour et Tyner (2012) pointent des rendements énergétiques très hétérogènes 
et donc des effets en terme de réduction des GES très différents entre le myschantus, le 
switchgrass ou les résidus de maïs (tige) : 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/124407/2/AAEA_2012%20paper-
taheripour%20tyner2.pdf 
 
• Les rapports de la Commission européenne, études et consultations 
publiques 
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/consultations/2010_10_31_iluc_and_biofuels_e
n.htm 
dont l'étude IFPRI de David Labordes 2011 

http://www2.ademe.fr/servlet/getBin?name=7AC5DFA02A2CE66DFDE000D7FA33AA56_tomcatlocal1333626720098.pdf
http://www2.ademe.fr/servlet/getBin?name=7AC5DFA02A2CE66DFDE000D7FA33AA56_tomcatlocal1333626720098.pdf
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/124407/2/AAEA_2012%20paper-taheripour%20tyner2.pdf
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/124407/2/AAEA_2012%20paper-taheripour%20tyner2.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/consultations/2010_10_31_iluc_and_biofuels_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/consultations/2010_10_31_iluc_and_biofuels_en.htm
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• L'importance des contraintes (mandats, blend wall, etc.) et des régimes de prix des 
biocarburants et leur connexion variable avec les cours des carburants fossiles. Plusieurs 
études se sont attachés à cet aspects centraux (à titre d'exemple on peut citer Abbott, 2012 :  
« Biofuels, Binding Constraints and Agricultural Commodity Price Volatility » dans lequel l'auteur 
distingue pas moins de 7 régimes successifs de prix depuis 2005, marqués par des coefficients 
de corrélation très contrastés entre prix du pétrole et prix du maïs. D'autres peuvent être aussi 
cités (Herlet et Beckman, 2011, « Commodity Price Volatility in the Biofuel Era: An Examination of 
the Linkage Between Energy and Agricultural Markets » ou bien Babcok, 2011 : « The Impact of US 
Biofuel Policies on Agricultural Price Levels and Volatility ») 
 
• « Biofuel and Food-Commodity Prices » : http://www.mdpi.com/2077-0472/2/3/272 
qui indique notamment dans la revue de littérature : « Overall, this literature suggests that 
the linkage between ethanol prices and food prices is rather weak, and that the diffusion of shocks 
between fuel and food prices is very limited » sans toutefois conclure que les effets des 
biocarburants sur les prix sont nuls. 
 
• Sur la quantification de la part de responsabilité des biocarburants sur 
l'augmentation des prix internationaux : voir par exemple Hochman et. Al, 2012 : 
http://www.mdpi.com/2077-0472/2/3/272, Abbott, 2012, 
http://www.nber.org/chapters/c12808.pdf ou encore Serra, 2012 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/126057/2/Serra_2012.pdf ou bien MH Hubert, 2012 : 
« Nourriture contre carburant, quels sont les termes du débat » pour quelques articles récents 
résumant une partie de la littérature existante 
 
• Jatropha reality check, a field assessment of the agronomic and economic viability of 
Jatropha and other oilseed crops in Kenya, World Agroforestry Centre, Kenya Forestry Research 
Institute, Endelevu Energy, GTZ, Décembre 2009 : 
http://www.worldagroforestry.org/our_products/publications/details?node=52985 Cette 
même étude recommande d’ailleurs à tous les acteurs concernés ‘‘de réévaluer avec précautions 
leurs activités de promotion du jatropha en tant que source d’énergie prometteuse’’. 
 
• Sur la disponibilité des terres dans les pays en développement : 

◦  Gérard CHOUQUER, « L'Afrique est-elle disponible ? » Ce qu'on voit quand on regarde, 
Grain de Sel, 2012 

 "Is there really spare land, a critique of estimates cultivable land in developing countries'' 
environment development and sustainabiliy 1:3-18 Young, A. 1999 

 "How much spare land exist ?" Bulletin of the international Union of soil Sciences n° 97, 
Young, A. 2000 

◦  « A savoir » de l’AFD n°11 : « La situation foncière en Afrique à l’’horizon 2050 », janvier 
2012 Alain DURAND-LASSERVE et Étienne Le ROY, comité technique “Foncier & développement 
». 

 
52. European Biodiesel Board, Belgium 
 
The European Biodiesel Board (EBB) gathers 80 European producers among 21 Member-States. 
We represent more than ¾ of the biofuels output in Europe, largely contributing to ground 
alternatives to fossil fuel in transport. Biodiesel provides environmental advantages, reducing 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions as well as decreasing sulphur particles and compound in the 
air. In addition to being a safe, environmental friendly resource, our product contributes to 
higher energy independence, while also providing employment in Europe and worldwide. 

http://www.mdpi.com/2077-0472/2/3/272
http://www.mdpi.com/2077-0472/2/3/272
http://www.nber.org/chapters/c12808.pdf
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/126057/2/Serra_2012.pdf
http://www.worldagroforestry.org/downloads/publications/PDFS/B16599.PDF
http://www.worldagroforestry.org/downloads/publications/PDFS/B16599.PDF
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Furthermore, biodiesel production fosters agriculture output by enhancing farmers’ revenues 
and developing technological input.  
While EBB welcomes the opportunity to participate into the current study undertaken by the 
FAO, we would like take this opportunity to highlight some misunderstandings and loopholes 
developed in the report.  
 
Overall methodology  
 
As regards methodology, the report as it stands fails to provide strong methodology in order to 
reach fair and well-balanced conclusions. The literature review is rather poor and do not tend to 
overview the current state of the art as regards research on biofuels. Of a particular matter, the 
report shows strong inconsistency when evaluating its resources. While the IFPRI study based 
on equilibrium long-term modelling is presented as the cornerstone report when assessing land 
availability and assessing “long term price elasticity66”, the authors reject the possibility to rely 
on similar methodology when assessing the agricultural commodity prices67. It does not reach 
the rigour requirements of such a prestigious institution as FAO. While the UK Government (HM 
Government, 2009) was positively peer reviewed, the IFPRI study was numerously criticised. 
Numerous alternative reports concluded that biofuels production was not accurately reflected.  
 
Furthermore, the report lacks clear definition of biofuels and food security per se. Neither the 
scientific community, nor the political sphere nor the industry concerned have managed to 
defined “advanced biofuels” and we would suggest to be extremely careful on this matter. 
Indeed, advanced biofuels could encompass a vast range of aspects such as new technology 
developments, higher greenhouse gas savings, or alternative feedstocks. Hence, lack of definition 
may lead to inadequate recommendations.  
 
Understanding of policy issues and technology development  
 
Furthermore, the report does not seem to provide sufficient evidence to “call in question the use 
of mandate/targets together with subsidies and tariffs68”. The Renewable Energy Directive 
(RED, 2009/28) mandates a 10 % share of renewable energy sources in the transport sector by 
2020. It relies on market forces to determine the most appropriate manner to reach such targets. 
European Member States forecast a predominant reliance on biodiesel due to current market 
structure and availability of technology. Furthermore, the Fuel Quality Directive (FQD, 2009/30) 
has additional energy intensive targets, contrary to what seemed to imply the quote page 7. 
Additionally, the Commission legislative proposal released in October 2012 is still under debate, 
implying that the Council of the European Union along with the European Parliament have the 
possibility to modify it and, hence, should not be taken as a definitive version.  
On the contrary, the FAO report does not assess the positive value of mandates. Long-term 
targets provide with stable long term views for agricultural markets, hence enabling farmers to 
foster their income and invest in higher quality products. On this particular matter, we would 
like to strongly emphasize the need for legislative stability as well as strong regulatory 
framework to ensure the accurate deployment of alternative resources  
The technology barrier should be hence comprehended in this light. Technology development is 
of primary interest for biodiesel production and it seems essential to ensure that the current 
state of play is fairly considered. As second generation is defined neither in this report nor 
                                                             
66 p.22  

67 In particular « this use of the models is often inappropriate. Many of the model cited are 
general equilibrium models that by design attempt to estimate the impacts on prices in a long 
term equilibrium”, p. 33 

68 3 Draft policy recommendations 
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among stakeholders, it seems rather difficult to draw any conclusions on the maturity of such 
products. While the International Energy Agency has demonstrated that technological 
investments are taking place, the sector lacks long term perspective to enhance confidence in the 
future. To reach economy of scale, thus reducing the amount of policy support, requires 5 to 10 
years from the time of investment decision.  
 
Biofuels and food prices  
 
Biofuels and food security is an imported subject, which should be discussed in a fair and neutral 
manner. It is important that the report is well balanced with equal assessment of trends and 
market patterns. The current report disposes of little evidence demonstrating a linear 
consequence between deployment of biofuels and increase in food prices. The food crisis at the 
beginning of year 2008 was clearly linked to a spectacular increase of petroleum prices: crude 
oil reached 133,9 US Dollars/barrel in June 2008 (compared to 91,45US Dollars/barrel in 
December 2007). The “low energy efficiency of food” led to higher food prices in several 
developing countries. A FAO/OECD69 report concludes that a 25% increase in oil price 
translates into a 14% increase in fertiliser prices, which insists on the strong link between 
energy and agricultural prices.  
 
4 FAO-OECD Agricultural outlook (2012), p. 41 
Moreover, we would be interested to see academic peer-reviewed work on the causal link 
between reliance on biofuels and so-called land-grabbing. No significant imports of biofuels from 
Africa to Europe could allow drawing a clear link for such statement (Eurostat data). It is yet 
concerning that FAO bases its conclusions on NGOs reports and case-study evidence without any 
further grounded proofs. There is additionally no evidence stressing the fact that palm oil based 
plantations are exclusively aimed at biodiesel production.  
 
EBB suggestions  
 
As such, the current report does not seem to fully grasp the positive outcome of biodiesel 
production in terms of agricultural development both in Europe and third countries. Biodiesel 
production is strongly intertwined with agriculture products and numerous reports – including 
the FAO services- have demonstrated how biofuels deployment could foster access to food 
products, while overcoming structural political constraints in remove less developed areas. As 
stated by numerous well-informed contributors, the use of co-products is often neglected when 
analysing the role of biofuels.  
The FAO BEFS (Bioenergy and Food Security) analysis of bioenergy policies also recognises the 
three distinct advantages of biofuels, i.e. positively affecting agricultural and rural incomes, 
poverty reduction and economic growth through creation of new markets, reducing energy 
dependency, and enhancing food security. The BEFS analysis also concludes that general 
conclusions cannot be made as to the impact of biofuels on food prices, economic growth, energy 
security, deforestation, land use and climate change. Hence, biofuels policy should be assessed in 
a broader framework in order to fully understand their role.  
We would like to thank you for the time you will take to consider our comments and would be 
delighted to discuss further the manner with you. 
 
 
53. Global Renewable Fuels Alliance, Canada 
 

                                                             

69 FAO-OECD Agricultural outlook (2012), p. 41 
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The Global Renewable Fuels Alliance feels the current draft of the HLPE’s Biofuels and Food 
Security report is negatively biased against biofuels. The draft report uses data that is incorrect, 
unsubstantiated and omits key areas of research that would change the reports final 
recommendations dramatically if this information were included in the final report.  
The GRFA would like to make the following suggested changes to the draft report: 
 

1) The HLPE draft report should not rely, in any capacity, on the science of Indirect Land 
Use Change. 
 

• The indirect land use change impacts of biofuels, or ILUC, are controversial 
because the science is flawed, immature and there are massive disparities in the 
final data. ILUC is an untested and heavily disputed theory that assumes that 
crops used for biofuels will displace other crops used for food. ILUC estimates 
vary drastically depending on the input data assumptions of the researchers and 
some are based on false or out-of-date assumptions. Often key inputs, such as co-
products, are not included in the scientific models that seek to measure ILUC. 
While some studies such as a recent report from the US Department of Energy 
that looked at historical data, determined that indirect land use change resulting 
from corn ethanol expansion over the past decade has likely been “minimal to 
zero.” (United States Department of Energy, Decomposition Analysis of U.S. Corn 
Use for Ethanol Production from 2001-2008, 2010) 

• More proof of ILUC flaws come from the National Institute of Space Research, 
which found that deforestation in the Amazon has declined sharply just as 
biofuels production in the United States quadrupled. The same study found that 
in 2004, 10,588 square miles of the Amazon was cut down but in 2009/10, that 
number dropped to 2,490.7 square miles. In the meantime, U.S. ethanol 
production had gone from approximately 3 billion gallons in 2004 to 
approximately 13.23 billion gallons in 2010. In Brazil the tropical protection 
program, Amazon Region Protected Area, resulted in a 75 percent reduction in 
tropical forest clearing since 2004, even as ethanol production doubled. 

• While the indirect land effects of biofuels production have not been proven, the 
environmental impact of oil production is widely known and getting worse. Oil 
exploration is now venturing into extremely sensitive environments as 
conventional supplies disappear. Oil companies today must undertake risky 
exploration in areas such as the arctic, offshore in some of the deepest oceans in 
the world and in large parts of the Canadian boreal forest for the Canadian oil 
sands.  
 

2) The HLPE draft report fails to explore and should include a chapter summarizing the 
impact oil prices have on the price of food. 
 

• The GRFA has demonstrated over the long term that the price of food is directly 
affected by the price of oil. 

• In fact as the below chart illustrates, the price of food follows the price of oil 
resulting in food price spikes soon after a spike in the price of oil. 
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  Source: IMF – Primary Commodity Prices 

 
• Oil prices impact global food prices in many ways. High oil prices increase the 

cost of fertilizer, inflate the cost of packaging and raise the cost of transportation. 
• David Hallam, the FAO’s Deputy Director confirmed this when he said 

“unexpected oil price spikes could further exacerbate an already precarious 
situation in food markets.” 

• Access to food is irrelevant if prices are at levels where people are unable to 
afford it. 
 

3) The HLPE draft report fails to explore and should include a section on the economic 
development benefits biofuels offer, especially in developing countries. 
 

• The GRFA finds the positions expressed in the HLPE draft report inconsistent 
with the positions of senior FAO policy makers. 

• As recently as May 2011 the UNFAO said that investment in biofuels could 
actually help to improve food security in rural economies by creating jobs and 
boosting incomes.  

• Heiner Thofern, head of the FAO Bioenergy and Food Security Project, said that if 
"done properly and when appropriate, bio-energy development offers a chance 
to drive investment and jobs into areas that are literally starving for them." 

• In 2011, the FAO released the study, Making Integrated Food-Energy Systems 
work for People and Climate, which stated that "investment in bioenergy could 
spark much-needed investment in agricultural and transport infrastructure in 
rural areas and, by creating jobs and boosting household incomes, could alleviate 
poverty and food security." 

• A recent GRFA report, Contribution of Biofuels to the Global Economy done in 
partnership with the global economic research company, Cardno Entrix, found 
that the global biofuels industry contributed $277.3 billion and supported nearly 
1.4 million jobs in all sectors of the global economy in 2010.  

• The global biofuels industry is a bright spot in the current world economy, 
defying current economic conditions and growing.  

• Another recent case study, Biofuels, poverty, and growth: a computable general 
equilibrium analysis of Mozambique, demonstrated the economic development 
benefits of a biofuels industry in a developing nation. It found that "the proposed 
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biofuel investments increase Mozambique's annual economic growth by 0.6 
percentage points and reduce the incidence of poverty by about six percentage 
points over the 12-year phase-in period." 

• Oil producing nations are prosperous because they are geographically located on 
top of an oil reserve unlike the wide array of biofuel feedstocks, which can be 
developed anywhere.  

• This means that any nation, especially developing countries, can develop their 
own biofuels industry, which in turn will increase their employment rates, boost 
salaries, relieve poverty and improve food security. 

 
4) The HLPE draft report incorrectly promotes outdated biofuels vs. food myths and 

conveniently does not address other issues related to food security. 
 

• The HLPE draft report makes a biased assertion that food security and biofuels 
cannot coexist, which is simply incorrect. 

• The HLPE report is incorrect regarding the amount of land used to grow biofuel 
feedstocks. 

• Current global land use for biofuels is minimal, using about 3% of total arable 
land area. There are currently massive amounts of unused, underproductive or 
marginal land available that could be used for biofuel production without 
compromising food production. A 2011 study by the University of Illinois found 
that there is an additional 320 – 702 million hectares of global land available for 
sustainable biofuels production. This is “an area that would produce 26% to 56% 
of the world’s current liquid fuel consumption,” (University of Illinois at 
Urbana−Champaign, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Land 
Availability for Biofuel Production, 2011). 

• The HLPE report unfairly characterizes biofuels as the greatest threat to food 
security when it is in fact our reliance on crude oil that threatens the 
environment and the global economy. 

• The International Energy Agency (IEA) has clearly noted in its last two World 
Energy Outlook’s (WEO) that crude oil is the world’s largest energy problem.  

i. In 2011 the IEA stated oil demand would rise 14% between 2010 and 
2035, from 87 million barrels per day (mb/d) in 2010 to 99 mb/d in 
2035. 

ii. This means to meet demand new reserves will have to be exploited – 
namely environmentally damaging oil sands or dangerous deep well oil. 

iii. There is a growing dependence on the OPEC countries as a supplier of the 
world’s oil. Over 90% of the required growth in world oil output will 
come from OPEC countries, pushing the share of OPEC in global 
production above 50% by 2035. 

iv. The 2012 WEO stated that crude oil was putting the “brakes on the global 
economy” because oil subsidies have reached an all time high of $660 
billion but oil prices are still at an all time high making our energy system 
“unsustainable” according to the IEA. 

• To lower food prices we must break our addiction to crude oil and increase the 
use of alternative fuels, like biofuels. 

• The International Energy Agency’s Technology Roadmap – Biofuels for Transport 
stated that biofuels could make up 27% of the worlds transport fuels by 2050, 
eliminate 2.1 gigatonnes of CO2 emissions and not jeopardize food security.  

• The same IEA report also revealed that current global biofuels production 
utilizes only 2% of global arable land, which is simply not significant enough to 
have any impact on food prices. 
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• A 2012 report by the United Kingdom’s National Non-Food Crops Centre found 
that “We can minimize competition for land by increasing its productivity. 
Improved breeding and management techniques will increase the productivity of 
crops. An annual yield increase of just 2% would double biofuels production 
volumes by 2050 without any land expansion,” (National Non-Food Crops Centre, 
The changing face of the planet: The role of bioenergy, biofuels and bio-based 
products in global land use change, 2012). 

• The primary challenge is still not how much food we grow but how efficiently we 
grow it, distribute it and how much of it we waste. 

• Food waste is an issue not properly addressed by the HLPE draft report.  
• It is well understood, that global food production far exceeds our needs today; 

however hunger is still a global challenge but there are other ways to combat this 
problem. The scale of food waste worldwide is unacceptably high. According to a 
report for the UN by the Swedish Institute for Food and Biotechnology, around 
1.3 billion tonnes of food is either lost, or wasted, globally each year. The figure 
represents 33% of the world's total food production; and the study says that 
reducing losses in developing countries could have an "immediate and 
significant" impact on livelihoods and food security. 
 

5) The HLPE draft report’s view of advanced biofuels incorrectly represents their potential 
and commercial viability and must be corrected. 
 

• Biofuels continue to grow in importance as the rising price of oil impacts every 
aspect of the global economy. 

• More than 700 new biorefineries are required (at 193 million litres/refinery) by 
2025 to meet the known and existing mandates around the world. 

• The total announced annual capacity under development is nearly 20 billion 
litres, at an average annual capacity of 100 million litres. 

• The United States Department of Agriculture recently released its Billion-Ton 
Update, which is excellent at suggesting both the volume and variety of potential 
feedstocks. It stated that there would be enough available, sustainable biomass to 
support 3 times the fuel production required under the Renewable Fuel 
Standard, using known processing technologies. 

• By the end of 2013 there are 23 signature commercial-scale advanced 
biorefineries slated for completion.  

• Of these 23 refineries, they are in five different countries, using 12 different 
feedstock strategies, employing 12 different processing technologies and 8 
product sets representing 649 million gallons of capacity. 

• With the hundreds of refineries planned, ample proven feedstock supplies and 
dozens more commercial scale refineries coming online by the end of 2013, it is 
clear that the HLPE draft is incorrect in assuming that advanced biofuels are 
delayed or that concerns over their adoption exist. 

 
 
54. H.J.M. de Groot Leiden Institute of Chemistry, Netherlands 
 
Please find below my thoughts, in the form of a strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats 
analysis as I see it from my own non-normative scientific perspective. 
S: The draft report on biofuels and food security is an example par excellence of scientific 
integrity at the executive level, making readily available to the public scientific data that are 
neither distorted nor concealed to serve a political agenda. A sound basis for the further analysis 
below. 
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W: The comprensive and profound overview of the report raises one question with me: the draft 
report does not consider how agriculture can become a meaningful part of the solution to the 
global energy challenge. The CO2 problem is not solved, and the only market that can make a 
meaningful contribution to recycling CO2 is the fuel market. Apparently agriculture is 
considered by our societies already part of the solution, irrespective of the fundamental problem 
that lies in the relative inefficiency of biomass for energy as plants are unlikely to transform 
more than 0.5% and the observation that current biofuels practices are insufficient. This in itself 
is not surprising. In all possible scenarios for a sustainable energy system solar power plays a 
mayor role. However, it is a dilute energy source, it does require surface on earth to collect the 
energy, and solar energy production needs to be balanced with demand by fuel. 
 
O: I don’t think the current effort in biofuels can be fully put away as some perverse form of 
market failure, and I also don’t think we will converge on a small contribution of farmers in the 
end, which I feel the report suggests. The fundamental opportunity lies in the relative 
inefficiency of biomass for energy. As plants are unlikely to transform more than 0.5%, there is 
99.5% of the incoming energy left unused in farming. While food is and will always remain the 
priority of agriculture both for humanitarian and cultural reasons, there currently exists a 
potential 200-fold increase in energy yield to explore, far more than what is needed for 
maintaining both food and energy security. I find it difficult to imagine that society will allow a 
hugely inefficient industrial practice go on for much longer. Other sectors are under strong and 
continuous pressure to improve their energy efficiency continuously. Why not agriculture? 
Farmers own the land and thus the source of energy. In addition current biofuels practice shows 
that the farming business model is capable of producing high volume at low cost. To overcome 
the efficiency hurdles in current biofuels practice while maintaining full capability for food and 
feed production requires technology for multiple use of the same area. Windmills are an early 
example, where food production and energy conversion go hand in hand. This requires 
technological breakthroughs, in domestication of algae and their improvement with synthetic 
biology, in breeding for the development of food crops with high yield at low light, in re-
inventing natural photosynthesis with highly efficient (semi-) artificial devices for solar to fuel 
conversion that can be deployed on a large scale, and in integration of such new technologies 
with the existing agricultural infrastructure. Since the farming business model is here a critical 
success factor, city dwellers will adopt the new technologies as well, for food, and for solar 
energy. They will become part-time farmers, we see that already happening in the Netherlands 
on a small scale. 
 
T: That we maintain a huge agricultural infrastructure that is highly inefficient for too long. 
Energy transitions take time, typically 30 years, which implies that we have to be at the start of 
exponential growth with new technology by ~2020 if we want to be sustainable by 2050. It will 
be difficult to let agriculture walk away with not optimally using the incoming power. But the 
technology that should allow landowners to take their responsibility in our societies and 
economies is not yet there and needs to be developed urgently. In this respect I find the 
statements on p 20 missing the point. The agricultural revolution of the past century was the 
first major improvement of agricultural practice since the stone age. I think it is time to speed up 
a bit now, in learning how to domesticate and improve photosynthetic micro-organisms, in 
designer phototrophs, breeding of dedicated plant phenotypes, devices for solar fuels, and last 
but not least, integration of the technology with the broadest possible scope, and with due 
respect for the biodiversity on the planet and for its inhabitants in different cultural settings. 
 
 
55. Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Supply , Brazil 
 
The FAO has been a frequent actor in the global discussion about biofuels and their potential 
impact on food security since such kind of energy has emerged as a possible alternative to fossil 
fuels a few decades ago. 
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                         As the UN body responsible for dealing with issues related to food and agriculture 
FAO has legitimacy to be an important voice globally about the issue here mentioned. Such voice, 
though, shall be based on empirical, fact based research with impartial point of view as to inform 
the general public of the pros and cons of biofuel production and consumption and its potential 
effects on food security. 
 
                         The FAO HLPE consultation paper is a clear statement that such impartial and 
technical perspective on the issue of biofuels has not been taken. There are many evidence poor 
statements on the text and one can clearly see that a thorough review of literature on biofuels 
and its effects was not undertaken in the preparation of the Document. 
 
                         The Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Food Supply in Brazil, being a major 
public actor in the design and implementation of public policies to nationally foster biofuel 
development, expresses discontent with the current version of the Document as it lacks a 
balanced view on the matter of biofuels. 
 
                         The biofuels policies in Brazil go through a complex dialog process between 
governmental bodies and private sector stakeholders in order to build a scheme for the 
production of biofuels in a sustainable and balanced manner. 
 
To illustrate such process and outcomes one can mention the Sugarcane Agroecological Zoning, 
the Palm Oil Agroecological Zoning, The Low Emission Agricultural Plan and the Social Stamp 
Scheme for Biodiesel production. 
 
                         Also as part of this dialogue in Brazil about biofuels, we are aware that private 
sector entities and academy institutions in Brazil have already made detailed review of the FAO 
HLPE Document highlighting a number of suggestions and corrections regarding biofuels in 
Brazil and other parts of the Document. 
 
                         Our comment, then, will be focused on the influence power such Document can 
have once published. As already mentioned here, FAO is a legit UN body to discuss topics related 
to agriculture and food and its documents and public opinions have great influence in society in 
general. 
 
                         It is with this in mind that MAPA stresses that such Draft version must be carefully 
reviewed in order to produce a document that gives the general public the most reliable 
information on the issue of biofuels and its potential effects on food security. 
 
 
56. United States of America [second contribution] 
 
ITEMIZED COMMENTS  
 

 “ Ex ecuti ve  Summa ry ”  Sectio n  
 

The objective of the Report, as stated in the following paragraph, is only partially met.   
The report states that “The central concern of this report is to analyze the implications for food 
security of global and national biofuels markets, as they were put in place in the first decade of 
the current millennium, through an evaluation both at the aggregate level of macro data and 
through field research carried out in different regions and localities.” 

 
Several assertions are not fully explained, leaving the reader with questions, For 
example: 
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1.   “Third generation biofuels are associated with algae production which while relieving 

land and food crop pressures are not themselves immune to environmental consequences 
and potential threats to food security.”  On page 32, the conclusion on the discussion on 
biofuels from algae reads: “Second generation algae biofuels are therefore unlikely to be 
other than an exceptional option for developing countries (FAO, 2010; Subhadra & 
Grinson-George, 2010).”  Also, throughout the Report, there are references to algae 
as “second” but also as “third” generation biofuels. 

 
2.   “There is significant evidence that a substantial fraction of each ton of crops diverted to 

biofuels comes out of consumption by the poor, and that could greatly exacerbate 
malnutrition if biofuels grow to 10% of the world’s transportation fuel.” No direct 
reference to this statement is found anywhere else in the Report, and no citations 
support this statement. In fact, the report reads as if this is the foregone conclusion and 
selected references are found that can support this conclusion without actually doing a 
full comparative review of the literature. Concerns about global shortages of 
productive ag/forest land ignore regional differences and market dynamics. Resource 
Planning Act projections for the US show that increases in bioenergy demand reduce 
conversion to urban   use   and   result   in   more   productive   land   area   to   meet   
future   needs. Source: USDA Forest Service 2012. Future of America's Forests and 
Rangelands: Forest Service 2010 Resources Planning Act Assessment. GTR WO-87. 
Washington DC. 198p. 

 
3. The executive summary overstates the concern about soil depletion from bioenergy 

production. U.S. studies of whole tree harvest have shown that the practical 
management limits of biomass collection often are sufficient to maintain soil 
productivity, and relatively simple/modest retention requirements are sufficient for 
most other ecosystems. While exceptions do exist, these exceptions should not 
disqualify investment in any additional biomass production. Please see Farve, R. and 
Napper C. 2009 Biomass Fuels and Whole Tree Harvesting Impacts on Soil Productivity 
- Review of Literature. USDA Forest Service National Technology Development 
Program, San Dimas CA 60p. Waring R.H.  and  Running  S.W.  2007.  Forest  
Ecosystems:  Analysis  at  multiple  scales,  3rd Edition. Elsevier Academic Press. San 
Diego CA. 420p. 

 
 

4.  The concern about increased land investments in Africa cannot be solely attributed to 
biofuels. Africa has experienced substantial improvements in governance, resolution 
of previous armed conflicts, democracy and rule of law over the past 2 centuries. 
Increased investment in such new markets is expected, regardless of any bioenergy 
demand. In addition, these investments are portrayed as negative, ignoring the 
substantial benefits to the African nations accrued by such investments. 

 
 

 The executive summary does not address the purpose of the report until 5th  
paragraph, and the opening paragraph presents a hypothetical calculation of how much 
fuel can be produced from the world’s crop production. It seems inappropriate to open the 
report with such a hypothetical calculation based on policies not necessarily being 
considered. 

 
 It is always useful to measure current developments by historical phenomena. This is not 

the first time a major new use of food crops has diverted grain away from human 
consumption. There were relatively few feed yards in existence before the 1950s. Massive 
amounts of corn and other grains now go to finish cattle in feed yards and this has not 
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really affected the amount of grain available for human consumption. It would be very 
difficult to attribute price increases with certainty to the change in use. It would have 
served the authors well to have examined supply and demand during that period. 

 

 Page 3, 3rd paragraph, reference to “fuel crops” should be “food crops”? 
 
 Page  2,  last  paragraph,  seems  to  suggest  that  “flexible  agricultural  products”  may  

be undesirable, but there is no definitive analysis on this topic yet. Moreover, the overall 
view is that flexibility in the use of different crops has positive effects on farmers, since it 
gives them a better say in determining crop prices. 

 

 Page 3, 3rd paragraph, mentions “significant evidence” of diversion of crops to biofuels 
that comes out of consumption by the poor. This is unproven in the literature, and the 
evidence from the world’s largest biofuel producer, the United States, contradicts it 
(Oladosu et al, 
2011).  

 
 Page 3, 4th  & 5th  paragraph presents the main argument of the paper, but as will be 

shown below these arguments is unsupported in the literature and the empirical data. 
 
 Page  4,  paragraph  5,  highlights  the  negative  effects  of  biofuels  and  mentions  

potential positive effects on food security through new sources of income and 
employment, and as alternative sources of energy for rural and urban communities. 
However, this paragraph fails to mention the main benefit and original motivation for 
biofuels, which is to replace fossil fuels. Although, this is related to biofuels use as an 
alternative source of energy, the real benefit of biofuels is in helping to relieve the 
tightness of the oil market. The report alludes to this potential in many places, particularly 
in the next section which discussed biofuel policies around the world with the objective of 
“replacing” a percentage of oil-based fuels. This is a particular omission in the report and 
in much of the literature (Oladosu et al, 2012). 

 
 
 
 p. 1 – The calculation with 10% of global transportation fuels with biofuels is 
hypothetical. 

Even where this statement appears in the report (page 8), it seems out of place. 
Furthermore, the assumption of this calculation is no change in crops, production, 
efficiency, yields, etc. (as stated in footnote 15 of the report); yet changes and 
improvements in feedstock modes, management and productivity are ongoing. 

 
 p. 1 of the Executive Summary, first para. - It is unclear why the report begins by 

considering the “totality of the world´s crops to produce biofuels.” No one is suggesting 
this alternative, nor is anyone considering that that all energy be supplied from any one 
source. 

 
 p. 1 of the Executive Summary, first para. If 85% of the world’s fresh water resources 

are mobilized, is this volume of water completely unrecoverable and unavailable for 
reuse?  The meaning of “mobilized” is unclear.  

 
 p.1 of the Executive Summary, 3rd  para. The first sentence is a political statement, 

which does not belong to the report. 
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 p. 2 of the Executive Summary, last para.   The authors appear to be arguing against 
the concept of biorefineries, which can offer opportunities in maximizing the conversion of 
carbon in the feedstock.   Also, non-fuel compounds that are produced could offset 
conventional products which would have economic, land use, greenhouse gas emissions, 
and other implications.  The authors need to provide a clearer explanation of their case 
against biorefineries and lay out definitions for primary and secondary processing. 

 

 p. 4 of the Executive Summary, 3rd full para.  Throughout the report, different units of 
energy are used for overly simplistic quantification of the total energy content of 
biofuels.  In this paragraph, “raw chemical energy” and “primary energy” are used in the 
same sentence with both energy quantities being undefined and unclear.   What does 
the world’s total primary energy include in the authors’ estimation?  In this same 
paragraph, solar energy is also considered.  Is this value included in the primary energy 
estimate of the authors?  In footnote 
18 on p. 41 the authors provide an explanation of how the energy content of biofuels is 
calculated, but not how the primary energy is calculated. This mixing and matching of 
undefined energy quantities is confusing at best and misleading at worst.  As stated 
above, the authors should rely on the peer-reviewed literature, not back-of-the-envelope 
calculations to assess the energy burdens and benefits of biofuels. 

 
 Page 4 – It is good to see that the report talks about both the positive and negative effects 

that biofuels production can have on food security. Additional positive effects that are not 
mentioned include increases in the intensity of crop production, and use of crop residues 
allowing for improved production in high-yield situations. Causes of food price volatility 
include concentrated supply sources, persistent low-priced food commodities, food aid, 
and speculation. Food and nutrition security are critical issues that are not going away any 
time soon.  Some steps that could address the problem of food insecurity include 
(Oxfam 2010; FAO 2009 a and b, FAO 2010 a and b) 

 
 

1.  Improving rural livelihoods * 
  Agriculture 
  Market access 
  Timely information 

2.  Reducing risk 
  Social safety net 
  Transform food aid 
  Economic resilience 

• Diversify markets * 
• Expand bases of production * 

3.  Improving analysis and monitoring (e.g., to provide early warning of areas 
of concern) 

4.  Improving institutional capacity, policies, market functions 
5.  Reducing volatility* 

 
 The items starred above are where biofuels could provide some help. Yet this report 

claims that “any biofuel growth would exacerbate that challenge” of addressing food 
security’s need to produce more food (p. 4).  

 
 P. 4 – The report fails to note that the relationship between biofuels and food security is 

most affected by current patterns in distribution of food. 
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 P. 4 - The authors claim that biofuel growth projected to 2050 “would consume 85% of 
the world’s freshwater diverted from rivers and aquifers” with no support for the 
statement. In any case, they must not be referring to “consumed water” but rather 
“utilized” water. 

 
 P. 4 – It is true that “current initiatives to ensure responsible land investments are 

inadequate and measures are needed urgently to defend the rights of those traditional 
communities occupying and using these lands.” However putting the blame for these 
problems on biofuels is incorrect. In fact, fossil fuel expansion is responsible for much of 
the direct land-use changes (Parish et al. 2013).   It would be more productive to 
address land tenure issues directly than thru biofuels policies. 

 
 
 P.  5 – It is not clear what is meant in the report by saying that the relationship between 

food insecurity and biofuels in the US “is expressed in the conflict which pits the food 
industry against the proponents of biofuels using food crops.” Our observation is that this 
supposed conflict is an interpretation of the popular press for which there is little 
empirical evidence. 

 
 P. 5 – It is unclear why the drought impacts on US corn production in 2012 are touted 

as being associated with biofuels. Indeed, the prior expansion of corn production due to 
biofuels may have reduced the effects of the drought (1) by lessening the ongoing 
cropland decline and (2) by increasing the intensity of corn cultivation. 

 
 
 P. 5 – Why is the surge in alternative fossil fuels mentioned? It could be discussed as to 

its effect on increased food production, for much of the cost of agriculture (and the 
largest recent increase) is due to fossil fuel use. 

 
 P. 5 - It is unclear what is meant by “changes in the rules of the game.” 

 
 P. 5 – There is great uncertainty about the amount of previously cleared and 

underutilized land that is available for agricultural expansion without deforestation. 
Estimate range from 
500 to 5000 M ha globally [Kline et al. (2009) based on FAO/IIASA (2007) and on page 39 
this FAO/IASSA report and its uncertainties are finally mentioned]. Yet this report 
claims “high-end estimates of up to 445 M ha include areas currently covered by dense 
forests or by savannas” and fails to provide a source for that number nor to mention the 
uncertainties in 
the 
estimat
e. 

 
 p.  5.  The  authors  state  that  the  food  implications  of  algae  would  be  limited  to  

fisher communities.  It is unclear whether the authors are referring to the production of 
algae that can grow in salt water.  The current thinking in the algae R&D community is 
that in the case of salt water growth, algae will be growth in coastal, marginal areas and in 
the case of fresh water growth, algae will be grown in marginal areas where fish farms are 
not established. 

 
 

 “ Dra ft  Po li cy  Recommenda ti o ns ”  Sectio n  
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Policy recommendations.  The authors’ draft policy recommendations indicate that “we 
must advance beyond a discussion of mandates and subsidies to include mechanisms for 
controlling the growth of biofuel markets,” and those policies “should now be directed at 
ensuring that domestic ceilings are not made innocuous by the emergence of a global biofuels 
market.”  What exactly does that mean given the predominant use of ethanol as an oxygenate 
for U.S. gasoline? Do  the  authors  intend  to  suggest  mechanisms  for  controlling  the  
growth  of  U.S.  gasoline consumption?  Do the authors intend to discourage international 
trade of ethanol for use as a gasoline oxygenate?  Can the authors suggest what chemical 
should be used in place of ethanol as a gasoline oxygenate, or do they believe that gasoline 
should no longer contain an added oxygenate, even at the expense of cleaner air?  All of 
these questions are relevant to concerns about the connection between biofuel production 
and food prices. 

 
In the discussion on certification schemes (also discussed in Section 5.3), the authors 
recommend that “only certification schemes which are multi-stakeholder, fully participative, 
and transparent be recognized”.  In addition, they cite only a single study (as opposed to the 
expected numerous academic studies) in Section 5.3 that suggests that certification schemes 
are difficult to enforce and, as farm-level measures, do not account for the context in which 
production decisions are made.   Does  this  imply  that  the  Report  authors  are  
reconsidering  their  enthusiasm  for certification schemes. 

 
 

Section 1 Comments: BIOFUELS POLICIES 
 

General comments: 
 

Sections of the draft require much more evidence from the available literature. The two- 
paragraph section on biofuels in Latin America (1.4.6) is short and worth keeping, but it 
references a figure that could not be located.  The authors could consider expanding this 
section. The Latin America-specific information in Appendix I was useful. 

 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE).  The report lacks a clear and consistent assessment of the 
switch from MTBE to ethanol as an oxygenate in U.S. gasoline and its impact on U.S. biofuel 
demand.  The switch done in the name of improving human health is the primary policy driver 
that led to the higher levels of ethanol consumption that we observe today.  The authors need 
to explain the environmental considerations that motivated the switch away from MTBE and 
distinguish  these  concerns  from  the  political  and  economic  motives  behind  other  policy 
incentives to biofuel production.  At the beginning of Section 1, the authors mention the MTBE 
ban but provide no context regarding concerns about MTBE and drinking water supplies.  At 
the bottom of Section 1.1, the authors state that Babcock (2011) found that given continuing 
high oil prices, U.S. ethanol production could survive without mandates, but do not mention 
the MTBE ban.  Later, in Appendix III, however, the authors mention that Babcock in fact was 
describing a counterfactual situation with high oil prices, an MTBE ban, and no mandates. The 
fourth paragraph of Section 1.1 blurs the timeline regarding MTBE. 

 
China.  The report’s portrayal of biofuel in China is basically correct. China started up a 
small grain-based ethanol program around 2002-04, but capped grain use (about 3-4 mmt 
annually) for ethanol and rolled back subsidies for manufacturing grain-based ethanol due to 
food security concerns. Biodiesel is a non-starter in China, due to its huge deficit in edible oils. 
Non-grain biofuels experiments have produced no apparent commercial success so far. 

 
China may have a large non-grain biofuel project planned or underway on the coast of 
Zhejiang Province. The planned feedstock is vague, but appears to rely on cassava for the 
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foreseeable future.   A sweet sorghum biofuel project does not appear to have gone past 
the experimental stage. 

 
Around 2008-09 American government teams (USDA ERS) visited ethanol plants in Jilin and 
Anhui Provinces and the sweet sorghum, jatropha and cassava-based projects. In 2009, 
the USDA Economic Research Service published a report, China Is Using More Corn for 
Industrial Products, which summarized the lessons learned on these visits. 

 
Specific 
comments: 

 
 Section 1.1:  In the case of Brazil, the assertion “Biofuels (in Brazil and the US) were not the 

result of policies to regulate a market…” is not accurate.  Production and use of sugarcane- 
based fuel ethanol in Brazil began in 1975, when the Alcohol Program (Proálcool) was 
launched in response to soaring oil prices and a crisis (low prices) in the international 
sugar market. The program resulted in new commercial uses for sugarcane and made 
Brazil a 

 
 

pioneer in the use of ethanol as a motor vehicle fuel. Brazil’s development in this area was 
facilitated   by   the   country’s   availability   of   feedstock,   a   supportive   ethanol   policy 
environment, and efficiency improvements in cane production and ethanol conversion 
processes. Until 1999, the country’s supply of feedstock was stimulated by decades of 
Government support provided through controls over producer prices for sugarcane: the 
Government set prices along the sugarcane and sugarcane products chain, established 
production and marketing quotas for both sugar and ethanol, and was the only domestic 
distributor and exporter of sugar and ethanol (OECD, 2005). 

 
 Also the statement “After a decade Brazil was producing 12 billion liters a year and, in 

addition to a blending demand of some 20% with gasoline…” is not correct.  By 1977 (two 
years after the Brazilian Biofuels program had been initiated) the blending rate in various 
regions of Brazil had already reached 20 percent. 

 
 In this same section (paragraph 4) ethanol policy in Brazil responds to developments in 

the sugar market, more so than to changes in the oil price, as indicated in the Report.  In 
Brazil, the increase in international sugar prices in the early 1990s resulted in a larger 
share of Brazil’s sugarcane being used for domestic sugar production, leaving less for 
ethanol production. These factors led to severe ethanol shortages by the late 1980s and 
early 1990s and decreased demand for Brazilian ethanol-fueled vehicles. 

 
 Section 1.3:   The discussion on the new dynamics lacks the stark difference in 

Brazil’s development of its ethanol versus biodiesel industry and the heavy involvement of 
the Government in the marketing (auctions) of biodiesel. 

 
 Section 1.4.6:  The statement: “The development of biofuels policies in Latin America were 

very  much  influenced  by  Brazil,  particularly  in  Central  America  which  was  seen  as  a 
potential platform for exporting to the US without having to pay the 54 cents tariff…” is 
misleading, as the region had its own sugarcane-based ethanol industry years prior to 
the 
2002-09 Brazilian exports of hydrous ethanol to the Central American and Caribbean 
countries of Costa Rica, El Salvador, Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobago, which was re- 
exported to the United States as anhydrous ethanol under the duty-free Caribbean Basin 
Initiative (CBI). 
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 p. 7, It does not appear that Figure 1 is discussed in the paper (pg.7). 
 
 p. 12, statements regarding China’s use of cassava are basically accurate in the point they 
are 

making, but the trade numbers overstate the impact of 
biofuel.  

 
 “Thailand, the largest cassava exporter in the world, sent nearly 98 % of its cassava 

production to China to make biofuel in 2010.” 
Thailand does not export 98% of its cassava production to China.  In 2010, China took 
98% of Thai exports of cassava in its chopped or pelletized form.  Large starch industries 
in Thailand; large Thai feedmills; and several Thai ethanol plants use substantial amounts 
of cassava that are not exported.  China began to dominate Thai raw cassava exports in 
2001; 
2008 was a relatively low year for these exports, when EU feed usage outbid China 
ethanol 

 
 

usage.  A new Thai ethanol plant is dedicated to exports to China, shipping ethanol 
from cassava rather than cassava itself. 

 
 Suggestion:  “Raw cassava exports from Thailand, the world’s largest exporter, 

switched from shipment to the EU for feed use to shipment to China for biofuel after 2001.  
In 2010, Thailand sent 98% of its raw cassava exports to China.” (source: Thailand 
Biofuels Report, 
2012, FAS/USDA. 
http://gain.fas.usda.gov/Recent%20GAIN%20Publications/Biofuels%20Annual_Bangkok
_T hailand_6-29-2012.pdf) 

 
 China has one ethanol plant in Guangxi Province using cassava as a feedstock. It is true 

that domestic supplies of cassava were not adequate to support the plant’s projected 
biofuel output and cassava has been imported from Thailand (and 30% from Vietnam). 
China’s imports of cassava have indeed surged, exceeding 6.5 million metric tons during 
the first 11 months of 2012. However, careful analysis of customs statistics indicates that 
only a small portion of the cassava was imported in the region where the cassava-based 
ethanol plant is located (Nanning, Guangxi Province). The primary destinations for cassava 
were in the northern half of the country (Qingdao and Nanjing) where the cassava was 
presumably used for  starch  and  feed  industries.  These  regions  have  a  history  of  
importing  cassava  that precedes the non-grain biofuel production campaign. “Cassava 
exports to China from Thailand has increased fourfold since 2008 (Rosenthal, 2011; Sidhu, 
2011).” This overstates the increase because 2008 was an unusually low year for cassava 
imports. China’s cassava imports were about 4-5 mmt during 2006-07, fell to 2 mmt in 
2008, and have been 5-6 mmt since then. The increase has been large (1-2 mmt) but not 
fourfold. 

 
 
 
 Page 6, paragraph 2, contains some statements about Brazil that seem to lump more 

recent developments on new car sales with the production of 12 billion liters “After a 
decade” – by the 1980s. Similarly, in the next paragraph the ban on MTBE in the 2000s 
needs to be dated and placed after all the other policies that were already in existence. 

 
 Page 8, section 1.4: The last statement of the opening paragraph is presented without 

context, since we have no information on the blending percentage for each country. The 

http://gain.fas.usda.gov/Recent%20GAIN%20Publications/Biofuels%20Annual_Bangkok_Thailand_6-29-2012.pdf
http://gain.fas.usda.gov/Recent%20GAIN%20Publications/Biofuels%20Annual_Bangkok_Thailand_6-29-2012.pdf
http://gain.fas.usda.gov/Recent%20GAIN%20Publications/Biofuels%20Annual_Bangkok_Thailand_6-29-2012.pdf
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calculation also does not say whether this applies only to the 50 countries mentioned in 
this paragraph, although it mention in the opening paragraph of the executive summary 
suggests otherwise. 

 
 The section on country-based typologies is too brief and does not establish its particular 

role in the report. This is important since these typologies could be useful, but also 
misleading when  applied  improperly.  For  example,  a  typology  of  countries  may  help  
correct  the mistaken belief that there are “marginal lands,” which could support Jatropha 
for biofuels in China, India, and other places.  

 
 P. 9 – Referring to a “clean and green fuel” seems to be an oxymoron; all fuels are dirty 

and none are entirely green. 
 
 P. 10 – FDI is not defined 

 
 

Section 2 Comments: BIOFUELS AND THE TECHNOLOGY FRONTIER 
 

General comments: 
 

The report contains several unusual and contradictory statements about developing countries. 
First, in their recommendations, the authors seem enthusiastic about biomass in the 
“hinterlands of developing countries.”  If this is the case, why do the authors subsequently 
claim that the “skill, scale, and logistics necessary for second generation biofuels would make 
[biofuels] inappropriate for most developing countries today”?  If such technologies are 
available and commercially viable for the developed countries, then why would they be 
inappropriate for most developed countries?  Section 2.4, which addresses these unusual 
recommendations, contains not a single citation. For a comparative literature review, the 
absence of citations is unacceptable. 

 
Specific 
comments: 

 
 p. 18, Why is soy based biodiesel not included in Tables 1 and 2? 

 
 
 
 Section 2.2: There is no reference for the statement that “The IEA, together with a range 

of other research, now considers that second  generation biofuels will not be 
commercially viable before 2020”. 

 
 Also  there  needs  to  include  more  references  on  the  statement  about  ILUC  than  
the 

Searchinger (2008) study. 
 
 Section 2.4: The last statement of the first paragraph suggests that second generation 

biofuels will displace food crops and produce ILUC effects, which is a preemptive 
statement, since it was acknowledged later in the paper that these have not been analyzed. 
Moreover, the paragraph recommends a new strategy for bioenergy in the context of 
contribution to development, but does not presents the pros and cons of this new 
approach. Why would this new strategy avoid displacing food crops in developing 
countries as suggested for second generation biofuels? 
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 P. 16 – The terms first generation and second generation biofuels are defined twice in 
the report. The definitions differ and are not entirely consistent (e.g., with regards to 
Jatropha). 

 
 p.17 and 18, Fig. 2 and Table 2. Simply putting results from different studies is 
problematic. 

Some harmonization is required in order to make studies and their results somewhat 
comparable. Otherwise, it could be apples and oranges together. Efforts have been done 
(e.g., the NREL study on harmonized biofuel GHG reductions), and those results should be 
considered. Also, newer biofuel GHG results are documented in two recent journal 
articles by Argonne National Laboratory (Wang et al. 2011 and Wang et al. 2012). Also, 
LUC results for cellulosic biomass for biofuel production are in a forthcoming journal 
article (Kwon et al. 2013). 

 
 
 P.   18   –   “appropriateness”   is   never   defined.   [Similarly,   the   report   never   defines 

“sustainability.”] 
 
 P. 19 – The authors do not seem to recognize that the only way that biofuels will succeed 

is via the use of different crops, production modes, logistics, fuels, etc. There is no “one 
size fits all” approach that will succeed.  There have been some failures, but those 
situations do not mean that other forms of bioenergy enterprises will fail.  

 
 P. 20 – The report comments on biofuels from algae displacing coastal marshlands but 

there are many places where algae could be produced for biofuels. 
 
 P. 20 – Just like many of the models using to document iLUC, the report assumes that 

second generation  crops  will  have  iLUC  effects  because  of  their  “general  dispersion  
and  the tendency to occupy more grassland.” The meaning of the first point is unclear and 
the second point is far from universal. But even if they held, it is not clear why they imply 
iLUC effects are occurring. 

 
 

Section 3 Comments: BIOFUELS, FOOD PRICES, HUNGER & POVERTY 
 

General comments: 
 

Section 3 of this paper considers biofuels, food prices, hunger, and poverty.  First, the 
writing and reasoning throughout the section needs to improved. Second, the focus of this 
section is the impact of higher prices (due to crops being allocated to biofuels) on poverty and 
food insecurity. This premise alone may be questioned, as liiterature suggests that price 
transmission is low in food-insecure countries.  One reason for this is that in most of the 
countries being discussed, 80- 
90 percent of food supplies come from domestic production.  Therefore, prices are 
responding more to fluctuations in domestic production rather than world markets.  
Moreover, most of the imported foods are for the populations in urban areas who are often 
higher-income consumers and therefore not among the food-insecure populations within 
these countries. 

 
Much of the discussion in the section revolved around the assumption that a third of the corn 
or wheat production of these countries would be allocated for biofuels; as a result, prices 
would rise, thereby resulting in lower consumption and a more precarious food security 
position.  This assumption is also flawed.  While that might be the goal of some of the major 
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producers and/or developed countries, it is not for countries that are considered food-
insecure. 

 
The logical flow of Chapter 3 is as 
follows: 

 
 The rising production of biofuels has increased the demand for crops. 
 This has pushed up the prices for food commodities. 
 This has increased the cost of food 
 This causes the word’s poor to spend an increasing share of their limited income on 

food (or buy less food which contributes to malnutrition among the poor). 
 This reduces their ability to buy other necessities 
 This increases poverty. 

 
Conceptually, this set of relationships is valid.  However, the paper lacks balance in how 
these relationships are interpreted and presented.  The following premises of the paper are 
open to question: 

 
Biofuels has been the dominant 
factor 

 
The paper frequently states that increasing demand for biofuels has been the “dominant” 
factor pushing up food prices.  “Dominant” is neither defined nor quantified, seems to be 
assumed by faulty logic, and in some places appears to be concluded before other possibilities 
are considered. A number of useful articles providing a broad context for addressing this 
topic are not discussed. For example: 

 
    Hochman, G, D. Rajagopal, G. Timilsina, and D. Zilberman, “The Role of Inventory 
Adjustments in 

Quantifying Factors Causing Food Price Inflation.” World Bank Policy Research Working 
Paper 
7544, August 2011. 

 
 
    Zilberman, D., G.  Hochman, D. Rajagopal, S. Sexton and G. Timilsina, ““The Impact of 
Biofuel on 

Commodity Food Prices: Assessment of Findings”, AJAE 95(2): 275-281. 
 
 Beckman, J., Hertel, T., Taheripour, F. and W. Tyner. 2012. “Structural Change in the 

Biofuel Era.” European Review of Agricultural Economics 39(1): 137-156. (Illustrates 
how different biofuel policies affect the transmission of energy price volatility to 
commodity price volatility.) 

 
By “dominant,” do the authors mean that biofuels have had a larger impact than any other 
individual factor, or than biofuels have had a larger impact than all the other factors 
combined? The paper acknowledges that many factors contributed to the increase in food 
commodity prices, including price of crude oil, biofuels subsidies, exchange rates, Chinese corn 
and soybean imports, costs of agricultural production,  (and economic growth is alluded to 
in 3.2.1, second paragraph).  Yet the authors ignore the impact of rapidly increasing global 
per capita meat production’s impact on feed demand (separate from increasing 
commercialization of meat production which further increases the demand for energy and 
protein feeds), the world’s increasing per capita food consumption of vegetable oils, and a 
two-decade downward trend in the growth rate in crop yields, which is, in part, attributable 
to a significant long-term reduction in global research and development. 
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In their logic, they assume that all these other factors have already taken place and that the 
marginal impact of biofuels is what caused the higher prices.  Alternatively, it could be 
assumed that the upward trend in global biofuels production was already in place and that, at 
the margin, the impact of the other factors is what caused the increase in food commodity 
prices. 

 
In section 3.3, the paper concludes that biofuels “has played the largest role in price increases” 
before even considering the role of exchange rates and Chinese imports of crops, which is 
subsequently covered in the next two sections.  Some studies have concluded that the 
declining value of the U.S. dollar was the “dominant” factor contributing to the increase in 
world food commodity prices.  These studies do acknowledge that, in many countries, local 
currency prices for food were much less affected.  The paper being reviewed also discusses 
this local effect – but seems to confuse its conclusions based on “aggregate, global” impacts 
with its statements about local impacts. 

 
In another place it states that crop prices rise when stocks and stock-to-use ratios are 
low, ignoring that stocks were lowest (and prices highest) after several years of widespread 
adverse weather conditions that reduced world crop production.  Then, in 3.4.3, plummeting 
crop prices are attributed to bumper crops and increasing stocks.  Aside from this, the impact 
of the supply side on prices is not substantively dealt with. 

 
Focus on U.S. Corn Based 
Ethanol: 

 
The paper focuses on U.S. corn-based ethanol, rather than the global biofuels picture.  In 
doing so, it generally leaves the impression that it is U.S. corn and U.S. policy that are most 
symptomatic of the problem, rather than global grains, vegetable oils, and sugar used as 
biofuels feedstocks.  The paper addresses the role of vegetable oils and sugar only once 
(3.2.2), and the role of the EU and Brazil is only alluded to. (It does not consider the important 
role of Argentine biodiesel production at all.) 

 
Further, the focus is disproportionately on liquid biofuels for transportation.  Some discussion 
on bio-electricity would be appropriate, as combustion of cellulosic biomass provides a 
relatively efficient use of biomass energy. 

 
High food price levels vs. food price 
volatility 

 
High prices and volatility of prices are treated together in one short paragraph (3.2).   It is 
inappropriate to do so, because the factors contributing to each are quite different. 

 
The paper alleges that biofuels have been the dominant factor contributing to higher food 
prices, with a particular focus on U.S. corn used as a biofuel feedstock.  If so, then how do the 
authors explain the fact that prices for wheat and soybeans have risen more than the price of 
corn?  And that the price of rice, which is not used as a feedstock, has risen more than any 
other food commodity.  These price movements are inconsistent with the author’s 
allegation that biofuels have been the dominant factor in raising food prices. 

 
Global price increases are generally not well transmitted to many food insecure countries 
where local production accounts for the bulk of consumption.  This was a finding in the 
ERS report “International Food Security Assessment, 2010 Update: Improved Production 
Mitigated Impact of Higher Food Commodity Prices” by Stacey Rosen, Shahla Shapouri, and 
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May Peters, Outlook No. (GFA-21-01) 13 pp, May 2011.  This point is made as well in a new 
IFPRI report--"Food Price Volatility in Africa: Has it Really Increased?” IFPRI Discussion 
Paper 01239, Nicholas Minot, International Food Policy Research Institute, December 2012. 

 
The weak link between biofuels and local prices is acknowledged by the authors of the 
paper themselves on page 33, where they indicate that studies find little impact on wholesale 
prices. Their suggestion to look instead at retail prices is inappropriate, since biofuel 
production will not affect the margin between wholesale and retail prices. 

 
Where higher prices, whatever the cause, were transmitted—for example higher wheat prices 
in Afghanistan—the impact was primarily felt in a decrease in dietary diversity among higher 
income groups.  See the ERS report “Wheat Flour Price Shocks and Household Food Security 
in Afghanistan”, by Anna D'Souza, Economic Research Report No. (ERR-121) 35 pp, July 2011. 

 
Specific 
Comments: 
 
Section 3.5: The statement: “If biofuels rise to provide 10% of world transportation fuel in 
2020 
– which is consistent with many current world policies -- they will consume the equivalent 
of 
26% of all 2010 crop energy.”  This calculation, according to the Report, “assumes the 
present mix of biofuels continues, which rely heavily on maize and sugarcane. However, because 
we measure this percentage in energy terms – and it takes very roughly the same quantity of crop 
energy to make each exajoule of biofuel – the mix of crops would not greatly vary this 
percentage.”  Earlier in the Report (and in other literature findings) it had been established 
that the energy yield ratio of sugarcane-based ethanol is 4 to 5 times greater than the 
energy yield 

 
 

ratioof corn-based ethanol. The assertion that the mix of crops would not vary these 
percentages it at odds with the authors’ previous assumptions. 

 
In this section, the statement: “…that also implies that crop prices will reflect speculative 
judgments not merely about crop conditions but also oil prices” lacks any discussion on returns 
across the commodities.  For example, did returns to soybeans, pasture, forest products fall 
less than returns to sugarcane? What factors lead to the relative changes in returns—
share of oil based inputs in production or something else? 

 
 p. 30: It is true that China exported surplus corn during 2000-06. This was also the 

period when Chinese officials launched their grain-based ethanol program and jump-
started other industrial uses of corn. USDA ERS reports documented the corn exports and 
expansion of industrial use during this period. Industrial uses of corn (of which ethanol 
was a minor part) accelerated during 2004-07, helping absorb Chinese corn domestically 
that would have otherwise been exported. Some of the final products (e.g. citric acid) were 
exported. During the food price crisis in 2008, China’s corn exports stopped abruptly 
and exports of corn- based industrial products plateaued. That year, Chinese officials used 
export taxes and other measures to cut off grain exports in order to insulate their market 
from the global price spike. 

 
    p.31: It is also true that China’s soybean imports have risen steadily (since the late 
1990s). 

This reflects expansion of poultry and aquaculture sectors which use a high proportion of 
protein in feed, and addition of more protein to hog feed as hog-raising shifts from 
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traditional “backyard” to modern modes of production. The increase in animal product 
consumption and 
the changes in animal feed demand in China have been underway since the 1980s and 
there was no abrupt change that contributed to the 2008 food-price crisis. Soybean 
imports continued rising. 

 
Section 3.4, In Section 3.4, entitled “The Inadequacy of Alternative Explanations for the Rise 
in Agricultural Commodity Prices,” the authors do not mention the MTBE ban, as they file 
away policy issues such as clean air standards (which are closely related to the oxygenate 
question) as “inadequate” or distracting explanations of the increase in agricultural 
commodity prices.  If the authors aspire to offer meaningful policy recommendations, then 
policy issues that motivated the higher current levels of U.S. biofuel consumption should not 
be ignored.  Moreover, they need to interpret any reported increase in U.S. ethanol 
consumption within the lens of the MTBE ban. The  use  of  MTBE  as  a  gasoline  oxygenate  
in  the  United  States  dropped  from  3.4  billion gasoline-gallons in 2001 equivalents to zero 
in 2007.  Thus, one can estimate that of the 12.2 billion gallon increase in U.S. ethanol 
production between 2001 and 2011, as reported in Section 
1.3, roughly 28 percent of this increase was due to the MTBE 
ban. 

 
Another passage with a scant number of works cited is Section 3.4.1, which indicates that 
“several” studies have examined the contribution of biofuels to retail price increases. The 
authors cite only one such study. 

 
 
 
 P. 36: The authors mistakenly compare data across different years: U.S. exports to Brazil in 

2011 are compared with U.S. imports from Brazil in 2012. 
 
 
 
 Page 36: The benefit of producing cellulosic ethanol is that agricultural production 

would take place on land already used for crops (crop residues) or on less productive 
land. This is not mentioned.  

 
 Page 36: Not all ethanol tax credits have ended; the tax credit for first generation ethanol 

was ended, not the credit for cellulosic ethanol. 
 
 
 
 The opening paragraph of this section fails to mention the severe droughts that have 

affected global agriculture over the last decade, as well as the market disrupting response 
in many nations imposing bans, subsidies and taxes on crop exports/imports. These 
two factors are particularly associated with periods of large increases in crop prices. 

 
 Section 3.1: The opening sentence of the first paragraph in this section says it is important 

to “distinguish the food price impact which biofuels exerts on malnutrition from its 
implications for poverty.” This phrase appears to be more appropriate if “biofuels is left 
out, since all the identified effects are caused by all food price increases, not just biofuels. 

 
 This section should include a discussion of the impacts of biofuels on reducing oil use 

and prices, which is the main motivation and benefit of biofuels, and has a direct bearing 
on the effects of biofuels on real incomes/poverty. 

 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

236 

 The report makes a significant error in equating estimates of reductions in crop supply 
from simulation models to reductions in food supply, but this is not necessarily correct. As 
such, taking estimates of crop production from published results and converting these into 
calories is misleading. An analysis based on the US empirical data (Oladosu et al, 2011) 
showed that corn use for ethanol can be mainly attributed to large reductions in its use of 
livestock (within the US) and increased production. Dietary changes are part of 
responses to change crop prices, so that reductions in the supply of certain crops do not 
necessarily translate to reductions in calorie intakes in developing countries (Kim et al, 
2009). These findings call into question the assumption which underlies the discussion in 
section 3.1 that crops used for biofuels necessarily lead to malnutrition. 

 
 Check that the phrase “IMAGE model used by researchers at IFPRI” was not meant to be 

“IMPACT model…”. 
 
 The last statement on page 22 contains the phrase “extremely substantial” and should 
be 

revised. 
 
 Section 3.2: This section presents the papers main argument for holding biofuels 

responsible for the increase in corn prices in recent years. At the end of section 3.2.1 the 
authors state this challenge: “Any effort to explain why ethanol would have an effect on 
crop prices other than the doubling and tripling which we have identified, has to start by 
offering a cogent explanation of why ethanol producers would not have bid up the price 
of ethanol near these 

 
 

amounts as oil prices rose.” However, this reader notes several deficiencies in this 
argument 
itself, as well as the evidence presented by the authors in support as follows: 

 
o The report correctly acknowledges that oil price increases are driving the increase 

in ethanol prices, which in turn affects corn prices as a component of costs. The 
question not addressed by the report is what is responsible for increases in the 
price of oil? One would need to examine both the demand for oil relative to its 
supply in addressing that question – including all sources of changes in demand 
and supply. The only fair way to determine the responsibility of each factor to 
the price change would be to conduct a systematic analysis for apportioning 
the change in prices. The current report fails to apply this same principle by 
seizing on a single factor, out of many (biofuels) and allocating all the crop price 
changes to it. The fact remains that the role of the myriad of factors that have led to 
increases in not just oil, ethanol and crop prices but almost all other commodities 
over the last decade, are yet to be established. As such, it is premature and even 
counterproductive to blame biofuels, particularly in the light of its other potential 
positive benefits. 

 
o By failing to count the major source of benefits from biofuels, which is its effect in 

bidding down oil prices, the report unduly castigates biofuels as a source 
increasing poverty  and  malnutrition  in  the  world.  Given  that,  as  the  report  
acknowledges, biofuels now account for almost 2-3% of total world 
transportation fuel. The benefit of this contribution to oil prices can be judged 
by evaluating the impact of a 2-3% extra demand on global oil production over 
the last decade of tight oil markets. Given that oil is one of world’s largest traded 
commodities even a slight decline in prices has  a  large  real  income  effect  on  
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consumers.  This  benefit  of  biofuels  must  be evaluated against any 
accompanying increase in crop prices (Oladosu et al, 2012). 

 
o The main analysis used in the report to try to show that ethanol leads to high 

corn prices is based on the breakeven analysis by Babcock. It would have 
been much useful to attempt to perform this assessment with actual historical 
data. The chart below which does exactly that shows that the story is far more 
complex than the simulation by Babcock would suggest. Importantly, the analysis 
does not recognize the fact that the equivalent gallon of ethanol seems to forget 
that ethanol was an expensive substitute for gasoline before the recent spike in 
gasoline prices – and as such the hypothetical simulation results did not hold until 
around 2007. 

 
 

 
 

 In addition to the complexity of the ethanol-gasoline margin illustrated above the 
chart includes the price development for aluminum over the period from 2005 to 
2011, which fits the same pattern as corn, gasoline and ethanol prices. Given that 
aluminum was probably a major material input into the ethanol plants that have 
been put together over the last decade there is probably an impact on aluminum 
prices, but it is obviously incorrect to suggest that ethanol prices was the main source 
of increases in aluminum prices. The fact is that the price spikes in 2007 & 2008 and 
since 2010, as well as the global price collapse in 2010 originated from a common 
cause that is yet to be explained, but not biofuels. 

 
 The previous observations also eliminate the attempt to make biofuels responsible for 

the increase in the price of other crops as depicted in Figure 4 of the report relying on 
a correlation analysis based study. The above pattern of aluminum prices and the type 
of correlation implies makes this type of analysis of little value. Taken far enough, 
correlation analysis would suggest that biofuels is responsible for all commodity 
price increases over the last decade. 
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 The authors in subsection 3.2.2 “examined” the role of supply and demand, with the 
main aim of discounting all other factors, but biofuels. The use of differences between 
the cost and price of maize is like the reference to the above correlation analysis of 
little value. All it shows is that production costs were lower – but production cost is 
only one determinant of the ultimate market price. 

 
 Droughts and floods are major sources of short-term changes in the price of 

agricultural products, and their effects may occur before or after production costs 
have been incurred. In recent years, expected bounty harvests have been severely 
reduced in many countries. 

 
 

The discussion of the effects of recent severe weather events on world agriculture 
was glossed over in the report. The brief paragraph on page 26 glibly accepted that in 
some years production has not kept pace with demand, with making any attempts to 
estimate how much the price impacts were in those years. 

 
 The report is filled with statements that tell the reader to prioritize the demand 

for biofuels over all other factors in the observed price changes over the last few years, 
but this is not supported by evidence. Short-term crop price changes are usually 
caused by unexpected events such as droughts or trade policy changes, not demands 
that are known by farmers in advance and incorporated into planting decisions. 

 
 Labels on Figures 8 to 10 are unreadable. 

 
 Figures 8 and 9 show the danger of blaming ethanol, which accounted for only 1/3 of 

the increase in grain use between 2005 to 2012 for all the price increases. What would 
have been the price increase without biofuels? 

 
 Section 3.3.2 discounts the importance of the rapid decline in Chinese stocks and 

the change from a net exporter to a net importer of maize, and its dependence on 
soybean imports. While acknowledging that China’s sale of its stocks in the early 
2000s probably helped lower world crop prices, the report fails to acknowledge that 
the same magnitude and opposite effects on world prices would be expected when 
China because a net importer in 2008. Although the authors acknowledged that the 
persistent increase in soybean demand by China over almost the entire decade 
contributed to the tight market, the report goes on to discount its effect by 
comparing the required land use to that for biofuel production since 2004. 

 
 At the end of section 3.3.2 the report again repeats the idea of prioritizing biofuel 

demand over other factors responsible for changes in crop prices. 
 

 Section 3.4.2 sought to call other studies that contradict the basic premise of the 
report into question by labeling these as flawed. In light of the above comments 
the report’s conclusion are perhaps more flawed than many of the shortcoming of the 
highlighted studies. Incidentally, one method that was called into question is the use of 
general equilibrium models, but results from one such study formed part of the 
support for the report’s assertion that biofuels lead reductions in crop demands for 
food. 

 
 Section 3.4.4: the conclusion stated here is unjustified by the analysis since the 

report makes no effort to estimate the quantitative role of each of these factors on 
crop prices, but rather blame all the increases on biofuels. 
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 p.21, the section of Relation to the Poverty. The discussion needs to be based on 

separating global population into at least four groups: rural farmers in poor countries who 
produce food for themselves besides selling; the urban poor in poor countries to rely 
completely on food in 

 
 

market, the urban rich in poor countries; and the population in rich countries. Price 
increase in agricultural commodity could benefit the first group but hurt the second group 
the most. 

 
 p.22, last para. These statements are speculative. Modeling studies have been done to 

address some of these issues. Yet later in the report the authors basically dismissed 
almost all the economic models for biofuel modeling. Interestingly, one of the authors 
used one of the dismissed models in his 2008 study. 

 
 p. 22, 2nd para. The authors draw upon conclusions from the MIRAGE model about 

corn produced for ethanol production without indicating that these results contain 
inherent uncertainty.  One source of uncertainty is that MIRAGE does not include fallow 
lands that could be used for food production (Djomo and Ceulemans 2012).  In general, the 
authors put great emphasis on LUC modeling results without describing sources of 
uncertainty and limitations that are inherent to these models.   The discussion in 
Djomo and Ceulemans (2012) is particularly helpful in presenting the advantages and 
drawbacks of many general equilibrium, partial equilibrium, and other LUC models.  In 
particular, the authors of this report should point out that very little real world data is 
available to validate model predictions.  One exception is the production of corn for 
ethanol production.  While corn ethanol has increased an order of magnitude over the last 
15 years, U.S. exports of corn have been nearly flat as has the area of land planted for corn 
in the U.S. (Wallington et al. 2012). Lands abroad converted to corn could be explained 
as having done so then independent of the increased production of corn ethanol in the 
U.S.  While these trends do not speak to price fluctuations, they do indicate that 
increased biofuel feedstock production may be possible with little expansion of 
cropland, especially if the crop is subject to similar levels of research and development as 
corn. 

 
 P.  23  –  The  first  paragraph  seems  highly speculative.  As  the  authors  point  out  at  

the beginning of this section, there is debate about how much food price increases are 
due to biofuels. Several studies do not agree with this report’s view that “biofuels have 
played a predominant role in the increases in food prices and volatility since 2004” (e.g., 
NRC 2011). 

 
 P. 24 and 25 – There are many factors that this analysis does not consider. For example, 

one reason why land prices are rising is that the newly rich are investing in farm land 
rather than the stock market. Furthermore, the increases in food prices were primarily 
due to many interacting factors (other than biofuels): increased demand in emerging 
economies, rising energy  prices,  drought  in  food-exporting  countries,  cutoffs  in  grain  
exports  by  major suppliers, market-distorting subsidies, the declining U.S. dollar, and 
speculation in commodities markets.  In addition, the analysis does not take not account 
the decline in area of cultivated land in the US (which has affected the rate of the supply). 
The report discusses several of these factors doe does not discuss their combined and 
interacting influence. Finally the analysis is one of correlation rather than cause and effect. 
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 p.28, first two para. and figure 8. “Viewed another way, for every additional ton of grain 
for food and feed which farmers have had to produce since 2005, they have had to 
produce an additional 0.46 tons for fuel.” From the data presented in the text it should be 
stated that “for every additional ton of grain farmers produced since 2005, 0.68 tons go to 
feed and food and 

 
 

0.32 ton for fuel,” or “for every ton of grain farmer produced for biofuel, additional 0.68 
tons of grain produced for feed and food.” 

 
 Figures 8, 9 and 10 – The source of the data or the figures should be provided. 

 
 P. 33 – The logic seems circular. By focusing only in biofuels as the cause of price increases, 

it is found that biofuels explain the change. A causal analysis would be more satisfying than 
mere correlation. 

 
 p. 36. A cellulosic biomass yield of 18 tons of dry biomass per hectare per year is cited 

as optimistic.  Miscanthus could achieve a yield of 22 dry tons/hectare/year over its life 
(fifteen years) (Heaton et al. 2004, Heaton et al. 2008).  The yield of feedstock is highly 
dependent on feedstock type. 

 
 

Chapter 4 Comments: BIOFUELS AND LAND 
 

Specific 
Comments: 

 
Section 4.1 levels two linked arguments: first, we are already expecting to increase our 
demands on cropland due to growing population and changing diets; and, second, diverting 
crops for fuel production will increase the competition for land.  There does not seem to be 
much debate about that general conclusion. However, the discussion of some of the data is 
inconsistent with the source information cited from current FAO projections to 2050 
(Alexandratos and Bruinsma 
2012, hereinafter A&B 2012) and demonstrates a misunderstanding of fundamental 
information in the field by the Report authors. 

 
For example, regarding the discussion of the production and yield increases on p. 
38: 

 
It [A&B 2012] also assumes that “future crop yield growth will roughly match yield growth 
in the previous 50 years, a period of staggering productivity gains.” (section 4.1, paragraph 
4, 
sentence 
1) 

 
Text on p. 126-127 (A&B 2012) says - to the contrary – that they project a more than 
halving of the average annual rate of growth relative to the historical period (1961-2007); 
for cereals [See  also  Table  4.13]  this  slowdown  in  yield  growth  will  be  particularly  
pronounced. (Review note: yield growth levels are projected to continue to increase.) 

 
Overall FAO [A&B 2012] projects food increase per year over each of the next 40 years [will] 
exceed annual growth in 1961-2006 in the period 1961-2006. For example, annual cereal 
growth is projected to grow 6% more per years, oilseeds 29% more, and root crops 
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46% more.” (section 4.1, paragraph 4, sentences 2 and 
3) 

 
A&B 2012 indicate – to the contrary – that demand growth is projected to be half as large 
as in the historical period (p. 63); “past trends of decelerating growth in demand for food 
and feed will likely continue and perhaps intensify. However, the trend may be halted or 
reversed for total demand if the intrusion of energy markets into those for agricultural 
produce for the production of biofuels were to continue at anything like the rates of the 
last few years (p. 
62).” The report appears to confuse A&B’s comments on the level of production growth 
(which is forecast to increase) with the rate of production growth (which is forecast to 
decline). 

 
Similarly the discussion of land availability does not convey the nuances of differential 
availability across regions in A&B 2012. 

 
A subjective tone enters at places with the use of vague and poorly defined terminology: 

i.e. “Any effort, therefore, to produce meaningful quantities of bioenergy would result in 
large- scale competition with the use of land for other human needs or carbon storage.”  
The truth of that statement depends on one’s definition of “meaningful” and “large-scale”, 
neither of which are  precisely defined,  so  it  isn’t  clear  that  this  conclusion  actually 
follows  from  the  other estimates of projected land demand that are presented. 

 
 
 

The indirect land-use impacts box (p. 40) basically argues that they are not calling for 
ILUC calculations in public policy because instead calling for abandoning mandates and 
incentives to divert crops to biofuels in the first place. The discussion appears intended 
to illustrate that general equilibrium outcomes of increased biofuels are negative (not in so 
many words), but the discussion is very short and difficult to understand. It also does not 
take into consideration the full range of indirect market feedback effects, highlighted in other 
studies, including: 

 
Zilberman, D., G. Barrows, G. Hochman, and D. Rajagopal. (2014, forthcoming). “On the 

Indirect Effect of Biofuel,” AJAE 96(2) forthcoming. 
 

Regarding the statement: “In short, the next four decades will see a large, growing competition 
for land for food, feed, timber and urban uses even without any increases in bioenergy. Although 
the prospect probably exists to expand agricultural land if necessary to meet food needs, that 
would  run  counter  to  global  goals  to  maintain  carbon  stores  to  resist  global  warming.” 
However, technological advances for higher-yielding cultivars -carried out by EMBRAPA and 
private research- will continue to foster industry growth. Likewise, technological 
improvements in biofuels processing that lower costs will continue: for example the use of 
sugarcane bagasse would increase ethanol yields.   In the case of biodiesel, it has been 
suggested (Barros et al., 
2006) that allowing the sale of the hydrous ethanol resulting from the biodiesel 
production process and/or annexing a distillery to the biodiesel plant to process anhydrous 
ethanol as input into the biodiesel production could significantly lower biodiesel production 
costs.  

 
 Page 38: The statement that “an increase in world cropland of 69 million hectares 

hard to achieve” needs further explanation. 
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 Page 42: The authors mention that one of the limitations of existing biofuel policies is that 
they make no effort to avoid land use of food competition, but previously they discussed 
how China and India (and now the EU) have altered their policies to avoid competition for 
food feedstocks 

 
 
 

 p.39, second part of the 5th  para. The statement regarding potentially available land 
for biofuel feedstock growth may not supported by evidence. For example, even in the 
U.S. where statistics of land (especially cropland) is extensive, new analysis revealed that 
US statistics, as used in some of the CGE models, underestimates the amount of land 
available in the use.  Inparticular, with U.S. Department of Agriculture Cropland Data 
Layers, Mueller et al. (2012) estimate that in the U.S. 90 million hectares of available lands 
for biofuel production, which is 28 million hectares greater than the U.S. EPA’s baseline of 
agricultural land that qualifies for biofuel production.  .  Included in available lands 
were hay, pasture, grassland, and idle cropland.  Wetlands were not included, nor were 
shrublands.  Further, conversion of grasslands to production of switchgrass and 
miscanthus may sequester carbon rather than cause carbon emissions (Kwon et al. 2013, 
Mueller et al. 2012). 

 
 p.40,  the  text  box  of  Biofuels  and  Indirect  Land  Use  Change. The  authors  
implicitly 

advocate marginal analysis in examining biofuels’ GHG effects. But some of the arguments 
 
 

in the textbox go against arguments made elsewhere in the report. For example, if crops 
are used for biofuel production and if this switch causes a reduction in food demand (as 
the authors argued elsewhere in the report for causing malnutrition and poverty by 
biofuels), this should result in a GHG reduction, not a simple wash off without any carbon 
impacts. Also, if crop switches occur as a result of biofuel production, then GHG emission 
difference between the crops before biofuel production and the crops after the biofuel 
production should be taken into account in biofuel GHG accounting, again not a simple 
wash off. This textbox is written without consistence with arguments made in other parts 
of the report. 

 
 P. 39: It is not clear what land types are referenced here: “In addition, as early as 2003, 

the FAO warned that 60% of this land was covered by forests, protected areas or human 
settlements.” The 2007 FAO/IIASA report (the focus of this paragraph) differentiates 
land that  is  previously  cleared  and  underutilized  that  is  available  for  agricultural  
expansion without deforestation. Such indefinite references make interpretation difficult. 

 
 P. 39: The categories of “pasture” and “grazing lands” are “catch-all” categories, 

which include many types of vegetation. Often no or few ungulates use them. Growing 
biofuel feedstocks may well enhance the carbon storage of those lands (as it has been 
measured to do in several locations) (Fisher et al. 1994) and may contribute to forage as 
well. Depending on prior land-use practices, soil carbon and soil tilth can be improved with 
perennial crops under several management conditions (Tolbert et al. 2002, Mann and 
Tolbert 2000). 

 
 P. 40: text box on Biofuels and Indirect Land Use Change -- This section and 

elsewhere assumes that the only way for a farmer to increase yields is by using new 
land. Yet it is common for farmers to plant more intensely in the field or at the margins of 
the field when conditions warrant it.  Most importantly, the large amount of 
underutilized agricultural land in the world provides the real potential for growing biofuel 
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crops. Finally the section does not discuss the displacement of fossil fuels (which has 
carbon implications as well as being a nonrenewable resource). 

 
 

Chapter 5 Comments 
 

General 
Comments: 

 
Section 5.2: One could argue that all land in developing countries has the gender 
dimension issue. Is this case different?    If not, it would be valuable to place this discussion 
in the larger context. If yes, highlighting the differences would be valuable. 

 
 p. 42: The 2011 report of the International Land Coalition (ILC) that is mentioned is not 

in the list of citations. It was hard to determine which of the many ILC reports was being 
referenced – so I read several of them and assume the authors are referring to “Land 
Rights and the Rush for Land.” 

 
 P. 42: It is not clear what is meant by the “land grab phenomenon.” On searching the 

web information on LCI, I found that “land grabbing” is defined by ILC as being 
“Acquisitions or concessions that are one or more of the following: 

1.  in violation of human rights, particularly the equal rights of women; 
2.  not based on free, prior and informed consent of the affected land-users; 
3.  not based on a thorough assessment, or in disregard of, social, economic 

and environmental impacts, including the way they are gendered; 
4.  not based on transparent contracts that specify clear and binding commitments 

about activities, employment and benefit sharing, and; 
5.  not based on effective democratic planning, independent oversight and meaningful 

participation.” 
 

The implication is the “land investments” are bad for the people and the land, but not enough 
information is provided to evaluate the specific cases being discussed. In many situations such 
attributions to biofuels are not based on real cause and effect relationships. In some cases 
land was initially cleared and subsequently put into growing biomass feedstocks; yet 
biofuels are given the blame for the initial land clearance (Dale and Kline 2013). 

 
 P. 42 to 47 – This section blames biofuels for the problems in land grabbing, but the ILC 

(2011) report cites key failures of governance. The policy considerations suggested by ILC 
(2011 mirror the recommendations in this report. This report holds biofuels to account 
for governance problems, which is odd and incorrect.  It is more direct and appropriate to 
place the problems with governance issues so that the next new land use is not allowed to 
take advantage of long-term governance problems. For example when I look at Table 3, I 
wonder, if it weren’t to for biofuel feedstocks, what would be in column 5. Surely land 
pressures would not go away and this report even point out that “developing countries 
need investment in agriculture“(p. 48). 

 
 P. 48-52 – Similar to the situation above, biofuels are inappropriately blamed for 

gender discrimination problems. 
 
 P. 52 – The report should also mention the costs and difficulty of obtaining the 

numerous measures in proposed certification schemes (Dale et al. 2013). 
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Appendix II Comments 
 

This discussion focused on critiquing one reference that has analyzed the role of inventories 
in the analysis of factors affecting food prices. A more balanced discussion would include a 
more complete selection of the literature on the topic, including: 

 
Hochman, G, D. Rajagopal, G. Timilsina, and D. Zilberman, The Role of Inventory Adjustments 

in Quantifying Factors Causing Food Price Inflation.  World Bank Policy Research Working 
Paper 7544, August 2011. 

 
 
57. Delegation of the European Union to the Holy See,  to the Order of Malta and to the UN 
Organisations in Rome 

 
The report concludes on the "central role of biofuels in provoking high and volatile food prices". 

There is no consensus on the ranking of factors contributing to price hikes and volatility. 
The European Commission services would like to invite to update and complement the 
literature review on the impact of biofuels on price levels and volatility. While economic 
models have their limits, they nevertheless provide some assessment. This should indeed 
be completed by studies that are more suited to capture more disaggregated (e.g. local) 
effects.  
 

While products like oilseeds are used for biofuels, co-products are used for feed purposes.  
Developments in the global feed markets are missing (with the exception of  a dedicated 
chapter on soybeans imports into China). The global share of crops used for feed is almost 
20 times larger than the share of crops used for energy purposes.  The feed dimension is 
also missing in the reference to the report of the Joint Research Centre quoted on P. 10. 
 

Currently around 2% of the global arable land is used for biofuel production, and the global 
share of biofuels used in transport sector is far from 10%. Alternative transport fuels do 
not only include first generation biofuels produced from crops that require agricultural 
land. The diversity of different alternative transport fuels including gas, biogas, hydrogen 
and electricity use in transport sector is increasing, as well as the use of advanced biofuels 
that are produced from residues, waste and lignocelullosic material, as it is stated later in 
the text. In the EU – infrastructure for refuelling the vehicles and vessels already exists for 
all these types of fuels, and the Commission has just proposed measures under the Clean 
Power for Transport package to ensure the build-up of alternative fuel stations across 
Europe with common standards for their design and use. 
 

See information, published on 24 January 2013: http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-
2014/kallas/headlines/news/2013/01/clean-fuel-strategy_en.htm 
See IRENA scenarios on options of different pathways of renewable energy by 2030: 

http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-2014/kallas/headlines/news/2013/01/clean-fuel-strategy_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-2014/kallas/headlines/news/2013/01/clean-fuel-strategy_en.htm
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Information source: IRENA Doubling the Global Share of Renewable Energy 
A Roadmap to 2030: 
http://irena.org/DocumentDownloads/Publications/IRENA%20REMAP%202030%
20working%20paper.pdf 
 

Biofuels are used, particularly in many developing countries in remote areas for many purposes, 
including cooking (to replace charcoal) and access to energy (incl. lightning). It is not 
limited to transport sector only, as it is rightly stated later in the text.  
 

The EC participates the work of GBEP, BEFSI, and FAO on development of tools how to improve 
the knowledge about the impacts of bioenergy on food security and how to develop 
integrated energy – food systems.   
 

Comments on the text: 
1. We would like to invite the experts to make necessary amendments in the 4th and the 5th 
sentence on page 1o of recommendations and on pages 7 and 14 as well as in Appendix, 
page 61 as regards the EU policy, since the 0 version does not correctly reflect the EU policy on 
biofuels.  
In 2003, the Directive on promotion of biofuels and other renewable energy sources in the 
transport sector was adopted (2003/30/EC). I.a., it introduced an indicative target of 5,75% of 
the share of the renewable energy sources in the transport sector, not limited to biofuels only. 
However, the Member States were not obliged to reach this target. This Directive was repealed 
by the Renewable Energy Directive of 2009. 
 
The EU Renewable Energy Directive of 2009 sets a target for the 10% share of all renewable 
energy sources in the transport sector by 2020, that includes all renewable energy sources, 
not only biofuels. The choice of the renewable energy sources and support instruments is a 

http://irena.org/DocumentDownloads/Publications/IRENA%20REMAP%202030%20working%20paper.pdf
http://irena.org/DocumentDownloads/Publications/IRENA%20REMAP%202030%20working%20paper.pdf
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competence of EU Member States. Mandatory or indicative biofuel incorporation targets and 
blending mandates are low for most of the Member States and other support instruments differ 
from one Member State to the other. At the EU level legal incentives and financial support is 
provided for development and deployment of advanced biofuel technology. 
Based on the Renewable Energy Directive (Article 19.6), in October 2012, the European 
Commission tabled a legislative proposal to limit the contribution of conventional biofuels 
towards the renewable energy target to 5% and to increase the support for advanced biofuels 
that are produced from feedstock that do not use land, including algae, straw, and various types 
of waste. The Commission's proposal was submitted for co-decision to the EU Member 
States and to the European Parliament.  
 
Summary of the legislative proposal of 17 October 2012: 
Adopted on 17 October 2012: Impact assessment and legislative proposal on indirect land use 
change related to biofuels as required by the EU Renewable Energy and the EU Fuel Quality 
Directive:  
 
While existing investments should be protected, the current proposal: 
 

– limits the contribution that conventional biofuels (with a risk of ILUC emissions) make 
towards attainment of the targets in the Renewable Energy Directive to current 
consumption levels (5%); 

– improves the greenhouse gas performance of biofuel production processes (reducing 
associated emissions) by raising the greenhouse gas saving threshold for new 
installations; 

– encourages a greater market penetration of advanced (low-ILUC) biofuels by allowing 
such fuels to contribute more to the targets in the Renewable Energy Directive than 
conventional biofuels; and 

– improves the accounting of greenhouse gas emissions by obliging Member States and 
fuel suppliers to report the estimated indirect land-use change emissions of biofuels. 

 
All documents, including the legislative proposal, FAQ and Impact Assessment can be found on 
the DG Energy homepage: 
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/biofuels/land_use_change_en.htm 
The decision process on that proposal is on-going within the EU, especially in the Council and the 
European Parliament. 
Therefore, related references to the EU would need to be specified, especially on p.14, under 
Land use change, the following specifications could be added: 
In October 2012, the European Commission proposed to modify the mandated EU targets and to 
cap biofuels based on food crops at 5%. The EU decision process on that legislative proposal is 
on-going.  
 
2. Sentence 3 on page 5 as well as the draft recommendation No 4 on page 6 regarding the 
impact of biofuels to the position of women do mention only challenges that are related to the 
land use rights and access to forest products. For example, evidence from Mozambique shows 
also positive experiences with bioethanol as a replacement product for charcoal which improves 
firstly the quality of life of women as it saves the time needed for cooking while improving health 
conditions while saving the wood and energy needed for production of charcoal. (Clean Star 
Initiative: http://www.cleanstarmozambique.com). 
 
3. Sentence 6 on page 5, recommendations 6 and 7 and information on page 51 do not 
correctly reflect the EU biofuel sustainability scheme which includes mandatory sustainability 
criteria, i.a., related to the land use, greenhouse gas emission savings compared to fossil fuels and 
biodiversity.  
 

http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/biofuels/land_use_change_en.htm
http://www.cleanstarmozambique.com/
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Other environmental and social issues as sustainability related to water, air and soil quality as 
well as food security, are addressed already under current legislation through monitoring and 
reporting requirements as well as through most of the voluntary biofuel certification.  
In January 2013, the European Commission had adopted 13 voluntary schemes which are valid 
in all 27 Member States. Schemes in non-EU countries do also include environmental and social 
criteria  http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/biofuels/sustainability_schemes_en.htm 
Experience with these schemes since 2011 shows no indication that they could become 
innocuous, as the voluntary schemes with multi-stakeholder participation are the most popular 
in the exporter countries to the EU. The Commission's report, i.a., on impacts of the EU 
production and use of biofuels on the environment and social aspects will be published shortly. 
The EU and many EU – Member States are Members of GBEP and participate in the work of GBEB 
on bioenergy sustainability. In 2012 GBEB adopted 24 sustainability indicators, which are 
currently being tested in both, developed and developing countries. 
Statistics show that most of EU biofuel consumption stems from EU sources, with only about 
20% of biofuels being imported. Most of the EU produced biodiesel feedstock in 2010 was 
produced from EU grown rapeseed (56%), followed by soybean (13%) and palm oil (9%). More 
than half of the EU produced ethanol is made of EU produced feedstock (30% wheat, 30% sugar 
beet, smaller contributions from barley and rye), followed by imported sugarcane and maize. 
In 2008, the total gross land use associated with EU biofuel consumption in 2008 was estimated 
to be 7 Mha, of which 3.6 Mha in the EU and 3.3Mha in third countries (estimated that 590 kha is 
required per Mtoe of biofuels). If accounting for co-products that reduce land needs elsewhere, 
the total net land use for EU biofuels is estimated at 3.6 Mha.70 
 
4. As regards the draft recommendation 8 recent Commission studies show the importance of 
proper agronomic analysis and training as well as strategic environmental impact assessments 
(Reference to the study will be provided once it is published). 
 
5. As regards information on the discussion around the Land Grabbing issue, described on 
page 42, we would like to invite the experts to further refer to on-going work within the CFS on 
the Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and 
Forests in the Context of National Food Security and to the on-going consultation on Responsible 
Agricultural Investments. 
 
An increasing body of new studies have emerged covering the phenomenon of large scale land 
acquisition; all point towards one commonly recognised problem: a lack of transparency and 
availability or reliable data. Recent wide ranging studies undertaken by the World Bank71 and 
most recently by the Land Matrix Project72, note the remarkable difficulties in obtaining reliable 
data from target country registries as well as from investors. Data on large scale land acquisition 
is most difficult to obtain on the actual implantation status of the announced contracts in terms 
of production being carried out, previous land users and land use, the displacement of food 
production and land evictions. It is also difficult to precisely determine the final use of crops 
grown as part of deals in large scale land acquisition, the growth of investors’ interests in “flex 
crops” and crops destined for “multiple uses” i.e. either biofuels or food (sugarcane, soy, palm 

                                                             
70 
 http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/studies/doc/biofuels/2011_biofuels_baseline_
2008.pdf 
71 See: K. Deininger, D. Byerlee et al Rising Global Interest in Farmland. Can it Yield Sustainable 
and Equitable Benefits?, The World Bank (2011), p. 15 
72 The Land Matrix Partnership is made of ILC, CIRAD, The GIGA German Institute of Global and 
Area Studies and GIZ (The Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Internationale Zusammenarbeit). The 
database has been made publically available at http://landportal.info/landmatrix 

http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/biofuels/sustainability_schemes_en.htm
http://landportal.info/landmatrix
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oil) in terms of area covered in hectares points out that the potential of using crops for biofuel 
production is an important consideration in investment strategies. 
 
6. P.14 
The sentence "In addition Europe´s cooperation for development programs would no longer 
support biofuels investment projects" should be replaced by "The Commission is currently 
carrying out evaluation of the impacts of the EU-funded biofuel projects on development in ACP 
countries". 
The Commission indeed launched a study to assess the impact of biofuels production on 
developing countries from the point of view of Policy Coherence for Development. While the 
study is not fully finalised, the Commission has decided to move forward with utmost prudence. 
 
 
58. World Vision International   
 
General Comments 
• We have reviewed this report and find it, on the whole, to be a very useful and 

comprehensive survey of thinking about the current situation, a thorough analysis of the 
data and a clear statement of the likely future impacts of biofuels.  
 

• We really appreciated the clear discussion of the importance of land tenure and security of 
access. The lack of well-defined land tenure/access rights in various countries means that 
particularly (put not only) nomadic pastoralists are very exposed to this change in land use. 
 

• We also were very pleased to see the well-developed discussion of the food security 
(including not only poverty and hunger but nutritional) implications of biofuels. 
 

• The same applies for the author’s consideration of the gender dimensions of impacts. 
 

• We are of the opinion that food-displacing biofuels are ultimately a waste of effort.  There is 
not enough land to grow all the fuel needed and feed humanity.  Moreover, the push to 
biofuels has spawned even higher levels of land grabbing than would be seen with only the 
massive demand for increased food production to feed a growing population.  As well, there 
is great debate as to whether there is any meaningful reduction in greenhouse gas 
reductions from food-displacing biofuels.   
 

• For this reason, we are largely in agreement with the conclusions of the report – with the 
exception that it is probably not stated strongly enough.  The biofuel mandate which causes 
food sources to be displaced would appear to be misplaced and ultimately harmful, 
especially to the poor whom World Vision serves. We are in agreement with 
recommendation #1, although we feel that it could be stated more clearly by having two 
recommendations. The first would state that mandates and subsidies need to end, period. 
The second would then deal with the emergence of a global biofuels market in the absence of 
mandates and subsidies – and discuss how to control its growth. 
 

• Second, non-food-displacing biofuels remain elusive right now.  Jatropha, for example, only 
becomes productive as a biofuel when it is cultivated to the same extent as food crops (i.e. 
with water and fertilizers).  The first conclusion then applies.  Algae and cellulosic biofuels 
remain over the horizon for now.   
 

• Biofuel research remains worthwhile, however, as algae-based fuels offer the possibility of 
both dealing with liquid fuel needs as well as reducing atmospheric CO2 concentrations.   
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• Recommendation #6 should clearly state that all multi-stakeholder schemes need to 

consider social dimensions. 
 

• Recommendation #9 – we agree with this very clear statement about non-food-competing 
crops and their competition for land, but it should mention pastoralism and grasslands 
explicitly 
 

• In support of the above comment, it would be helpful in the sections which mention 
“marginal” lands or lands not in productive use or “underutilized” lands, to develop this 
concept and the counterargument more fully. The reality is that just because land is not 
being actively cultivated or used at a specific point in time does not mean that it has not been 
nor ever will be used. Fallow land is land that has been in active use and will be again – in 
fact it is intentionally left idle as a means to restore/rebuild its productivity. If not 
intentionally left “idle”, its productivity would suffer an irreversible decline – as would the 
sustainability and resilience of that production. Why should this be classified as 
“underutilized” or “available”? The same would apply to grasslands that are used seasonally 
or left as grazing reserves for periods when other lands need a rest. These should not be 
considered as being unproductive or available – they are essential to the overall productivity 
and resilience of pastoral livelihoods. The report really needs to include some discussion as 
to what is meant by “underutilized” or “available” and by whose standards. The fact is that 
managed fallows and grasslands used for pastoralism should be considered as being in 
productive use. 
 

• There is some discussion of the potential of cassava as both a food and a biofuel feedstock. 
When mention is made of its use as a human food, including both its leaves and the root, it 
would seem appropriate to acknowledge that it is not without health risk. Inadequate 
processing fails to remove the cyanic acid from the plant and can lead to goitre and 
cretinism. More importantly, for the purposes of this discussion, there is no mention of the 
negative impacts of inappropriate cassava production in monoculture on soils (soil carbon, 
soil fertility, water holding capacity). While cassava is very productive in the humid tropics, 
that is not the case elsewhere. Its production is really only sustainable as part of the 
transition back to forest as the final crop in long-rotation shifting cultivation systems. We 
would question its sustainability in other systems. 
 

• Section 3.1 , where the distinction is made between impacts on price and impacts on hunger 
and poverty is very important – especially the distinction between the quantity and quality 
effect. The last paragraph is particularly relevant. 

 
• Section 5.4, first paragraph – there is mention of wages for outgrowing schemes. It is 

important to consider their potential to provide a living wage. If they are insufficient to 
provide for a household’s needs and people have to resort to continued food crop cultivation 
on the margins of the growing area, one winds up expanding the area under cultivation. 
Hence, the importance of considering the earning potential or the wages being offered and 
whether they can be reasonably expected to provide an adequate living. 

 
 
59. Khaled Al-talafih, Jordan  
 
Dear Vincent Gitz 
 
I would to thank you very much to give me the chance to participate in the discussion about 
biofuels and Food Security - V0 draft, I want to focus in these points: 
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1. We must be think about the world as one unit and each country complete the others and very 
important to realize that the food is very important because the shortage of food lead to big 
problems and many countries in many part of the world suffer from shortage of food and in 
sometimes famine (death), it is good to think that we must insure the food to them in good price. 
 
2. We must concentrate about the shortage of water and climatic change and there negative 
effect on agriculture. 
 
3. The number of population in the world increased rapidly and we must insure the food for 
them especially if we are take in our consideration the difficult factors mentioned before. 
 
4. I want to assure about that our priority is feeding the people and investment each land and 
water for agriculture production not for any other things, and invest the other alternative for 
biofuels such as algae. 
 
Sincerely 
Khaled Al-talafih  
Amman-Jordan  
 
 
60. Government of Argentina 
 
La Representación Permanente de la República Argentina ante la FAO tiene el agrado de remitir 
los comentarios de la Argentina sobre el Borrador Cero del Informe del HLPE sobre 
"Biocombustibles y Seguridad Alimentaria". 
 
En primer lugar, la Argentina desea agradecer esta oportunidad de efectuar comentarios y 
observaciones en relación con el documento Borrador Cero del Informe del GANESAN sobre 
"Biocombustibles y Seguridad Alimentaria".  
 
Al respecto, nuestro país realiza los siguientes comentarios con la finalidad de que sean tenidos 
en cuenta y debidamente incorporados en la próxima versión del mencionado Informe. 
 
1. Comentarios sobre el enfoque del análisis contenido en el Borrador Cero 
 
En términos generales, se debe señalar que al momento de analizar la relación entre 
biocombustibles y seguridad alimentaria es fundamental reconocer que no se pueden realizar 
generalizaciones. 
 
Se debe tener en cuenta que la producción de determinados biocombustibles no implica 
necesariamente una reducción en la oferta de alimentos. Por lo tanto, el contenido general del 
documento, y en particular, las propuestas de políticas incluidas en el mismo, deberían tener en 
claro y debidamente considerada esta cuestión. 
 
Por ello, parece acertado el ejercicio de abordar el caso de distintos países y distintas regiones, 
ya que debe quedar claro en el documento que no todos los países afectan de igual manera el 
equilibrio entre energía y alimentos. 
 
La Argentina, por ejemplo, no puede ser incluida entre los países cuya producción o consumo de 
biocombustibles ponga en riesgo la seguridad alimentaria a nivel global. 
 
Nuestro país no puede alterar el equilibrio entre alimentos y energía a nivel global, pues cuenta 
con excedentes de suelo, tal lo señalado por el Borrador Cero en relación con la región de 
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América Latina: "Latin America as a whole as having abundant available land which could be 
incorporated into biofuels production without prejudice to food production." (punto 1.4.6. 
Biofuels in Latin America, párrafo 2 del documento Borrador Cero) 
 
La Argentina produce en grandes cantidades tanto alimentos como biocombustibles, por lo que 
considera a la producción y exportación de éstos últimos un factor que agrega valor a su cadena 
productiva, generando empleo e innovación. La composición del grano de soja es de aceite 
(18%), proteína (78%) y otros (4%). Lo que se utiliza para la producción de biodiesel es 
solamente el 18% del grano y su producto principal, la harina proteica, es alimento animal para 
la producción de alimentación humana (carnes, etc). Esto refleja claramente que en caso 
argentino la producción de biodiesel es un subproducto de la producción de proteínas para la 
producción de alimentos, por lo que no amenaza a la seguridad alimentaria. 
 
En relación con aquellos tipos de biocombustibles que no amenazan o que no compiten con la 
producción de alimentos, es importante tener en cuenta que las múltiples actividades 
agropecuarias, forestales y de sus industrias asociadas, generan una gran cantidad de 
subproductos 
(residuos) que son una excelente biomasa para la producción de energía renovable. En este 
contexto, toma relevancia el establecimiento de biorefinerías para la producción integrada de 
alimentos, energía y químicos derivados de la biomasa, con el consiguiente desarrollo de los 
territorios específicos involucrados en cada caso. 
 
El uso de residuos para generar energía es una opción sumamente relevante y debe ser tenida en 
cuenta y analizada de manera adecuada. En dicho análisis, debería tenerse en cuenta la escala a 
la cual se podría desarrollar y aplicar este tipo de energía, la logística asociada a su transporte y 
procesamiento, qué tipo de residuo se utiliza y qué tipo de biocombustible se desea generar con 
cada uno de los residuos de que se trate. 
 
A modo de ejemplo, los residuos ganaderos, industriales o residuos sólidos urbanos son 
apropiados para generar biogás de distintas calidades, mientras que los residuos de cosecha o 
forestales pueden utilizarse para complementar otro tipo de residuo y generar biogás, quemarse 
como biocombustible sólido, o utilizarse como biomasa para generar, a partir de lignocelulosa, 
biocombustibles de segunda generación. 
 
No obstante, se debe tomar en consideración que la energía a partir de lignocelulosa aún no se 
encontraría lo suficientemente desarrollada, y los costos para generar biocombustibles de 
segunda generación pueden ser elevados, tal como se encuentra mencionado en el documento. 
  2. Relación entre biocombustibles y el precio de los alimentos, el hambre y la pobreza 
 
En el documento se plantea que a mayor producción de biocombustibles, mayor es el 
incremento del precio de los alimentos y, a causa de ello, mayor el impacto en los índices de 
pobreza y hambre. Sin embargo, la relación entre estas tres variables (producción de 
biocombustibles, precio de los alimentos y pobreza/malnutrición) dista de presentarse en la 
realidad con la linealidad esbozada en el documento. En este sentido, se deberá revisar este 
enfoque lineal presentado en el Borrador Cero, teniendo debidamente en cuenta que: 
 
i) El hambre en el mundo es consecuencia de la pobreza y la desigual distribución de la riqueza y 
de un sistema de comercio internacional de productos agrícolas fuertemente distorsionado por 
las prácticas proteccionistas, incluidas las subvenciones, de algunos países desarrollados que 
han generado y generan una importante transferencia de recursos desde países menos 
adelantados (PMA) y en desarrollo (PED) hacia países desarrollados, en tanto se ha desalentado 
la producción agrícola en los PMA y PED. 
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Por lo tanto, el eje central de los debates relacionados con la inseguridad alimentaria y el 
hambre debería estar puesto en remediar esta situación mediante: 
 
- la producción de más alimentos para más personas, asegurando el acceso a los mismos por 
parte de las poblaciones más vulnerables; 
 
- la conclusión de las negociaciones agrícolas de la Ronda de Doha de la Organización Mundial 
del Comercio, conforme a su mandato. 
 
ii) En relación con la afirmación referida a "precios altos" de los alimentos, su veracidad 
dependerá del año que se tome como base para la comparación de los mismos. Según 
información del Banco Mundial - Indice de Precio de los Alimentos en términos constantes - , los 
niveles de precios de los alimentos, en términos reales, durante la década 
2000-2009 resultaron ser un 34% inferior al promedio de la década del 60. Esto significa que el 
sector alimentario había quedado rezagado en términos de incrementos de precios en 
comparación al total de la economía y las modificaciones observadas durante los últimos años 
fueron simplemente una reversión de precios que durante muchas décadas se mantuvieron 
bajos. Por lo tanto, no es correcto hablar de "precios altos", sino de "recuperación" de los precios 
de los alimentos. 
 
Esto quedó muy claro en las conclusiones de la 37° Conferencia de la FAO, la cual "señaló que los 
precios internacionales sumamente inestables de los productos alimenticios representaban una 
grave amenaza para la seguridad alimentaria y resaltaron la importancia de establecer redes de 
seguridad y programas sociales para proteger a las personas vulnerables y afectadas por la 
inseguridad alimentaria contra los efectos inmediatos de las crisis, así como de promover las 
inversiones y la innovación a fin de potenciar la capacidad productiva de la agricultura en los 
países en desarrollo.. (párrafo 35, documento C 2011/REP). Por lo tanto, queda claro que el 
problema es la excesiva volatilidad de los precios y no su nivel. La humanidad ha sufrido grandes 
hambrunas en períodos en los que los precios de los alimentos se han mantenido bajos. 
 
iii) Respecto de la relación entre la producción de biocombustibles y el llamado aumento del 
precio de los alimentos, cabe señalar que se trata de un tema sumamente controvertido a nivel 
internacional y sobre el cual no se puede realizar generalizaciones, tal se manifestó en el punto 
1, pues no es cierto que toda producción de biocombustibles afecta necesariamente la oferta de 
alimentos. 
 
iv) Existen beneficios asociados a la producción de biocombustibles que deben ser tenidos en 
cuenta debidamente en el Informe sobre "Biocombustibles y Seguridad Alimentaria", de lo 
contrario su contenido sería incompleto y su abordaje sesgado. 
 
Por ejemplo, se debería tener en cuenta los beneficios producidos por el agregado de valor sobre 
la producción primaria en origen y sus efectos sociales positivos en términos de empleo, 
generación de ingresos y, por ende, en la disminución de la pobreza y del hambre. 
 
A modo de ejemplo, la puesta en marcha de una planta productora de biocombustibles amplía la 
cadena del producto primario, generando un aumento en la oferta de co-productos, siendo 
algunos de ellos importantes insumos para producciones pecuarias. Estos productos constituyen 
fuentes adicionales de ingresos, conllevan a la diversificación de las actividades productivas 
regionales, al agregado de valor a las producciones primarias y a una mayor inversión en obra 
pública (electricidad, agua, tratado de efluentes, transporte), lo cual resulta en una mayor 
calidad de vida para los residentes de la zona. 
 
Por lo tanto, se considera que la producción de biocombustibles en determinados casos no sólo 
no afecta negativamente a la seguridad alimentaria sino que, por el contrario, tiene efectos muy 
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positivos en tanto representa una oportunidad para la diversificación productiva, el 
fortalecimiento y diversificación de la matriz energética y el desarrollo rural con inclusión social. 
 
3. Cambio indirecto en el uso de la tierra - (ILUC por sus siglas en 
inglés) 
 
Se trata de un tema sumamente controvertido sobre el cual no existe hasta el momento 
evidencia científica sólida. En este sentido, cabe señalar que el uso de diferentes algoritmos y 
fórmulas econométricas que pronostican el efecto de los cambios en el uso de la tierra, sobre el 
nivel de emisiones de gases de efecto invernadero, tratan de modelizar dichos cambios a escala 
global, lo que resulta muy difícil de predecir. 
 
Dichas metodologías carecen de base científica sólida y, más aún, las mismas no han sido 
debidamente contrastadas con la realidad del sector agropecuario, razón por la cual el concepto 
de ILUC se considera puramente teórico. En este sentido, no hay modelos únicos que sean 
válidos para ser utilizados y aplicados con resultados asimilables a distintas circunstancias. Las 
distintas características agroambientales y los diversos sistemas de producción existentes en 
cada país hacen que no se puedan estandarizar criterios que lleven a resultados representativos 
de cada una de dichas realidades. 
 
En el caso de la Argentina, las favorables características agroambientales combinadas con la 
introducción de prácticas y tecnologías específicas, tal el caso de la siembra directa y la 
agricultura de precisión, permiten un incremento en la productividad agrícola al mismo tiempo 
que se minimizan los impactos negativos sobre el ambiente. 
 
Por lo tanto, se debería ser muy cauteloso a la hora de abordar este tema y dejar en claro en el 
Informe lo expuesto precedentemente. 
 
4. Normativas sobre Biocombustibles/Esquemas de Certificaciones: 
 
i) Respecto a este tema, toda normativa relativa a biocombustibles y los requerimientos de 
certificación que puedan tener asociados dichas normativas deben ser compatibles con las 
reglas y mandatos de la Organización Mundial del Comercio (OMC). 
 
En relación con ciertas exigencias impuestas por los países importadores, - tales como 
exigencias de sustentabilidad- , existe el riesgo de que las mismas pueden constituirse, en la 
práctica, en barreras no arancelarias al comercio internacional. 
 
Por lo tanto, los países que impongan dichas exigencias deberán demostrar que este tipo de 
exigencias no resulta en una medida discriminatoria del comercio, que está sustentada en 
evidencia científica cierta, y que su implementación está consensuada con los principales 
proveedores. 
 
En consecuencia, dados los peligros asociados a la posibilidad de que ciertas 
medidas/normativas o exigencias de certificación se constituyan en la práctica en barreras no 
arancelarias al comercio internacional de biocombustibles o en medidas discriminatorias de 
comercio, en el Informe se debería hacer referencia de manera contundente y explícita a la 
importancia fundamental de que toda medida y/o exigencia por parte de los países 
importadores de biocombustibles esté en concordancia con la normativa y mandatos de la OMC. 
 
ii) Cabe destacar que la cuestión relativa a las certificaciones, a fin de que su tratamiento sea 
abarcativo, debe considerar todas las posibles ventajas y desventajas que la misma contempla. 
Al respecto, resulta fundamental destacar que en muchos casos los esquemas existentes utilizan 
un enfoque one size fits all que podría no ser apropiado en función de las distintas 
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circunstancias. De este modo, la importancia de un enfoque adecuado radica en que, de no ser 
así, los esquemas de certificación pueden no contribuir al logro de los objetivos legítimos que 
buscarían alcanzar y, por lo tanto, convertirse en obstáculos injustificados para el comercio 
internacional. 
 
Los sistemas de certificación se traducen en condiciones estrictas y específicas para el acceso, en 
primera instancia, a determinados clientes y redes de abastecimiento, y en segundo lugar, a 
mercados particulares. 
 
Consecuentemente, importa para la relación comprador-vendedor y, por ello, debería tomar en 
cuenta la situación productiva particular de cada país, de cada región y de cada explotación 
individual, no pareciendo adecuado considerar los sistemas de certificación de manera general. 
En este sentido, la aceptación de cada esquema de certificación debe ser transparente, 
participativa y debería considerar las condiciones particulares (sistemas de producción, 
políticas ambientales, zonas de producción, comunidad involucrada en el proceso de generación 
de 
biocombustibles) de cada país o región que presenta a cada uno de los esquemas de que se trate. 
 
Otra de las dimensiones que debe ser tomada en cuenta es aquella relacionada con los costos 
asociados a los esquemas de certificación, lo que genera que frecuentemente los pequeños 
productores no puedan acceder a ellos. 
 
5. Terminología utilizada en el documento Borrador Cero 
 
A lo largo del documento se utilizan conceptos cuyo significado no ha sido consensuado a nivel 
internacional, tal es el caso de "energy security" y "green fuel", por lo que deben ser removidos. 
 
Se considera adecuado no utilizar conceptos sobre los cuales no se ha arribado a un consenso a 
nivel internacional por parte de los Estados en relación con su significado, ya que esto 
complejizaría y obstacularizaría el debate a partir del Informe. 
 
En lo que refiere a la cuestión particular de "energy security" , se recuerda que, tras diversas 
negociaciones, la misma no quedó incluida en los resultados de la Conferencia de las Naciones 
Unidas sobre Desarrollo Sostenible (Rio 20). 
 
6. Menciones a normativas y/o políticas de ciertos países en materia de biocombustibles 
 
No se considera apropiado hacer menciones a normativa o políticas de ciertos países como 
ejemplos a seguir. Tal como fuera señalado previamente, se destaca que bajo distintas 
características y circunstancias son distintos los elementos y variables a tener en cuenta y, como 
consecuencia, no resulta apropiado que se tomen como modelo a seguir políticas, indicadores o 
estándares que podrían no ser adecuados en función de otros sistemas de producción y otras 
realidades. 
 
7. Mención a los "Principios relativos a la Inversión Agrícola Responsable" que se están 
desarrollando en el marco del Comité de Seguridad Alimentaria Mundial 
 
En la recomendación de política Nro. 5, se hace mención al proceso de negociación de los 
Principios relativos a la Inversión Agrícola Responsable (PRAI por sus siglas en inglés). Al 
respecto, se considera que toda referencia que se haga a este instrumento, el cual se encuentra 
bajo proceso de negociación, no debería exceder el contenido de sus "Términos de Referencia" , 
que es lo único que fue acordado hasta el momento respecto a los PRAI. 
 
8. Mensajes a transmitir: secuencia lógica del contenido y sustento teórico/científico 
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Cabe señalar que en algunas secciones del documento, por ejemplo en los primeros párrafo de 
las secciones 2.3.1 y 4.1.3, no queda claro el mensaje que se quiere transmitir ni la secuencia 
lógica de su contenido. 
 
Asimismo, existe a lo largo del documento afirmaciones que no cuentan con fundamentos claros, 
tal la oración "In addition, large-scale monoculture may modify rainfall patterns" (última oración 
del quinto párrafo de la sección 4.2.3, página 59 -) pues difícilmente puede determinarse que un 
solo factor es el causante de la modificación de los patrones de precipitación a escala global. 
 
Por lo tanto, se considera necesario que los mensajes y afirmaciones del Informe sean precisos, 
producto de fundamentos claros y debidamente justificados y se presenten de forma lógica y 
ordenada. 
 
9. Para finalizar, es importante que el Informe del HLPE sobre "Biocombustibles y Seguridad 
Alimentaria" esté en línea con el mandato del 37° Comité de Seguridad Alimentaria Mundial, que 
consistió en "encargar al GANESAN, teniendo plenamente en cuenta los recursos y otras 
prioridades del CFS, que lleve a cabo un análisis comparativo basado en la literatura científica, 
tomando en consideración los trabajos realizados por la FAO y la Asociación Mundial de la 
Bioenergía (GBEP), de los efectos positivos y negativos de los biocombustibles en la seguridad 
alimentaria, con vistas a presentarlo al CFS". 
 
Cordiales saludos 
 
Representación Permanente de la 
República Argentina ante la FAO 
Piazza dell'Esquilino, 2 
00185 Roma 
 
 
61. Renewable Energy Association, UK 
 
The Renewable Energy Association (REA) is pleased to submit this response to the HLPE 
consultation. The REA represents a wide variety of organisations, including generators, project 
developers, fuel and power suppliers, investors, equipment producers and service providers.  
Members range in size from major multinationals to sole traders. There are over 950 corporate 
members of the REA, making it the largest renewable energy trade association in the UK. 
Members’ views on this consultation have been gathered and included in our response. 
 
Summary 
 
The REA welcomes the opportunity to respond to the HLPE consultation on “Biofuels and Food 
Security. However, we are very concerned by the evidence presented in the report in relation to 
the original mandate given by the UN Committee on World Food Security (CFS). 
 
The report takes a single minded view of biofuels which employs a selective use of evidence to 
take a clear anti-biofuels position despite the mandate to “conduct a science-based comparative 
literature analysis taking into consideration the work produced by the FAO and Global 
Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP) of the positive and negative effects of biofuels on food security.” 
Instead the authors have deviated from this mandate. In the report, the authors state that: “the 
central concern of this report is to analyse the implications for food security of global and 
national biofuels markets…through an evaluation both at the aggregate level of macro data and 
through field research carried out in different regions and localities.” The report reveals no 
attempt to present the positive effects of biofuels on food security, most notably the absence of a 
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consideration of the co-products of bioethanol and some biodiesel production which contribute 
significantly to food security. 
 
The  report  also  fails  to  achieve  the  professional  standard  expected  from  the mandate 
given. The report states: “following on these recommendations [from the FAO and GBEP] the 
present study is dedicated to a policy oriented literature review of the food security implications 
of biofuels.”  The authors have limited the review in such a way as to include only evidence 
which supports the anti-biofuels agenda and reads as an opinion piece, rather than a value-free 
expert opinion on the true impacts of biofuels on commodities and food prices. 
 
The HLPE has failed to deliver a true expert analysis of biofuels and food security and needs  
significant  revision  before  it  could  be  considered  as  such.  Key  areas  to address include: 
 
1.  Failure to complete a science-based comparative literature analysis. The HLPE 
does not provide the methodology used to perform the literature review and therefore cannot 
be considered as a proper literature review. Without a transparent methodology, HLPE has been 
able to omit much of the relevant evidence explaining the positive effects of biofuels. 
 
2.  A biased agenda set out in the executive summary and introduction gives a pre- determined 
view that biofuels are exacerbating world hunger by driving up food prices. The paper is 
focussed almost entirely on risks and ignores the opportunities presented by biofuels (e.g. co-
products). 
 
3.  The  omission  of  a  consideration  of  the  whole  subject  of  waste  which  is fundamental to a 
consideration of food security. 
 
4.  Insufficient attention has been given to the interplay of consequences for food security of 
increased investment in biofuels leading to productivity and land use changes, together with 
global dietary changes. FAO’s own statistics indicate that the greatest challenge derives from 
dietary changes and not biofuels. 
 
5. Utilisation of vague statements and unsubstantiated claims alongside many reference  
materials  which  are  either  missing  in  the  reference  list  or  not scientifically peer-reviewed 
material. There are far too many references throughout the report to “studies” which are never 
referenced. The paper is also littered with conjectural words such as “could”, “can, “might”, 
“probably” which we would not expect to see in a rigorous scientifically based literature review. 
 
6.  The report’s use of incorrect data and the omission of key reports and data, such as research 
on biofuels co-products and their positive impact on food prices, as well as facts contained in the 
FAO’s own reports e.g. FAO Statistical Yearbook 
2012. 
 
7.  A  failure  to  properly  analyse  and  distinguish  between  modelling,  which  the authors 
correctly view as often inappropriate for policy development, and real world observation and 
understanding of the working of markets. For example, the basis of much of the argumentation 
in Chapter  3 rests on the assertion that ethanol producers would want to bid up the price of 
maize. This is completely illogical. 
 
The rest of our response below goes into more detail within the body of the report. However, at 
this stage we must express our deep concern about the bias contained in the Executive Summary 
and the Policy Recommendations. The shortcomings of the report are of such a magnitude that 
the conclusions adduced in the Summary and Recommendations should be re-visited in the light 
of a properly balanced and full literature review as mandated. A Summary and Policy 
Recommendations should 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

257 

flow from the analysis and not the other way around. The authors appear to have produced a 
report to bolster some pre-conceived notions, which is not the purpose of the report. 
 
The REA recognises and would associate itself with the extensive responses from others (e.g. 
ePURE, Ethanol Europe, the European Commission and others) which highlight many of the 
same issues we have found with this report. 
 
Chapter 1: Biofuels policies 
 
• The  report  often  misinterprets  current  and  proposed  EU  legislation.  For example, 
Page 7 refers to the Renewable Energy Directive (RED) and the Fuel Quality Directive (FQD) as 
having blending targets. In fact the RED has a renewable energy target which includes more than 
just biofuels and the FQD has a greenhouse gas saving target. Furthermore, Page 14 (and 
elsewhere) refers to the EU proposals of 17 October 2012 to amend the RED/FQD as final 
legislation when in fact they will be the subject of significant and prolonged negotiation between 
the 27 member states of the EU, and between the EU institutions. It cannot be taken as a given 
that the proposals will remain unchanged. 
 
• Page 7. The relevance of wood pellets is obscure. 
 
• Page 8. The Brazilian market has been driven by its statutory blending levels. 
 
• Page 13. What is the evidence for the statement “Biofuels in sub-Saharan Africa in the 
middle years of the last decade were largely dominated by responses to the biodiesel demand 
created by the EU mandate”? 
 
• Page 14. The statement “Biofuels policies in the North are now at a turning point which 
promises to put a ceiling on food-based biofuels at around their existing levels” is conjecture and 
therefore cannot be based on any literature review. 
 
• Page 14. The authors correctly identify a need for investment capital but appear to 
discount the contribution that investment in feedstocks for biofuels has made to increasing 
productivity and sustainability. The rules within the EU RED for example have had the effect of 
raising the sustainability bar across agriculture, as farmers do not distinguish between the 
various markets for their production.  The  emergence  of  a  biofuels  market  has  also  
encouraged farmers to invest in better agricultural practices to improve yield – for example the 
yield of oilseed rape in the UK has increased by 25% in the last 10 years. 
 
• Section 1.6. The absence of a complete reference list makes it difficult to assess this 
section. There appears to be deliberate and misleading identity confusion between agriculture 
and biofuels production. 
 
Chapter 2: Biofuels and the technology frontier 
 
• Page 16. It is unclear why the authors accept that biofuels produced from non-food 
biomass are less land intensive and have better sustainability and environmental credentials. If 
biofuels produce animal feed as co-products then there is a positive resource use benefit in 
making both renewable fuel and much-needed protein-rich feed from the same land. 
 
• Table 2 makes no attempt to describe the GHG saving of the biofuels that are actually 
used, and ignores the requirement for minimum thresholds in both US and EU legislation. (EU 
legislation requires a 60% GHG saving from 2018). Such savings and thresholds have to be met 
after accounting for any direct land use change effects. 
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• Bio refineries already exist throughout Europe and the US producing both fuel and feed. 
 
Chapter 3: Food prices, hunger and poverty 
 
• Although the authors recognise the distinction between commodity prices and food 
prices, this section persistently interchanges the two, leaving a muddled and confusing analysis. 
 
• This section also elaborates a very confusing debate about modelling which it would  be  
impossible  to  clarify/understand  without  going  back  to  all  the source material. There is also 
a confusing analysis about the difference between short-term and longer-term market 
responses, and the shortcomings of models in this regard. The result underplays actual supply 
responses which can be adduced from looking at what has happened in commodity markets, 
rather than what “inappropriate” models might predict will happen. 
 
• The only positive statement in regards to biofuels in the report is: “[Biofuels] can also be 
seen to have a positive effect on food security to the extent that they open up the possibility for 
new sources of income and employment, and provide alternative sources of energy for rural 
communities and for rural and urban food preparation.” This ignores several reports, including 
reports from the FAO, which acknowledge the benefits of biofuels. 
 
• There is no mention of co-products associated with biofuel production. Co- products are 
a key part of the overall analysis, because they can fundamentally change the apparent 
performance of biofuels. Co-products recover all the protein present in the feedstock, and can 
therefore displace other protein sources such as imported soy, with significant consequent 
environmental and economic benefit. This also results in reduced net land use, a credit 
component for ILUC effects, and benefits to the food sector.1 
 
• The  report claims biofuels  “played a  predominate role” in  the  food  price volatility 
since 2004, and specifically the food price spikes in 2008 and 2012. The report fails to give a 
quantitative assessment to support its claims. Furthermore, reports from both DEFRA and the 
World Bank have shown that biofuels had a limited effect on commodity prices. Analysis from 
the USA Renewable Fuels Association showed in 2012 that as the prices of maize increased 
significantly in response to drought, the production of bioethanol similarly decreased. 
Bioethanol production therefore would not have been competing with corn used for food 
production. 
 
• Section 3.2.1. ‘The simplest reason to believe that biofuels have driven large increases in 
grain prices is that it has made economic sense for biofuel producers  to  drive  up  grain  prices  
dramatically’.  This  demonstrates  an Incorrect  understanding  of  the  economics  of  biofuel  
production  and  the effect of high grain prices in the USA in 2012. 
 
• The relationship between oil and maize prices is not proven. Based on the use of the 
Babcok analysis on the impact of the US blenders’ tax credit on the maize price of nearly $100/t 
one would expect the maize price to have reduced by this amount since the blenders’ tax credit 
was removed in December 2011, and it clearly has not done so. 
 
 
1 Please see these peer-reviewed reports: Biofuel Co-Products as Livestock Feed – Opportunities 
and Challenges; Chapter 2: An Outlook on EU biofuel production and its implications for the 
animal feed industry (FAO, 2012) and Impact of protein co-products on net land requirement for 
European biofuel production. Global Change Biology – Bioenergy (2009) 1(5): 346-359 
 
• Where  the  evidence  has  pointed  to  the  limited  effect  of  biofuel  on commodity 
prices. (e.g.  DEFRA report in 2010) the authors have ‘downplayed the role of biofuels in 



__________________________________ 
 

Global Forum on Food Security and Nutrition 
www.fao.org/fsnforum 

259 

triggering price increases..’  because it does not fit their theory. They have also not quoted the 
World Bank report which reached similar conclusions. 
 
Chapter 4: Biofuels and land 
 
• Once again this section is directed towards arguments against the use of biofuels  and  
does  not  attempt  to  indicate  the  positive  contribution  that biofuels can make to, for example, 
investment in agriculture, improved productivity, and more sustainable production, all of which 
are absolute prerequisites  if  global  land  stocks  are  to  be  able  to  feed  the  predicted 
increase in global population. 
 
• The  REA  is  on  record  as  saying  that  land  grabbing  is  unacceptable,  for whatever 
end use. The data and analysis of the International Land Coalition which led to the conclusion 
that between one third and two thirds of land grabbing is related to biofuels, is not transparent. 
Without further transparency, there is very little evidence to support this conclusion. 
 
• This section strays into areas which are not the preserve of this report. For example, 
Page 40 devotes a full page to the carbon implications of indirect land use change. If this analysis 
is relevant to this report then there should be a full analysis of the carbon implications of the 
continuing and increased use globally of fossil fuels, to put this debate into a proper perspective. 
 
Chapter 5: Social Implications of Biofuels 
 
• This section refers extensively to land rights in such a way as to infer that the 
infringement   of   land   rights   is   the   exclusive   preserve   of   biofuels.   The infringement of 
land rights can happen for a multitude of reasons and the issue is one of local governance and 
local law, not of biofuels. 
 
• In the same way, this section refers to gender issues as if the removal of biofuels globally 
would in some way improve the social position of women. The issue is far more complex than is 
treated here and the report reads more like a campaigning document than a serious review. 
 
 
The REA has been pleased to offer these comments on  Version 0 and we look forward to seeing 
a more balanced revision in the coming months. It is essential that this report both fulfils its 
mandate and presents a balanced review. The final report should not be a campaigning 
document but a serious and scientifically based contribution  to  a  very  complex  series  of  
problems  which  the  FAO  has  been attempting to manage. 
 
Clare Wenner 
Renewable Energy Association 
Head of Renewable Transport clare@euro-pa.net 
 
February 2013 
 
 
62. John Wilkinson Team Leader HLPE Biofuels and Food Security Report 
 
Dear Contributors to the Public e-Consultation, 
 
On behalf of the HLPE Biofuels and Food Security Report Project Team I would like to thank all, 
both institutions and individuals, who have contributed to the consultation. The comments and 
considerations have amounted to some 250 pages of careful and critical analysis. In addition to 
the attentive reading of the document, comentators have supplied us with a wide range of 
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references which will be invaluable in the further elaboration of the Report. We are particularly 
grateful for the detailed elaboration of the arguments put forward from many different 
perspectives. 
 
As you all know, this was what we have called a Zero Version which was circulated intentionally 
by the HLPE at this early stage in the elaboration of the Report to allow for a full consideration of 
the corrections, suggestions and positions presented in the consultation. You can be assured that 
subsequent versions will take into careful consideration all the contributions we have received. 
 
While the title of the Report is “Biofuels and Food Security” the central concern and terms of 
reference are the implications of Biofuels for Food Security and we do not intend therefore to 
provide an exhaustive account of the present and future of biofuels. We recognize on the other 
hand that all aspects of food security should be taken into account and this will be a central 
concern in our reworking of the text. 
 
Once again our sincere thanks to all who have participated in the consultation 
 
Best regards,  
 
John Wilkinson 
 
Team Leader HLPE Biofuels and Food Security Report 
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