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Finnish Biogas Association, 14 January 2013 

 

FEEDBACK OF THE FINNISH BIOGAS ASSOCIATION  

FOR 

 The UN/FAO Committee on World Food Security/High Level Panel of Experts on Food Security and Nutrition 

ON  

Biofuels and Food Security, A zero-draft consultation paper, 9 January 2013 

 

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 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.” 

                                                           
1
 Because it enables recycling of all nutrients. 

2
 Because biogas technology is optimal in wet conditions and it can utilize all of algae biomass. 
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This sentence includes unnecessary loaded negative language (“massive”) and technical inaccuracy.3 
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 

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 

                                                           
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. 


