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FOREWORDFOREWORD

In an effort to improve energy access, energy security and to lower global green house gas emissions, many
countries have placed bioenergy developments high on their agenda. Over time, however, serious concerns
about the effect of bioenergy on food security, its social feasibility and level of sustainability have arisen,
especially with first generation bioenergy. In this context FAO, with generous funding from the German
Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection (BMELV), set up the Bioenergy and Food
Security (BEFS) project to assess how bioenergy developments could be implemented without hindering food
security.

During its term, the BEFS project has supported Peru, Tanzania and Thailand in assessing the feasibility of
the bioenergy sector, potential impacts on food security, growth and poverty. In this effort, BEFS has constructed
an analytical framework that can assist countries with the development of bioenergy policy and/or clarification
of the potential impacts of bioenergy developments.

The analysis presented in this document describes the implementation of the BEFS Analytical Framework
in Thailand. The results of the analysis formed the basis for the policy discussion with the Thai Government
during the BEFS Thailand Policy Consultation in June 2010. 

The main findings and recommendations for policy-makers how to achieve the envisaged biofuel targets in
a sustainable way without impacting food security are being published in a separate volume entitled “BEFS
Thailand – Key results and policy recommendations for future bioenergy development”.

As part of its activities, BEFS has also run training programmes in the participating countries to ensure full
ownership, replicability and potential extensions to the analysis presented.

Heiner Thofern
Senior Natural Resources Management Officer

BEFS Project Coordinator



ABSTRACT

The Government of Thailand, through its Alternative Energy Development Plan, has set a target of increasing
its biofuels production to five billion litres by 2022. The Thai Government sees this expansion as a way to
strengthen the country’s energy security, foster rural development and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

In recent years, due to a broad global interest in bioenergy development, FAO set up the Bioenergy and
Food Security (BEFS) project to support countries to make informed decisions in order to limit the risks of
hindering food security, and at the same time to increase their opportunity to improve the lot of the most
vulnerable and underprivileged part of the society.

The analysis presented in this document is the result of the implementation of the BEFS Analytical
Framework in Thailand. The framework envisages analyzing the effects of the bioenergy sector on the
agricultural market and the use of natural resources, it evaluates the economic competitiveness and the effects
on greenhouse gas emissions, and finally, it highlights the socio-economic aspects of bioenergy development
at the macro and micro level.

The main findings and recommendations for policy-makers for the development of the biofuel sector
without impacting food security are being published in “BEFS Thailand – Key results and policy
recommendations for future bioenergy development”.

Bioenergy and Food Security: the BEFS analysis for Thailand
by Mirella Salvatore and Beau Damen

107 pages, 40 figures and 45 tables.

Environment and Natural Resources Working Paper No. 42 - FAO, Rome, 2010. 

Keywords:
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