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1. General questions and comments 
 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

In some cases biofuels may be produced from 
feedstock that is lower grade (e.g. second 
grade wheat in Australia).  In such cases the 
biofuels are derived from feedstocks that are 
similar to a by-product.  Do the standards take 
such cases into consideration? 

 

This particular instance should probably be 
looked at more closely, especially within the 
context of implementation to ensure that the 
RSB properly accounts for such instances.  This 
will also need to be considered when 
developing the chain of custody.  Remember, 
that this will especially be relevant for those 
that want to make a claim for an RSB 
certificate, in which case there must be a way 
to track the biofuel and feedstock. 

 
2. Principles and Criteria (2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 12) 

 
Principle 2 

Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

Some participants notice that new terms have 
been included: RESA, ESMP, etc. 
 

The full ESIA guidance is on the web, which 
these terms are related to. RESA is for cases 
where you don’t need to do a full ESIA (usually 
smaller scale operations or those that do not 
trigger an ESIA. Fora crop switch you may not 
have to do more than an ESMP if the land is 
already tilled). A few specialist studies might be 
needed based on the screening process. ESMP 
is required for all (how you implement your 
program); progress requirements will be 
included in that part as well. 

Provisions for the small holders: In the 
guidance, if strictly followed, if you are planting 
on an uncultivated land and you are small 
holder, then you have to do the full ESIA. Is it 

The priority is to not exclude small holders as 
we want them to do something. At the same 
time, even their small program may have some 
impact, so this can be addressed 
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feasible? 

According to the guidelines for ESIA, you have 
to involve specialists, which cost a lot of 
money. No Small holder can afford this. 
 

Please send comments on the guidelines + 
studies to be made in conjunction with the 
main operator. Provisions were made that with 
many SH, they can fold into a single process. 

Process: Is there any provision against break 
out a big project into small pieces to avoid the 
ESIA?  

1000 ha is deemed the right size. Some 
comments were received confirming this split-
up indeed happens in the reality; the 
Secretariat will look into this point. 

Will we receive additional guidance on that? 
Will we benchmark guidelines from RSPO and 
other standards? 

This will be one of the issues which will be 
looked at during benchmarking. 

Land capability/suitability classification in 
Africa, based on field survey. This should be 
the basis for the standard, as they have been 
locally adopted. 

International practices are the basis for that 
guideline. We used these methodologies for 
assessing impacts; in there, you will find 
practices to involve communities on the 
ground, e.g. to have a better sense of what’s 
happening on the ground. This particular 
principle is not aiming at land capability 
mapping; more of PC7. 

Suggestion to use the 4 classes of arable lands 
that are included in the “Manual of 
conservation and land planning (Malawi – 
FAO)”. 

The Secretariat will try to figure out how to 
integrate this.  
 

2c .Will there be some guidance about 
business plan similarly to ESIA or will operators 
follow their own Business Plan? As long as 
these guidelines meet financial standards, this 
looks OK.  

There is nothing about business plan in the 
ESIA. We can consider this, but we assume 
there are some standards about BPs, especially 
among banks. 

Would financials remain confidential or 
expected to become public? 

No provision under the documentation. Where 
it’s considered IP, no obligation; ESIA 
facilitators/auditors would assess when IP is 
concerned. If you feel strongly we can add this 
specifically in the ESIA guidelines. 

“Open and Transparent” in the ESIA – is this an 
extra cost? Suggest to use the RSPO definition. 

It’s part of the standard process of ESIA  and 
there is a clause for proprietary info to be kept 
if needed 

business plan: concern with confidentiality, 
don’t want facilitators of the ESIA or the 
auditor to see the business plan 

Secretariat comment–  
o There is a clause for proprietary info 
o Facilitator oversees stakeholder engagement 

and reports and he will have access to 
documentation. They will sign confidentiality 
agreement. 

o The company determines what information is 
confidential and discusses this with the 
facilitator. The auditor will have access if 
he/she needs the information for the audit  
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o Check ESIA guidelines that are online. 

Local capacity building: who bears the cost? 
This is expensive esp. for small scale 
producers? Want it explained better so that it 
does not cost the operator too much. 

ESIA guidelines define meaningful engagement 
and this is hard without level playing fields, 
people are often illiterate so you need to 
workshop to help people to understand. If full 
ESIA not required, then much smaller scale of 
the process and so this clause is less likely to be 
appropriate, it is also not appropriate in areas 
where literacy levels are high. This might be 
able to be dealt with at indicator level. It can 
reduce corporate risk where misunderstanding 
might occur 

2a. who determines which one is the higher or 
more comprehensive standard? 

the Auditor 

Business plan – what happens if operations 
close down? 

If a company has to close, then there is nothing 
that can be done. But if the business plan is 
changed, then the auditor may have to be 
reconsulted. Re-evaluation is annual. 

In some cases biofuels may be produced from 
feedstock that is lower grade (e.g. second 
grade wheat in Australia).  Is such cases the 
biofuels are derived from feedstocks that are 
similar to a by-product.  Do the standards take 
such cases into consideration? 

 

This particular instance should probably be 
looked at more closely, especially within the 
context of implementation to ensure that the 
RSB properly accounts for such instances.  This 
will also need to be considered when 
developing the chain of custody.  Remember, 
that this will especially be relevant for those 
that want to make a claim for an RSB 
certificate, in which case there must be a way 
to track the biofuel and feedstock. 

2a) minimum requirement 3
rd

 bullet, there is a 
mistake, its should read  : “A screening exercise 
shall be required for all new and existing operations 
and extensions to operations, of all sizes to 
determine whether a full ESIA or a Rapid 
Environmental and Social Assessment (RESA) is 
required. ESMP will be removed as all operations 
require an ESMP regardless of the extent of the 
impact assessment process ad the screening 
process does not decide this. 

Agreed 

2b) minimum requirement 2
nd

 bullet – “reference to 
facilitators. This must be clarified, which 
facilitators? This is for the ESIA,  then this must be 
stated 

Agreed 

make sure terms like facilitator go into the glossary Agreed 
Criterion 2a. Need to address “vulnerability of 
resources” in this criterion. “…assess impacts and 
risks and vulnerability”. However, there was no 
consensus regarding this point. 

Noted 

Criterion 2c. One member suggested that the 
business plan required under this criterion cover 

The Secretariat pointed out that people 
empowerment is addressed in Principle 5 and 
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three aspects: long term economic viability, 
“people empowerment”, and “ecological 
sustainability”. By people empowerment the 
member means “access to resources”. Another 
member expressed that these aspects, while 
important, are not necessarily related to the 
business plan requirement. 

ecological sustainability is addressed in several 
P&Cs and also in Principle 2. 

It was brought up that it was possible that 
operators would split the area of the project to 
avoid triggering ESIA requirements. 

The RSB indicated that RSB will address this issue. 

Gender sensitivity was brought up  covered in Criterion 2b 

Minor clarifications on wording and questions. 
2a. Under min reqt: 8th bullet point. Reference 
to capacity building to be provided by 
operators. Wondering whether we should be 
more specific. Is that already provided by ESIA 
somehow? 

Good idea to clarify this point. 

2a min reqt. 11th bullet point. Implementation 
and monitoring plan to provide indicators. Are 
those indicators expected in addition to those 
provided by the RSB? 

These aren’t the same indicators. Under ESMP, 
they have to provide timeline, objectives and 
ways to measure results, so that it can be 
checked by facilitators. 

2a min reqt. 12th bullet point. Monitoring 
taking place regularly. Will there be defined 
interval for auditor by the RSB? Different from 
the intervals for certifier checks? 

When operator develops his ESMP, he 
develops his own timeline, which is different 
from the general timeline of auditor. Footnote 
to be included to clarify that. 

Principle 2 requires continuous consultation; it 
seems this notion is absent in the criteria. Idea 
of result through consensus: caution about 
difficulties to get decisions on consensus. A 
reference to grievance consensus should be 
included in case consensus fails. 

ESIA guidelines are on the internet, where the 
consultation process is defined, incl. the 
definition and ways to unblock consensus are 
detailed in the guidelines. See if it covers these 
concerns. 

Last bullet points under 2b says: “regions of 
poverty..etc…in the event…”. Participant 
agrees but concern for small operators, for 
whom it may be impossible to comply. 

Different processes depending on size, 
feedstock, etc. are described in the ESIA 
guideline. If you are not to do an ESIA, this part 
would not apply in practice. 

 

Principle 3 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

3c. min reqt. Why these specific numbers 
(reduction thresholds)? Any specification on 
that? 

Sound values to contribute to principle 3 were 
reviewed (climate change mitigation) to make 
this proposal. In the end, the political question 
is whether to have a threshold or not.  

Were these figures taken from other 
frameworks or independently set? 

These were set following EU and USA; they are 
between what regulators foresee. 

Why putting them in between? Compliance 
with RSB, means going beyond US or not 
complying with EU, so from an operator, it’s 

Producers have to comply with regulatory 
requirements in priority. The RSB thresholds 
are for where there is no regulation. Also, we 
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not the most workable. 
 

would like to bring everybody to the same 
playing field. 

How does this apply to feedstock producers? 
Producers do not comply with EU or US 
mandates. Biofuels are based on feedstock. 
What do they have to do to ensure 
compliance? 

There are some default values for each 
feedstock but producers can make their own 
calculations. In case of 3b, feedstock producers 
will be responsible to furnish the amounts and 
precise information about the GHG 
performance to their buyer. RSB certifies 
sustainable Biofuels (not feedstocks); hence, 
we have to look at the entire chain of custody 
and cannot certify a feedstock that will, as a 
biofuel, not meet certain minimum GHG 
reductions. Our chain of custody process will 
ensure and does require that the biofuel 
feedstock be traced throughout the entire 
supply chain of the biofuel, even if the 
feedstock producer does not know where the 
feedstock “ends up” 

3a. Some feedstocks do not comply with some 
regulations by default. As it reads, either you 
meet 3a or you don’t. If you don’t, then the 
rest of the criteria do not apply (not needed). If 
you do…there is no way for the feedstock 
producers to improve their performance. There 
is a risk that a feedstock producer would be 
certified for US, not for EU. This creates a 
segregation scheme which will push producers 
to sell somewhere, not elsewhere. 

The RSB will set several CoC systems. This 
question is already foreseen by specialists as 
per how to comply with different markets. If 
you want to export or operate in the EU, that’s 
the law. The RSB offers the tools that matches 
RSB CoC, whatever the mandate. 

Isnt that where the RSB methodology come in? The RSB methodology does not change the 
law. The RSB CoC will make possible to 
organize the supply chain. The RSB calculation 
methodology is silent about how to organize 
the supply chain. 

Concern. If I am a producer meeting 3a, why 
should I do the whole calculation? What is the 
justification to comply with 3b and 3c after 
that? 
 

3b is what allows you to get RSB certification. It 
is a decision from the operators to go for it or 
not. If you have a batch of soy oil for the EU 
and you are to use the default value (31%) it 
doesn’t qualify. Then that batch cannot get the 
RSB certification. In a different market without 
regulation, then it may meet the RSB 
certification from the GHG perspective alone. 

3a covers whether some fuels are sustainable. 
The purpose of the RSB is to figure whether 
operators are sustainable. Mixing both is 
confusing. Fate of feedstock is often unknown. 
It is hence hard for the producer to figure out 
how to improve performance, especially when 

Everybody in the supply chain must have 
improved the GHG performance. One will have 
to track the commodity to figure out the 
processes, etc. and whether it is compliant. 
IMP WG  will look in particular at chain of 
custody, looking at the details about these 



Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels   Page 6 of 20 

Compilation – Chambers teleconferences  October 2009 

the rest of the chain is not performing well.  
 

requirements. There is still possibilities to 
participate and share comments. 

incentives are too high,  requirements esp. low 
carbon fuel standard does not require 10%  

Consensus to be sought by the Steering Board 

Uncomfortable about RSB calculator  

Worried that the threshold does not represent 
sustainability or disagree with introduction of 
threshold 

Well to wheel instead of well to tank was 
questioned. 

In practice, there is not substantive change. 

Some chamber members want no reference to 
indirect land use change 

Referred the chamber to the ecofys paper on 
the web, which makes recommendations on 
ILUC and suggest leaving this discussion open 
to accommodate it in the future when the 
scientific community develop a methodology 

3b. too open and direct should be added to the 
sentence to ensure that there is no opening to 
introduce indirect change in the future. 

want to leave it open to allow changes if the 
RSB chambers agree at a later point, otherwise 
the P & C s have to be changed 

Grandfathering of preexisting plants – want to 
see this introduced for existing plants as it 
makes it hard to develop  business plans if 
things start to change? 

There is no provision for grandfathering. The 
progressive nature of the principle means that 
you know up front what to expect and can plan 
it in.   

Fossil fuel baseline - Chamber members feel 
that these should move over time as fossil fuels 
will also move over time, chamber does not 
want a static base line 

Even though fossil fuels will get worse, we 
should not accept that  biofuels can get worse. 
In the LCFS, EU RED baselines are static and 
this was chosen by the GHG expert working 
group 

3c. How to “meet” a GHG reduction – do you 
have to meet that baseline or for example 
participate in credits market? 

All welcome to attend the GHG expert 
workgroup on Friday the 16th October 

Criteria 3a. It is unclear how certification can 
occur at a producer level, when most GHG 
targets refer to GHG reductions across the 
entire chain. 
 

Certification will only occur at the entire chain 
of the biofuels level, across the entire lifecycle.  
The biofuel may also be sold with a certain 
carbon intensity associated with it.  It will then 
be up to Operators further down the chain to 
decide whether they want biofuels with this 
certain carbon intensity.   

It still seems unclear how to set minimum 
requirements for steps along the chain at the 
individual level. 

Noted 

It was noted that a particular biofuel feedstock 
will have a certain carbon value associated 
with it, but this does not mean it will either 
pass or fail certification, as that determination 
will be made across the entire supply chain. 

This is also a chain of custody/implementation 
question.  The RSB Secretariat suggested that 
interested parties discuss this issue within the 
implementation working group. 

What is the status of the GHG methodology 
document? 

Currently in draft form, will be released to the 
chambers shortly. 
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“Well or farm to wheel” is probably better 
language.  

Noted 

We should be explicit that we mean DIRECT 
land use change. 

This was intentional so that it was left open the 
opportunity to include iLUC in the future. 

The RSB should strike the language about 
subjective assumptions, since many GHG 
methodology are subjective.  Strike the whole 
sentence.   

Noted 

A concern was expressed about the need to 
address to differentiate between large biofuels 
and farm plantations and rural farmers for 
their own use.  Worry that it may be difficult 
for small farmers to do GHG calculations. 

The tool that the RSB is developing will help 
make reporting easier for everyone.  We will 
also make the required reporting data 
requirements easy to understand.   

It is unclear what would actually be checked in 
the field, in terms of the indicators.   

The verification will focus on checking on the 
reporting of the correct and adequate data.   

Petroleum refinery may be purchasing the 
feedstock directly in some cases, for instance 
in Fischer–Tropsch/renewable diesel. The 
language of blender may not be relevant in this 
case, since the biofuel feedstock is converted 
into a product identical to the petroleum 
product at the refinery level.   

Noted 

In the guidance on page 6 replace wet-milled 
corn ethanol with dry-milled, since most wet 
mill ethanol refineries are coal fired.   

Noted 

In the guidance on page 6 replace wet-milled 
corn ethanol with dry-milled, since most wet 
mill ethanol refineries are coal fired.   

Noted 

Is it important to spell out the baseline?  Is 
there an RSB baseline? 
 

The RSB will calculate a baseline for gasoline 
and diesel for a specific year.  All calculation 
will be in reference to a specific year. 

The minimum thresholds may be somewhat 
too ambitious.  New technologies may not be 
as carbon efficient as technologies developed 
later. 

Noted 

Explanatory notes – first page, 5
th

 paragraph. 
Question about the role and responsibilities of the 
various operators, seems to put too much emphasis 
on the blender, whereas in the EU RED the 
feedstock producer is seen to have the biggest 
responsibility as there are less impacts at the 
blending phases. This should be less specific about 
blenders.  It is more administrative with the 
blenders, than actual impacts, making sure that 
others downstream have complied. 

Noted 

3a) geographic areas or country of use. This has a 
different legal meaning in aviation as aircraft 
operate in the sky. IATA will go and try and find the 
most up to date legal meaning 

Noted 
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3b) This requires that the RSB use methodologies to 
calculate the GHG emissions. It is proposed that it is 
clear that the methodology will be one that is 
internationally accepted and based on existing work 
and if we need to combine, that is fine and only add 
on things that are missing from existing 
methodologies.  

RSB will use existing methodologies but also will 
make sure they work globally for all situations 

3c) – Bringing in threshold values it a big change. 
This issue is political and there is a feeling that this 
is a task for governments. It may be unfair to 
developing nations to impose something that they 
are not required to do by law, imposing EU 
standards. It was suggested that this issue is 
brought to the SB level.  

there is a meeting on Friday the 16
th

 Oct from 15:30 
– 17:30 on the same call-in system where threshold 
levels will be discussed and everyone can attend, 
just let secretariat know so they can send agenda 

Criterion 3a. this criterion will lead to 
region‐specific certification instead of one global 
RSB standard. For example, a biofuel RSB 
certified for the EU market may not qualify for 
the U.S. market. This may lead to complications 
when Biofuels are traded. Chamber members 
proposed that the toughest GHG reduction 
requirements be applied globally. 

The Secretariat pointed out that the toughest 
standard may be hard to attain in certain parts of 
the world and would require changing the 
calculations methodology and standard every 
time a new tougher standard was issued. 
 

African countries are striving towards 
developing a continent‐wide biofuel 
sustainability standard (African standard), rather 
than country‐specific standards. 

Noted 

Uneasiness about the differentiation between 
standards on a regional basis and expressed the 
desire that this differentiation be temporary until 
operators be able to comply with the toughest 
standards. Operators should strive to meet the 
higher standards. 

While the Secretariat acknowledges that having 
one global GHG standard would be ideal, RSB 
pointed out that the toughest standard may be 
hard to attain in certain parts of the world and 
would require changing the calculations 
methodology and standard every time a new 
tougher standard was issued. 

Issue that everybody is working on indirect 
impacts; want to check about discussions on 
iLUC. How s the RSB dealing with that? 

In criterion 3b, we make an allusion about 
including LUC without specifying whether 
direct or indirect. This is purposeful, as 
currently iLUC is not included in the GHG 
calculation methodology and we don’t want to 
include a iLUC factor right now, but want to be 
able to do it in the near future. 
The absence of iLUC is based on a board 
decision last May, that we didn’t know enough 
at that time to make a decision. The 
development of methodology in this topic is 
advancing very quickly. What is the 
recommendation of these chambers: should 
we include that topic? When? We don’t want 
operators to think there won’t ever be any 
inclusion of indirect impacts, which would be 
unfair. 3a, b, 3 – not about indirect land use 
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change 

Main comment on PC3 is that we believe that 
the proposed transition period between 30 and 
60% period is too long. This should be 
shortened to take into account the scientific 
development, as well as the implementation of 
legislation such as the EU. Recommendation to 
follow the ISEAL code (review every 5 years). 
Same period for reviewing the GHG target to 
reach 60% target at an earlier stage.  

Noted but these 5 years are already included 
somehow in the wording. 

Update from stakeholders in Brazil. Long term 
target should be reviewed at a latest stage, but 
the shorter term target should be more 
significant than what we have here.  

Noted 

But targets are not agreed upon by all. What is 
the middle ground? 

Noted 

30% is considered as virtually including ALL 
feedstock, so there should be a way to 
differentiate between best performers. 60% 
allows that. Review in 2015 is ok. No specific 
preference for this review. 

Some participants support the 1st target in 
2010. We have to accommodate 2 types of 
feedstocks: 1) those for blend (sugar) and 
those for BD (palm). The way these are 
blended is crucial for GHG emissions. Support 
the secretariat recommendation of a minimum 
threeshold of 20% in 2010, but the RSB needs 
to be more ambitious after that. Don’t know 
about technology and adaptation, so 
continuous assessment and review in the 
interim (Caveat). 60% by 2030 is perhaps too 
lax. It s important to understand that all 
biofuels and blends are not the same and there 
are technology factors to think about. Support 
current verbiage and leave room for 
technology evolution. 5 years assessment ok. 

The minimum GHG target applies to the net 
biofuels, not the blend. Most biofuels will meet 
this initial target, mostly because no indirect 
emissions are emitted. Secretariat to clarify. 

This means the RSB is not forcing anything. 

30% will be a challenge for many with a 2-3% 
blending target. 3 months away from Jan 2010 
and we only have one feedstock that scores 
better than that. 

“Biofuel blenders…” is confusing though. We ll try to regionalize them as much as 
possible. 

The final result was understood as for the 
blending. The level of reduction in the current 
biofuel would need to be high to bring the 

Ecofys report makes a good job explaining the 
different approaches, areas of consensus, 
make recommendations about how the RSB 
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blend to 20-30% reduction. So a higher target  
(70%) for the pure biofuel would be a 
consensus. 

should deal with it. 

Current calculation does not include iLUC, so 
almost all biofuels meet the standard so far. 
Because of that, thresholds should be higher. 
Low threshold without iLUC is a concern. 

Support from several participants. Not every 
single biofuel should be recognized. 

Sympathy with previous points, but with the 
current blends, the target will not bring any 
GHG reduction. There is some rationale in 
going with what the EU says but let’s make 
sure it’s talking exactly about what we are 
talking about. 

3b. Default values. How are they set? 
Subnational values should be set. 

Petroleum baseline has changed from previous 
version to this one. The fossil fuel intensity will 
be a static number; we made a change 
because, based on GHG experts, if the baseline 
for FF is recalculated every 5 years, our target 
will become worse and worse, which we don’t 
want. 

It includes proposals for iLUC, but no 
recommendation to use an iLUC factor or a 
timeline, but that the RSB standard shall 
incentivizes some biofuels with lower indirect 
impacts (wastes, increased intensity…) 

Several members support this change. 

Please mention how this chamber would like to 
define how to cope with indirect impacts. 

Does it include a description of a process and a 
timeframe to resolve this question? 

the Ecofys report describes a process to 
identify the areas of lower risks of indirect 
effects. They are working to define this process 
(with CI and other groups). In some ways, we 
are waiting for them to finish their process and 
figure our their recommendations for the RSB. 
No idea about timeline. 

A recognition of the problem, as well as a 
process and timeframe should be set (support 
from participants). 

They actually include 2 bullet points in their 
report. 1) The RSB itself could incentivize 
meeting the standard of biofuels with reduced 
risk of indirect impacts, for example by 
requiring RSB certified blenders to obtain a 
certain part of their biofuels from pathways 
with reduced risk of indirect impacts. 2) After 
differentiating between the two types of 
biofuels with regard to indirect impacts in its 
standard, the RSB could leave the response to 
the market: market actors would decide 
whether or not they find it desirable to pursue 
meeting the standard of biofuels with reduced 

CI is working with ECofys, similar 
recommendations. Do we need to review the 
process within 2-3 years and say this explicitly? 

What are the recommendations to incentivize 
these feedstocks having minimum 
displacement effects? Does it take a lot of time 
to implement? 
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risk of indirect impacts. This approach is 
currently followed by e.g. the UK Renewable 
Transport Fuel Obligation and the Forest 
Stewardship Council. 

The methodology is developed, being updated 
through field studies in several countries. Early 
2010, first results about sites, not broadly 
feedstocks or processes, on where they would 
be less results. 

Not a decision for November (SB meeting), but 
we are still working on methods to incentivize 
the non-displacing biofuel production and will 
come back to it within 1 year. 
 

All this work won’t be in time to take decision 
in November. Message from these chambers is 
that we recognize all this work and we should 
say what we want to do with it (guidance or 
cover note for PC3 – would bring transparency 
and understanding). Ultimately, no number 
about indirect impacts, but a good way for RSB 
to incentivize practices that minimize indirect 
impacts.  

The Secretariat should put a note on Ecofys 
research, saying that Ecofys recommends no 
factor to be included in the current 
methodology but we ll continue working on 
including indirect factors. If the EU is to use 
such factor, we would apply it.  

There is a different approach, without a 
number. We will provide a certain way to 
incentivize production, that Ecofys 
recommends as of lower indirect impacts. 

What is needed on the long term is number 
(e.g. iLUC factor in GHG calculation), but on the 
short term, we need a mechanism for 
incentivize specific practices or feedstock to 
reduce the risk of iLUC. Good 
recommendations for the short term to be 
taken on by the RSB. The actual creation of a 
number is a longer term issue. 

Noted 

We should go with Ecofys’ recommendation as 
a cover note on iLUC. Are we talking about 
national or transboundary iLUC? LUC across 
borders is driven by many different drivers. Big 
issue. If we don’t start talking about numbers, 
we ll lose credibility, especially among EU, 
which will use numbers. 

We recommend the Secretariat produces a 
cover note, explaining we are not in a position 
to develop a specific number for iLUC factor 
but we will revisit the problem pretty soon (1-2 
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years). There is a pathway we could decide on, 
which would incentivize zero-displacing types 
of feedstock. Should we make room for such 
decision for the next SB meeting or leave it for 
later (6-12 months)? 

Could we ask members of the RSB to submit 
examples of pathways considered as low risk 
and advise whether this would count? (actual 
fuels). 

Agreed. A lot of issue about GHG should also 
be revised every 6-12 months. 

 

Principle 4 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

4d  - suggest adding the word gender and also 
want bullet point 4 to apply to men as well as 
women. 

Noted 

All reference to men and women refer to 
discriminatory practice, so children not 
included  

Noted 

4e- good  Sanitary conditions – what is the 
definition?  

There are accepted definitions and we will 
base our requirements on those 

4f: we should add hazards that you can find in 
plants; suggestion: “any known hazards” 

Secretariat comment - agree with the point  
- OSHA standards (U.S.) and social 

responsibility standards contain 
numerous indicators  

- Recommend to use regional standards, 
not OSHA everywhere  

Limiting number of hours of work to 48 plus 12 
overtime may not be right esp for certain 
seasonal activities, like harvesting , its not 
uncommon to work 80 hour weeks during 
harvest, don’t want to prevent people from 
doing this if they wish to make extra cash.  

This was based on ILO recommendations,  
suggest to leave this to the piloting but 
secretariat will also do some further research.   

On 4d, second bullet: Skills training and career 
development should be available for men as 
well as women as a minimum requirement.  It 
is too restrictive as written. 

Noted 

Under the criterion 4d, include the term 
gender within the criterion itself.  Make the 
following change: “Workers shall be free of 
discrimination of any kind, whether in 
employment or opportunity, with respect to 
gender, wages, working conditions, and social 
benefits.  

Noted 

It was enquired what land rights was brought into 
the criterion now. 

This is because there needed to be good 
explanations on how to decide whether to do Food 
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security impacts studies, under what conditions, 
even if an ESIA may not be required.   

One member requested to replace “not violate” 
with “uphold” human rights, but the Chamber 
did not reach consensus on this issue.  

- 

Couple of criteria without minimum 
requirements. Why having only progress 
requirements? 

This is because these particular criteria are 
difficult to implement immediately, and time is 
needed. 

 

Principle 5 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

Noted slight wording change -  “biofuel 
operations”to  “biofuel production” – why 
production and what are the implications? 

This was recommended by the steering board 
meeting in May, as a matter of consistency 
with standard usual language. 

5a. why is the blender not included? RSB felt that it was too much of a burden for 
blenders because blenders could be far 
removed from area of poverty alluded to in the 
criterion ( it focuses on regions of poverty)  

5a. Mechanization: how can it not lead to 
decrease in average income of workers? i.e., 
mechanization generally puts people out of 
work. 

In many cases mechanization can also lead to 
overall higher salaries, so overall average 
income would not decrease. 

Chamber challenged this view – saying  
mechanization is generally done to improve 
revenues and profits. Therefore, to decrease 
costs. This is likely to lead to net decrease in 
salaries. Would like this phrased differently, 
and use the example of Brazilian sugar cane. 
But it differs from country to country and crop 
to crop.  

The standard P & Cs  talk about areas of 
poverty, specifically. We do not want to 
prevent efficiency improvements of 
companies. But we do want to protect workers 
specifically in areas of poverty. 

With respect to P5 and P6, is there going to be 
any guidance for the use of specific criteria in 
particular regional contexts?  For instance 
building on part of the work FAO has done on 
types of farming systems.  Useful typologies to 
narrow the specific criteria that most be 
focused on? There have also been a few 
studies on mixed livestock systems through 
CGIAR  (Perhaps get John Dickson with ACIR to 
participate in such a working group).  

This has not come up yet, as specific farming 
models, business models, etc, has not yet 
come up.  This might be something that the 
RSB can consider for the following year. 

There is a concern that this principle overly 
focuses on just regions of poverty, that poor 
stakeholders outside of regions of poverty may 
not be protected. 

Many of these stakeholders should be afforded 
some level of protections through the ESIA 
process, especially when there are groups of 
poor people, however it is true that poor 
individuals will likely not be protected.   

A member requested that “women” be included, 
as well as indigenous people, at the Principle 

Women are specifically addressed in Criterion 5b 
minimum requirements.  
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level.  

5a, 4th bullet point. “International best 
practices…” do these exist? 

This reference was mainly made with practices 
in Brazil. 

Recommendation: remove “international”, as 
there are only national best practices at this 
point. 

OK 

 

Principle 6 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

change in wording from food security to local 
food security 

 

Comment on “macroeconomic factors… will be 
addressed in other policies” from RSB: what 
are these other policies? 

there are no hidden documents, they will be 
developed over time and chambers and SB can 
decide on their applicability 

6b. “enhanced” – can we use “restored”? 
 

6a is about restoring and maintaining, this 
criterion addresses people in very food 
insecure regions; people at high risk for food 
insecurity where any impact can be serious 

The chamber supported the following  ideas 
for increasing food security:  

 Setting aside land for food 
production for farmers 

 Lend equipment  

 Let women go home earlier from 
work to work on the fields 

 Lending schemes 

 Lending equipment to small scale 
farmers 

Noted 

6b - The language has changed. It now 
mentions if food security causes a risk to 
biofuels production.  Is it that the biofuels 
production has caused an impact or a risk.  It is 
very difficult to demonstrate a risk, and the 
previous language, which was much clearer, 
might have been better.  Causing a risk is very 
ambiguous.  “Biofuel production shall enhance 
local food security” is very clear, and the 
current language is less clear. 

It might be possible to clarify this language.  We 
hope to promote that operators must not only 
mitigate if there is a problem, but also 
contribute to enhancing food security if there is 
a chance of a problem in that area.  It is also 
important that we focus on the local food shed. 

It was pointed out that the exact responsibilities 
of developers and operators are unclear in the 
food security guidelines. 

RSB will review the food security guidelines and 
make them more specific if possible. 

 

Principle 7 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

What if the feedstock is a buffer zone itself, is 
this considered? 

Interesting case. Buffer zones characteristics 
will vary from a context to another. There 
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might be cases where the BZ can remain very 
simple and slim. Whenever the activity may 
impact surrounding areas (especially through 
runoffs), BZ must be set. 

Definition of buffer zone shall be included  
 

While we may define what a buffer zone is, its 
characteristics and features cannot be defined 
at the generic level and apply to all situations. 

Why did the ;language had change from HCVs 
to  “Conservation values”  

We do not want to restrict the scope to “high 
conservation values” only. Also principles 
“show the way” but are not audited against. It 
is the criteria and minimum requirements that 
are audited against. 

Under the general guidance: The guidance has 
a lot of information that might be considered 
minimum requirements instead of guidance. 
Specifically, the last part of the guidance 
“under no circumstance should conversion 
occur prior to land use planning process” 
should be included as a minimum requirement. 

It should be considered that many of the 
minimum requirements have been converted 
into indicators.  This issue has likely been 
already addressed in the development of the 
indicators.   

It was pointed out that buffer zones and 
ecological corridors are normally thought of as 
mitigation tools, but here they are also 
referred to as natural systems that should be 
preserved. 

There are natural buffer zones and ecological 
corridors that must be protected.  The current 
language is intended to protect both the 
created areas as well as the natural types 
(natural examples of buffer zones are 
transition zones, and ecological corridors are 
migration paths). 

No go areas: the idea is contested internationally. In 
some parts of the world national parks have mixed 
uses, including agriculture. Why should biofuel 
feedstock be precluded when other agricultural 
commodities are not? Don’t want this to be too 
prescriptive. There was some debate and questions 
by the secretariat, about introducing some concept 
of no go, as there are some cases in international 
law where the no go concept works, like in heritage 
sites. It was noted that globally the extent of no go 
areas as determined by the IUCN category 1 & 2 is 
10% on land. However, there was a view from the 
chamber that IUCN categories are being abused and 
are not accepted by the EU. There is a belief that it 
is better to remove the concept of no go and rather 
introduce the idea of developing a process where it 
can be discussed and agreed upon as to whether an 
area is no go or not.   

Would like to get a better sense of prioritisation. 
Use this to try and find choice of land that comes 
with a low risk. 

 

7e) – alien species. The point was made that many 
of the most interesting biofuel feedstock species 
are classified as alien in parts of the world. This 
criterion my therefore restrict activity 
unnecessarily.  

Will propose new wording, likely to be based on the 
development of a process rather than strict lists of 
precluded species. 

Clarifications needed. Got confused at trying to Noted 
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compare the PCs with the other explanatory 
notes in the other file. Don’t understand how 
the baseline date would apply to the no-go 
areas. I understood that no-go areas are no-go, 
so no baseline should apply to those. Cut-off 
date should only apply to no-conversion. But in 
the text of the criterion, then the dates apply 
to both no-go and no-conversion.  

Why a cut-off date for no-go? Not clear cut-off 
date for higher risk areas, which are where it 
applies. 

Whatever the previous status, if some 
conservation values still exist on that land, 
these should be maintained following the 
requirements. If used before Cut Off Date, is sustainable 

harvesting allowed? 

Higher risk areas grandfathered in if 
sustainably managed. But do we want to 
grandfather projects on no-go areas? 

Higher risk areas should be defined as “no-
conversion areas”. 

Some no-go areas can be determined from 
desk research (World Heritage Sites, Ramsar, 
etc. see table), but apart from that, “no-go” 
and “no-conversion” can only be established at 
the end of the LU process, i.e. if the 
conservation values can be maintained while 
using the area. Lots of way one could use these 
areas with sustainable harvest. The “higher” 
and “lower” risk categories are indicative, they 
mean that chances are low or high to be able 
to use a potential area, but ultimately, both 
could be ok for conversion or be considered as 
no-go, based on the LU process. 

Uncertainty in relation with what’s in the 
explanatory note. Page 3. Chart correct. In the 
previous paragraph, we call no-go areas, and in 
that paragraph (4th bullet point 7a) 

There will be further detailed guidelines on LU 
planning process to be released. 

We have tried to develop a process to identify 
no-go and higher /lower risk areas. A process is 
in place, with a cut-off date.  

The note on PC7 is clear; we could include this 
note as a reference point (similarly to iLUC). 

This concept shall be explicitly mentioned. In 
the explanatory note, there is a table with  3 
columns, which is clear, but in the criterion, 
this list is not there. Wording of the criterion is 
vague. We should make clear to what these 
paragraphs apply.  

Maybe we need to create some additional 
guidance 

Suggest to include a paragraph in guidance on 1st of January 2009 was chosen as the closest 
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7a, to make clear the areas to which it applies.   date after the release of Version Zero, which 
included the broad orientation of this principle. 
Compensation of past damages is not yet in 7a, 
unlike  7b, 7c and 7d. 

Guidance in 7a 5th bullet point. Simple “text” 
change AND/OR. Should leave “AND” 

How did we chose 1st Jan 09? Why not before 
that? Is there a minimum analysis for 
compensation? It should be there. Monitoring 
actions and mitigation plans should be there.  

Destruction of no-go areas prior to the cut-off 
date should be compensated with a similar 
wording as in 7b, 7c and 7d. 

Noted 

 
Principle 12 

Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

A concern was raised that it is not only the roll 
of the operator to comply with this criterion, 
this must also be complied with by the national 
authorities and investors.  It is not only the role 
of the operator. 

It is not the role of the RSB to regulate national 
authorities. 

The Chamber requested that the word “uphold” 
be used instead of “respect” in the formulation of 
the Principle. 

RSB pointed out that a lawyer was consulted and 
their opinion was that “respect” was a stronger 
term than “protect” or “uphold”. 

If “respect” is the stronger term, agreed to use 
that word. The Chamber would like to use the 
strongest word. 

RSB will re‐confirm these definitions. 

 
 

3. Definitions  
 

Definitions for Principle 3 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

Indirect impacts definition needs more work  

Not happy with well to wheel definition as it 
stands 

 

 
 

Definitions for Principle 6 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

The risks to food security need to be more 
clearly defined.  Under the current definition of 
food security, food insecurity may exist in 
nearly all areas of the world.   Risks for 
negative impacts need to be better defined.  

Noted 

 
 



Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels   Page 18 of 20 

Compilation – Chambers teleconferences  October 2009 

4. Indicators 
 

General 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

List of indicators, some recommendations will 
need to be provided. In terms of procedures, if 
some operators do not have some of the 
papers, does this disqualify him from being 
certified? Some guidance from RSPO to the 
certifying bodies, specifically saying which 
papers lead to failure or not. Will something 
similar be set by the RSB? 

There will be some information which is 
crucial, to provide otherwise one fails. Some 
information may be less crucial. This will be 
discussed this in the implementation WG. 
There will be scale of importance regarding the 
documents to provide. 

Keep them to a minimum, only those that require 
us to truly comply. There are two things 1) 
indicators and 2) check list for the auditors. When 
an auditor goes into a project, they will judge where 
the major risk might be and will focus on that, they 
will use a check list of questions. They may not use 
all of the check list questions, the relevant ones. 
There is a need to think more careful about the 
difference between indicators and checklists. 

 

 
 

Indicators for Principle 4 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

Indicators for PC4 and 11. Contractors may be 
subject to monitoring. Is the RSB willing to go 
the point of monitoring contractors? Will the 
RSB monitor this? Clarification needed… 
 

Important notion: you have to control your 
contractors so that you don’t risk losing 
certificates of compliance. Contractors do not 
need to be certified but one must control their 
actions in a way that does not make you lose 
your certificates. Contractors to be defined. 

4ci1. Age should be 14 not 15. To be verified 

 
 

Indicators for Principle 6 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

Suggestion to look how the Inter-American 
Development Bank initially looked at including 
a quantitative assessment of net caloric yield 
as a potential indicator for food security.  This 
was a much less subjective assessment of food 
security. 

OK 

A suggestion was made to focus on “local” 
food security again.   

OK 

Some regions are not well connected to 
markets.  It might be helpful to define market 

OK 
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integration.  Are these areas connected to 
markets?  Perhaps developing definitions or 
indicators for market integration or price 
transmission would be helpful, as these will 
likely come up in the food security issue.   

Can the RSB go as far as possible in developing 
a tool for assessing and mapping food security, 
for instance based on FAO mapping, what the 
biofuel feedstock is, and what current land use 
is.   

OK 

The WFP has an early warning system to 
indicate where food security stress is beginning 
to occur.  Would it be possible to include 
something like this? 

Yes this was something that we highlighted 
early on.  That this is an area where there will 
be difficulty.   

What are the boundaries of the region of food 
security?  Local food security and regional food 
security.   

We must talk about a food shed.  For a 
feedstock producer, impact is most likely local.  
This is being defined in terms of food shed.   

Again, some of this involves mapping, getting a 
sense of what the market reach is into local 
regions.  In the end there will need to be a tool 
to help someone define if a particular area is 
going to be impacted by biofuels production.   
 

OK 

 
 

Indicators for Principle 7 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

Additional work on indicators must be 
undertaken along with criteria, to make sure 
concerns are addressed. E.g. other schemes 
besides HCV should be mentioned. References 
to sustainable management, maintain 
conservation values, but we do not enter into 
the detail. This is a challenge, depending about 
the feedstock. How do we need to deal with 
that in a more detailed fashion? 

OK 

 
 

Indicators for Principle 11 
Questions, suggestions and remarks Comments/Response from the Secretariat 

Potentially hazardous technologies. Will there 
be a definition for that? 

We will work on that and provide a list of 
categories. Clarifications to be provided. 

C.b.i6 – GMO, “no migration of GMO material 
outside of the operation”. It was argued that this 
can be difficult to determine under some 
circumstances, the example of GMO altered algae, 

Need to differentiate between accidental discharge 
and deliberate discharge. 
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it might be grown in water bodies, it’s hard to say if 
some gets released where it came from.  

 
 

5. Other questions 
 
 

Concern about the chamber representation 
model and concretely Chamber 2 changing 
representation of north and south 
representatives to the Steering Board  
 

The current chair for chamber 2 has 
announced that she will be replaced by 
another person from the same organization, 
which remains a member of the RSB 
 

Chamber model is challenged as to 
representation. We are having a hard time 
getting broad representation. We should have 
a conversation about representation and how 
to make this system be approved by industry 
broadly.  

The RSB Secretariat is working on balance. We 
all have to try to get buy in. Version 1 is the 
beginning and then we will improve upon it. It 
is the duty of all RSB members to try recruiting 
participants, especially in the sectors and 
regions that are currently underrepresented.  

Some organisations need to get back to our 
members to get back input from them. 
Another conference call shall be set up 
beginning October to discuss this issue.   

OK 

 


