Question 1.1 :
Do you think the "possible way forward" described above is feasible?

As a general comment, the Commission should review studies available or
implemented in a number of Member States before adopting a specific policy.
Beside, it is unlikely that the regulation chosen by some Member States will easily
evolve. The objective of 10% in 2020 will not be achieved without a significant
modification of agricultural practices. It will therefore be necessary to follow, over
time, the replacement rate of food crop by energy crop and evaluate the impact of
these changes. The Commission should define the objective and not ways to achieve
it. In line with this principle, the level of biofuel to be met must remain global and
should not be fixed by type of motor fuel (gasoline, gasoil).

Question 1.2 :
What do you think the administrative burden of an approach like the "possible
way forward" would be? (If possible, please quantify your answer.)

It is uneasy to comment on documents still under review, but one could question the
double approach of the Commission (DG Tren versus DG Env) that do not appear to
be leading to reduced future administrative burden. We urge the Commission to
harmonize both directives (Fuel directive versus biofuel directive). Of course, the
administrative burden must be as low as it can be. France has recognised that
biocomponent traceability is not achievable in a fungible supply system. France has
elected to control the origin of biofuels through a system of quotas allocated to
specific biofuel manufacturing plants based on a European tender.



Question 1.3:

Please give your general comments on the "possible way forward", and on how
it could be implemented. Does it give an adequate level of assurance that
biofuels will be sustainably produced?

The schemes envisaged regarding the sustainability of biofuels (well to wheel green
house gas impact for each biofuel) is very complex and should at least be tested on
the field before any decision to implement is taken. Also it should undergo a regular
followup towards objectives within the real context (for instance: expected new
processes for biofuel production delayed or not available). For example France has
implemented a three level regulation system:

- A dissuasive tax to force biofuel blending at the level of fixed objectives

- A tax break to make biofuels competitive with fossil fuels and to limit imports

- A quota system allocated to specific biocomponent manufacturing plants that can
benefit from the above tax break to control the origin of eligible biofuels. If this system
works in terms of accounting and customs, one can question its compatibility with
European market rules and free circulation of goods.

Question 1.4 :

Carbon stock difference between land uses would be taken into account under
criterion 2. Should they also be taken into account under criterion 1?

If so, what method should be used to determine how the land in question
would have been used if it had not been used to produce raw material for
biofuels?

Facing the recent evolution of prices of food crop raw materials (wheat, corn,
rapeseed, barley ...) that can be used or replaced towards energy ends, our industry
wonders about the medium and long term sustainability of objectives currently
adopted; especially if the development of second generation biofuels was to come
late. Our industry awaits expert views on soil usage and their impact on the
environment. It seams that a large documentation is already available on these

issues.
(See, for instance INRA report "Stocker du carbone dans les sols agricoles de France ?")



Question 3.1
How should second-generation biofuel be defined?

As such, a definition is not needed. Indeed, if sustainability criteria are chosen, all
biofuels, current or future, will rank according to their CO2 benefit, without prejudice
on the technology used. Then, granting a specific advantage to most performing
products can be done in different ways including these quoted by DG Tren.

a) the type of raw materials from which biofuels are made (for example, "biofuels
from cellulosic material™)?

b) the type of technology used to produce the biofuel (for example, "biofuels
produced using a production technique that is capable of handling cellulosic
material™)?

No because these definitions impose a type of biomass and are therefore restrictive.
(Cellulosic material does not cover all biomass possible uses)

c) other criteria (please give details)?

The second-generation biofuel aims at using the entire plant. If a criterion is required,
then it should be linked to the environmental impact of this second-generation
biofuel.

Question 3.2:

Please give your comments on the "possible way forward" described above. If you
think the problem should be tackled in a different way, please say how. Biofuels
issued from new processes that would necessitate a particular support (e.g.



launching period), could benefit a favourable count, for example as described by DG
Tren (double count).

Question 3.3:
Should second-generation biofuels only be able to benefit from theses advantages if
they also achieve a defined level of greenhouse gas savings?

Yes. Automatically if a system based on the answer in 3.1c was adopted.

Question 4.1:

Should the legislation include measures to ensure that diesel containing 10%
biodiesel (by volume) can be placed on the market, and is in fact placed on the
market?

This question comes somewhat late since a number of Member States initiatives
have made an obligation to achieve incorporation rates far above 5% volume.
Nevertheless, coherence of directives would want that this is part of the revision of
the fuel directive (only one directive should define future product specifications). In
order to avoid proliferation of high biofuel blends dedicated to specific vehicle fitted
for their use, it is essential to increase the biofuel content in current grades (EN228
and EN590). France has brought forward by 2 years the current directive objective
(5.75% in energy in 2008) and is currently facing these effects with the development
of new grades B30 for gasoil and E85 for gasoline. Effectiveness of these grades
towards meeting the objective is doubtful (limited volumes and development time).
Therefore, from 01-01- 2008, a French decree enables 7% volume of EMAG in the
current gasoil grade (EN590). Generally in Europe a sufficient level of homogeneity
of motor fuels quality must be kept to guaranty the free circulation of vehicles.



Question 4.2:
Should the legislation include measures to encourage the use of ethanol and
biodiesel in high blends? If so, what?

Diversification of motor fuels appearing in Europe is a consequence of the current
biofuel directive implementation. Independence of Member State decisions in this
field do not permit any harmonised objective, unless done through the evolution of
current motor fuels (EN228 and EN590) In addition, the lack of coherence beween
the current Directives contributed to the creation of two new grades in the draft
revision of the fuel Directive, namely E10 and B10 with specific distribution (labelling),
without any consultation with the industry. Member Sates are now faced with
difficulties resulting from the incompatibility of these new grades with the existing car
fleet.

Question 4.3:
Should the legislation include measures to encourage the use of biomethane,
methanol and DME in transport? If so, what?

It seems that this route is only accessible to countries having large coal resources.

Question 4.5:

Should the legislation ask the Commission to review, by a given date, whether it is
possible to be confident that the 10% target can be achieved through:

a) rules that allow 10% blending by volume of ethanol in ordinary petrol, plus

b) rules that allow 10% blending by volume of biodiesel in ordinary diesel, plus

It is essential to have a clear vision of what is accessible or not by 2020. Our industry
can only be supportive of a follow-up of progress achieved towards the objective. But
this follow-up must help adjusting the objective and not only regularly modify product
specifications which in turn requires, each time, heavy adaptations of car and truck
engines (that may take 10 years). Generally in Europe a sufficient level of
homogeneity of motor fuels quality must be kept to guaranty the free circulation of
vehicles.



régulierement des spécifications qui nécessitent a chaque fois des adaptations
profondes et lourdes des motorisations des véhicules automobiles et poids lourds
(qui peuvent nécessiter une dizaine d’années). Sur 'ensemble de I'Europe un niveau
suffisant d’homogénéité des qualités de carburants doit étre préservé pour garantir la
libre circulation des véhicules.

Question 4.6:

More generally, what role should taxation play in the promotion of biofuels
(considering different situations such as low blends, high blends, and
secondgeneration biofuels)?

We already see the effects on the European market of motor fuels balkanisation.
There is no indication that this will evolve towards harmonization at European level.
However, all options to ease biofuel exchange between Member States must be
looked at in order to restore some fluidity in the market, especially certificate
exchange systems.

Nous en constatons déja les effets sur la balkanisation du marché européen des
carburants. Rien ne laisse présager que la situation puisse évoluer vers une
harmonisation a I'échelle de I'Europe. Cependant, il faut examiner toutes les
possibilités d’échanges de biocarburants entre les Etats Membres pour redonner une
fluidité au marché, en particulier celles relatives a des systemes d'échange de
certificats.



