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INTRODUCTION

First-generation biofuels have a somewhat
paradoxical status. On the one hand, they have
become key ingredients in many proposed sustainable
energy policies around the world, including the EU's
‘Green Deal priorities (European Commission 2020).
On the other hand, they have fuelled all kinds of
environmental, sacial and political disruptions, and
unleashed massive transformations - particularly

in the Global South - because of rising international
demand (Munting 2010). This has led many civil society
organizations [CSOs), scientists and multilateral
institutions to criticize their impacts on food prices,
economic growth, energy security, deforestation

and climate change (Khwaja 2010, 1). These critics
have demanded further restrictions and regulations
upon the legal and regulatory status of biofuels as
sustainable strategies for climate change mitigation
(Van de Poel 2012). Despite early hopes for first-
generation biofuels to become a cornerstone in

the global fight against the climate crisis, they

seem to have become a mechanism to displace the
environmental and social costs away from Europe
and the United States, towards the livelihoods of rural
populations in new agrobusiness frontiers around the
world.

International organizations such as the Food and
Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the Inter-American
Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA] have
expressed concerns about the environmental
impacts of large-scale sugarcane plantations in
ethanol-producing countries like Peru (Van de Poel
2012, 39). And in Brazil, allegations have been raised
about child labor and forced labor been implicated

in large-scale sugarcane production [Ecofys 2018,
79). Some commentators have also addressed the
comparative economic inefficiency of large-scale
ethanol production in creating jobs and good working
conditions in contexts traditionally dominated by
smallholding agricultural economies (Munting 2010,
XXXVI; see also Roy 2013). Biofuels are also driving
massive land-grab processes that are fundamentally
altering agrarian structures around the world (Borras,
McMichael, and Scoones 2010J.

However, the supply chain impacts of sugarcane-
based ethanol have been understudied compared
to other biofuels, such as soy- or palm oil-based
biodiesel. This evidence gap has reduced the
possibility of conducting robust ethical, economic
and social assessments of the role of European
energy policies in indirectly fostering territorial
dispossession, resource concentration and
environmental harm in the Global South. At a time
when new EU policy directives are seeking to reduce
the risk of energy policies creating negative impacts
through first-generation biofuels, it is fundamental
that the impacts of sugarcane-based ethanol
production are well understood by European decision
makers.

In the early 21st century, Europe’s energy policies
created massive trade incentives for the Peruvian
state to attract large-scale ethanol investments in the
Chira Valley in Peru’s Piura Region. Although Brazil is
the world’s largest sugarcane-based ethanol producer
and exporter [Hill and Shi 2020), Peruvian sugarcane
ethanol exports have increased in recent years, with
most exported to the EU (about 94% in 2019] (Nolte
2020J. Since 2018, Peru has supplied a significant
share of ethanol imports of countries like Germany and
Belgium [Federal Republic of Germany 2018, 165). A
significant share of Peru’s sugarcane-based ethanol
exports to the EU comes from the ethanol plantation
examined in this report (La Republica 2021).

The ethanol production operation examined in this
report began its activities in 2006 as a project led by
Maple Ethanol, a branch of the US-based corporation
Maple Energy. It ventured into the ethanol business
with financial support from institutions including the
Belgian Investment Company for Beveloping Countries
(BIO) and the Dutch Business Development Bank (FMO).
Financial and logistical problems later forced Maple
Ethanol to go into default and transfer its operations
- including 13,946ha of land, an ethanol plant and

a power station - to Agro Aurora, a branch of Grupo
Gloria, Peru’s largest conglomerate of sugarcane
investments. The environmental and social impacts of
this ethanol operation has continued and expanded
under Agro Aurora’s management. To emphasize

the continuity of these impacts despite changes in
corporate ownership, we will henceforth refer ta the
operation as the Maple Ethanol-Agro Aurora Operation
[MEAAOQ]. This term refers to the entire operation,
including built infrastructure and large-scale
sugarcane monaocrop plantations from 2006 to today.



Figure 1. Administrative map of Piura (taken
from INEI, 2018, p. 15]
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By documenting the case of MEAAQ, we hope to enrich
the conversation about the environmental and social
impacts assaciated with European energy policies
related to sugarcane-based ethanol in the Global
South. By highlighting the everyday experiences of
the people most affected, we hope to foster a better
understanding of the unintended externalities of EU
policies, and an appreciation of the real costs of first-
generation biofuels in countries like Peru. This report
is divided as follows:

Part 1 introduces the reader to the Chira Valley
and the Piura Region, and emphasizes how the
arrival of sugarcane investments took place in a
fragile region marked by prior peasant struggles
for land, lack of adequate property titling and
uncertainty around water availability.

Part 2 discusses EU and Belgian energy
policy, and legal and regulatory reforms by
the government of Peru intended to foster the
expansion of biofuel investments.

Part 3 describes the exports of Peru’s ethanol
towards the European Union.

Part 4 describes the changes in the corporate
governance of MEAAO and their implications for
the relationships with local populations and
authaorities.

Part 5 describes some of the conflict over land
ownership in the Chira Valley.

Part 6 assesses the implications of the ethanol
investments for food security.

Part 7 analyzes how the arrival of MEAAO
created new disputes and conflicts over water
management and access in the Chira Valley.

Part 8 describes the social conflicts caused by
the pollution from sugarcane field-burning by
MEAAO.

Part 9 discusses some of the gender
implications of MEAAQ's operations, as well as
the fundamental role of women in opposing
environmental harm.

Part 10 presents some preliminary conclusiaons,
elaborates upon some of the larger
implications of the case and provides policy
recommendations.

Finally, Part 11 advances further research
questions in order to propose a research agenda
for future inquiries.



PART 1. THE CHIRA VALLEY AND THE

PIURA REGION

The Piura region is located in northwest Peru. Its
35,892.49kme territory contains eight provinces that
are further divided into 64 districts (Cabrejos Vasquez
2011; Urteaga 2013, 62). Traditionally, Piura has been
divided into three areas defined by their ecanomic,
demographic and socioecological characteristics:

e the Andean area, defined by peasant subsistence
economies and small cattle ranching;

e the Coast, defined by fishing and oil extraction;
and

e the Coastal agricultural valleys, where small
peasant agriculture coexists with large-scale
agrobusiness endeavors (Revesz and Oliden 2011,
2.

While the Coast and the Coastal agricultural valleys
have been involved in different cycles of praductive
modernization since the early 20th century, the
Andean area has mostly not been the facus of public
and private investments (Huaman 2017, 58).

In 2018, the Piura Region had a total population

of 1,856,809, of which 79.3% live in urban areas
[Instituto Nacional de Estadistica e Informética
2018, 23). However, unlike most of Peru’s regions,
Piura’s population is not concentrated in a single
metropolitan area, instead made up of a network
of large and intermediary urban spaces extending
aver the Coast and the Coastal agricultural valleys

(Cabrejos Vasquez 2011). Despite this rather urban
profile, about a third of the economically active
population in Piura works in agriculture, particularly
in the production of rice, cottan, maize, coffee, and
nontraditional products such as lemons, mangoes,
grapes, sugarcane and organic bananas (Cabrejos
Vasquez 2011, 9). However, agricultural and grazing
land in many parts of the Piura Region is pressured by
oilinvestments in the Coast, agrobusinesses in the
Coastal valleys, and urban expansion [Burneo 2016).

The Chira Valley is located in the Piura Region
provinces of Sullana and Paita, encompassing both
irrigated agricultural lands and dry forest ecosystems
(Urteaga 2013, 62). The Chira River is one of the mast
important hydrographic basins in the otherwise arid
lands of northern Peru. However, similar to most of the
Piura region, it is vulnerable to the climatic oscillations
caused by the ELNino effect, and thus to periodic
flooding, which has caused considerable destruction
to agriculture and human settlements for generations
(Gosling et al. 2011, 11]. The effects of climate change
on ELNino cycles are still not fully understood. Yet,
observations indicate that the northwest coast of Peru
might be experiencing significant rainfall increases,
which might make waterflow patterns more uncertain
and extreme in the future (Marengo et al. 2014; see
also Gosling et al. 2011, 98). Climate change could
threaten the relative reliability of the Chira River,
increasing the risks of flooding or drought (Gambini
2013).

Figure 2. The Chira Valley (Modified from Huaman 2017, 60)
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Construction of both public and private irrigation
canal systems in Piura’s Coastal valleys dates back

to at least 1895; this process has quadrupled the
area of irrigated lands, and increased the strategic
importance of Piura to the country (Revesz and Oliden
2011). Most of the modern hydraulic infrastructure

in the Chira Valley was built since the 1970s via the
Proyecto Especial Chira-Piura [Special Chira-Piura
Project] (PECP], an integrated irrigation system
regulated by the Poechas reservoir that joins the Piura
and Chira hydrographic basins. Today, the PECP has
three main canals: the Canal Miguel Checa, the Canal
Norte and the Canal Sur. Most of the agricultural water
users in the Chira Valley, including small peasant
smallholders and large sugarcane producers, depend
on this system (Tejada 2017, 21).

Hacendados [large landowners] took advantage

of the growing availability of irrigated lands in the
Chira Valley to expand cotton plantations across

the basin and began a long-running struggle for
irrigated lands between hacendados and peasant
smallholders (Tejada 2017, 6; Huaman 2017, 75). The
Revolutionary Government’s 1969 Agrarian Reform
replaced the cotton-producing haciendas that had
thrived in the Chira Valley for most of the 20th century
with small-scale agricultural units focused onrice
and cotton (Huaman 2017, 90). There has since been
areorientation in Piura’s agricultural valleys away
from cotton production towards products with higher
commercial demand (Tejada 2017, 6). Nonetheless,
irrigated land and water remain scarce resources in
the arid lands surrounding the Chira Valley that, as we
will see, are still disputed between peasant producers
and new large-scale agricultural endeavors.

Figure 3. The peasant community of San Lucas de Colan (taken from Huaman 2017, 64)




At the start of the 21st century, the middle and lower
courses of the Chira Valley, where large-scale ethanol
operations would later begin, was dominated by
small-scale production units owned by local peasants
across the district municipalities of Miguel Checa,

La Huaca, Amotape, Arenal and Colan. The peasant
community of San Lucas de Colén, a juridical entity
that traditionally owns a large area of irrigated land
and dry forest on the left margin of the Chirariver,

is also located in the lower course of the Chira river.
Today, San Lucas de Coléan includes the district capital
of Pueblo Nuevo and six other small associated
settlements. The San Lucas de Colan community

is estimated to have 6,500-7,000 listed members,
according to its president’s own estimations. As we
will see, the management and ownership of land over
part of their lands has been disrupted by the growing
presence of ethanol investments, including in the
community’s ancestral dry forest territories.

Peasant agricultural production in the Chira Valley
comprises a variety of staples and high-value
agricultural commodities. Some of the most important
products for local commerce and self-consumption
are sweet potato, maize, red onion, manioc, beans,
chia, carob, tamarind, water melons and papaya.

Rice is also produced in January, February, August
and September, while organic bananas for export are
produced all year (Tejada 2017, 28]. With the arrival

of sugarcane investments, many families in the Chira
Valley have ventured into sugarcane production to sell
to the Grupo Romero’s Cana Brava (one of the large-
scale ethanol producers in the valley), a trend that has
reportedly diminished in recent years due to the more
competitive prices for other crops (Huaman 2017, 59).
MEAAQ's ethanol production has always depended
exclusively on their own plantations.

Most agricultural units are small (0.5-4.9ha) and
managed by peasant families themselves [Huaman
2017, 62]. The lack of gender-sensitive policies in
land distribution and titling has meant that land

is disproportionately owned by men, with women
making up just a fifth of tatal landownership in the
middle and lower course of the Chira Valley (Tejada
2017, 28]. Many peasant families also make regular
use of nearby dry forest areas, which are traditionally
managed collectively in the Chira Valley for the grazing
of animals and collecting firewood. Some supplement
their income by breeding sheep, pigs, poultry and
guinea pigs (Huaman 2017, 62; Tejada 2017, 28). Brick
production has also been an important source of
income for many local men (Tejada 2017, 31).

In this context, legal reforms and international trade
conditions in the early 21st century paved the way
for the transformation of the Chira Valley into an
international agro-industrial hub (Urteaga 2013,

62]). With state policy reforms promoting biofuels
coming into effect in 2002, it became possible for
state projects such as the PECP to transfer non-
irrigated lands to private companies interested in
developing sugarcane plantations (Huaman 2018,
131; Barrientos Felipa 2014, 47). Although land
concentration linked to expanding agrobusinesses
has been a trend across Peru, Chira is the only valley
with sugarcane plantations specifically oriented
towards ethanol production (Huaman 2017, 12-18).
The Chira Valley is now host to an awkward spatial,
economic and environmental coexistence between
large-scale agricultural investments and small-scale
agricultural production that has recreated in many
ways the old forms of dispossession and resistance
that characterized 20th-century peasant struggles for
land and water [Revesz and Oliden 2011; Huaman 2019,
132].



PART 2. STATE BIOFUEL POLICIES IN
PERU AND LINKS WITH EU AND BELGIAN

POLICIES

International demand for biofuels in Peru increased

in the early 21st century, as the EU and its member
states implemented energy policies aiming to -
supposedly - reduce greenhouse gas emissions

in the transport sector. In reality, European and
Peruvian policies have combined to displace social
and environmental impacts to northern Peru. Today,
biofuels and other forms of bioenergy make up 60%

of the energy that the EU labels as ‘renewable” and
promotes as part of its policy to mitigate climate
change (European Commission 2020). Belgium imports
biofuels from 66 countries, including Peru. Although
its sustainability criteria have improved over time, they
are stillinsufficient to prevent the environmental and
social costs of biofuel production. This section will
consider how this situation has evolved over time.

In 2003, an EU directive (Council Directive 2003/30/EC)
an the promotion of the use of biafuels in transport
setvoluntary biofuel targets of 2% by the end of

2005 and 5.75% by the end of 2010. The following
year, Belgium started considering biofuels as a
‘sustainable’ source of energy (Government of Belgium
2004). In 2008, the Belgian government designed a
fiscal incentive to encourage biofuels” incorporation
into the transport sector [see Annex Il). Gasoline that
was at least 7% bioethanol in volume would benefit
from a tax reduction. However, the environmental

and sacial criteria for fuel companies benefiting

from this fiscal incentive were insufficient to ensure
due diligence. Documents such as a ‘declaration of
honor” and an ‘engagement’ to submit reports were
deemed sufficient by the Belgian government to prove
respect of social rights at sites of production and for
the tracing of the arigin of feedstocks (Government

of Belgium 2006). It was during this period that Maple
Ethanol negotiated and signed a contract with the

Peruvian government and began its sugarcane ethanol
project.

In 2009, the EU’'s Renewable Energy Directive (RED

I (Council Birective 2009/28/EC) required 20% of

all energy consumed in the EU and at least 10% of
all fuels used in road transportation to come from
renewable sources by 2020. The latter target was
increased to 14% by 2030 in the second Renewable
Energy Directive [RED Il] of 2018 (Council Directive
2018/2001). The Fuel Quality Directive (FQD) of 2009
[Council Directive 2009/30/EC) also mandated a 6%
reduction in the carbon intensity of road transport
fuels by 2020. To meet the legal requirements of
the REDI, the FQD and the Energy Taxation Directive
of 2003 (Council Directive 2003/96/EC], Belgium
adopted legislation between 2011 and 2015 to
increase the amount of biofuels that would be
subject to fiscal incentives (Government of Belgium
2012) and introduce a binding minimum blending
target (Government of Belgium 2013). These reforms
increased demand acrass the EU for bioethanol
made from foad crops such as cereals and sugar

- and created conditions for new investments in
biofuel production around the world. Multilateral
financial institutions such as the World Bank Group,
the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) and the
Development Bank of Latin America (CAF) started to
provide financing for projects targeting the emerging
European biofuels market. It was also during this
period that Belgium and the Netherlands decided
to invest in Maple Ethanol's operation in northern
Peru through their development banks, BIO and FMO
[CAF 2010). By 2013, financial loans funding biofuel
production in Latin America totaled S1.4bn (Connectas
2013).

2.1. PERUVIAN POLICIES FROM 2003 T0 2018

From 2003, under the advice of the IDB, Peru’s
government set the legal and technical conditions
for future biofuel production projects in the country
(Urteaga Crovetto 2017, 9) (see Table 1). These
regional and national legal reforms played a key role
in facilitating land and water rights acquisitions by
large-scale agricultural investments. The reforms
built upon prior government initiatives that since the
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1990s had sought to open Peru’s arid coastal lands
for agribusiness (Urteaga 2013, 63). Law No 28054,
Law for the Promotion of the Biofuel Market (2003), and
Supreme Decrees No 013-2005-EM (2005) and No 021 -
2007-EM (2007) set the mandatory use of bioethanol
and biodiesel in Peru’s internal energy market; a
series of incentives for biofuel commercialization;

and the creation of PROBIOCOM, Peru’s Program for



the Promotion of Biofuel Use ([Huaman 2019, 131).

The Ministries of Agriculture, Energy and Mines,

and Production were all given new administrative
respansibilities for the development, promotion and
commercialization of biofuel production initiatives

in the country (Nolte 2020, 4). Combined, the goal

of these legal and administrative reforms was to
stimulate biofuel production and consumption in order
toincrease employment, diversify the country’s fuel
sources, foster agricultural development and reduce

environmental pollution (Nolte 2020, 4). They also seek
to promote the development of biofuel production,
particularly palm oil-based biodiesel, as an economic
alternative to coca cultivation as part of Peru’s anti-
narcotics policies in the Amazon (Khwaja 2010, 4).
These reforms set regulatory and normative conditions
for an expansion of ethanol projects in Peru targeting
EU markets even before the Free Trade Agreement
between both entities took effect in 2013 (EU-Peru-
Colombia Trade Agreement 2012).

Table 1. Peruvian state policies and main government actions related to biofuels, 2003-18
(taken from Pacheco Canales 2019, 138]

Policy

Government actions

Legal framework

Incentivizing the commercialization
of biofuels

Established the use of bioethanol
and biodiesel.

Created a technical commission
to propose (a) mix percentages
for biofuels and an application
chronogram and (b) a promotion
programme regarding biofuel use.

Law No 28054, Law for the
Promotion of the Biofuel Market

Established as mandatory
the Peruvian technical norm,
guaranteeing a quality certificate.

Supreme Decree N° 021-2007-EM,
Rules for the Commercialization of
Biofuels

Created state agencies for
production and commercialization.

Supreme Decree N° 021-2007-EM,
Rules for the Commercialization of
Biofuels

Established mandatory
percentages: 7.8% for bioethanal,
and 5% for biodiesel.

Supreme Decree N° 021-2007-EM,
Rules for the Commercialization of
Biofuels

Established an application
chronogram.

Supreme Decree N° 021-2007-EM,
Rules for the Commercialization of
Biofuels

Incentivizing private participation

Created the Programme for the Use
of Biofuels [PROBIOCOM).

Law No 28054, Law for the
Promotion of the Biofuel Market

Issued directives for the
functioning of PROBIOCOM.

Supreme Decree N° 013-2005-EM,
Rules of Law No 28054

Subsumed biofuel projects
under the Law of the National
System of Environmental Impacts
Assessment.

Supreme Decree N°013-2005-EM,
Rules of Law No 28054

Promoting biofuel production in
Peruvian Amazonia

Appointed the National Commission
for Development and a Life Without
Drugs (DEVIDA) as the promotor of
private investment on alternative
crops in Amazonia.

Law No 28054, Law for the
Promotion of the Biofuel Market

Appointed DEVIDA as the
investment promoter in areas that
require alternative crops.

Supreme Decree N° 013-2005-EM,
Rules of Law No 28054

Promoting the development of
scientific and technological
structures for biofuel research

Promoting training on biofuels

Incentivizing biofuel-related
technology transfer and application

Designated the National Council

of Science, Technology and
Technological Innovation and
universities as the promoters of the
development of new technologies
for biofuel supply chains.

Law No 28054, Law for the
Promotion of the Biofuel Market

Law No 28054, Law for the
Promotion of the Biofuel Market

Law No 28054, Law for the
Promotion of the Biofuel Market




The opportunity for MEAAO was created by Law No
277887 - the 2003 ‘Law that Establishes Dispositions
for the Selling of Lands Set Up by Especial Hydro-
Energetic and Irrigation Projects in Peru’, which
authorized the Peruvian state to sell supposedly
‘unproductive’ lands [tierras eriazas] in the context of
large irrigation projects to private companies willing
to implement agricultural investments (Barrientos
Felipa 2014, 47). However, much of this ‘unproductive’
land was actually important for a variety of local
livelihoods,* but were tagged as such by state
authorities in order to legitimize their privatization.
This was the case in Chira Valley. Some of the land
included under Law No 277887 was covered by
irrigation projects in northern Coastal Peru, which had
proven capacity for sugarcane cultivation, such as
Chinecas, Chavimochic, Tinajones, Jequetepeque-
Zafa, Puyango-Tumbes and the PECP (Barrientos
Felipa 2014, 54; Huaman 2019, 131]). The Peruvian
research center CEPES estimates that about 84,000ha
of arable land in northern Coastal Peru had been
acquired by international investors by 2012 (Tejada
2017, 8). Some of the conglomerates that came to
invest in sugarcane (including Grupo Gloria, which
would later come to own MEAAQ), have been identified
by researchers as examples of private ‘political
capture’, given their excessive influence upon the
state and its decisions (Eguren C., Eguren Lopez, and
Durand 2018, 172J.

The creation of these new conditions for investment
was followed by a ‘land rush”in which Peruvian and
foreign investors became increasingly interested

in biofuel operations in Peru (Huaman 2017, 128).
Biodiesel-focused palm oil plantations grew in
Amazonian regions such as Ucayali, San Martin

and Loreto to 48,000 tons per year in 2010, with
deforestation and territorial dispossession unleashing
various sacial and ecological problems (Khwaja

2010, 4). International companies showed interest

in venturing into sugarcane production for biofuel -
several agricultural plantations and biofuel processing
plants reached a praspecting phase (Tejada 2017,

8). However, to date, Maple is the only sugarcane-

based ethanol production operation with international
backing that has actually materialized (Huaman
2017, 208]. National conglomerates have also shown
interest in sugarcane and ethanol production; nine
of Peru’s main business groups currently own lands
for sugarcane production. Grupo Gloria, the current
awner of MEAAQ via its branch company Agro Aurora,
is the largest of these, awning about half of all
planted lands to date [Huaman 2019, 132]). Many of
the sugarcane investments in Piura are conducted
by elite Peruvian families who owned large estates
several decades ago in the same areas where today
their sugarcane plantations are implemented. Thus,
as Tejada has argued, the expansion of ethanol
production is demonstrating ‘the re-concentration
of land ownership is bringing back to power the old
‘hacendados’, who were expelled when Velasco
Alvarado declared Piura a zone of agrarian reform’
(Tejada 2017, 10).

Despite the initial enthusiasm for biofuel investments,
after two decades, results have been limited, likely
due to shrinking international support and demand. In
2008, the Office of Agrarian Promation of the Ministry
of Agriculture had registered about thirty projects

for the production of bicethanol and biodiesel in the
country, most of which went into operation during

the government of Alan Garcia (2006-11] (Urteaga
Crovetto 2017, 19). By 2012, 164,000ha, out of a
planned total of 390,000ha, had been dedicated to
biofuel production (Tejada 2017, 8). In 2013, 45,000ha
of sugarcane for ethanol production were announced,
to be funded by S2bn in investments from interested
parties. Ethanol exparts were to grow to $900,000,
creating about 40,000 new jobs. Yet, over the next
few years, investments crumbled, with many of the
planned investments halting in northern Coastal Peru,
creating a crisis in Peru’s biofuel promotion policy
(Burneo 2016, 10). In the Chira Valley, only two large-
scale ethanol production projects materialized, Maple
Ethanol (MEAAQ) and the Romero Group’s Cana Brava
aperation. These represent only 39% of the originally
projected area for ethanol production in the Chira
Valley (Huaman 2017, 208).

2.2. EU'S SUSTAINABILITY FRAMEWORK

Renewed interest in biofuels from the EU and Belgium
restored the market for Peruvian bioethanol from 2018.
After stopping its tax incentive for biofuels in 2014,

Belgium focused its efforts on the establishment of
mandatory mix targets for fuel companies feeding the
Belgian market (Government of Belgium (CONCERE-

1 The same problematic concept of ‘unproductive’, ‘abandoned’ and ‘severely degraded” lands has been taken up by the EU to
claim sustainability for its biofuel strategy. For example, see Commission’s Delegated Regulation 2018/807: “(2) ‘unused land’
means areas which, for a consecutive period of at least five years before the start of cultivation of the feedstock used for
the production of biofuels, bicliquids and biomass fuels, were neither used for the cultivation of food and feed crops, other
energy crops nor any substantial amount of fodder for grazing animals; (3) ‘abandoned land” means unused land, which was
used in the past for the cultivation of food and feed crops but where the cultivation of food and feed crops was stopped due
to biophysical or socioeconomic constraints; (4) ‘severely degraded land” means land as defined in point 9 of Annex V, part C to

Directive (EU) 2018/2001."
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ENOVER] 2018). In less than ten years, the mandatory
target was almost doubled - currently the obligation
stands at 9.55%. [Government of Belgium 2020).
Bespite ongoing problems in the MEAAO plantation,
Belgium and other European countries started buying
from MEAAOD in 2018 to fulfil their increasing biofuel
demand.

CSOs, academics and international organizations have
gradually convinced EU and Belgian decision makers
gradually integrate sustainability considerations

into their frameworks. However, these have not been
strang enough to prevent social and environmental
impacts in producing countries like Peru, nor prevent
EU countries sourcing biofuels from places that are
negatively impacted by biofuel production.

RED | introduced reporting obligations for EU member
states and the European Commission (EC). Since

2012, the EC must report every two years on the
impacts of its energy policies for soil, water and air;
the affordability and availability of food, in particular
for people living in developing countries; and the
respect of land use and labor rights.? The reporting
format provided to members states, however, asked
for the impacts on food and land prices, water and soil
generated by the production of biofuels in the member
state, even though most of the biofuel they consume
originates outside their borders.® The EC’s reliance on
these reports from member states led it to conclude

in its 2020 report (European Commission 2020) that
impacts were both small and site-specific.”

Belgium’s Renewable Energy Report to the European
Union for 2017-18 stated: ‘No effects are known on

changes in raw material prices and land use due to
increased use of biomass and other renewable energy
sources ... there are no known negative impacts on
biodiversity, water and soil quality specifically due to
the cultivation of biofuels.” [Government of Belgium
(CONCERE-ENQOVER) 2018] This conclusion ignores
extensive evidence of the opposite [see Herman and
Mayrhofer 2016). Around 97% of biofuels consumed

in Belgium are imported from 67 other countries,
including Peru [CNCD-11.11.11, et al. 2019). On the
other hand, Germany's latest Renewable Energy Report
criticizes the weakness of sustainability standards in
associated agricultural policies for energy markets:
‘imports of biofuels and bioliquids from outside Europe
are not covered by the requirements of European
agricultural policy. This applied to around 16% of

raw materials in 2015 and 24% in 2016; in 2018, 36%
of feedstocks came from outside the EU, and the
majority were raw materials whose cultivation was
associated with high ecological risks, such as palm
oil, sugar cane, soya and maize. The environmental
sustainability of these raw materials therefore
depends mainly on agricultural practices in producing
countries.” (Federal Republic of Germany 2018).

However, the EU has started recognizing the
sustainability and human rights issues associated
with food-based biofuels. RED Il includes a clause
requiring that biofuels produced from food and feed
crops can account for no more than 7% of member
states” energy for transport. Additionally, this 7% was
made optional, with the remaining 7% originating from
renewable electricity, electrofuels, recycled carbon
fuels and advanced biofuels remaining mandatory.®
The EU also included a requirement to phase out ‘high

2 Para 7 of Article 17 Sustainability criteria for biofuels and bioliquids of the EU Council Directive 2009/28/EC.

3 ‘Question 7: Please provide information on any changes made to the prices of commodities and to the allocation of land in your
Member State in the last 2 years linked to the increased use of biomass and other types of energy from sustainable sources.
Please indicate, where applicable, the reference of the documents relating to these impacts in your country’ (Article 22(1)(h])
‘Question 9: Please provide information on the estimated impact of bio fuel and bio liquid production on biodiversity, water
resources, water quality and soil quality in your country over the last 2 years. Please provide information on the way in which
these impacts are evaluated, by providing references to relevant documents concerning these impacts in your country.” (Article

22(11(j))

‘Puestion 10: Please estimate the net reductions in greenhouse gas emissions achieved thanks to the use of energy from
sustainable sources.’ (Article 22(1)(k)) of the EU Council Directive 2009/28/EC.

4 The cultivation of feedstock for the production of biofuels consumed in the EU can potentially result in negative environmental
impacts. Apart from indirect impacts these effects are usually site-specific and depend on the agricultural practices. These
negative environmental impacts include eutrophication of water bodies, water scarcity, soil erosion, soil compaction, air
pollution, and habitat and biodiversity loss. Impacts such as the conversion of land with high carbon stock and land of high
biodiversity value are prohibited by the sustainability criteria. In their progress reports, most member states point to the limited
cultivation of feedstock used in biofuel production compared to total agricultural activities, and consider that associated
environmental impacts are therefore low. Several member states point out that all agricultural production is regulated with
respect to environmental impacts, so consider that no more impacts should be expected from biofuel crop production than

from other crop production.

5 According to Article 26 of Council Directive 2018/2001: ‘For the calculation of a Member State’s gross final consumption of
energy from renewable sources referred to in Article 7 and the minimum share referred to in the first subparagraph of Article
25(1), the share of biofuels and bioliquids, as well as of biomass fuels consumed in transport, where produced from food and
feed crops, shall be no more than one percentage point higher than the share of such fuels in the final consumption of energy
in the road and rail transport sectors in 2020 in that Member State, with a maximum of 7 % of final consumption of energy in
the road and rail transport sectors in that Member State. [...] Where the share of biofuels and bioliquids, as well as of biomass
fuels consumed in transport, produced from food and feed crops in a Member State is limited to a share lower than 7 % or
a Member State decides to limit the share further, that Member State may reduce the minimum share referred to in the first
subparagraph of Article 25(1) accordingly, by a maximum of 7 percentage points.”’
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[indirect land use change] ILUC risk” biofuels, such as
palm oil, by 2030° [Commission Delegated Regulation
2019/807 2019). Unfortunately, member states such
as Belgium have used the flexibility given by the EU to
maximize imports of food-based biofuels to the limit,
despite continued pressure fram NGOs and reports
from the Belgian federal administration about their
assaciated social problems (CETRI (Monigue Munting]
2010J.

However, Belgium has included a definition of
‘sustainable biofuels”in 2011's and subsequent
legal reforms (Government of Belgium 2011), which
distinguish between first-generation and more
advanced biofuels. These introduce sustainability
criteria and maonitoring mechanisms cansidering
greenhouse gas emissions, deforestation and
biodiversity. However, the technical analysis behind
this monitoring system is unable to prove the scale
of an impact (Transport § Environment 2016). The
legislation also makes no reference to human rights
issues, despite an explicit request by official Belgian
advisory councils (Conseil Fédéral du Développement
Durable (CFDD) 2018). Between 2016 and 2017,
Belgium released a list of the feedstock that would
be allowed in each category of biofuels, and made it
mandatory for each actor involved in the value chain
within Belgium to provide information on the type of
feedstock, imports, exports and final consumption
within Belgian territory (Government of Belgium
2017]. In subsequent years, Belgium has reinforced
its sustainability framework a few times, albeit
insufficiently. In 2018, it established a maximum of
7% volume for first-generation biofuels, while keeping
an overall mandatory minimum of 6.5%. It also started
promoting the development of advanced biofuels
and electricity as an alternative to first-generation
biofuels, while improving its biofuel monitoring system
and its enforcement. Despite this growing awareness
of the problems associated with first-generation
biofuels, Belgium started buying bioethanol from the
Chira Valley in 2018, and continues today.

In 2018, Belgium submitted its National Energy and
Climate Plan (NECP), as mandated by EU Regulation

on the Governance of the Energy Union (Council
Regulation 2018/1999 2018). Belgium ignored reports
from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change,’
CSOs and other international organizations, and set

a biofuels target of 13.9%. This plan was criticized

by the EU for its insufficient consideration of a just
transition and a deficient impact evaluation (European
Commission 2019]. Only the Walloon region made
reference to the policy’s impacts in the Global South.
Recognizing the gendered impacts of biofuel-related
violence and landgrabs on women from the Global
South, the Walloon government declared it would
commit to integrating a gender dimension into its
mobility, town planning and regional development
policies, from the analysis of projects to their
evaluation. By 2020, Belgium had increased its
mandatory minimum for biofuels by volume to 9.55%,
with no specific legal measures to enforce the social
safeguards mentioned in the NECP.

The EU is currently discussing the possibility of
modifying RED II. The EC has recently tabled a proposal
to increase the 2030 target for renewable energy

from 32% to 40% as part of its ‘Fit for 55" package of
measures to meet its new emissions reduction target
of 55% by 2030 (European Commission 2021). This
proposalincludes no new elements to address the use
of unsustainable crop-based biofuels in transport,
leaving open the possibility of using food for fuel. The
proposal also fails to account for emissions from ILUC
arising from deforestation and peatland degradation
induced by increased demand for bioenergy. In the
absence of an adequate accompanying sustainability
framework, the global social and environmental cost of
this growing European demand for bioenergy will keep
escalating, with people living in poverty paying the
highest price.

Belgium’s national transposition of RED Il is due in
2021. This proposal needs to take into consideration
that human rights violations are happening in the
field, besides the incipient social sustainability
principles included in the legislative documents and
reporting mechanisms. In short, Belgium needs to
move fully away from food-based biofuels.

6 According to Commission’s Delegated Regulation 2018/807 high ILUC refers to the displacement of agriculture into forested
land and carbon sinks to compensate for the land that is used for biofuels, and that therefore produces additional greenhouse
gases emissions, which are often not accounted for. The Commission Regulation includes only ‘high ILUC-risk feedstack’, for
which a significant expansion of the production area into land with high carbon stock is observed. In reality this will only rule
out palm oil with exceptions, and will not impact high-ILUC biofuels such as rapeseed and soy.

7 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) special report on land and climate change of 2018 raised the dangers of

massive biofuel expansion (IPCC 2019).
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PART 3. ETHANOL EXPORTS

Since 2008, the year Peru began producing
sugarcane-based ethanol, a considerable part of
domestic ethanol production has been exported

to countries such as the United Kingdom, France,
Ecuador, Colombia, etc. (Nolte 2020, 7). In this cantext,
the European Union has became a prominent market
for Peruvian ethanol, with 94% of Peruvian exports
going to Eurapean Union markets today (see Table

2] (Nolte 2020, 5). Despite its relatively minor stature
in the international market, Peru’s ethanol exports
have in some years constituted a significant share of
averall biofuel imports in some European countries,
such as Belgium in 2018 and 2020 (see Figure 6) and
Germany in 2018 (Federal Republic of Germany 2018,
165). Peruvian ethanol arrived in Belgium via third
countries, such as Switzerland and the Netherlands.
Even though Peru has been an importer of US ethanol
since 2018, US markets, on the other hand, have
remained outside the reach of Peruvian producers, as
their ethanol production does not satisfy US renewable
fuel standards (Nolte 2020, 8). By contrast, the EU

offers price premiums to Peru for green harvesting li.e.
harvesting without cane field burning), despite ample
evidence that field burning is regularly conducted in
Peru’s sugarcane-based ethanol operations. In 2018,
export prices for Peruvian ethanolin the EU ranged
from S0.52 (January) to S0.63 [September] per liter
(Nolte 2020, 8).

Table 2. Peruvian Ethanol Exports in 2019
(Taken from Nolte 2020, p. 7)

Peruvian undenatured ethyl alcohol exports (220710)
(in million liters)
2017 2018 2019
World 91 108 170
Netherlands |50 B4 129
U.K. 0 21 18
France 3 5 13
Ecuador 13 14 5
Colombia 16 3 4

Figure 4. Sugarcane-based ethanol value chain flows.

Netherlands*

Switzerland

United Kingdom

Costa Rica
| Ecuador |

Red lines represent how sugar cane is flowing from Peru into Belgium. Blue lines represent national data on bioethanol from
sugarcane for fuel purposes. Doted yellow lines are macroeconomic data from the UN trade database on general ethanol flows for
from several feedstocks and purposes. *Countries that were confirmed during the research to play several roles, as producers,

intermediaries and/or end-consumers. (elaboration by author).

As the only northern Coastal valley with sugarcane
production specifically oriented towards ethanol
production (Huaman 2017, 16), the Chira Valley is
significant for both domestic consumption and export.
The Romero Group's Caria Brava operation owns a
S210m facility in the Chira Valley that maintains about
8,000ha of planted sugarcane fields and a production
capacity of about 127m liters per year. Similarly, Agro
Aurara, MEAAQ's current owner, has a facility that
processes about 6,500ha of sugarcane [Nolte 2020, 6).
In 2020, both facilities combined accounted for 90%
of Peru’s ethanol production for export, with Agrojibito
S.A. [MEAAQ's plant]) accounting for 144,727m3 of

alcohol and Sucroalcolera del Chira S.A. (Cafia Brava's
plant] accounting for 80,410m3 (La Republica 2021).
The Chira Valley, therefore, has become a central node
in Peru’s ethanol economy, with MEAAQ in particular
accounting for a significant share of total exports,
most of which are sent to the EU.
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Figure 5. MEAAQ’s ethanol exports, 2012-19 (Taken from Pacheco Canales 2019)
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Belgium’s consumption of ethanol has been
increasing during the past decade, both in relative
and absolute terms, with 72.6m L, representing 11% of
the consumption in Belgium’s road transport in 2014,
to 136.7m L representing 26% of the consumption in

2016
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2020, according to official data. Ethanol from sugar
cane imports have followed a similar trend, with Peru
representing a constant supplier since 2018 (see table

1.

Table 3. Belgium’s sugarcane’s ethanol imports, including Peru, in Liters (2014-20). First imports
were recorded in 2014.

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Bolivia - - - - - 720,304 717,059
Brazil 2,004,557 2,137,348 141,295 448,97 56,105 - 31,028,288
Costa Rica - - - - - 1,988,390 2,126,280
Guatemala - - - 857,687 | - 1,260,581 6,008,259
Nicaragua - 541,374 | - - - - -
Peru - - - - 4,137,834 437,303 2,623,437
TOTAL (L) 2,004,557 2,678,722 141,295 1,306,657 4,193,739 4,406,578 42,503,323
Figure 6. Belgium’s ethanol imports, including Peru (2010-20)
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PART 4. MEAAO'S CORPORATE
GOVERNANCE: MAPLE ETHANOL & AGRO

AURORA

4.1. FUNDING AND ESTABLISHMENT, 2005-11

Figure 7. Maple Ethanol originally adjudicated lands in the Chira Valley (Taken from Tejada 2017,

p. 21)
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In 2003, shortly after PECP’s main canals had been
completed, a special committee was created in Piura
to promate private investments in the region (Tejada
2017, 21]. In the following years, many companies
showed interest in developing ethanol projects in the
Chira Valley through the new adjudication mechanisms
(Huaman 2017, 203). The PECP was the designated
state entity in the Chira Valley in charge of conducting
the sale of state lands to foreign and national
investors. In 2006, lands were adjudicated to two
companies: Cana Brava (owned by the Romero Group)

and Maple Ethanol (Huaman 2017, 203). Land was sold
to Cana Brava through auction, while Maple Ethanol
acquired its lands via a separate private request
(Tejada 2017, 21). By means of this mechanism, Maple
Ethanol received a total adjudication of 10,684ha at
S60 per hectare, in addition to a commitment to make
an annual payments of S500,000 over 20 years, making
their investment total $254m (Huaman 2017, 207;
Urteaga Crovetto 2017, 21]. Later, Maple Ethanol would
buy 3,262ha more land by other means, bringing its
totalin the Chira Valley to 13,946ha® (see Table 6).

Table 4. Lands acquired by Maple Ethanol, totalling 13,946ha. (taken from Huaman 2017, 207)

Surface (ha)

Type of access

10,684 Land adjudication from Piura’s Regional Government
3,262 Additional land purchasing
13,946 TOTAL

Maple Energy is a North American energy company
primarily focused on oil. It is legally constituted in the

8

British Virgin Islands and its stock trades in New York,
London and Lima. The company established a branch

As a means of comparison this would represent about 86.4% of the total surface of the Brussels region.
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called Maple Ethanol to take advantage of the growing
international market for biofuels in the early 21st
century. Maple Ethanol received $130m in loans from
institutions funding the exploration of alternatives to
fossil fuels, including the World Bank Group, the Inter-
American Development Bank, the Development Bank
of Latin America and the Entrepreneurial Development
Bank of the Netherlands (FMO] (Huaman 2017, 207

Connectas 2013). In 2010, Maple Ethanaol received a
€6.5m (S9m at the time] loan from BIO to implement
its ethanol production project in the Chira Valley (see
Table 2). This loan was later criticized in evaluations
of BI0's performance as an international investor,
given the dubious record of ethanol production as a
‘sustainable” energy source (Van de Poel 2012; see
also Zaccharie et al. 2013).

Table 5. Investments in renewable energy projects by BIO (taken from Van de Poel 2012, 37)

Project Country Year € (x10%) Info

Polaris Energy Nicaragua 2010 8,342 Geothermal energy

(project)

Amayo Il (project) Nicaragua 2010 6,686 Wind energy

Maple Ethanol Peru 2010 6,497 Ethanol production

(project) from sugarcane for
biofuels

Jakarta Tank Indonesia 2010 3,856 Petroleum storage

Terminal (direct] facility

Interact Climate ACP countries 2010 10,000 Project financing in

Change Facility ‘clean technology’

(project/syndication of EIB

vehicle)

Hohhot (direct) China 2008 3,484 Coke productionin
Inner Mongolia

4.2. OPERATIONS UNDER MAPLE ETHANOL, 2012-15

Maple Ethanol began its activities in March 2012

with an ethanol production capacity of 2,500 barrels
per day (Pacheco Canales 2019, 142; Tejada 2017,
26). In the first phase of the project, Maple Ethanol
planted 7,500ha of sugarcane; in the second phase
they planted 2,300ha more (Urteaga 2013, 74). By
2013, the company was harvesting 1 million tonnes
of sugarcane, and producing 70m liters of fuel-grade
ethanol. Around 96% of this early production was
exported to the EU (Booker Tate n.d.).

In June 2014, Maple Ethanol employed between

700 and 800 people, 65% of whom were from the
neighboring districts of La Huaca, El Arenal, Pueblo
Nuevo de Colan, Amotape, Tamarindo and Vichayal.
Most were subject to the common labor law and not
the special (and more precarious) special labor law
for the agrarian sector (Tejada 2017]. Maple Ethanol
hired an additional 200-300 staff via a subcontractor
called Grupo Paem under temporary contracts (ibid.
26). When Agro Aurora took control of operations in
2015, they kept about 1,000 workers on its payrall.
When considered along with the neighboring company
of Cana Brava, which employs about 1,500 people,
ethanol investments in the Chira Valley do appear

to satisfy the original policy goal of generating local
jobs. However, policy evaluations suggest that
ethanol investments in the Chira Valley have been
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less relevant at a regional scale, only employing 0.3%
of the economically active population of the Piura
Region (Pacheco Canales 2019, 143). This resonates
with critical evaluations conducted for the Chira
Valley, which have shown that small-scale family
agriculture is far maore efficient in providing jobs and
revenue streams to local populations than large-scale
plantations (see Roy 2013].

Besides providing jobs, Maple Ethanol sought to
mitigate its negative impacts through corporate social
responsibility (CSR] initiatives aimed at neighboring
districts. For example, it supported social initiatives
for women entrepreneurs in La Huaca, and others
cleaning public spaces. Through the NGO Cedepas
Norte, Maple Ethanol supported small cooperatives

of organic banana producers in the lower Chira

Valley (Tejada 2017, 27). Accarding to some people
interviewed far this report, these initiatives were
related to conditions of Maple’s international

funding. This would explain, in the opinion of these
interviewees, why such policies did not continue once
MEAAQ's control was transferred to Agro Aurora, a
company owned by Peruvian capitals.

At the end of 2014, Maple Ethanol went into default
and declared itself incapable of paying its debts
(Pacheco Canales 2019, 142). By 2010, a series of




disappointing results in oil prospection had seriously
damaged Maple Energy’s stock value. Rising debt
costs left it with scarce resources to push forward
strategic investments in its ethanol branch project in
the Chira Valley. Combined with a fall in global ethanol
prices, Maple Ethanol was pushed into bankruptcy
(Huaman 2018, 140). The strong dependence of
operational capacities on Maple’s stock market

value reveals the extent to which contemporary
agrobusiness, including biofuel investments, are at
the mercy of financial capital [Huaman 2017, 251).
However, others have also associated Maple Ethanol's

crisis to production problems related to water
scarcity in the Chira Valley (Tejada 2017, 23). In any
case, during 2014 Maple Energy started to search for
investors to acquire their oil and ethanol operations in
Peru. Some of Peru’s most powerful corporate groups,
such as the infrastructure company Granay Montero,
considered buying Maple's debt (Mining Press 2015),
as well as the Belgian company Alcogroup S.A. In April
2015, Grupo Gloria, via its sugarcane production wing
Corporacidn Azucarera del Pert (Coazucar), announced
that it would buy Maple Ethanol's overall assets for
$108m (Huaman 2019, 140; Mining Press 2015).

4.3. OPERATIONS UNDER GRUPO GLORIA, 2015-21

Grupo Gloria, a large corporate group known in Peru
primarily for its dairy businesses, is also the country’s
largest sugarcane producer. Maningham Holding

S.A., constituted in Panama, is the holding company
that brings together the many sugarcane-based
aperations that Grupo Gloria owns in Peru. Grupo
Gloria's sugarcane operations in northern Coastal Peru
include Agrolmos, Casa Grande, Cartavio, San Jacintg,
Sintuco and Chiquitoy (Navarro Palacios 2019). Grupo
Gloria restructured Maple Ethanol's assets into at least
two subsidiary companies:

e Agropecuaria Aurora, in charge of the plantation;

e  Agrojibito, in charge of the production plant; and

e Jibixport.

For ease, in this report we will refer to these subsidiary
companies together under their common name, Agro
Aurora. In total, Agro Aurora acquired from Maple
Ethanolits 13,946ha of adjudicated land, anly partially
used for sugarcane cultivation at the time of the
transfer; an ethanol production facility and an energy
plant (Mining Press 2015). Agro Aurora added another
527ha of land previously adjudicated to Grupo Gloria
by the regional government of Piura (see Table 5)
(Huaman 2017, 208).

Table 6. Lands acquired by Agro Aurora in the
Chira Valley. Total: 14,446ha. (Taken from
Huaman 2017)

Surface |Type of access

(ha)

13,946 |Purchase of Maple Ethanol's assets

500 Land adjudication from Piura’s Regional
Government

14,446 | TOTAL

In addition to being one of the most powerful and
influential corporate groups in Peru, Grupo Gloria
is also a controversial one. In 2019, its export dairy

business suffered backlash from the US Food and
Drug Administration, which red-listed Gloria S.A. for
offering evaporated milk that did not comply with US
standards (Navarro Palacios 2019) Grupo Gloria has
been involved in a number of political scandals. For
example, its CEQ, Vito Rodriguez, was cited by judicial
authorities in 2019 as part of a criminal investigation
into irregular contributions made to the political
campaign of Keiko Fujimori, a Peruvian presidential
runner facing charges for money laundering (Gestion
2019). Controversies surrounding the Grupo Gloria
have also arisen fram the asset transfer with Maple
Ethanol. In 2017, a report from the Anti-Corruption
Office of the Regional Government of Piura concluded
that the contract between the companies had caused
financial losses to the Piura region of more than $8m,
as state authorities had allowed the transfer even
when Maple Ethanol had previously committed to pay
S10m over 20 years, as well as a S3.2m fine in case its
ethanol project did not materialize (Diario Correo 2019).
For such reasons, according to local testimonies,

the arrival of Grupo Gloria in the Chira Valley was
received with widespread skepticism by many local
cammunities and authaorities.

As soon as Agro Aurora gained control of MEAAOD, the
company decommissioned the ethanol production
facility and redirected the 6,000ha of land under
sugarcane production at the time to produce sugar
for human and industrial consumption (Nolte 2020).

In 2018, Agro Aurara resumed ethanol production

and registered ethanol exports amounting to 69,000
barrels, accarding to Peru’s Customs Office (Pacheca
Canales 2019, 142]. That year, Peru’s ethanol exports
accounted for 99% of ethanal exports to Belgium (see
Figure 6. By 2020, Agro Aurora accounted for 47% of
all of Peru’s ethanol exports, most of which still flows
towards EU markets (34% in 2019) (La Republica 2021).

The change in corporate ownership of MEAAO has

not affected the environmental and social costs
associated with its ethanol production operations.
Indeed, it may have worsened them. Interviewees from
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CSOs and neighboring district authorities told us that,
Agro Aurora does not undertake any CSR activities or
hold regular dialogues with local authorities, unlike
Maple Ethanol. This might be related because, unlike
Maple Ethanol, whose funding placed it under the
supervision of international investors, Agro Aurora
belongs to a national corporate group lacking
incentives and a histarical record on sustaining
positive relations with neighboring populations.
However, this does not relieve Maple Ethanol and its
funding sources of responsibility for the negative
impacts brought about by ethanol investments in the
Chira Valley. Even when the original funding framed the
project as a ‘sustainable” and ‘green’ energy source,
both European funding and trade regulations failed to
set conditions that could guarantee the continuity of
environmental and social standards over time.
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PART 5. LAND CONFLICTS

Peru’s biofuel policy in the early 21st century was
bavsed upon the belief that private investments would
modernize agriculture and improve ‘unproductive’
lands. This narrative resonated with broader
international enthusiasm propelled by the goals of

EU energy policies, which framed biofuel investments
as a way to add value and improve agricultural

yields. In reality, however, many of the lands deemed
‘unproductive’ by the Peruvian state were used by local
populations, often under common-use arrangements,
and their privatization for large-scale monocrop
production was conducted without consultation.

As some researchers have pointed out, biofuel
policies gave very little attention to the impacts of
investments upon the availability of resources such
as land and water, especially in arid regions such as
northern Coastal Peru (Urteaga Crovetto 2017, 9). The
large-scale privatization of common land highlights
the social inequities and power asymmetries between
private companies and local communities, and thus
the various acts of dispossession and displacement
that have sustained the advancement of ethanol
investments in narthern Coastal Peru (Urteaga 2013,
63).

Figure 8. Lands bought by Maple Ethanol from the PECP, 5 January 2007 (Source: PECP archives)
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In order to legitimize this dispossession and
displacement, state biofuel policies legally
categorized certain lands as ‘lazy’ or ‘abandoned’

s0 that they could go to public auction and land
adjudications mechanisms allowing private companies
to acquire them (Burnea 2016, 366). In the Chira

Valley, the PECP was instrumental in this process.

By presenting itself as the legitimate owner of such
lands and claiming to aperate through principles of
technical modernization and neutrality, the PECP

was able to bring large extensions of land deemed
‘unproductive” and declare their adjudication to new
ethanolinvestments as matters of ‘public interest’
(Huaman 2017, 2018; 2019, 136). Theoretically,

such lands consisted of dry forests with no natural
disposition for agriculture, given their lack of irrigation.
However, the ‘improvement” supposedly carried out

by companies entailed using a public subsidy to

irrigate for sugarcane cultivation by redirecting water
resources in their favor in an area already under

water stress (Urteaga Crovetto 2017, 12). In the Chira
Valley, most of the land sold was located in an area
known locally as ‘El Tablazo’, a vast dry forest located
between the cities of Paita, Piura and Sullana that was
regularly used by local populations for grazing, wood
collection and other low-intensity activities (Urteaga
2013, 69).

PECP’s land adjudication in favor of Maple Ethanol was
contraversial throughout. The S60 per hectare price
paid was considered by several civil society advocates
to be well below the real market price, which was
estimated at about $1,000 per hectare (Huaman 2017,
215). Indeed, public auctions conducted by the PECP
inthe late 1990s saw land in the Chira Valley sold for
S400-1,430 per hectare (Equren C., Eguren Lépez, and
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Durand 2018, 46]). The local water councils [Juntas de
Agua de Riegol in the Chira Valley were first to protest
the regional government’s decision to grant land

and water rights to ethanol companies. In October
2006, Antero Nizama, president of the local water
council of the middle and lower course of the Piura
River, announced that thousands of small agricultural
producers would protest against the agreement
(Urteaga Crovetto 2017, 28; Connectas 2013, 4).

However, perhaps the biggest problem with Maple
Ethanol’s land acquisitions in the Chira Valley was the
averriding of existing claims to the ground. In 2009,
media commentators calculated that about a third

of the lands adjudicated to Maple Ethanol were in
practice used by local smallholding producers (Bajo

la Lupa 2009). These lands were located in the district
of La Huaca and the eastern portion of the peasant
community of San Lucas de Colén, mainly in a sector
known as Las Arenas Altas (Huaman 2017, 140).In a
declaration in Congress in June 2008, Piura’s regional
president at the time, César Trelles Lara, admitted that
his administration did not take into account the fact
that the land adjudicated included towns and small
settlements that found themselves, all of a sudden,
within the property boundaries of a newly arrived
company (Bajo la Lupa 2009).

The situation for the peasant community of San

Lucas de Colén, located in the lower course of the
Chira River, was particularly difficult given that the
community lacked property titles over most of its
ancestral communities at the time of Maple Ethanol's
arrival. The superimposition between the adjudicated
lands of Maple Ethanol and the peasant community
included 824ha that spanned naot only dry forest lands,
but also the small settlements of Las Arenas Grandes,
a settlement within San Lucas de Colan, and La
Rinconada. Accarding to testimonies c