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Perspectives of bioethanol production of sugar beets 
in Ukraine 

 
*©Scientific problem. Ukraine’s geographic 
position, availability of favorable soil and good 
climatic conditions make it potentially attrac-
tive for growing sugar beets. In recent years, 
Ukraine has experienced deregulation of sugar 
beet production. Producers lose interest in the 
production of sugar beets, the crop that is very 
important in crop rotation. That causes ineffi-
cient work of sugar factories. The level of un-
employment becomes higher, particularly in 
rural areas, import of sugar increases. Diversi-
fication of processes at sugar factories will en-
able to form a stable demand for sugar beets 
and increase the efficiency of the entire sugar 
beet industry functioning. 

Constantly increasing demand and prices for 
fuel and energy resources, dependence of im-
ports on natural gas, oil and its derivatives, 
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complicated ecological situation, that provokes 
climate change, all this make biofuel produc-
tion in Ukraine extremely important and prom-
ising. Experience of such countries as the U.S., 
Brazil and European countries shows the effec-
tiveness of processing agricultural raw materi-
als and organic waste into biofuels. The solu-
tion to the problem of sugar-beet industry de-
cline, dependence on energy import and envi-
ronmental degradation may become the estab-
lishment of bioethanol production at sugar beet 
industry plants. 

The objective of this article is to define the 
importance of biofuels production from sugar 
beet in Ukraine by analyzing the peculiarities of 
world sugar beet production, the current state of 
Ukrainian sugar-beet industry functioning, the 
situation at the world and domestic sugar mar-
ket. 

Analysis of recent researches and publica-
tions. Many leading foreign and local scien-
tists, including Robert C. Brown [2],  


