22 June 2020
To: Executive Vice-President Frans Timmermans
Cc: Director-Generals: Directorate for Energy, Ditte Juul Jørgensen; Directorate for Climate
Action, Raffaele Mauro Petriccione; Directorate for Environment, Daniel Calleja Crespo.
Subject: Concerns over public consultation for EU climate ambition for 2030
Dear Executive Vice President,
We, the below signed organisations, are writing to express our concerns about the public
consultation questionnaire on the EU climate ambition for 2030 and for the design of climate
and energy policies of the European Green Deal.
The objective of the questionnaire is to obtain views on the level of ambition the EU should
adopt for 2030 and the pathways to achieve this, in order to determine the most effective
means of addressing GHG emissions and thus curb the temperature increase from climate
change.
Part I Section 1.1 (Ambition) effectively encourages the setting of higher targets for GHG
reductions, while Section 2.2 prompts feedback that is likely to request an increased
proportion of renewable energy to at least 40% of this higher target. In principle these are
praiseworthy targets, and overall response to the questionnaire will probably suggest a
significant increase in renewable energy usage.
However, the structure and wording of the questionnaire is likely to prompt inadvertently
misleading feedback which may lead to action that worsens rather than improves climate
change [see attachment 1].
There is no attempt – anywhere in the questionnaire – to differentiate between types of
renewable energy, although successive scientific reports have proven that these differ very
significantly in their impact on climate change as a result of differing levels of energy efficiency
and thus very large differences in emission levels per unit produced [see attachment 2].
Wood bioenergy is overall by a long way the least efficient energy source (considerably less
efficient than other forms of renewable energy or even fossil fuel). With reference to
attachment 2, it is proven not to be carbon neutral, with very high emissions per unit of
energy produced.
Reabsorption of these emissions via replanting of trees is never going to occur by 2030 or
even 2050, leaving a massively greater deficit of net carbon emissions from wood bioenergy
than any other form of renewable energy within the timescale that is critical for addressing
climate change and keeping temperature rise below 2 degrees.
Therefore, its usage will worsen climate change and make the 2030 and 2050 targets unlikely
to be achieved - as well as destroying biodiversity rich forests, degrading natural carbon sinks
and creating health-harming air pollution. It will undermine the objectives of the EU 2030
Biodiversity Strategy, including the specific requirement in 2.2.5 of the Strategy for ‘more

sustainably sourced renewable energy’ to enable carbon neutrality. It will also undermine all
eight elements of the European Green Deal [see attachment 3] and put at risk the global
credibility of the European Union as a well-respected proponent of best environmental
practice.
This shortcoming in the consultation is compounded elsewhere in the questionnaire, as
explained in the attachment 1 table. While there is scope to comment in sections 4 and 7 of
the consultation, it is limited and may not be used by respondents to express concerns. In any
case, the issue of differentiating between types of renewable energy should figure
prominently in the main text. There should be space for respondents to make more
substantive comments.
There is thus a real risk that feedback from the questionnaire could undermine targets for
2030 and 2050 by encouraging greatly increased use of renewable energy without
discrimination as to which types worsen or improve climate change.
We are concerned that the EC, in this this respect, has produced a misleading questionnaire.
This is a very important consultation, at a critical moment when decisions are to be taken on
major elements of the EU climate programme.
Furthermore wood consumption for bioenergy in Europe already exceeds 400m tonnes
annually and was subsidised in 2017 with 7.5 billion Euro from 15 EU countries alone. A heavy
economic burden on consumers and taxpayers as economies rebuild from the impact of
COVID, spent on worsening climate change! This is also contrasting to the ambition in Section
2.2.5 of the EU 2030 Biodiversity Strategy that states ‘decarbonising the energy system is
critical for climate neutrality, as well as for the EU’s recovery from the COVID-19 crisis and
long-term prosperity.’
We call on the European Commission to:
1) Acknowledge this issue and take it fully into account when analysing feedback on the
consultation. Including taking full account of lifecycle net emissions per unit of energy
produced between different sources of energy in determining future support;
2) Make alternative provision for feedback, particularly on bioenergy, which is accurate and
not unintentionally damaging to the mitigation of climate change.
We look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience.
Yours sincerely,
Toby Aykroyd, Coordinator, Wild Europe
Ariel Brunner, Senior Head of Policy, BirdLife Europe

On behalf of:
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Attachment 1
Assessment of consultation questionnaire for EU climate
ambition for 2030
Section

Questionnaire Wording

Comment

Raising GHG 2030 target
by up to 55%

Fine

2.2 Energy system

Higher penetration of
renewable energy

Fine

2.3 Renewable energy
ambition

What % of consumption
to achieve 2030 GHG
target and carbon
neutrality by 2050.
Achieve at least a share
of … up to or over 40%
renewable energy

A prompt suggesting
increase, but no
attempt to specify
which types of RE are or
are not appropriate for
GHG reductions or
more or less carbon
neutral

2.4 Energy efficiency

Current EU level target is
to have at least 32.5%
energy efficiency in
2030. Achieve up to or
over 40% renewable
energy

It is unclear why again
there is no attempt to
differentiate between
energy efficiency of
alternative renewable
energy sources

2.5 Fossil fuel

Solids

The emphasis on phase
out is fine for solids, but
there is no attempt to
point out that wood
bioenergy is not carbon
neutral and has high
emissions per energy
unit

PART I
1.1 GHG reduction

Natural gas

1

2.6 Buildings
Residential

Replace old or inefficient
heating equipment using
bioenergy, solid or liquid
fossil fuels

Fine on per se, but
without qualification on
wood biomass, will
encourage further
subsidy support for
wood burning
equipment

Non residential

“Use renewable energy
on-site (e.g. biomass,
solar thermal, PV panels,
geothermal) or off-site
through district
heating/cooling
networks”

Assumption that
biomass should be
used, without
differentiation

“use of sustainable
biomass as a feedstock
(eg in chemicals
industry)”

The term “sustainable
biomass” sounds
beneficial, but in this
context is potentially
misleading without
differentiation,
particularly as a fuel

2.7 Industry
Rate the items

“use of sustainable
biomass as a fuel”

2.9 Agriculture &
forestry

“Ensuring forests are a
source of material for
the bio-economy, while
pursuing sustainable
forest management
practices”

2

Again sounds beneficial,
but is potentially
misleading without
differentiation. Forestry
that supplies timber to
worsen climate change
is not sustainable

Agricultural waste

“Agriculture/aquaculture
as a source of biomass
for bio-energy and biofuels: Based on woody
biomass (e.g. perennials,
woody and herbaceous
crops, short rotation
coppice)”

PART II
5.6.1 Renewable energy “In case of higher
policies
ambition (than 32%) for
renewable energy,
please rate potential
action/instruments that
could be considered in
the list below:”

If you can have this
degree of
differentiation for
agriculture, why not for
renewable energy – a
much larger category.
This is inconsistent –
and in any event the
same argument needs
to apply as above

Still no attempt to
differentiate between
different types of
renewable energy,
despite this section
being about increased
support/subsidy
Further, there is no
separate identification
of agricultural waste
for bioenergy – one of
the few categories of
biomass for which
usage could be energy
and climate change
efficient.

An option given in the
listing offers
“Additional measures to
ensure that biomass use
remains sustainable”

3

If the greatest
proportion of biomass
(from wood) is not
carbon neutral, it is not
sustainable. This phrase
is misleading

The reference to energy
for transport
(“Additional measures
to increase renewable
energy consumption in
transport”) must be
caveated. We are in
favour of increasing the
uptake of renewables in
transport but certain
feedstocks must be
excluded, i.e. crops
(food, feed and energy),
advanced biofuels must
be based on true
wastes and residues
and e-fuels must be
sustainable using
additional renewable
electricity (not biomass)
and sustainable sources
of carbon.

5.6.2 Energy efficiency
policies

Making the “Energy
Efficiency First” principle
a compulsory test in
relevant legislative,
investment and planning
decisions

5.8 Enabling conditions

Probably the closest
this questionnaire gets
to the heart of the
matter – tucked away
near the end

An alternative is
missing:
Take full account of net
emissions per unit of
energy produced
between different
sources of input to
determine support for

4

appropriate energy
sources
This is a crucial
calculation and should
be included/cited

Section 6 EU policies
towards third countries

Excellent , creative,
comprehensive. This
image is undermined
however by developing
a consultation that
potentially encourages
inadvertent support for
worsening of climate
change

5

Attachment 2
Sample of reports clarifying that wood bioenergy is not carbon neutral

EU Technical Expert Group (TEG) March 2020 Report on Sustainable Finance
Taxonomy
https://www.ipe.com/news/final-eu-sustainability-taxonomy-report-out-with-userguidance/10044194.article
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/business_economy_euro/banking_and_fi
nance/documents/200309-sustainable-finance-teg-final-report-taxonomyannexes_en.pdf
_____________________________
NRDC November 2019 Report Burnout: EU clean energy subsidies lead to forest
destruction https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/burnout-eu-clean-energypolicies-forest-destruction-ip.pdf
_____________________________
EASAC Statement June 2018: The EU’s renewable energy ambitions: Bioenergy
from forests is not always carbon neutral - and may even increase the EU’s carbon
emissions.
https://easac.eu/press-releases/details/the-eus-renewable-energy-ambitionsbioenergy-from-forests-is-not-always-carbon-neutral-and-may-e/
_____________________________
Forestry Commission Research UK May 2018 “Carbon impacts of biomass
consumption in the EU’’ report for the European Climate Foundation.
https://www.drax.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/CIB-Summary-report-for-ECFv10.5-May-20181.pdf
_____________________________
A collective letter to the European Parliament signed by 780 scientists - January
2018. “Even if forests are allowed to regrow, using wood deliberately harvested
for burning will increase carbon in the atmosphere and warming for decades to
centuries as many studies have shown even when wood replaces coal, oil or
natural gas. The reasons are fundamental and occur regardless of whether forest
management is ‘sustainable’”.
https://www.euractiv.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2018/01/Letter-of-Scientistson-Use-of-Forest-Biomass-for-Bioenergy-January-12-2018.pdf
_____________________________

The European Academies of Science Advisory Council (EASAC) May 2017 "Multifunctionality and Sustainability in the European Union's Forests”
https://www.easac.eu/fileadmin/PDF_s/reports_statements/Forests/EASAC_Forest
s_web_complete.pdf
_____________________________
Royal Institute of International Affairs (RIIA) February 2017 "The Impacts of the
Demand for Woody Biomass for Power and Heat on Climate Change and Forests"
https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/files/chathamhouse/publications/research/2
017-02-23-impacts-demand-woody-biomass-climate-forests-brack-final.pdf

Attachment 3
Wood bioenergy undermines all eight elements of the Green Deal

The eight EU Green Deal elements

The impact of wood bioenergy
burning on these

1) Increasing the EU’s climate
ambition for 2030 and 2050

Is not carbon neutral, significantly
nullifies the EU’s efforts to reduce
emissions, undermines its climate
ambition and compromises its
international image

2) Supplying clean, affordable and
secure energy

Adds significantly to air pollution, is the
least cost-effective energy production
and causes forest carbon resource to
shrink

3) Mobilizing industry for a clean
and circular economy

Adds significantly to air pollution and
produces levels of GHG in the
atmosphere that are the antithesis of
circularity

4) Building and renovating in an
energy and resource efficient way

Is the least cost-effective energy
production, and diverts investment and
marketing support from more efficient
means

5) A zero pollution ambition for a
toxic free environment

Adds significantly to air pollution and
significantly reduces the air cleaning
capacity of forests

6) Preserving and restoring
ecosystems and biodiversity

Results in wholesale damage to
ecosystems and biodiversity, through
comprehensive clearance of all biomass
on a huge scale, and worsening the
impact of climate change

7) From farm to fork – a fair,
healthy and environmentally
friendly food system

Indirectly removes land availability for
food production, adds to air pollution,
reduces the air cleaning capacity of
forests and destroys ecosystems

8) Accelerating the shift to
sustainable and smart mobility

Potentially diverts investment from
efficiency improvements in mobility
technology

Promoting wood bioenergy, despite its clear negative impacts, inefficiency and huge
expense, risks undermining the global credibility of the European Union as a wellrespected proponent of best environmental practice.

