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RED III trialogues - NGO analysis of a “Joint Paper on Bioenergy” signed by 10 

EU Member States 
 

February 6, 2023 

Dear Policymaker, 

We received this joint paper on bioenergy signed by 10 national governments involved in the RED 

III trialogues and were taken aback by the number of errors and misrepresentations it includes. We 

are sending you herewith a series of remarks and corrections, summarized on the first page and de-

tailed with references afterwards (in blue). Some summary observations: 

 

- The RED’s revision will only become binding legislation in 2025 at the earliest, leaving the next 

two winters untouched by the reform. It is therefore misleading to claim that this RED revision 

would be relevant to solving current energy price and security issues. 

- The energy from primary woody biomass represents between 3 and 4 per cent of the total EU’s 

energy mix and is obtained from excessive logging levels that are already degrading most EU coun-

tries’ carbon sinks. This can be replaced with modest levels of energy savings, and in any case pre-

tending that this source of energy could replace Russian gas in a meaningful way is unrealistic. 

- The claim that the European Parliament is proposing to ban the use of forest bioenergy (“better 

with than without bioenergy”) is incorrect. The Parliament’s proposal would remove financial sup-

port to energy from burning primary woody biomass, and cap and phase down the amount of energy 

from it that Member States can count toward RE targets. In other words, the debate is not about 

whether the EU wants to forbid people from burning wood, but whether EU citizens will continue 

seeing tens of billions in public funds being used to reward energy companies burning forests dur-

ing a climate and biodiversity crisis.  

- While burning wood is currently classified as “renewable,” logging and burning forests for fuel 

does not increase resilience. Rather it is degrading forests and all their functions and causing coun-

tries to lose their forest carbon sinks. It is also a major, disproportionate source of fine particle pol-

lution that kills thousands of people per year prematurely and costs the EU billions.  

- There is no cap in the current system on the amount of wood that can be burned, or the amount of 

money that energy companies can claim from the RED’s biomass incentives. How could a policy 

failing to limit incentives for exploiting a vital finite resource ever be described as “careful”? 

- None of the member states that signed this letter have submitted acceptable biomass assessments 

in their National Energy and Climate Plans. A typical comment by the Commission (to Poland) 

states, “There is no inclusion of trajectories of bioenergy demand, their disaggregation between 

heat, electricity and transport, and on biomass supply (by feedstocks and by origin), trajectories for 

forest biomass, and an assessment of its source and impact on the LULUCF sink.” (see Appendix II 

for the comments to all MS that signed the letter) 

The RED has caused havoc in forests and wood supply chains by defining incentives and targets at 

the EU and even global level since 2009. The EU and its Member States must now fix the problems 

they have caused in the first place. 

 

We are of course available to meet, or to answer any questions.  

Kind regards,  

Mary S. Booth, PhD, Director, Partnership for Policy Integrity, 

Martin Pigeon, Forest & Climate Campaigner, Fern, 

On behalf of the Forest Biomass Out of RED Coalition 
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Detailed Analysis 

(original text in red, our remarks in blue) 

 

Bioenergy in renewable energy directive 

Joint Paper from Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Latvia, Lithuania, Po-

land, Romania and Slovenia 

 

EU is in the middle of energy crisis and most of European countries are struggling with energy secu-

rity and rising prices. At the same time, bioenergy continues to be the main source of renewable 

energy in EU, with a share of 60 % and it is mostly produced domestically within the EU.  

 

That 60% of “renewable energy” (RE) inputs come from combusting plant- and animal-based mate-

rials, almost none of which has been shown to deliver meaningful greenhouse gas emissions savings 

compared to fossil fuels (and a significant portion of which increases net emissions compared to 

fossil fuels) is no cause for celebration – or reason for further increasing the share of bioenergy. It is 

a reason to decrease the amount of RE coming from biomass, starting with its most destructive forms. 

That should not be difficult: while about 40% of the EU’s declared renewable energy comes from 

wood burning, between 15 and 20% comes from primary woody biomass, which represents between 

3 and 4 per cent of the EU’s total energy mix. Considering the damage it causes, this is a relatively 

small amount of energy that could be replaced with even modest energy efficiency gains. 

 

Moreover, the RED’s revision will only become binding legislation in 2025 at the earliest, leaving 

the two next winters untouched by the reform. The energy prices crisis and the RED revision have 

very different timing and it is simply wrong to pretend that the RED is relevant to solving current 

energy price and security issues.  

 

Therefore, bioenergy has become extremely important energy source and the importance has only 

elevated during this energy crisis when phasing out Russian fossil fuels.  

 

Some of the reasons that bioenergy appears important for RE include the following: 

1. First – it’s not really that important! It appears to be important because of the way it’s credited 

toward renewables targets. Even though burning biomass is extremely inefficient, the EU’s pro-

tocol counts the energy content of unburned wood for the majority of biomass – not the actual 

energy delivered! This “bloats” the role of bioenergy, making it look more important than it is.  

2. European Commission (EC) scientists stated in 2016 that burning forest biomass increases emis-

sions compared to fossil fuels for decades to centuries or even “to infinity.” But instead of wisely 

phasing down use of forest biomass for RE, policymakers have allowed it to increase, substituting 

for cleaner technologies like wind, solar, and heat pumps. It’s time to reverse this trend! 

3. Member state surveys of domestic wood-burning have abruptly inflated the apparent role of bio-

energy even further, allowing some countries to claim they are hitting RE targets and thus slow 

additional effort to deploy RE. This applies to Poland and Slovenia, which signed this letter (see 

Appendix II).  

 

Most of the countries that signed this letter are highly dependent on biomass. See Appendix II for an 

overview of the role of biomass, its use profile, and what’s happening with each country’s carbon 

sink, as well as what the Commission said about how well the country had planned its use of biomass. 

How will countries ever move to a cleaner energy future that lifts people out of energy poverty if they 

continue to rely on burning wood during a climate crisis?  

 

https://www.euractiv.com/section/energy-environment/news/exposed-how-eu-countries-use-firewood-to-bloat-their-renewable-energy-stats/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:1bdc63bd-b7e9-11e6-9e3c-01aa75ed71a1.0001.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://www.euractiv.com/section/energy-environment/news/exposed-how-eu-countries-use-firewood-to-bloat-their-renewable-energy-stats/
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Finally, it’s unrealistic to claim that wood-burning can replace a meaningful proportion of Russian 

fossil fuel imports, as this would require a massive increase in logging.  

 

We will face very difficult couple of winters, but we are in a far better situation with bioenergy than 

without it because, in the EU, bioenergy is part of sound and thoroughly planned energy policies, that 

interact with a clear and ambitious regulation concerning the LULUCF sector.   

 

This statement is misleading for at least three reasons:  

First: The statement implies that EP is proposing to ban wood-burning (“better with than without 

bioenergy”), but this is false. Many industry lobby groups defending the biomass subsidies make 

this claim, but it is really surprising that policymakers would accept such an obviously false claim. 

The Parliament’s proposal is simply to remove financial support to energy from burning primary 

woody biomass, and to cap and phase down the amount of energy from biomass that Member States 

can count toward RE targets.  

Second: as stated above, the RED III will not come into effect until 2025. Therefore, decisions 

about the role of forest biomass are irrelevant to the use of biomass this winter and the next two. 

Third, regarding “bioenergy is part of sound and thoroughly planned energy policies, that interact 

with a clear and ambitious regulation concerning the LULUCF sector,” this is belied by the scathing 

reviews by the EC of these country’s National Energy and Climate Plans. See Appendix II for the 

evidence that in fact these countries apparently are blundering blindly into greater and greater use of 

biomass with no real apprehension of where it’s going to come from, or what this is doing to the 

carbon sink. (A typical comment from the EC, concerning in this case Poland’s NECP: “There is no 

inclusion of trajectories of bioenergy demand, their disaggregation between heat, electricity and 

transport, and on biomass supply (by feedstocks and by origin), trajectories for forest biomass, and 

an assessment of its source and impact on the LULUCF sink.”) 

 

The only way to replace the imported fossil fuels and improve our resilience is to use all domestic 

renewable energy sources available.  

 

While burning wood is currently classified as “renewable,” logging and burning forests for fuel does 

not increase resilience. Rather it is degrading forests, causing countries to lose their forest carbon 

sinks (see Appendix II for an overview of what’s happening with the particular countries that signed 

this letter). 

 

Burning wood also increases air pollution considerably. Particulate matter pollution in the EU kills 

about 1,000 people per day prematurely and burning wood for energy is the largest source of partic-

ulate matter in the EU. As the EU prepares to revise the Air Quality Directive, the Commission impact 

assessment finds that compliance with WHO standards would save hundreds of thousands of lives 

per year and yield astonishingly large net benefits of €38 to €123 billion annually for health and the 

environment, as well as increasing GDP by up to 0.44%. However, the study is clear that benefits 

will not occur without significantly reducing biomass burning.   

 

Naturally, we need to be careful not to increase unsustainable uses of any energy sources.  

 

Use of wood is already unsustainable. But more importantly, “sustainability” (meaning at a minium 

that harvesting does not exceed forest growth) is relatively meaningless, because even if this condi-

tion is met, it does not mean biomass is carbon neutral. The European Commission’s 2016 biomass 

impact assessment states, “ensuring that the harvest level stays below the growth rate of the forest is 

not sufficient to ensure climate change mitigation” The IPCC states it does “not automatically 

https://forestdefenders.eu/replacing-just-10-of-russian-fossil-fuels-with-wood-will-obliterate-even-more-forests/
https://forestdefenders.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/PFPI-Burning-up-the-carbon-sink-Nov-7-2022.pdf
https://forestdefenders.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/PFPI-Burning-up-the-carbon-sink-Nov-7-2022.pdf
https://forestdefenders.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/PFPI-Burning-up-the-carbon-sink-Nov-7-2022.pdf
https://forestdefenders.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/PFPI-Burning-up-the-carbon-sink-Nov-7-2022.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:1bdc63bd-b7e9-11e6-9e3c-01aa75ed71a1.0001.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:1bdc63bd-b7e9-11e6-9e3c-01aa75ed71a1.0001.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:1bdc63bd-b7e9-11e6-9e3c-01aa75ed71a1.0001.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
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consider or assume biomass used for energy as 'carbon neutral', even in cases where the biomass is 

thought to be produced sustainably.” Figure 1 explains why “sustainability” is not a proxy for “carbon 

neutrality” of biomass.  

 

 

Fig.1. Why “sustainable” biomass does not have “zero” carbon emissions and is not “carbon neutral” 

 

However, concerning the renewable energy directive revision (RED III), the European Parliament 

has taken a position where it would restrict the use of all primary woody biomass.  

 

Again, this is misleading. The EP has not proposed to “restrict use” of primary woody biomass - it 

has proposed to cap and phase down the amount of energy from biomass that is counted toward 

renewable energy targets.  

 

In addition to quality round wood, this means also forestry residues such as thinnings, tops and 

branches, which make up a significant portion of the biomass used for energy in many EU countries.  

 

Forest carbon is forest carbon. Burning any wood, whatever its “quality,” emits carbon to the atmos-

phere, and as the EC pointed out in their 2016 impact assessment, this can increase emissions com-

pared to fossil fuels for decades to centuries, and even “to infinity.”  The 2021 JRC report similarly 

concluded that harvesting and burning coarse woody debris is “high risk” for biodiversity and climate.  

 

Tops and branches contain the most nutrients in a tree, thus retaining this material onsite and letting 

it decay is crucial for soil fertility and forest regeneration. Misguided RED biomass incentives have 

led to overextraction of wood from the forest, damaging the soil. It is extremely important to the 

future of forests that these types of wood are not depleted and are left in the forest as much as possible.  

 

Through careful practices, a measured harvest of the aforementioned resources/feedstock can per-

fectly be conciliated with considerations of biodiversity and soil fertility.  

 

This statement’s focus on biodiversity and soil fertility omits any mention of forest carbon loss. How-

ever, harvesting and burning forest wood emits net CO2 into the atmosphere and as explained above, 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:1bdc63bd-b7e9-11e6-9e3c-01aa75ed71a1.0001.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://forestdefenders.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/JRC-study-biomass-study-overview_final.pdf
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this carbon loss can take decades to centuries to offset, assuming forests even grow back (which is 

increasingly not the case). Further, with regard to biodiversity, soil fertility, and carbon balance, there 

is nothing “careful” about most biomass harvesting. The scale of demand has grown so large that only 

wholesale forest harvesting can meet it. For example, Figure 2 shows the amount of forest required 

to run a large power station for just over three hours.   

 

 

Fig. 2. The scale of demand for biomass means only clearcutting forests can provide enough wood.  

 

 

These careful practices are, precisely, at the core of the RED II and of the proposal of the RED III. 

 

This claim is misleading. The core sustainability criteria of the RED II at Article 29.6 (which also 

appear in the RED III), do not include any actual requirements for biomass harvesting, just vague 

guidelines. For example, there is no requirement to leave some portion of forestry residues on-site, 

which is recognized as essential for maintaining soil carbon and nutrient stocks. There are no provi-

sions that prohibit clearcutting natural forests, and no provisions that prohibit clearcutting and de-

stroying old growth and primary forests. Finally, there is simply no cap in the current system on the 

amount of wood that can be burned, or the amount of money that energy companies can claim from 

the RED’s biomass incentives. How can a policy failing to limit incentives for exploiting a vital finite 

resource ever be described as “careful”? 

 

The Parliament’s position would also restrict all primary woody biomass in transport sector.  

 

Again, the implication that there is a ban on the “use” of primary woody biomass is a claim no one 

should accept. But more than half the wood harvested in the EU is already burned for energy, and 

millions more tonnes of wood pellets and chips are imported from outside the EU. Wood is not yet 

an important feedstock for liquid biofuels (or “green” hydrogen) but could become so in the future, 

massively increasing pressure on forests in Europe and abroad. It is essential to disqualify forest 

biomass from counting as a “zero-carbon” feedstock before the perverse incentives of the RED in-

crease forest harvesting further.  

 

https://youtu.be/17STxMCD_80
https://youtu.be/17STxMCD_80
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This would be contradictory to the list of feedstocks in Annex IX Part A of Renewable Energy Di-

rective, where in point (o) it is especially mentioned biomass fractions of waste and residues from 

forestry and forest-based industries as well as introducing an important confusion and juridical un-

certainty with regard to the provisions on the cascading principle, which are supposed to address the 

same challenges. 

 

First, there is no such thing as “waste” in a natural ecosystem. But also by now it should be appar-

ent to all that the concept of “waste” wood is relatively meaningless, because it is defined on the 

spot by the user. For example, whole trees that are not of sawlog quality are often considered to be 

“waste,” even though these trees are just as important for storing carbon and providing habitat as 

“higher quality” trees. As explained in this video, the government of British Columbia declared that 

primary forests are “waste” because a lot of the trees are not sawlog quality – thus they are now be-

ing logged for wood pellets.  

 

Regarding the RED III list of feedstocks for liquid biofuels, provisions of Annex IX Part A could 

open the door to unlimited use of forest biomass. The items of particular concern are in bold.  

 

(o) Biomass fraction of wastes and residues from forestry and forest-based industries, namely, bark, 

branches, pre-commercial thinnings, leaves, needles, tree tops, saw dust, cutter shavings, black liq-

uor, brown liquor, fibre sludge, lignin and tall oil;  

(p) Other non-food cellulosic material;  

(q) Other ligno-cellulosic material except saw logs and veneer logs. 

 

Residues from forest-based manufacturing sites (sawdust, offcuts, bark, black liquor, etc.) are con-

sidered secondary woody biomass and still count toward RE targets under the EP’s proposal.   

 

Furthermore, it seems that the proposal of European Parliament would mean that biomass fuels from 

primary woody biomass could not be taken into account in the EU’s Emission Trading System (ETS) 

and would, therefore, not be able to declare this biomass as renewable energy source with 0 CO2 

emissions.  

 

The European Parliament’s position has been public since September 2022 and is consistent: since it 

considers that primary woody biomass is too sensitive from a climate and biodiversity point of view 

to be encouraged, it proposed to remove PWB from the RED’s incentives, including the zero-rating 

of biomass emissions (which since 2018 is reserved to biomass feedstocks meeting the RED’s sus-

tainability criteria for forest biomass). 

 

Burning biomass will always increase atmospheric CO2 concentration more than if the biomass had 

not been burned. To the extent that harvesting forest biomass reduces forest carbon stocks, this may 

show up as an impact on the forest carbon sink (which is assessed as the difference between standing 

forest stocks in subsequent measurements). However, not all this increase may be detected as a loss 

in the measured forest carbon sink, and in any case, “penalties” associated with loss of the forest 

carbon sink are not adequate to counterbalance current incentives for logging forests for fuel.  

 

Carbon dioxide from burning biomass warms the climate just like fossil fuel CO2. Thus, counting 

biomass “smokestack” emissions in the ETS is an appropriate measure. In fact, the CO2 coming out 

of the smokestack of a wood-burning power plant is only part of the CO2 emitted by harvesting and 

burning biomass, thus this approach underestimates the full emissions impact.  

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SyaVPopqfUw&t=306s
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This will make the primary woody biomass a bigger CO2 emission source than coal and will trigger 

significant increase in heat energy costs that is unacceptable in current and possible future energy 

price crisis. Sustainable biomass should remain eligible for a zero emissions factor. 

 

Burning biomass indeed emits more CO2 per unit energy than coal. The goal should be to reduce CO2 

emissions, and to the degree the ETS helps to do that, biomass should be covered. The European 

Parliament proposed to continue the zero-rating for secondary woody biomass in the ETS and restrict 

it for primary woody biomass. Finally, again, pretending that today’s energy prices crisis could be 

solved by this RED revision is incorrect. 

 

If such amendments are made to the directive, it would significantly restrict the biomass use for en-

ergy in EU and the replacement of imported fossil fuels would slow down.  

 

We indeed hope that the use of woody biomass for energy production will be reduced as an outcome 

of this policy revision. However, removing incentives in a context of very high energy prices might 

not be sufficient, as wood has become a cheap source of heating in the EU regardless of RE policy. 

The only way that member states will be induced to accelerate deployment of truly clean RE is if they 

are required to stop counting burning forest biomass as RE.  

 

Therefore, the definition of primary woody biomass and proposed limitations by the European Par-

liament should be deleted.  

 

This is exactly the demand of the biomass industry. Shouldn’t EU citizens expect more from public 

officials than to simply echo industry demands?  

 

Forest biomass from pre-commercial thinnings, small diameter round wood, trees extracted from for-

ests affected by fires, pests, diseases or damage due to abiotic factors, and wastes and residues from 

forestry and forest industry should stay as an eligible source for all renewable energy targets, as re-

flected in the derogations introduced by the Council in the article 3(3).    

 

There are multiple derogations in the EP’s definition of primary woody biomass that are incompatible 

with the RED III’s commitment, as expressed in Recital 4, to ensure that member states only provide 

incentives for biomass “whose sourcing is considered positive for both climate and biodiversity” as 

identified in the Joint Research Centre’s (JRC) 2021 report on biomass. For instance, energy from 

burning salvage wood would still be counted under the RED. This is extremely problematic, in fact, 

because it is incompatible with the commitment to be guided by the JRC’s findings.  

 

The signatories also want to highlight the importance of the risk-based approach when minimizing 

the risk of using forest biomass derived from unsustainable production pathways.  

 

What is the “risk-based” approach? It is simply a set of rules requiring countries to have laws on the 

books regarding biomass harvesting. Defined in RED II, this approach requires mostly legality, not 

outcomes, and as such is incapable of protecting forests.   

 

We strongly support the Council’s General Approach, where the so-called “no-go areas” of forest 

biomass have been moved under the risk-based approach (line 284b and line 286b) and the harvesting 

criteria is well-structured (line 290 and 292).  

 

Why would apologists for burning forest biomass support the “risk-based” approach, instead of spe-

cific protections for wetlands, old growth forests, and irreplaceable primary forests? Because the 

biomass industry wants access to the most carbon-dense forests, and the risk-based approach does 

https://forestdefenders.eu/biomass-plant-co2-emissions-an-explanation/
https://forestdefenders.eu/burning-salvaged-wood-should-not-count-as-renewable-energy/
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not actually protect them. For specific examples of how the risk-based approach fails to protect par-

ticular ecosystems and the carbon sink, please see Appendix I to this letter. See also this BBC docu-

mentary that shows how wood-pellet plants in Canada that are certified “sustainable” and using the 

risk-based approach under the Sustainable Biomass Program are nonetheless using trees from pri-

mary forests.  

 

Circumstances among the forests of each member state vary a lot and it´s essential part of the risk-

based approach that member state can use national or sub-national laws as well as monitoring and 

enforcement systems when demonstrating compliance with the sustainability criteria. 

 

Pleading for national sovereignty on forest management and protection issues while claiming single 

market rules for selling wood-based products throughout the EU is an indefensible double standard. 

 

Circumstances among various forests can indeed be very different. But it is the RED itself that has 

caused havoc in forests and wood supply chains by defining incentives and targets at the EU and even 

global level. The EU and its Member States must now fix the increasing damage their policy has been 

causing since 2009.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

https://vimeo.com/795555785/c6e9420ff6
https://vimeo.com/795555785/c6e9420ff6
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Appendix I.  

Why the risk-based approach fails to protect forests and thus why no-go areas for forest 

biomass must be maintained outside Article 29.6 

The so-called “risk-based approach” refers to the current criteria for the sustainable harvesting of 

forest biomass, and as complying with these criteria relies on legality, not outcomes, they have 

already been shown to fail protecting the climate or forests, particularly old-growth and carbon-rich 

forests that are often particularly targeted for biomass harvesting.  

The ”Sustainable Biomass Program” (SBP) is a voluntary certification scheme that has been widely 

adopted by the wood-pellet industry. Certification under this scheme will be accepted as evidence 

that biomass complies with the RED’s sustainability criteria. However, the SPB does not contain 

any provisions that prohibit logging of old, carbon-rich forests, or any provisions that limit 

clearcutting and complete destruction of forests. The failure of this program to protect carbon-rich 

forests and the overall forest carbon sink was well-documented in a report back in 2017, even prior 

to the adoption of the RED II. The deficiencies were summarized in Table 1. All these deficiencies 

are important, but the failure to evaluate forest carbon losses is the most glaring example of why 

these criteria are not fit for purpose.  

    
Table 1. Summary of deficiencies of the SBP “risk-based” approach.  

Nonetheless, despite these deficiencies, the concept of the “risk-based” approach was included in 

the RED II and now RED III as if it was meaningful.  

Here are two recent examples of SBP risk-based certification that is allowing wholesale forest 

destruction to continue.  

Estonia and Latvia: In Estonia and Latvia, all the big wood-pellet plants owned by Graanul Invest 

have been certified under the SBP program (full list of certified plants is here).  The “supply base” 

of pellet production plants such as the one at Imavere, Jarva County, is listed as “Estonia, Latvia, 

Finland, Sweden, Russia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland (see here, page 5). For Estonia, the supply 

base is the “whole country”; for Latvia, the supply base is “Northern Latvia.” Yet both Estonia and 

Latvia have lost their forest carbon sinks, as shown by UNFCCC land sector reporting (Figure 3), 

and in Estonia, logging is occurring even in the oldest forests without limitation. This is nearly an 

inevitable consequence of the failure of the SBP risk-based approach to consider loss of forest 

carbon.  

https://www.fern.org/fileadmin/uploads/fern/Documents/2021/Unsustainable_and_ineffective_EU_Forest_Biomass_Standards.pdf
https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/sustainable-biomass-program-partnership-project-ip.pdf
https://sbp-cert.org/certifications/certificate-holders/
https://portal.sbp-cert.org/FileHandler.ashx?id=E7E1015F-26B8-4AAB-B6D8-2EBB61737865
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Figure 3. Land sector carbon flux for Estonia and Latvia showing recent loss of forest/land carbon 

sink. All pellet plants in both countries have been certified under the SBP. Wood harvesting for 

biomass and pellets has risen sharply in both countries and now constitutes more than half of forest 

harvesting. Graphs for all member states available here.  

Photos from the Imavere plant (Figure 4) show extensive use of stemwood as feedstock, not mill 

residues or forestry residues.  

 

Figure 4. Harvested logs at Imavere Graanul Invest pellet plant in Jarva County, Estonia, April 28, 

2018. Source: Almuth Ernsting, Credit: Biofuelwatch. Location: 58.728219, 25.758477. This photo 

and more available here.  

British Columbia: The EU imports pellets from Canada. From looking at the SBP’s list of certified 

plants, it is apparent that in BC, Canada, all the pellet production plants owned by Pinnacle/Drax 

are certified “sustainable” by the SBP program.  Yet a recent investigation by the BBC found that 

plants such as the Pinnacle/Drax Meadowbank facility are utilizing trees from primary (never 

logged) forests and shipping some of the logs to sawmills, where they are converted to sawdust that 

is then shipped back to the pellet production facility. Photos taken at other plants (Figure 5) bear out 

the use of extremely large stemwood for pellet feedstock - all perfectly legal under the SBP 

certification scheme.  

https://forestdefenders.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/PFPI-Burning-up-the-carbon-sink-Nov-7-2022.pdf
https://forestdefenders.eu/biomass-photos/estonia-photo-library/
https://www.dropbox.com/s/d66cayne9tirqj7/Panorama%20The%20Green%20Energy%20Scandal%20Exposed.m4v?dl=0
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Figure 5. Cedar logs to be used for pellet feedstock, Pacific Bioenergy. This plant is no longer 

operating but was previously certified “sustainable” under the SPB program.  

 

https://sbp-cert.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Supply-Base-Report-v1.3_First-Surveillance-Audit_Pacific-BioEnergy-FINAL.pdf
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Appendix II: Role of biomass, biomass consumption or production, status of land carbon sink, and what the EC said about the country’s NECP biomass 

planning 

 

Please note:  

• The EC’s review of all of these member states’ National Energy and Climate Plans finds that they are seriously lacking (quotes included).  

• All these member states have seen steep degradation of their land carbon sinks, and that the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Latvia and Slovenia have 

nearly or completely lost their land carbon sinks.   

• Biomass production data, rather than consumption data, is shown for Estonia and Latvia to capture the importance of wood pellets that are manufactured 

then shipped to other countries.  

 
Role of biomass Consumption Status of land and forest carbon sink 

 
 
 
 

  

Bulgaria: The draft plan does not provide trajectories for the bioenergy demand, disaggregated between heat, electricity and transport. Furthermore, there is no inclusion of 

trajectories on biomass supply, by feedstocks and origin and trajectories for forest biomass, an assessment of its source and impact on the LULUCF sink. 

 

https://energy.ec.europa.eu/topics/energy-strategy/national-energy-and-climate-plans-necps_en#commission-assessment-of-the-final-necps
https://forestdefenders.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/PFPI-Burning-up-the-carbon-sink-Nov-7-2022.pdf
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Czech Republic: The draft plan includes bioenergy, disaggregated between heat, electricity and transport in the estimated trajectories by renewable energy sectors and technology 

in gross final consumption, but only as part of the national objectives under technology contribution per each sector and in consumption rather than according to the demand. 

Furthermore, there is no inclusion of trajectories on biomass supply, by feedstocks and origin and trajectories for forest biomass, an assessment of its source and impact on the 

LULUCF sink. 

 

Estonia: The information on trajectories for bioenergy demand and supply, and trajectories for forest biomass, as well as an assessment of its source and impact on the LULUCF 

sink is missing from the draft plan, which is however especially important given the prominent role of bioenergy in Estonia’s draft NECP 
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Finland: There is no inclusion of trajectories on biomass supply, by feedstocks and origin and trajectories for forest biomass, an assessment of its source and impact on the LULUCF 

sink, which is however especially important given the prominent role of bioenergy in the draft NECP. 

 

France: the draft plan raises the issue of the balance between production and consumption of biomass for energy and mentions the impact of increased use of biomass on the 

carbon sink… While information is provided on biomass by feedstocks, additional information should be provided on imports of biomass, as well as an assessment of the impact on 

the LULUCF sink. 
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Latvia: There is no inclusion of trajectories of bioenergy demand, their disaggregation between heat, electricity and transport, and trajectories on biomass supply (by feedstocks 

and by origin), trajectories for forest biomass, and an assessment of its source and impact on the LULUCF sink 

 

Lithuania: Trajectories for the bioenergy demand (and their disaggregation between heat, electricity and transport), trajectories of supply (by feedstock and by origin), trajectories 

for forest biomass, and an assessment of its source and impact on the LULUCF sink need to be included in the final plan…. The draft plan lacks quantitative information on the 

interactions with air quality and air emissions policy, while the projected increase in bioenergy would make air impacts especially important to consider 
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Poland: On bioenergy, aggregated numbers are only provided for bioenergy consumption, broken down by energy source. There is no inclusion of trajectories of bioenergy 

demand, their disaggregation between heat, electricity and transport, and on biomass supply (by feedstocks and by origin), trajectories for forest biomass, and an assessment of its 

source and impact on the LULUCF sink. 

Romania: The draft plan lacks quantitative information and analysis about the interactions with air quality and air emissions policy, while the projected increase in bioenergy 

would make air impacts especially important to consider… Trajectories for the bioenergy demand, their disaggregation between heat, electricity and transport, trajectories of supply 

by feedstock and origin and trajectories for forest biomass, an assessment of its source and impact on the LULUCF sink need to be included in the final plan. This is especially 

important given the prominent role of bioenergy in the draft NECP. 
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Slovenia: The draft plan does not provide sufficient information on how Slovenia’s renewable energy and bioenergy policy will impact its LULUCF sector and affect its potential 

as carbon sink. 


