Pro biomass lobby facts research part 3: Scientists – Martin Junginger
I am not so enamored of my own opinions that I disregard what others may think of them.
Nicolaus Copernicus (1543)

Preface
This article about Martin Junginger is part of an extensive study of the paid pro-biomass lobbying activities of scientists
(part 3) in the Netherlands. The complete research consists of the following 6 parts that are published on the following
website: https://www.biomassmurder.org/research/lobby-facts
Part 1: Energy companies

Part 4: Consultants and lobbyists

Part 2: Politics and civil servants

Part 5: Certification and subsidies

Part 3: Scientists

Part 6: Banks and investors

In this article we will first describe the involvement of Utrecht University in the biomass world. We pay attention to the
problems with reliability of the universities and in particular the Copernicus Institute. We then discuss the most important
scientists who actively advocate biomass in the Netherlands and have been involved in the biomass lobby for many years.
We tell about their work area and their history in the biomass world. We pay extra attention to Martin Junginger, who can
frequently be found in the media at the time of writing to promote biomass burning.

Universities
The Netherlands have several universities that have been closely involved with and dependent on paid pro-biomass
lobbying activities for many years. The Dutch government and the European Union provide millions in subsidies and
together with companies that have financial interest in harvesting, transporting, processing, trading or burning woody
biomass, they produce many of the pro-biomass reports that the universities have been generating for more than ten
years. Researchers, professors and the directors of the relevant institutes, (former) members of the House of
Representatives, ministers and officials from the institutes, are paid directly or indirectly through biomass projects that are
allocated by the same companies, government and the European Union. We discuss this in part two of our lobby facts
research. This article focuses on the Copernicus Institute of Utrecht University. Other institutes are discussed in the
following chapters of part three.
The Copernicus Institute was prepared by committees headed by Klaas van Egmond and Margreeth de Boer, and was
founded in 2001. Wim Turkenburg was the scientific director of this institute from the very start and was also the driving
force behind the founding of the Utrecht Center for Energy Research (UCE) of which he was also the scientific director. The
formation of UCE was aimed at realizing more cooperation in the Utrecht region and making better use of research
funding. Klaas van Egmond was responsible for the founding of the Utrecht Center for Earth and Sustainability (UCAD) of
which Jacqueline Cramer became the director in early 2011 and which merged the UCE and UCAD into the Utrecht
Sustainability Institute (USI).

Image 1: Archive photo (2012) Copernicus Institute, team energy with Wim Turkenburg, Andre Faaij en Martin Junginger.

Trust in science
At the beginning of 1999, Klaas van Egmond is still director of the National Institute for Public Health and the Environment
(RIVM) and Trouw publishes an interview in which an employee accuses the institute of 'lies and deceit' and accuses the
service of generating unfounded reports aimed at keeping politics satisfied. According to the employee, it is an attitude most
environmental institutions are guilty of by conducting joint studies and agreeing jointly which models and parameters are
used and by protecting themselves by silencing critics. Van Egmond confirmed this by responding that it was politics who
wanted RIVM to include economic and sociological factors in its models. The outcomes of those models become uncertain
because of that; you cannot blame RIVM for that, he claimed. If politicians want it that way, then they can get those
uncertainties. Professor Pier Vellinga stated that it was a bit more complicated than that. According to him, almost all
knowledge in the Netherlands would be concentrated in national institutions that report directly to The Hague without
consulting counter-expertise. The disadvantage is that it is very difficult for outsiders to participate in the discussion. The
decision-making is consistent internally, but people are often deaf to other sounds. These institutions exhibit a certain
slowness in their response to a changing world. As a result, if that internal flow is wrong, or if there are uncertainties, politics
are on the wrong track.
Jacqueline Cramer was a minister at the beginning of 2010 when it became known that the Netherlands Environmental
Assessment Agency (PBL) had made a sloppy mistake in the IPCC's climate report and she said she would "no longer accept
any mistakes". Turkenburg responded that he did not understand Cramers' zero error requirement and said: Before she
became a minister, she was a scientist here at the Copernicus Institute of which I am now the director. She must know that
mistakes are common in science.
The Copernicus Institute of the University of Utrecht was sharply criticized in 2015 after the Royal Netherlands Academy of
Sciences (KNAW) questions the principles of the Institute in the vision document "Biofuel and wood as energy sources effect on greenhouse emissions". Since 2017 the KNAW has been warning that the burning of woody biomass for energy
purposes does not contribute to solving climate problems and would actually aggravate them. The authors of the vision
document relied on scientific publications from 'the most renowned, independent experts at home and abroad'. Turkenburg
and Faaij, who consider themselves to be the founders of the Copernicus Institute's assumptions on the usefulness of
burning woody biomass, could not or did not wish to provide substantive arguments for arriving at a different opinion.

Image 2: Talkshow Warehouse de Zwijger in Amsterdam – Biomass: from promise to culprit

On September 12, 2018, Klaas van Egmond raised the alarm and said that the large companies had too much power and
that they misused it with a disastrous effect on the major issue of our time, the climate problem. The promises of the large
companies would be systematically violated and those involved who would like to tackle the problems (such as at the time
with the palm oil plantations) were called back by the shareholders who wanted to keep making profits. Van Egmond
accused the companies of deliberately trying to delay the much needed changes.
Quote from 2018 by Klaas van Egmond: The whole of The Hague is talking about the Paris climate targets, but this way we
will never achieve them – the aim is about CO2 emissions being halved in eleven years. Of course, muddling along can be the
choice in a parliamentary democracy. This is a choice they can make, but then at least be honest about it and stop moaning
about the future and the lives of our grandchildren. (...) Civilizations do not perish because they do not see the problem
coming, but because the older invested generation refrains the younger from adapting on time.
On November 19, 2019, the members of the National Federation Against Biomass Centers (www-the-fab.org) were invited
to the talk show "Warehouse de Zwijger - Biomass: from promise to culprit". On the podium, Mr van Egmond stood opposed
to a colleague from the University of Utrecht who argued for the burning of woody biomass. The thrust of his story was clear
(click on image 2 above to watch the YouTube video): Burning biomass is not a good idea for the climate, biodiversity and
fertility of the soil and it is naive to think that politics will make laws to force companies to use biomass in a sustainable way.
You especially don't have to expect anything from the companies themselves. The use of woody biomass not only stops the
energy transition, it makes the problem worse and it is disastrous for our future.
One thing we question about Mr. van Egmond's story is the time when he finally chooses to express his opinion so clearly
and publicly. We have analyzed thousands of documents and news items and have come across Mr van Egmond very often,
but never in the context in which he expresses his views on woody biomass so clearly. Mr. van Egmond said he was worried
about the climate and the future. We regret that in the last ten years he has not publicly expressed his views to oppose
those of Mr Turkenburg, Faaij and Junginger.

Image 3: Carbon Capture and Storage Installation

The scientists
Wim Turkenburg is not only a professor at Utrecht University and the former director of the Copernicus Institute. He is also
the owner of a consultancy firm and a member of a number of advisory committees, all in the field of bioenergy and
biomaterials. He also regularly communicates about energy issues in public media. Turkenburg, his consultancy firm and his
colleagues are allied directly to a number of organizations in the paid pro-biomass lobby. In 2015, the KNAW have already
pointed towards the lobby and conflicts of interest between the members of the Copernicus Institute and the energy
companies.
Quotation from 2016 by Wim Turkenburg: The first framework to arrive at sustainability criteria for the development and
application of biofuels was developed by 'the club in Utrecht' [Copernicus Institute] under the leadership of colleague André
Faaij, grafted on a paper by me 1996 (...) They formed the foundation of the later so-called 'Cramer criteria' for sustainable
biomass.
In addition to lobbying for the large-scale burning of woody biomass for energy generation (preferably by sponsor RWE
Essent), Turkenburg also has a passion in the same category. He and Faaij are strong proponents of the Carbon Capture &
Storage (CCS) principle. Turkenburg has been involved in the development of the first tests with CCS since the early 90s and
in September 1996 he received the Greenman Award for his contribution to research. In 1997 he was involved in the
extensive CO2 Capture, Transport and Storage (CATO) project with a budget of 25 million euros and a duration of 5 years.
Since then, Turkenburg and Faaij have been lobbying hard to get their ideas on the market. As a result, they are responsible,
among other things, for the construction of the three newest coal-fired power stations approved by their colleague and then
Minister Jacqueline Cramer (even in 2019 there is plenty of lobbying throughout the institute).
Quote from 2017 by Jacqueline Cramer: They will be the cleanest power plants in the world with the possibility of storing
CO2 and co-firing biomass. (…) By that time, emission allowances will be so high that the power stations will do everything
they can to reduce CO2 emissions for economic reasons.
However, the costs for CCS turned out to be so high that the development and application of CCS did not prove to be a
feasible solution. However, closing the plants was not an option, despite the additional CO2 emissions that are the result.

Image 4 4: RWE (Essent) coal/biomass power plant in Eemshaven

André Faaij is a professor at the University of Groningen and previously worked for the Copernicus Institute (Utrecht
University) and is now scientific director at ECN (part of TNO). At the beginning of 2015, he stated in a Trouw article that he
found the KNAW's critical publication about co-firing biomass in power plants of "kindergarten level". The KNAW indicated
that Faaij is part of a small group of self-proclaimed experts who have all kinds of ties with stakeholders, making it difficult
for science to speak. The KNAW has no financial interests and is independent. Faaij is often associated with the organizations
involved in the paid pro-biomass lobby and until three years ago he regularly sought publicity with his vision and lobby. In
2019 he operates more in the background and leaves the discussion to Martin Junginger.
Quote from 2008 by Andre Faaij (member of the Cramer Commission): The Netherlands have a leading position in this field,
partly because it has taken the initiative for the Cramer framework with sustainability requirements for biomass. The
committee was chaired by a colleague at the Copernicus Institute, Jacqueline Cramer, now Minister of VROM, and was very
pleasant to work with. Our group has certainly laid the foundation for the work. Before the committee was even set up, we
looked at what criteria had to be developed, where they could be linked to existing conventions or certification, and how a
route towards concrete indicators and implementation could be set up. We are now conducting exciting research for FAO in
this area, and we advise parties such as UNCTAD (UN Trade Commission), UNEP, OECD and IEA. Another highlight in this
area, since 2004, is our leadership (with Essent) of a work group of the International Energy Agency in the field of sustainable
international trade in biomass.
When the government announced in 2001 that, with natural gas revenues, it wanted to give a substantial injection to
strengthening the knowledge infrastructure in the Netherlands, Turkenburg saw opportunities for NW&S, UCE and the
Copernicus Institute that had just been set up. This is how the idea arises of setting up a large national clean fossil program.
In addition to UCE, no fewer than nineteen organizations participate in the program: energy companies (Shell, Gasterra,
EBN, NAM), universities (three departments of Utrecht University, Leiden University, University of Twente, TU Delft),
research institutions (KEMA, ECN, two departments) from TNO), consultancy firms (Ecofys, Geochemie Research BV) and
environmental organizations (Stichting Natuur en Milieu, Greenpeace, Wereld Natuurfonds). The clean fossil program forms
the basis for further cooperation in the pro-biomass lobby of the Copernicus Institute and has been active to date.

Image 5: BURNED: Are Trees the New Coal? A documentary about the national and international biomass controverse

In 2002, the Copernicus Institute started the FAIR Biotrade project of Essent (RWE) to convert the Essent Green Gold Label
(GGL) into a certification system (SBP) for the worldwide trade in biomass. Essent (RWE) has been burning woody biomass
at the Cuijk power plant since 1999, expanded it extensively to the Amer power plant in 2001 and has been making woody
biomass a global trading product at a rapid pace.
Faaij wrote multiple research papers or the Essent GGL project in January 2003 and in January and March 2004. These were
followed up at the beginning of 2005 by another study and later that year by a more extensive study in collaboration
between the Copernicus Institute, Wageningen University, ECN, Kema and Alterra. In 2006, this resulted in the Cramer
criteria for large-scale global biomass production and trade.
Cramer lobbied the criteria into The Hague government chambers so Essent (RWE) could start a global production and trade
in biomass. This was received with protest. Several members of the House of Representatives rejected the proposed
directive as being without obligation and demanded stricter guarantees and conditions for the future subsidies that Cramer
intended to provide for the production of biomass. They insisted on more control and sanctions to guarantee sustainability.
Cramer ignored all criticism. According to her, the business community would be wary of using 'wrong' biomass and of being
publicly disgraced. In her view, this would be enough motivation for companies to cooperate with sustainable criteria. She
also spoke of a first step. Together with the producers, Cramer wanted to ensure that the criteria were "practically feasible".
After that we can do check ups, she said. However, she did not state that she was in a conflict of interest because her own
research institute had determined the criteria that resulted from a close and paid collaboration with RWE Essent.
Within argumentation theory and Critical Thinking there is an agreement that an argument based on an unjustified authority
by definition has no value. We call it a fallacy: an argument that may sound nice but cannot be included in a serious
discussion because it is false or invalid. With an argumentation it is important to assess whether there is a valid and valuable
source. The source must be an authority. A prerequisite for a valid appeal to authority is that the authority is objective. For
that reason, referring to your own authority is generally not entitled and financial interest also has a negative effect on
objectivity. In the foregoing it is shown that both cases are involved.

Image 6: forest logged for RWE Essent wood chip factory in Georgia (United States) for the production of woonchips for biomass burning

Martin Junginger is one of the top five scientists involved in the paid pro-biomass lobby in the Netherlands. He is in Wim
Turkenburg's "club in Utrecht" and is an old student and disciple of Professor André Faaij. Junginger was a member of the
advisory board of the controversial Sustainable Biomass Program (SBP) and advises the government on biomass issues,
among other things as a member of the Corbey Commission1. Between 2013-2018 he was the leader of the pro-biomass
lobby organization IEA Bioenergy Task 40 (www.bioenergytrade.org). His work includes mapping the international trade in
biomass and biofuels (with a special focus on wood pellets) and identifying limitations and opportunities for the trade in
bioenergy. He led a large number of EU-funded pro-biomass lobby projects, such as Biotrade2020 +, BioS Sustain and the
TKI-BBE funded BioLogikN project. Previous projects funded by the EU included Pellets @ las, EUBIONETIII, Re-shaping,
DiaCore and SolidStandards. He is also a member of the Good Fuels sustainability advisory board. This is a Dutch company
that develops liquid biofuels for heavy transport and shipment.
Quote from 2017 from Junginger: I would also like to mention my academic mentors. Wim [Turkenburg -red], my promotion
with you has been a while ago, but I have gained a lot of academic skills with you. I am happy to be able to succeed you as a
professor in the Energy & Resources group. André [Faaij] - one thing is certain: I would not have been here today without
you. It all started eighteen years ago with a graduation study into the availability of agricultural and forestry residues in
Thailand, and since then I have been a fan of bio-based.
At the end of 2016, Junginger explained to anyone who wanted to hear that bioenergy could achieve a significant CO2
emission reduction of 80-90% compared to the combustion of natural gas and coal. Thanks to his advice, several
municipalities in the Netherlands have issued permits for biomass power stations despite objections from local residents. In
April 2019, however, Junginger admitted that more CO2 is released when burning wood than when burning coal. Last month
(October 2019) he again stated that burning wood brings more CO2 into the atmosphere than coal, but continued his
changed position with the question: "but is it relevant?" Junginger claims that branches and top wood will decay within 5 to
20 years if they are not burned as biomass and that the same amount of CO2 is released.

1

The Corbey Commission, lead by Dorrette Corbey, advised the government about the sustainability of biomass burning.

Image 7: In 2017 Birdlife Europe and Central Asia published this documentary: bio-energy: the ugly truth

However, according to EASAC scientists, Junginger does not take into account the fact that when biomass is harvested,
transported and burned, much more CO2 is released and it happens a lot faster because of harvesting, transporting,
processing and burning than when we let the forest decompose naturally. He also leaves out that there is less forest left to
absorb CO2. Moreover, recent studies have shown that a great deal of CO2 is stored in the upper soil layer in forests and
that forest management through the mechanical harvesting of branch and top timber with heavy machinery causes
permanent damage to that top layer, which leads to less CO2 absorption and storage. Managed forests consist largely of
forest with little variation. Managed forest for woody biomass consists mainly of a single tree species. Research from August
2019 shows that forests with much variation absorb much more CO2 than forests with less variation. The research results
from a report from the beginning of November 2019 show that up to 626 percent less CO2 uptake takes place in managed
forests.
From his reaction in an interview this April, we conclude that Junginger seems to assume that we have 500 years instead of
a maximum of 11 years to drastically reduce the CO2 content in the air. According to the IPCC, we will achieve the dreaded
1.5 degree global warming within 10 to a maximum of 30 years. Junginger indicates in an interview on 7 October 2019 this
year that there is no consensus in science about this period, but acknowledges that he himself does not know what it would
be. Nevertheless, he is directly involved in and therefore partly responsible for the decision not to record and count the CO2
emissions and carbon debt caused by the harvesting, transport, processing and burning of woody biomass. In the extensive
interview of April 2019, Junginger also very easily ignores the disappearance of biodiversity and continues to systematically
maintain in the media that the woody biomass that we burn in the Netherlands for the purpose of generating energy comes
from sustainably managed forests. During an inaugural lecture on 8 September 2017 for his colleagues from the University
of Utrecht, he said that the FSC requirements were so strict that it could be difficult to find enough wood that meets all
these criteria.

Image 8: If Turkenburg, Faaij and Junginger and their family would be living near a biomass power plant the world would be a different place.

Quote from 2017 from Martin Junginger: We are currently sourcing a lot of wood to replace coal from pine tree plantations
in the southeastern US. However, these plantations are not or hardly FSC certified because the local paper industry does not
value this. This can of course change, but it takes a lot of time. Moreover, bioenergy is ultimately not the main market for
this wood. That is why the motivation for landowners to certify their forest will remain limited.
He is therefore aware that we in the Netherlands use biomass that does not come from sustainably managed forests. He
then indicated in the same interview that he has no knowledge of the extra particulate matter emissions that are released
with the burning of woody biomass, because of which we die on average nine months earlier in the Netherlands. He simply
refers to the RIVM for this matter.
Junginger publishes reports for various energy companies through the Copernicus Institute such as, ENGIE (GDF SUEZ /
Electrabel), RWE (Essent). On various documents and reports from Junginger, the logos of the companies involved have
been placed next to the logo of Utrecht University and above a number of reports that the financial contribution from Essent
or the subsidy scheme for Energy and Innovation Biobased Economy has made the project possible. (See image 11 & 12)
At the end of 2018, the scientific pro-biomass lobby club of Junginger again wrote an extensive lobby article in the NRC in
response to the growing protest sounds from Dutch and international scientists. The article has also been submitted on
behalf of André Faaij, Johan Sanders, Patricia Osseweg and Gert-Jan Nabuurs.
In November 2019, Junginger again sought publicity with his usual pro-biomass lobbying story after hundreds of researchers
had sounded the alarm for the umpteenth time in the last ten years and with new research results demonstrated that
burning woody biomass for energy purposes was worse for the health, nature, the climate and therefore our future, than
the burning of gas and coal. After Junginger has continuously tried to convince the world over the past twenty years that
burning woody biomass is a brilliant idea for generating energy, he states in this last article that generating electricity by
burning wood is not a good application for the use of woody biomass and it would surprise him if one more subsidy goes to
it after 2024.

Image 9: Protest by Greenpeace at an RWE Essent power plant

Junginger then tries to justify the burning of woody biomass by indicating that the extra nitrogen and particulate matter
emissions aren’t that bad. The reporter points out the latest research results and indicates that the large coal-fired power
stations in the Netherlands emit several million kilos of nitrogen (nitrogen oxides and ammonia) and other particulate matter
each year. The emissions from the hundreds of specialized biomass power plants and installations that are still planned will
supplement that. Moreover, the smaller power stations have far less strict emission standards, the reporter rightly states.
Junginger can only admit that the RIVM has indeed rightly pointed to the possible risks to public health with regard to more
than 600 planned (smaller) biomass plants in the Netherlands.
Junginger continues his story by indicating that the emissions caused by the transport of biomass with ships from America
are better than expected and compares the transport of biomass with a ship over a distance of 10,000 km (America) with a
200 kilometers truck ride. As soon as the journalist questions Junginger's remark and contrasts it with the findings of the
EASAC scientific community, who thought it was a perverse policy, Junginger changes his story and replies that it would
indeed be better if America were to use the biomass instead of exporting it. He concludes his reaction with an unrelated
comment that logging also creates jobs in poor areas in southern North America.
In the Netherlands, the provinces used to apply the requirement that woody biomass must come within a radius of 100
kilometers from the biomass plant in order to still meet the sustainability requirements. Junginger finds that twice that
distance is fine as well and has tried to influence politicians to try to revoke these sustainability requirements for biomass.
Junginger continues his pro-biomass lobbying attempt by indicating that it would all be okay with the quantities of biomass
that we import every year and that we still have enough crooked trees and branches available for that 20-30 percent yearly
in demand. Straight trees are not cut down for biomass production because that would be a shame; they can cut boards
much better, according to Junginger, because that means more money. A good number of research reports from the past
ten years, however, draw the conclusion that entire trees are indeed felled and processed into woody biomass. In addition
to these large number of reports from reputable organizations and agencies, several videos and documentaries have also
been made in which it is clearly demonstrated that whole trees are indeed used for biomass production.

Image 10: Martin Junginger and Peter Paul Schouwenberg zijn de twee task leaders van IEA Bioenergy Task 40

Junginger (and Faaij) and Peter-Paul Schouwenberg (RWE - Essent) have been working together for more than ten years
to realize their vision of a global biomass trading empire. Junginger and Schouwenberg are members of several probiomass lobby organizations (Biotrade2020 +, BioS Sustain, TKI-BBE, BioLogikN, Pellets @ las, EUBIONETIII, Re-shaping,
DiaCore and SolidStandards, etc.) and are among others the task leaders of the IEA Bioenergy Task 40 team that is
responsible for setting up the worldwide production and trade of biomass.
Peter-Paul Schouwenberg (Manager Biobased Economy of RWE Essent) is, together with a number of other RWE Essent
directors, the driving force from the energy industry that has ensured that the use of woody biomass for generating
energy worldwide on a gigantic scale set up and accepted. He has been working for the Provincial North Brabant Electricity
Company (PNEM) and the Electricity Production Company South Netherlands (EPZ) since 1986, which after a merger
became Essent.
In 1999, RWE Essent opened the first biomass plant in Cuijk. RWE (Essent) has fully committed to the pro-biomass lobby
and has been very successful. Since 2001 they have been burning woody biomass in the Amer power plant. In 2011, RWE
Essent had a gigantic wood pellet factory built in Georgia (Southeastern USA), to massively destroy the forests there. Also
in the Groningen Eemshaven they have recently switched to the burning of biomass. For this they receive substantial
subsidies at the expense of our health, nature, the environment and our future.

Image 11: The authors’ names are stated at the top of one of many reports from the Utrecht University and RWE Essent, that are used for lobbying
biomass burning

RWE (Essent) spends one million euros per year on lobbying activities in the European Union and has 5 full-time lobbyists
at work. This amount is not included in the costs that they make in the Netherlands for the pro-biomass lobby. The Dutch
directors of RWE, who are among the most active pro-biomass lobbyists in the Netherlands, sit in various pro-biomass
lobby committees and initiatives and finance pro-biomass reports written by Martin Junginger (click on this link to view a
zip file with multiple download these reports).
In 2002, Schouwenberg became the head of purchasing biomass and presented the Essent Green Gold Label certification
for biomass that was set up in collaboration with Peterson Bulk Logistics and Control Union Certifications. Based on the
fact that the import of biomass for electricity production was announced by a factor of seven between 2003 and 2005, and
in 2007 around 80% of all biomass was imported, according to Essent and the Copernicus Institute. Essent was the largest
biomass user in the Netherlands in 2004 and reported that around 30% of the biomass came from North America, 25%
from Western Europe and 20% from Asia, the rest from Africa, Eastern Europe, Russia and South America. In 2002, Essent
already had the plan to transfer it to the Sustainable Biomass Partnership / Platform (SBP) in preparation for their
worldwide network for the trade in biomass. A remarkable fact concerns the involvement of minister Jacqueline Cramer.
In 2002, as director of her own sustainability institute (USI) in collaboration with the Copernicus Institute, she accepted the
assignment from RWE Essent to transform RWE Essent's Green Gold Label into an Essent / RWE independent label (SBP)
and to investigate whether it could be affiliated with the Initiative Wood Pellet Buyers (IWPB).
The construction for awarding the sustainability certificates is even more remarkable. Certiq is responsible for the granting
of biomass certification for the energy companies and is a subsidiary of network manager Tennet. Certiq's board only
includes directors of energy companies, including Mr Schoutenberg from RWE Essent. Every element in the biomass chain,
from certification, harvesting, production, trade, transport to incineration and obtaining subsidies, is imbued with conflicts
of interest. And this is legal.

Image 12: Image from a presentation of the wood pellet organization. The presentation contains extensive information on how to deal with the NGOs
that are against biomass

Schouwenberg is not only responsible for the realization of the RWE Essent biomass program, but has also ensured that
the major national and a number of international energy companies joined his initiative for a global trade in biomass. To
realize that plan, he became director of biomass trading at Duferco in 2008 (revenues of 10 billion euros per year) and a
year later the biomass manager of Nidera, where his plans with RWE Essent for a global bioenergy market caused a
substantial expansion (in 2012 the company made a profit of 72 million euros with 17 billion euros generated in sales).
Schouwenberg is a board member of the Rotterdam Biomass Commodities Network (RBCN). The RBCN was founded in
early 2010 by Ronald Zwart (also a director of RWE Essent) together with, among others, a director of Eneco. The RBCN
was funded by the government through the Rotterdam Climate Initiative (RCI) and kicked off by Ruud Lubbers. In March
2010, RWE Essent organized the first Biomass Trade and Power Conference where they presented their plans for a global
economy in biomass. A month later, Schouwenberg presented the business case in which they also mentioned
participating parties such as Drax, EON-UK (Uniper), Essent (RWE), and Electrabel (GDF SUEZ / ENGIE). Halfway through
2010, RWE / Essent presented their Business arrangement proposal for the global trade in biomass.
The same year a workgroup was launched called "Initiative for Wood Pellets Buyers" (IWPB). The IWPB was initiated by 6
companies (including Electrabel, Dong, Nuon, RWE / Essent / npower, Vattenfall, E.ON), all major buyers of wood pellets
with the aim of importing wood pellets from abroad to burn them to generate electricity. The IWPB was later
institutionalized as the Sustainable Biomass Partnership / Program (SBP).

Figure 13: Greenpeace protest against the Essent power stations (2011/2012)

RWE / Essent top officials have lobbied heavily in the following years and ultimately ensured that their plans were
incorporated into the Energy Agreement. This was possible thanks to the support of Minister Cramer and the reports from
the Copernicus Institute.
At the end of 2012, Dogwood Alliance published an extensive report that showed that the RWE Essent uses whole trees to
annually produce the 750,000 tonnes of wood pellets at the wood pellet factory in Georgia (America), intended for the
biomass plants in Europe. According to the 2013 SOMO report, the Netherlands has subsequently become one of the
world's largest consumers of solid biomass for electricity and the center for the import of biomass for supplying the rest of
North-West Europe. The report shows that the vast majority - approximately 80% - of the biomass used for electricity
production is imported into the Netherlands. The most important suppliers of biomass to the Netherlands in 2011 were
the US (21%), Canada (18%), Russia and the Baltic States (11%), Southern Europe (10%), Western Europe (excluding the
Netherlands - 5%) ), Oceania (2%), South Africa (1%) and other countries (11%, including small shipments from Brazil and
Ghana). The largest consumers of solid biomass for electricity production in the Netherlands are the electricity companies
RWE / Essent (727,073 tons per year), GDF Suez (452,168 t / y), Eneco (319,000 t / y), E.ON (200,000 t / y), EPZ (191,000 t /
y) and Vattenfall / Nuon (56,664 t / y).
Mid-2017, NRDC and Dogwood Alliance published an even more extensive study in which they voiced a damning judgment
about the Sustainable Biomass Program (SBP) certification program of RWE Essent. The study also cited a recent report from
the European Commission that validated NGOs' concerns and concluded that current EU imports of wood pellets from the
Southeastern United States came from whole trees and other large-sized wood .
The report found that current E.U. imports from the southeast are dominated by wood pellets based on wood pulp (about
60 to 75 percent, mostly softwood) but also hardwood wood pulp. The European Commission's report also concluded that
most of the wood that was checked did not meet the criteria to ensure a reduction in CO2 emissions. The same report
confirmed that the increasing timber harvest causes direct and immediate losses of carbon stocks compared to the baseline
and that additional harvests for wood pellets would degrade carbon stocks in the short term and that the long-term effects
were uncertain.

Figure 14: The board of the Sustainable Biomass Program (SBP) certification program mainly consists of financial stakeholders

Junginger was a member of the Advisory Board and is now a member of the Standards Committee of the controversial
Sustainable Biomass Program (SBP). The SBP certification is intended to guarantee that the supply of biomass along the
entire chain is processed in a sustainable manner, but was set up by RWE / Essent at the time. It is also a voluntary certificate
and the vast majority of the SBP board has a financial interest in the production and / or burning of woody biomass including
Schouwenberg from RWE Netherlands (see Figure 14). According to the SBP LobbyFacts2, the SBP program used by the Dutch
government to assure politicians and citizens that biomass is sustainable has not even spent ten thousand euros per year to
bring this program to the attention of the European Union. The LobbyFacts database indicates that more than 120
organizations are involved in the paid pro-biomass lobby at European institutions with a total amount between 33 and 39
million euros per year. The lobbying costs that the relevant organizations spend in the Netherlands are added to this. The
difference between €39 million to lobby the production and burning of woody biomass and only €10,000 to promote
sustainability certification is enormous in our opinion. More than half of the SBP's budget is spent on the salaries of directors
and the advisory group. We have not been able to determine which part of this is paid to Martin Junginger or the Copernicus
Institute.
In 2011, Greenpeace published a report on the destructive effect of the production of wood pellets for RWE Essent.
Dogwood Alliance wrote a report at the end of 2012 that shows that RWE Essent uses non-certified biomass from whole
trees from South-East America for the production of its wood pellets. Biofuelwatch has also written an extensive and
destructive report on RWE Essent. Junginger indicated in his inaugural speech on 8 September 2017 that biomass from the
southeastern US is still not, or hardly, certified. We find it ethically irresponsible and reprehensible that a scientist affiliated
with the Copernicus Institute, which presents itself as an independent institute for sustainable development, engages in
large-scale paid greenwashing for an organization such as RWE Essent that is demonstrably guilty of causing damage to our
health, nature, the environment and therefore our future.
To make matters worse, the same scientists of the Copernicus Institute (Utrecht University) also produced the reports in
2007 that claimed the co-firing of palm oil for electricity production purposes by RWE/Essent & GDF SUEZ/Electrabel could
in fact be done in a sustainable matter after the Dutch government tried to end the SDE subsidies due to the deforestation
issues the production of palm oil caused in Indonesia. This resulted in massive deforestation with disastrous consequences.
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LobbyFacts is a project by the Corporate Europe Observatory and LobbyControl and collects information from official sources, among
which the EU-transparency register.

Figure 15: Animation video explaining why the burning of woody biomass is not CO2 neutral

Conclusion
For decades there has been a conflict of interest in the science that is being practiced around the subject of energy. We have
shown that financial incentives make it difficult for scientists to produce objective research results and that they are
influenced by companies and politicians in their research methods. We also show that scientists hold additional positions
for their own companies or alliances with stakeholders, which seriously jeopardize the objectivity of their research. In
addition, we have shown that scientists go into politics and give priority to the interests of their own enterprise or the
interests of the companies with which they collaborate in policy making. Finally, we demonstrate that the sustainability
programs that are responsible for guaranteeing the sustainability of the entire chain of biomass combustion consistently
consist of prominent people from the energy sector and the biomass sector.
Every element in the biomass chain, from certification, harvesting, production, trade, transport to incineration and obtaining
subsidies, is imbued with conflicts of interest. It is a shock to us that this is legal. We believe it is ethically irresponsible and
reprehensible that scientists affiliated with the Copernicus Institute, which presents itself as an independent institute for
sustainable development, engage in large-scale paid greenwashing for organizations such as RWE Essent who are
demonstrably guilty of causing damage to our health, nature, the environment and therefore our future.
This article about Martin Junginger is part of an extensive study into the paid pro-biomass lobbying activities of scientists
(part 3) in the Netherlands. The complete research consists of the following 6 parts that are published on the following
website: https://www.biomassmurder.org/research/lobby-facts

Part 1: Energy Companies

Part 4: Consultants en lobbyisten

Part 2: Politics and officials
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