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Introduction:

The impetus for this difficult study was my desire to know the truth and to impart it to you so that
together we can shape a better world.

Its usefulnesss in presening definitive evidence that European nations, under the guidance of
their spiritual andeculadeadersbegan to (1jestricthuman life on the continent proactively as
early as the 19century to prevent resource scarcityd build prosperitpy staying ahead of the
population growth curve, (2) managed to control population growthesgicting births and
increasingdeaths to help the continent climb out of the poverty trap caused by populations
increasing  geometricallgxponentially while  food  production increade only
arithmeticallylinearly, and (3)since the formation of the LeagueMétions in 1920 by the Paris
Peace Conference that ended the First World War, and with renewed vigor after the formation of
the United Nations 1945at the end othe Second World War, have coordinated their population
controleffortsand civilizedthemby no longer ending lives en masse but by preventing conception
to limit births andshorteningongevity to hasten death

Since then, babies are no longer kilkedte born, instead their conception is prevented by chemical
means and if that fails their fetuses are aborted long before birth. Infanticide has been supplanted
by involuntary sterilization accomplished by a subtle and covert chemical war on ferglity th
subverts the human reproductive system. Conversely, adults are no longer forced to kill each other
in war in the flower of their youth, their lives are instead shortened in old age. Mass homicide has
been succeeded by involuntary euthanasia accoreglifly a subtle and covedhemical,
pharmacological and biologicalar on longevity that subverts the human immune system.

The proactive period of population control that started as a coordinated European effort in 1920,
soon evolved into a global prognainder the auspices of the United Natisimce 194%0 stabilize
population growth worldwid andprevent war anghareprosperity, and as of 2000 has matured
into a technocratic effort to achieve a sustainable civilization by depopulagjpivenation,
deconsumption and decarbonizattonbring our civilization in harmony with nature and ensure

the longterm survival of our species.

Consequently, th&eU as a whole and its constituent member states are in the process of
depopulating rejuvenating,deconsming and decarbonizindour different yet interconnected
programs that underpin the sustainability effort. Herein | present measurable evidence of their
progress and of the means by which progress is being accomplished.

The pursuit ofdepopulationrejuvenation,deconsumption and decarbonizatitmrough secret,
involuntary andcoercive methodss the cancer at the center of aivilization that is infecting
everythingand threatening the collapse of social order. Only by bringing these necesgaaynsro
out into the open and within the rule of law canageancecivilization.
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Why do governmentsiepopulate, rejuvenate, deconsume and decarbdhize

This isa complexof interrelated and multifacetqaroblems that shall henceforth call by the
acronymDRDD-complexand an action | shall hereafter refetbiothe verbdered® To derede
therefor e, means to solve the &6édepopui atitoond
problems, thus to solve the DRBd@mplex.

Depopulation:

This is about population size. Europe is grossly overpopulated and unless it reduces its population
to a size that matches the continentds resour
their survival on vital natural resources that come frelsewhere. As the global population
increases there are increasingly more contenders for these vital natural resources and unless every
country and region stabilizes its population it will inevitably come to war. A stable and tenable
population is the fst and foremost precondition for sustainability.

As it is, the current population of the EU of nearly 447 million is 45% higher than the continent
can supporta situation that is environmentally unsustainatsid prevents further civilizational
progres, as that entails a higher per capita consumptidhe EU, therefore, has 203 million
peoplemore than it should if it is to reach sustainable population numbeMoreover, the
population is poorly distributed across the continent with some couthaieisave far more people

than they should, others that have just the right number of people, and others yet that could still
grow. To spread the population across the continent more uniformly will require an unprecedented
level of solidarity, but will mke the goal of reducing the population much easier to attain.

Rejuvenation

This is about population structure. Eurapeangerously uralancedand unless it rebalances the
structure of its popul ation, t hat is to say
survival will continue to depend on immigrants framtside the continergnd on the ability of

EU nations to absorb and intege them. As the oldge dependency ratio continues to increase
from year to year the working age population will no longer be able to provide sufficient tax
revenues fogovernments to cover the burgeoning costs of pensions and medical care for the
eldetty. A structurally stable population, in which the old constitute no more than a fifth of the
working age population, is the second pillar of sustainability.

As it is, the current population of the Hlds an olehge dependency ratio of 32.3%, which means

that for every pensioner there are oBlY9 working adults, a situation that is already fiscally
unsustainable. Unless addressed, this ratio will swell to 55.4% by 2980 only 1.8 working
adultswill have to support a pensionamd governments will collapse economically one by one

long before then The EU, therefore, must reduceatd-age dependency ratio by 12.3% to reach

a sustainable population structurigloreover, the oleage burden is gater in some regions and
countries than in others, which places unequal fiscal and manpower pressures on local and national
governmentsequiring an unprecedented level of solidarity within and between nations
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Deconsumption

This is about energy rearces. Europe is hopelessly dependent on fossil fuels to run its economy
and unless it finds alternative energy sources that are renewable it will continue to depend on oll
and gas that come from elsewhere and that the world is quickly running odh @nergy grid

that runs on sustainable energy sources is the third pillar of sustainability since it alone can provide
energy security and energy is the lifeblood of our civilization. To make the transition to renewable
energy sources easier and fasteprocess that is technically and financially extremely difficult,
consumption needs to be stabilized and the existing energy used effittentgkeresources
stretch and last longandthus sustain more people for a longer period of time. This buyses

to switch to renewables and gives the developing world time to catch ufhevidleveloped world

and harmonize consumption worldwidd-urthermore, itis easier to change the wheels of a
stationary train than a moving one.

Asitis,Eur o p e 0 per capita energy tconsumption is 44% higher than the glokehge,

104% lower than that of the USAnd nearly at par with that of JapaAs such, it need only
stabilize its consumption at the current ley@lrthermore, the EU is energy dependenhéottine

of 57.5% and must become 100% energy independent long lodfared gasbecome do scarce

to fuel the global economgr too difficult to extract to be feasible. Proven reserves indicate the
world will run out of oil in 50 years, of gas in 53 years, and of coal in 114 years. The transition to
renewables must be complete long before these expiry dates. Since ensugypt@mm is grossly
uneven within the EU, the transition to renewables must also go hand in hand with the equalization
of energy use but mindful of various climatic conditiofiis too requires an unprecedented level

of solidarity betweell EU6 s m&ateb. e r

Decarbonization

This isprimarily aboutlong-termenergy securitand only secondarily about a clean environment
Fossil fuels are finite resources that will come to an end within this ceamdrgnust therefore be
replaced by energy sources are that are infinitely available because get@mateshem
continuously. Solar, wind, hydro, geothermal and biofuels are the renewable energy sources our
planet constantly renews. Europe, and indeed the world, must rebuild its economy around
renewable energy sources before we run out of fossil urelebre they become too hard to
access. A nowgarbon based energy grid is therefore imperative for thetkenng survival of our
civilization and by extension of our species. The carbon pollution argumwaith has no
scientific basisis used merelas aninstrument of diplomacyo hasten the switch to renewables
otherwise entrenched interests and established ways of producing energy will make it impossible
to accomplish the transition to renewables on time. A timely transition to renewables is therefore
the fourth pillar of sustainability.

As it is, Europe depends on fossil fuels to the tune of 72.1% and on nuclear energy to the tune of
11.27%. While nuclear is a nararbon based energy source it is neither renewable nor safe. In
fact it is the most dagerous form of energy that we have ever conceived and must be abandoned
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alongside fossil fuels not because we are running out quickly of uranium and plutonium but
because nuclear waste poses a clear and present danger to all life on earth and weelvagsha

to dispose of it safely and permanentlyince some countries in Europe are more dependent on
fossil fuels and nuclear energy than others, their elimination also requires an unprecedented level
of solidarity between EU member states.

How do governmentsderede (i.edepopulate, rejuvenate, deconsume and decarbgfize

Depopulate

The births and deaths graph of every EU country show us how an invisible hand has drawn their
trajectories together from their divergent paths to first converge and then switch sides. This
countenatural process is the handiwork of governments who hdxeged fertility and longevity

for decades in order to initially slow down population growth but most recently to reduce the
popul ation to a | evel that can be supported b

Since 1900, Europe has reduced births fingitgh psychosocial methods)lowed by abortion,

then chemical poisoning, and most recently through biologtatilization. The primary
psychosocial methods uskdve been and in most cases continue to be: childbearing allowed only

for married couplesgelayed marriage, extended compulsory education, delayed entry into the
workforce, and suppressed wages. They ensure that young people are forced to repro@uce as la

as possible and in Europeds case the mean age
gradually increased and now stands at 29.4 ye@our¢e In 1900, the mean age weisca 20

years thereforenearly teryearshave been cut out from the reproductive lives of warttembest

ten yearspy psychosocial methods. This reduced the total fertility rate &loout 6to about 4

children per woman.

Covert chemical methods of population control came in effect in 18 Fyance and by 1910
throughout Western Europe in the form of absinthe. They were greatly expanded after WW2 when
water fluoridation was introduced, followed by salt and milk fluoridation. Depending on the scale

and scope of water fluoridation, the tofaitility rate was reduced from 4 to 1.5 children per

woman thus to below replacement level fertility which is only possible through chemical
poisoning Starting in the 1970s, when water fluoridation was outlawed in most Western European
countries, gowements started sterilizing the populace with endocrine disruptors inserted in food

and beveragesBy 1990t her e were more than 300 such steri
system. Their number has been reduced to just over 208 it of writirg. They depressed

the total fertility rate adesired by governments levels as lovas 1.2 children per woman.

The communist governments of the Eastern Bloc, unlike their Western counterparts, did not
involuntarily sterilize their people with absinthijoride and endocrine disruptors. Instead, they
legalized abortion and made it availabledemand and free of cost. This reduced the birthrate


https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/ddn-20210224-1#:~:text=In%20contrast%2C%20in%20two%20Member,and%20Romania%20(26.9%20years).&text=For%20more%20information%3A,dedicated%20to%20statistics%20on%20demography

from 4 to between 2 and 3 children per woman, depending on the desired family size of every
couple.

Since 2015, all EU governments have started using coercive immunization with sterilizing
vaccines administered under the pretext of prevention of various childhood and infectious diseases
as their preferred method of depopulation. Governments hope taceepbvert chemical
sterilizationvia endocrine disruptors with coercive biological sterilizatioa vaccines as the
primary depopulation methodThis change in methodology has been prompted by a change in
objectives, for whereas until the year 2000dhgective was to merely stabilize the population the
objective now is to reduce the population to a sustainable number. Vaccines cause permanent
sterilization in one shot whereas endocrine disruptors caurdgdubfertility in one generation

and infertilty over multiple generations through cumulative damage to the reproductive system.

The newest method of depopulation is the LGBTQ propaganda which is meant to confuse children
about their sexual orientation and to convince them to undergo hormone titesticheax change
operations which unfailingly result in permanent infertility. By this method, which has been
pioneered by the US and has also been adopted by Western European calready, 7.1% of

Ame r i c thbave bgem temoved from the reprailtes pool and their genetic lineages have
been terminatedSource

Modern contraceptive methods have played a minor role unless sieeitas been mandated by
law as in China where it was part and parcel of theabild policy. Since that was never the case
in Europe they are responsible for at most 20% of the reductions indmdhsnly since the late
1960s.

Rejuvenate

Governments have rejuvenated the population by subverting the immune system to shorten life
expectancyandby absorbing large numbers of young immigrarise firstmeasureéhas saved
governments immense sums of money in pensions and medical carevicibstdhe latter ha

injected the economy with young workers and consumers to boost productivity and economic
growth.| mmi gr ants are free workers that have cost
educate, which means that unlike natives, who as depén are a financial burden on
governments for the first 25 years of their lives, immigrants agadily availableeconomic asset

without a 25yearprior investment.In the past this was accomplished through slavery.

Until the advent of mRNA vaccines 2020, the immune system was damaged through
polypharmacy, overuse of antibiotics in animal feed, promoting unhdalthis such as smoking
and drinking, injecting people with HIV/AIDSromoting gay and lesbian sesqturating grain
staples with toxic pesticides and herbicidegervaccinationand by flooding the streets with
illegal drugs.


https://news.gallup.com/poll/389792/lgbt-identification-ticks-up.aspx

Deconsume

The first reductions in energy consumption were accomplished though technical inrsthetion
saved energy durg industrial processes and manufacturemergy efficient heating and cooling
systemsJow energy appliances fdrouseholdsenergy saving construction methodsd fuel
efficient engines.

Other methods usedre aimed at reducing thgurchasing power of consumers and include:
artificially high inflation, artificially low wages, keeping inflation ahead of wage increased,
high taxes.

Novel deconsumption methods pioneered during the plandemic are lockdowns, social distancing,
and nandatory mask wearing. The first prewvadhpeople from shopping and driving by keeping
them at home, the second ligtdtthe number of people who can enter stores to shop, and the third
shorterdthe time spent shopping and therefore redusgulseuying. Together they reduced
consumption by as much as 35%.

The newest method of deconsumption is the false energy trggered by the false war in
Ukraine andfollowed by artificial hyperinflation which have reduced purchasing power and
therefore consumption by at least 25%.

Decarbonize

Governmentsnd the UN systerhave become creative and malefic in their drive to speed up the
decarbonization processhich is both costly and inconvenientheir strategy has been to create
and sustain a series of sedinforcing crisesthe Islamic terrorism crisis, magnified by the 9/11
crisis followed bythe Afghanistan war crisis, magnified by ttefugee crisisfollowed by the
weapons of mass destruction crisis, magnified by the invasion offtdémyed bythe climate
crisis, magnifiedby the forest fire crisisfollowed bythe Covid19 medical crisisinagnified by

the mRNA vaccine crisidpllowed by the supply chain crisimagnifiedby theinflation crisis;
followed by theUkraine war crisismagnifiedby the food shortages cristsllowed by the energy
crisis, magnified by the hyperinflation crisjsfollowed most recently by the Turkejyria
earthquake crisis, soon to be magnified by another massive immigration crisis; and as we speak
followed by the unidentified flying objects crisis, soon to be magnified hopefully only by an alien
message crisisil of which will eventually culminate into globalfinancial crisisand, hopefully,

into full disclosure This has created the impetus for consumers and induatikeso call for
rapidtransitioning to renewable energy sources, as well as the datltroateto transfer the high
costs of this transition to consumetshas also given governments the front necessary to dovetail
the other DRDBcomplex measures.

I have baptized t hi smatadysrs engrynada cathclysmamdave he fia
identified the forest fires in 2020 and 2021 asdéfningacts of this new age. They created mass

panic among the people and prepared them for the high costs to come that the decarbonization
process will require. Even prior to these fires the international system has created the illusion of



global warming and lenate change with the help of geoengineering and the dramatization of
normal climatic eventsuch agloods, drought, hail, heatwaves, etc.

A normal period of cyclical warming caused by increased solar activity is being presented to the
public as harm dee by human activity and blown out of proportion to such an extent as to lead
people to believe that unless we do not act radically and resolutely the world as we know it will
come to an end. While the deconsumption/decarbonization program is indedd asgyea only

have fifty years ofiable fossil fuelsleft, it is not an impending threat to our existence next year

or even next decadé/es, we must transition to renewables but not because the greenhouse gases
we emit into the atmosphere change thmate but because we are running out of fossil fuels to
burn and to transition our entire global civilization to renewable energy sources will take at least
a century

This in a nutshell is what our governments are trying to do without telling us whatrgndbut
insteadarefrightening us to accept any and all manipulatiand deceptionthey deem necessary
to the attainment of these existential gdmsause they are afraid to provide full disclosure due to
the enormity of the crimes committéat exigential ends.

Let us now look at the hard data for every EU member state in alphabetical order to see what the
numbers have to tell us because numbers, unlike people, do not lie and we need to know the truth
if we are to act accordingly.
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1. Austria
Population data

Total births:-1.6% in 2020 and1.3%in 2021 compared to 2019
(84,952in 2019,83,603in 2020,and 86,078n 2021)

Total deaths+9.8% in 2020 and #0.3% in 2021 compared to 2019
(83,386in 2019,91,599in 2020,and 91,962n 2021)

Natural change (i.e.iffierence between births and degth610% in 2020 aneé478.15% in 2021
compared to 2019.

(1,566 in 2019;7,996 in 2020, aneb,884 in 2021)

Austria lost 13,800 people or 0.15% oftigal population in two years (2020 and 20&irpugh

negative natwal change.

Deaths have outnumbered birthsAiastriasince 195 but the rate ohatural changgasbrought

back into positive territorfrom 1981through heavy immigratioonly to slipback into negative
numbers in 1983, 1985, 1986, 1999, 2(K)9, 2012, and 2013.

Net overseas migrationAustria has a stable net positive migration rate in 2019 and 2020 and a
29.24% increase in 2021 compared to 2019.

(40,613 in 2019, 40,064 in 2020, 52,488 in 2021)
Austria gained 92,552 people or 1.04%tloé total populationn two years (2020 and 2021)
through positive net migration.

Total Population:1,35 in 2020 and +29.2% in 2021 compared to 2019
(8,858,775n 2019,8,901,064n 2020,and 8,932,664 2021)(Sourcé
Austriagained73,889peopleor 0.83% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021).

Number of births and deaths per year, Austria

The dotted lines show the medium variant of the UN population projections.

120,000

100,000

Deaths
Births
80,000

60,000
40,000

20,000
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Austria

Population analysis

Vital statisticsshow us that in 2020 the Austrian government matchegtemouspopulation
records: the biggest negative natural change since 1B886 in 2020), and the lowest negat
natural change rate since 1978.9 per 1,000 in 2020).

Austridd s bi rt hs ashods ud tha thehcauntiyst reaphled negative natural char
(i.e. deaths exceeding birthsy depop moden 1975 primarily by virtue of suppressing fertilit
but also byaggressivelypromoting mortality. From 1975 until 2001, thAustriangovernment
stopped promoting mortality but accelerated its program of mass sterilization and the|
continued to exceed births until ®&ut also in 1983, 1985, 1986, 1999, 2009, 2012, 2
and most recently and abruptly in 2020 and 20Zhe Austrian goverment has tried to keeg
births and deaths in balance and thus stabilize the population from 1970 obwandhereag
from 1952 until 1970 it increased deaths to catch up with birth, since 1963 it also aggre
decreased births to lower them to the l@feleaths, which was accomplished by 1,%t5vhich
point the government allowed mortality to return to natural rates. 20@4 Austria has
attempted to stabilize the population primarily by increasing mortality and only seconda
also suppressg fertility, since fertility was already far below replacement level and coul
be suppressed any further without causing genocide.

Austriads bi r talkosshowsud thaleeatackios fertjityvasmast intense fron
1963to 1977 (36,68% drop in births in 19 years, at an average annual |ds98¥), from 1982
to 1986(8.31% drop in births id years, at an average annual loss 08%), from 1993 to 2001
(20.3%% drop in births irB years, at an average annual loss 66%), and from 2Q7 to 220
(4.31% drop in3 years, at an average annual losslef4%). The Austrian government
weakened the national sterilization program only frora11i® 1963 from 1978 to 1982, fron
1987 to 199, and from 2013 to 2016, but with the exception of the period 1951 to 19¢
program of mass sterilization was never weakened to the extent that the total fertility r
allowed to rise above replacement level.

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions

From their peak in 188 until their record low ir2021, births decreased 8% (from 134,917
to 75,409 while the populationncreased byl2% during the sam&8 year period (from
7,176000 t08,042,000. Births should have increased in step with the population withoy
government actively subverting fertility. The opposite is the case because the gove
has actively subverted fertilityThe rate of decrease in births, therefore, has Bgetimes
faster than the ta of changen total population. Such a divergence is only possible if
government actively subverts fertility through a program of mass poisoning through th
elements of life.

Austriads TFR f i r s welffoma L9833 td1938.0 el bedopy Feplacame
|l evel fertility again from 1944 to 1946
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Austria
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?time=1950..2021&country=~AUT

TFR bottomed out in 2001 at 1.33 children per woman and the same year Austria also re
the lowest nurber of births in its history, just 75,4%& a population o8 million. To put things
in perspective, in 1922, when Austria had a population of only 6.5 mifiearly 151,000 babie
were born. Therefore, the Austrian people had only one ay for ev@éydeople in 2001, bt
one baby for every 43 people in 1922, a birthrate nearly 2.5 times higher.

Austria has been a human farm since the-1920s, longer than most other European nati
The year 1912 is the last time the Austrian people were allawa@ed freely. They have be
poisoned into infertility and sufertility ever since.We can therefore consider Austria a fa
that breeds domesticated humans and not really a country inhabited by free human bei

Nor can Austria blame its low bintéite on abortion since that has been legal only since
and very few babies are aborted in Austria, just one baby is aborted for every 25 to 44 liy
which is an admirably | ow number and r
children as they would likgSourcé

Given thissordid history of mass sterilization, it is no wonder that the governmeXustfia
did not have talecrease births during the plandemfaistriahas been ahead of most counti
by half a century in terms of mass involuntary sterilization. Its goverhhasturned down the
births tap to a trickle since the mi®20s. It did this because Austria, like Switzerland, i
mountainous and landlocked country with few resources and very little land fit for agric
The two countries have closely coordedtheir attack on fertility, as evidenced by the gr
below, because they share the same conditiégxsa result, their fertility lines are virtual
identical.

Fertility rate: children per woman

2.5

2

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2021

Let us now see wheAustriad s g o0 v e r n mereasingtise tdeath traged hle attack or
immunity and by extension on longevity began in28bd was most intense from 0% 19569
(18.26 rise inl7 years, at an average annual ris& .0f6), from 19¥3to 1975(3.7% rise in2
yeas, at an average annual riselo83%), from 2008to 2015(10.47®% rise in7 years, at ar
average annual rise @f5%), and most recently and most violently from 2019 to 2@05%6
rise in 1 year).
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https://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-austria.html

The years 10 to 193, 1975 to 2001, and from 20040 2008 are the only times when th
Austrian people were allowed to die naturally, the result of which the number of o
decreased during those times.

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions

From their lowest number in 1953 until their peak in 1970, deaths increased by 18.49
83,432 to 98,757) while the population increased by only Tfi¥h 6,932,000 to 7,467,00(
during the same lyear period. The rate of increase in deatheefore, has beerearly2.4
times faster than the rate ofcrease in total populationAbsent major wars, faminer
epidemics the increase in deaths should have been proportional with the incr¢
population That this is not the casan only behe result of intentional governmental acti
to increase the deathrate.

The government of Austria repeated this feat from 2006 to 2020 when deaths incre
21.6% (from 74,306 to 90,324) while the population increased by only 7.6% (from 8,2
to 8,901,064) during the same $dar period. The rate of increase in deaths, therefore,
been nearly 2.8 times faster than the rate of increase in total population during this
Once again, this divergence can only occur when the governmentanggiytincreases th
deathrate.

By contrast from 1970 to 2001, when the government of Austria allowed its people 1
naturally, the number of deaths decreased by 24.4% (from 98,757 to 74,642) while t
population increased by 7.7% (from 7,Z3800 to 8,042,000) during the same 31 year pe
The rate of decrease in deaths, therefore, has been 4.2 times faster than the rate of
total population during this periodlhis happened due to advances in medicine and me
care, which weresed to save lives not to end them prematurely.

Not surprisingly, dring the periods when the government of Austria deliberately incre
deaths, life expectancy remained relatively flat. From 1953 to 1970 life expectancy in(
by only two yearsfrom 68 to 70 years. Likewise, from 2006 to 2020 life expectd
increasedby only one year, from 80 to 81. By contrast, during the period wher
government of Austria allowed people to die naturally, from 1970 to 2001, and
medicine to the sergeé of mankind, life expectancy rose from 70 to 79 ye&@uice

Austriadés native population has been d
endocrine disruptors deliberately inserted in food, water and beverages by the governn
the total population has been kept in positive territory through imtograAs a result, 2.24
million or 25.4% of its populatiohas a foreign backgrounth 2015, however, only 1.8 millio
or 21.4% had a foreign background, which means that 430,000 foreigners were adde
populationjustduring the past seven yearSo(rce

The government of Austria, therefore,gsickly replacing its native people with naturaliz
foreigners. During the plandemic, the government kept its program of sterilizatmungh
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https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.DYN.LE00.IN?locations=AT
https://www.vindobona.org/article/foreigners-in-austria-more-than-a-quarter-of-the-austrian-population-has-a-migration-background#:~:text=About%20a%20quarter%20of%20the,25.4%25%20of%20the%20total%20population.

endocrine disruptors active and consequently the total fertility rate stayed at a palt
children per woman, wheifet has been since 1994, As
what it should be.

The government also deliberately increased the number of deaths in 2020 by invol
euthanizing the very old and the chronically ill in old age homes arsdkiling an excess @
8,000 people either by direct injection or by denying them life extending medical care.
2021 it killed anadditional 8000 people with mRNA vaccines.In total, the Austrian
government succeeded in killing an excess of XBf#bple or 0.2% of the total population
1.01% of its 1,768,667 elderly).

So far in 2022, the number of births is down38 and the number of deaths is up 18
compared to 2021This means thahe government cAustriacontinues to subvert ferity and
promote mortalityand will once again register a negative natural change rate.

To keep the population stable the government intends to replace the deceased old nat
incoming young Ukrainian refugeesiAs of April 2022, 56,00QJkrainians have bee
registered in Austria. The Ministry of Interior estimates that up to 200,000 Ukrainians will
to Austria in 2022 (Source)

Absent heavy net positive migrati@mce the early 1960& u st r i a 6 swoydhave
been smaller by at least 2.2 million people and therefore closer to a sustainable poy
(Sourcé According to the Overshoot Index, Austria can only support half its current popu
or 4 million people (Source

Austria is sacrificing its environment to preserve its economy having destroyed its demo
Needless to say, this is a suicidal way to govern a counof.surprisingly, Austridas serious
demographic problemslts old-age burden i49.846 (Sourc@, its oldagedependency ratio i
31.3% (Sourcé and unless addressed it will swelb@o by 2050 Sourcg, its agedependency
ratio is at an already highl32% and will only get higher as the population keeps ag
(Sourcs, its youth ratio is at a low4l4®6 (Sourcé and its median age 184 years but will
be nearly49.3years in 2050.§ourcg To top it all upAustriaalready spend$3% of its GDP
on pensionsand as such much more than the OECD average of 7S8arq@ These ar¢
frightening demographic numbers that together with the abysmally low total fertilityfrjaist
1.48and50% overpopulation puAustriain a nightmarish situation.

Who will pay the countryds bills when t
every working person’Vh o wi | | repair the countryo;j
population isnade of pensioners? Who will provide rotthé-clock care and change the ad
diapers of 1,079,102 octogenarians or 11.8% of the total population, for that is how
octogenarians Austria will have by 20507?
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https://www.oecd.org/els/public-pensions/PAG2021-country-profile-Slovenia.pdf

To make matters worse, Austria is grossly overpopulated. According to the Overshoolf
the country can sustain only 4 milli@ut of its 8.9 millionpeople which means that it has
million people (or 55% of its total population) too marfyo(rce

Clearly, Austria needs a Population Stabilization Law with three components: replaceme
fertility (to save the nation from demographiclapke), assisted dying at a mandatory age ¢
years until the oléhgedependency burden falls below 20%, and optimal population. A
such a law Austria is racing towards demographic, environmental, and economic disast

Fertility rate: children per woman Life expectancy, 1870 to 2021

80 years

0 1870 1800 1920 1940 1960 1980 2000 2021
1850 1960 1970 1880 1980 2000 2010 2021

Austri ads t o tbeeh stabikzedt cirda 1.3 childrengér evomarassice 1986urce
while its life expectacy hasbeen limitedat circa 81 years since 20(Source.

Consumption data

Total energy consumption:3.74(428 TWh n 2019, 412 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in26at 48
TWh)

Energy use per person4.27% (48,223 kWh in 2019 and 46,162 kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2005
at 51,679 kwh)$ourcé

Per capitaenergyconsumption:3.5 toe(24% above EU average), 7,100 kWh (34% above EU
average)

Energy use per person

Energy use not only includes electicily, but also other areas of consumplion including transport, healing and
cooking,

Primary energy consumption

Primary energy’ consumplion is measured in lerawall-hours {TW)
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https://populationmatters.org/resources/2016-overshoot-index/
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Consumption analysis

Austria decreased its total energy consumption3b§®% and its per capita energy use b
respectabld.2®6. These reducti@no longer look impressive, however, when one consi

t hat Austri ads t ois @4% aleoveethegEy average andnitp elacta
consumption is 34% abovkee EU average

It achieved this through plandemic lockdowns in 2020 and 2021 and by chocking the
supply to cause artificially high inflation in 2021 which continues in 2022.

If the EU has indeed adopted a thtiseed system of energy consumption for countries

different climates, as it should have, thnstriad per capitaenergy seof 3.5 toeis at the
maximum levekllotted to EU nations wittemperateclimates, which have estimated &to
3.5toe.

Austriadecreased its total energy consumptioralpaltry 3.746 (from 428 to 412 TWh) sinc
its peak in 201@nd its per capita consumption b§.68% (from 51,679 to 46,162 kWisgince
its peak in 208. Since 2005, hoewer, its population has increased by 8.6%.

Emissions data

Total CO2 emissions:0.46% (from 67.94 million tin 2019to 64.63 million tin 2021) (Peaked
2005at 79.08 million tong

Per capitaCO2 emissions: -5.4% (from 7.65 t in 2019 to 7.24 t in 202(Feaked2005at 9.61

tong (Sourcé

Share of renewables in electricity production: +2.85% (78.15% in 2019, and 81% in 2020)
(Sourcé

Energy independencd8.0%. (Sourcé

Per capita COz emissions
Carbon dioxide (C0:) emissions from fossil fuels and industry” . Land use change is not included,

Annual CO2 emissions
Carbon dioxide (CO-) emissions from fossil fuels and industry’ . Land use changa is not included
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60 million t
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Emissions analysis

Austriamade some progress in greening its economy and has done this despite an a
naturefriendly energy mix of 64.48% hydro, 22.49% fossil fuels, 10.57% wind, and 2
solar. Gourcé Its total CO2 emissions decreased by half a percentage point and its pe
CO2 emissions decreased by 5.4%. It made progress also in terms of its share of rene
electricity production, which increased by nearly 3% from an already envialil% in 2019
to an outstanding 81% in 2021.

Since their peak in 2005, Austriaods to
million tons in 2005 to 64.63 million tons in 2021) while its per capita emissions decrea
24.66% (from 9.61 tanin 2005 to 7.24 tons in 2021).

According to itsNational Energy and Climate PlaNECP), Austria aims to reduce GH(
emissions by6% (compared to 2@), achieve &#5-50% renewable energy share of gross fi
energy consumptioand source 100% of elemity consumption from renewabldgacrease the
share of renewable energy in transport to at least 14% by using biofuels and increasing 1
of emobility, and improve energy efficiency by -38% (compared to 2015Il by 2030.
(Sourcé These are very impressive targets!

Austridd s Recovery a rtahsisBefRinlestmants &d F Irefontieat will be
supported byi3.46billion in grantsof which 53% of the monewill support climate objectives

fiThe plan supports the green transition through investn@nits8 4 3 mi | | i on
mobility withzeroemission transporand an additionail 543 mi | I i on t o

trans-European rail networkincluding linking it to regional inesCo mpani es 0

low-e mi ssi on buil di ngs ailhbd suppared, ad wallshghasedutdof
oi l and gas heat i ng i).rurther investrerds incladades5s0 (m]
biodiversity fundand ther ecycl i ng o f beverage ¢
These will be complemented by crucial reforms, such asecthgocial tax reform
therenewables expansion act reach 100% renewable electricity by 2030 anddimate
ticket for increased use of public transpeid a flat rate season ticket, as well as introduc
a soil protection strategy (Sourcé

Austria has a very ambitious decarbonization plan that is being supported by e=diégeait.
Austria is already ahead of many EU countries in its transition to renewables but its en
remain high. Considering that its per capita carbon emissions are the ninth highest in
at 7.29 metric tonsSource, Austriahas ways to go to achieve full decarbonization.

Asitis,Au s t s wel positioned for the energy transition since its share of fossil fuels
energy mix is lower than most at 62.52% and has no nuobsaponent. It looks a®llows:
33.06% oil, 27.22% hydro, 21,89% gas, 7.58% coal, 4.29% wind, 3.40% other renewab
1.35% solar.$ource
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https://energy.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-03/at_final_necp_main_en_0.pdf
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To date Austriahasdecreased its totgreenhouse gas emissidnsl8.28% sincetheir peak in
2005(from 79.09million tonsin 2005to 64.63million tonsin 2021) and its per capita emissio
by 24.68% (from 9.61tonsin 2005 to7.24tonsin 2021), while its population increased
8.56% during the sam#&6-year period

Energy consumption by source, Austria
Primary energy consumption is measured in terawatt-hours (TWh). Here an inefficiency factor (the 'substitution'

method) has been applied for fossil fuels, meaning the shares by each energy source give a better approximation of
final energy consumption.
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Note: 'Other renewables’ includes geothermal, biomass and waste energy.
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Austria DRDD Summary:

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since A®but masked by positive net migratioAs a result2.24 million
people, oR25.8%6 of Austriad s t ot al popul ati on, Austaahas Dd% moreddreigioes
than safe for its culture and identity.

The arrent population 08.9 million is 28.8% higher than it was in 1950Austria must lose nearly.9 million
people (055% of its current population) to achieve a sustainable population.

Verdict: Austrianeeds to depopulate 5p%.
Depopulation Scoret5 points out of 100

Rejuvenation: A u s t has anf®lshgedependency ratio 0f133% thatunless addressed will swell tcb8% by
2050. Austrianeeds to reduce its elije dependency burden by.3% to rejuvenate its population.

Verdict: Austrianeeds to rejuvenate by.B%.
Rejuvenation Score:8oints out of 100

Deconsumption:in deconsumption mode sincel® Has since decreased its total energy consumpti8riridyo
since its peak in 201&nd its per capita energy consumptiordt®@s since its peak in 200%5lespite its populatio
increasing by8.56% during the same6lyear period.

Austriadd s p e r nsuraptidn i24% abavethe EU average and its per capita electricity consumptiBd%s
abovethe EU average. Due to itentral European transitional climatic zpAestriashould be allowed a totper
capitaenergy consumption & to 3.5 toe and since it currently consum@$ toeit is already at its maximun
allotted consumption rate.

Verdict: Austriacanno longer increase its total energy consumption and must stabilize it at current levels.
Deconsumption Score00 out of 100.

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode since 2005. Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas em
18.28% and its per capita emissions B4.68%, despite its population increasing 8p8% during the samé&6-
year period

Austria is 6252% fossil fuels dependent. To achieve a truly green economy it still has to 3Wido of its
energy to renewables.

Verdict: Austriahas decarbonize8i7.48% of its energyso far and ha62.52% left to decarbonize.
Decarbonization Scor&8 points out of 100.

Independence:Austriais 38% energy independent.
Verdict: Austriais 62% energy dependent.
Independence Score8 points out of 100.

Austria Final Sustainability Score:61.8% (309 points out of 500)
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Belgium

Population: 11,521,23@.58 Ce 8|+ E &CeéhuaAgi CA”
Area: 30,528km2 (0.72  C ez a®a)+ E _
Total GDP: ¥23bilion(3 Ca 8! + E ¢ Cg AUl "2,065@Fsabove EE aerAge)i g A~ .~ "
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2. Belgium

Population Data

Total births:-2.9% in 2020 and0.7%in 2021compared to 2019
(117,103 in 2019, 113,739 in 2020, 117,914 in 2021) (peaked in 1901 at 199,068)

Total deaths: +3.6% in 2020 and +3.3% in 202bmpared to 2019
(108,745in 2019, 26,850in 2020, 112,291in 2021) (peaked in918 at 157,340

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deat:87% in 2020 and +142.89% in
2021 compared to 2019 .e@Aths outnumbered births in 2020 for the first time since 1944

(8,358in 2019,-13,111in 2020,5,623in 2021)

Belgium lost 7,488 people or 0.06% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) through
negative natural change.

Deathswould have outnumbered births Belgiumsince 195 but the rate ohatural change was

kept into positiveerritory through heavy immigration.

Net overseas migration24% in 2020 and+5.6% in 2021 compared to 2019

(55,031in 2019,41,756in 2020,and58,118in 2021)(Sourcé

Belgium gained 99,874 people or 0.87% of the total populatiotwo years (2020 and 2021)
through positive net migration.

Total Population#0.54% in 2020 anét0.79% in 2021 compared to 2019

(11,431,406n 2019,11,492,641n 2020,and 11,521,238 2021)

Belgium gained 89,832 people or 0.78% of the total populatimmg the two years of the
plandemic.

Number of births and deaths per year, Belgium
The dotted lines show the medium variant of the UN population projections.
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Population analysis

Vital statisticsshow us that the Belgian government broke three population rend@2Q the
biggest negative natural change since 1943,{11), thdowest negative natural change r
since 1942-.1 per 1,000), and the lowest crude birth rate ever (9.9 births per 1,000 pe(

Bel gi umds bi r t bhewsamtlht thee ecarttrynreachgd parpyhetween birth
deaths in 1975 primarilfpy suppressing fertility and secondarlly promoting mortality. I
maintained parity until 1986 athich pointthe Belgian governmemook its foot off the fertility
break and off the mortality accelerator and the two lines diverged until 2020 whe
converged again. The Belgian government reached depop mode in 2020 but went
positive naturathange in 2021 by easing up on mortality.

It also shows us thahé attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed
graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the
2100 with projected statit i ¢ S . A Il ook at Belgiumbés v
that the Belgian government began subve
Until 1902 the Belgian total fertility rate (TFR) was a solid 3.8 children per worBsril915,
it dropped to just 3, by 1925 to just 2.5, and by 1933, it dropped to 2.08 and as sucl
replacement level. Belgium is among the first countries in Europe and the world to ca
|l evel of damage to its qaydpdbecéuse itsubvernted fdrtili
to this extent at a time when there were no modern contraceptive methods it cannot attri
decline in births to a high contraceptive prevalence rate, which has been how governme
falsely explained t& drop in fertility from the 1960s onward in order to hide their use of c
methods of sterilization.

Bel gi umds TFR remained bel ow HRreend94aalersthe
Belgiangovernmengllowed the TFR to rise above replacetenel and kept it at around 2
children per women throughout this time. From 1972 until today, the Belgian governmg
relentlessly poisoned its people to below replacement level fertility, its TFR reaching a
1.51in 1985 and a high of 1.852008 and 2010.

The early start of refReditgmembadhsp invire League of Kadof
the worldodés first organization tasked w
joined its ranks as member states, Belghging one of them. The League of Nations lag
from 1920 to 1946 at which point it was replaced with the United Nations Organizatiof
worl dos second Il nstitutionalized att er
population growth.

Belgiumbs births and de ahelatsack g fertpith was mastvinsense fsg
1964 to 1968 (12.68% drop in births i yeass, at an average annual loss3015%), from 191
to 1975(15.62%6 drop in births il years, at an average annual l0ss30%%6), from 181to 185
(6.4% drop in4d years, at an average annual loss 6¥%d), from 1®91to 195 (8.568% drop in4
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years, at an average annual los.4#%), from 2000 to 200Z2.33% drop in 2 yearst an
average annual loss ofl8%)and most recentlyrém 2010 to 2020 (10.65% drop in 10 yed
at an average annual loss d@).

The only years when the Belgian people were allowed to reproduce more freely, to gi
reproductive systems a chance to recover from chronic sterilizing poisons, were from
1959, from 1968 to 1970, from 1975 to 1981, from 1985 to 1991, andrewesttly from 2003
to 2010.

Abortions have also played a role since 1979, despite being technically illegal, and sin
as a legal practicdut Belgian women have never aborted more than one in six babmscé

During the plandemic, the government accelerated its program of sterilization to further
the number of births and thus prevented the birth of about 5,000 babie®0in 2his is alsc
reflected in the fact that in 2020 Belgium had one of the lowest total fertility rates in its |
at just 1.55 children per woman, down from 1.6 children per woman in 2019.

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions

From their peak in 196until their record low in 202, births decreased b39.3% (from
160,299t0 113272 while the population increased By6% during the same 38 year peri
(from 9,428,000to 10,333,00). Births should have increased in step with the populg
without the government actively subverting fertility. The opposite is the case becal
government has actively subverted fertility. The rate of decrease in births, therefore, h
fourtimes faster than the rate of change in total population. Such a divergence is only |
if the government actively subvefertility through a program of mass poisoning through
basic elements of lifelt cannot be explained by contraceptivesibortions.

The Belgian government has controlled not only the birthrate but also the death rate
decades ago. HE attack on immunity and by extension on longevity began in 1952 an
most intense from 1959 to 1960 (9.66% rise in just 1 year), from 1961 to 1963 (9.34% r
years, at an average annual rise of 4.67%), from 1964 to 1968 (10.54% rise in 4tyaa
average annual rise of 2.64%), from 2011to 2012 (4.63% rise in 1 year), from 2014 t
(5.78% rise in 1 year), and most recently and most violently from 2019 to 2020 (16.8%
1 year). The years 1968 to 2007 are the only time period wh&elhian people were allowe
to die naturally, the result of which the number of deaths decreased during those times.

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions

From their lowest number in 1959 until their peak i188,9deaths increased by 17.2% (fr
103,981 to 121,896) while the population increased by only 5.6% (from 9,104,(
9,619,000) during the same 17 year period. The rate of increase in deaths, therefore,
nearly 2.4 times faster than the raténafease in total population. Absent major wars, fan
or epidemics the increase in deaths should have been proportional with the incr
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population. That this is not the case can only be the result of intentional governmentg
to increase thdeathrate.

The government dBelgiumrepeated this feat from 28 to 2020 when deaths increased
21.6% (from 104,790to 127,440 while the population increased by on8#6 (from
11,150,5160 11,492,64) during the samé year period. The rate of irease in deaths
therefore, has beeh?2 times faster than the rate of increase in total population during
period. Once again, this divergence can only occur when the government inteni
increases the deathrate.

By contrast, from 188 to 2006, when the government &elgiumallowed its people to di
naturally, the number of deaths decreaseti®$o (from121,896t0 101,772 while the total
population increased bgnly 3% (from 9,619,000to 10,548,000 during the same&year
period. The rate of decrease in deaths, therefore, has6tieemes faster than the rate
change in total population during this period. This happened due to advances in medi
medical care, which were used to save lives not to end themagurely.

Not surprisingly, during the periods when the governmeBetgiumdeliberately increase
deaths, life expectancy remained relatively flat. Fron183.9%8life expectancy increaseg
by onlyone yearfrom70to 71 years. Likewise, from 2Bto 2020 life expectanagmained
flat at 81 years By contrast, during the period when the governmereadfjium allowed
people to die naturally, from 68 to 2005, and placed medicine to the service of mank
life expectancy rose froml#o 79 years(Sourcé

The government of Belgium deliberately increased the number of deaths in 20
involuntarily euthanizing the very old and the chronically ill in old age homes and thus
an excess of 18,000 people either by direct injection or by denying thesrtkfeding medical
care. Andin 2021 it killed an excess of about 4,000 people with mRNA vaccines. The ty
total of 22,000 deaths amounts to 0.2% of the total population or 0.98% of its 2,269,684
So far in 2022, the number of births is dolay 2.52% and the number of deaths is up by 5.
compared to 2021, which means that the government of Belgium continues to subvert
and promote mortality. As a result, Belgium will once again return to negative natural
in 2022.

To keepthe population stable the government intends to replace the deceased old nati
incoming young Ukrainian refugees of which it expects at least 150,000 in 2022.
government of Belgian Ghent has announced that a village will be constructed domiais
in the first quarter of 2023Spurcé

Bel gi umds n afirst regstenedrnegatliva naturalrgrowth in 1975 due to chr
poisoning with endocrine disruptors deliberately inserted in food, water and beverages
government, but the total population has been kept in positive tgrtitmugh immigration
As a resultone in eightBelgians (or 1.43 million)s a foreigner, while one in fivéor 2.26
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million) has a foreign background Fr om a popul ati on of [68%)]
are Bel gi an t h whlethgeremanng 32% are a forgidn @xtractio®airce
The government of Belgium, therefore, is slowly replacing its native people with natur
foreigners. Absent positive net mi grati on, B ¢
decreasing since 1973.

At this rate of replacement, Belgium will be inhabited entirely by foreigners by the end

century. And that can only be considered a suicidal population policy. It is also suicid
Bel gi umds popul ation i s st imlillibn pgopleiwovarghoof
According to the Overshoot | ndex, Bel g
population of 2 million peopleSourcé but the country already has 11.5 million and is

growing. Therefore, not only is Belgium committing demographic suicide, it is also comn
environmental suicide.

As it is, its oldage burden i49.5/% (Sourcg, its oldagedependency ratio is331% (Sourcé
and unless addressed it will swell536% by 2050 $ouce), its agedependency ratio is at ¢
already very higlb6.52%6 and will only get higher as the population keeps ag&oarce, its
youth ratio is at #orderlinel6.9%6% (Sourcé and its median age is @lyears and will be 3.4
years in 2050.Fourcg Public pension spending already at 10% of its GDPand as sucl
higherthan the OECD average of 7.7%0{rcé

Bel gi umdéds problem is that the gover nmer
stage of the demographi@nsition, and in so doing it is replacing its native population
foreigners. By 2050, more than 60% of

and if the total fertility rate of its native citizens is not allowed to come up to replatkweln
90% of Belgiumbés population wil/| be con

The fact that Bel gi umdéds government has
subfertility is a catastrophic mistake that has no rhyme or reason. It can oabkchked tg
morons leading the country.

As it is, all that Belgium can hope to achieve through its current policies is environt
disaster and the total replacement of its population by foreigners.

Fertility rate: children per woman Life expectancy, 1841 to 2021
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Belgumbs t ot al f &aen stabilizédyt circaalts ehildnea per woman since 1985
(Sourcé while its life expectancy hdseen limitedat circa 81 years since 20(Source.

Consumption data

Total energy consumptior:1.07 (749 TWh in 2019 and 757 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2008 at
776 TWh)

Energy use per person: +0.25%,@6kWh in 2019 and 6217kWh in 2021)(Peaked in 2003

at 73,222 kWh)Sourcé

Per capitaeenergyconsumption#.8 toe (60% above EU average), 7,200 kwh5&4above EU
average)

Energy use per person

Energy use nol orly includes electricity, but also olher areas of consumption including transpert. healing and
coaking

Primary energy consumption
Primary arergy’ consumption is maasurad in terawatt-haurs (TWh).
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Consumption analysis

Belgium increased its total energy consumption by 1.07% and its per capita energy use b
despite having a total energy consumption that is 60% above the EU average and an €
consumption that is 34.5% above the EU average. Considerintstta@tl population grew b
0.78% during the two plandemic years, Belgium has basically returned to the same
consumption in 2021 after a dip in 2020.

If the EU has indeed adopted a thtisged system of energy consumption for countries
differ ent c¢l i mates, as it should have, the
the maximum level allotted to EU nations with temperate climates, which | have estimat
to 3.5 toe.

Belgium decreased its total energy consumption tajtay?.45% (from 776 to 757 TWh) sing
its peak in 2008 and its per capita consumption by just 10.93% (from 73,222 to 65,21]
since its peak in 2003.Since 2008, however, its population has increased by 7.6%.

Just because Belgium houses the Esfitations does not give it the right or the privilege
wasteful consumption.
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https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/life-expectancy?tab=chart&region=Europe&country=~BEL
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/belgium

Emissions data

Total CO2 emissions=3.7% (from 99.43 million tin 2019to 95.72 million tin 2027 (Peaked

1979 at 139.79)

Per capitaCO2 emissions:4.6% (from 8.64 t in 2019 to 8.24 t in 202(@Heaked 1973 at 14.25)
(Sourcé

Share of renewables in electricity production: +2.05% (21.74% in 2019, and 23.79% in 2020)
Energy independencd2.1%. (Sourcé

Annual COz emissions

Carbon dioxide (O] emissions from fossil fuels and industry' . Land use change is not included.

Per capita CO2 emissions

Carbon dioxide {€0:} emissions from fossil fuels and industry' - Land use change is not included.
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Emissionsanalysis

Belgiummade some progress in greening its economy, as it shouldclag@lering its nature
unfriendly energy mix of 48.9% nuclear, 34.21 fossil fuels, 11.2&%d, and 0.41 hydro
(Sourcé lIts total CO2 emissions decreased by 3.7% and its per capita CO2 emissions d¢
by 4.6%. It made modest progress also in terms of its share of renewables in el¢
production, which inased by 2.05% from 21.74% in 2019 to 23.79% in 2021.

Sincetheirpeak i n 1979, bé&emigsions detrsased byt3h33% (frant 13
million tons in 1979 to 95.72 million tons in 2021) while its per capita emissions decrea
42.18% (from 14.25 tons in 1973 to 8.24 tons in 20&i) their peak in 197.3

According to itsNational Energy and Climate PlaNECP), Belgium aims to reduce GHC(
emissions byB5% (compared t@005, achieve d.7.3% renewable energy share of gross fi
energy consumptiommnprove energy efficiency to 42.7 Mtoe for primary energy consumy
(it was 47.8 in 2020) and 35.2 Mtoe for final energy consumption (it was 36 in 2020), ph
nuclear energy which will increase its import dependency from 712020 to 86% in 2030
and raise its electricity interconnection level to 33%, all by 2080urcé

By far the most impressive target is the phasing out of nuclear energy. If Belgium accom
this by 2030 all other targets are largely irrelevant.
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Belgumbs Recovery arcahsisB®oft0b investmentseand?3b @eforriat will
be supported byi5.9billion in grantsof which50% of the moneywill support climate
objectives.

AThe plan supports the greenuilr bimkhe énergy
efficientrenovation ofbuildings including social housing. Furthermorg,1 . 3  Wili e
invested irsustainable mobilitynotably by improving railway infrastructure, financing gre
public buses, deploying electric charging stations, developing urban pubhsport and
creating or refurbishing cycling pathways. In addition, an important reform pronetgesric
road transportby limiting preferential tax treatment of company cars to -ssmission vehicle
by 2026. The plan supports tecarbonisation of # energy sectdsy promoting the use (
hydrogen as an energy source, with an investmeint®#4 0 randlah acoompanying refor
that should contribute to making it hap
million will be invested foreconnecting ecosystems, enhancing protected natural dozasts
and wetlands and for structural measures to sustainably mamatge availabilitythereby
increasing climate change resiliencgSource

Belgium has a modest decarbonization plan that is being supported by a decent E
Belgium is moving ratheslowly in its transition to renewables although its per capita ca
emissions are the fourth highest in the EU, at 8.1 metric t8nar¢é

Its current energy mix, which is based
decarbonization road that much more difficult. Itis as follows: 47.70% oil, 22.40% gas, 1
nuclear, 4.10% wind3.79% coal, 2.07% other renewables, 1.94% solar, and 0.13% |
(Sourcé Since 73.89% of its primgrenergy comes from fossil fuels, on top of its large nug
component, Belgium has a long way to climb to decarbonize.

To date, Belgium hadecreased its totgreenhouse gas emissidns31.53% sincetheir peak
in 1979 (from 139.79million tonsin 1979to 95.75 million tonsin 2021) and its per capit
emissions by12.18% (from 14.25tonsin 1973to 8.24 tonsin 2021)since their peak in 1971
while its population increased by 8.56% during the séBagear periodfrom 1979 to 2021)

l'ts current energy mix, which is based
decarbonization road that much more difficult. Itis as follows: 47.70% oil, 22.40% gas, 1
nuclear, 4.10% wind, 3.79% cod&,07% other renewables, 1.94% solar, and 0.13% h}
(Sourcé Since 73.89% of its primary energy cesrfrom fossil fuels, on top of il6.77%large
nuclear component, Belgium haserylong way to climb to decarbonize
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https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-resilience-facility/belgiums-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en
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Energy consumption by source, Belgium
Primary energy consumption is measured in terawatt-hours (TWh). Here an inefficiency factor (the 'substitution’

method) has been applied for fossil fuels, meaning the shares by each energy source give a better approximation of

final energy consumption.
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Note: 'Other renewables' includes geothermal, hiomass and waste energy.
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Belgium DRDD Summary:

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since I®but masked by positive net migratios a result3.7 million
people, 082% ofBelgiumb s t ot al popul at i on,Belgianhas¥% mare fadigneosahd
safe for its culture and identity.

The current population dfl.5million is 33.38% higher than it was in 195@elgiummust losed.5million people
(or 82.6% of its current population) to achieve a sustainable population.

Verdict: Belgiumneeds to depopulate 83%.
Depopulation Scoret7 points out of 100

Rejuvenation: Belgium has an oleagedependency ratio a33.1% that unless addressed will swell &6% by
2050. Belgiumneeds to reduce its elehe dependency burden b¥.1% to rejuvenate its population.

Verdict: Belgiumneeds to rejuvenate by 1%.
Rejuvenation Score:78oints out of 100

Deconsumption:In deconsumption mode sinceB Has since decreased its total energy consumpti@mbyo
since its peak in 201&nd its per capita energy consumptiorlByd3s since its peak in 2() despite its populatio
increasing by7.6% during the samedtyear periodfrom 2008 to 2021)

Belgumbs per capi t6e% abovahs EUnapetage@md its per capita electricity consumptidh 586
abovethe EU average. Due to itemperate climateBelgium should be allowed a totgler capitaenergy
consumption o3 to 3.5 toe and since it currently consumés toe it is already27% higher than the maximur
allotted energy use of 3.5 toe.

Verdict: Belgium needs to reduce its per capita energy consumption by 27%.
Deconsumption Scor&3 out of 100.

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode sind®879 Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissi
31.53% and its per capita emissions4%.18%, despite its population increasing b§o during the samé2-year
period

Belgiumis 73.89% fossil fuels dependeand 16.77% nuclear energy deperntddro achieve a truly green econor
it still has to switc90.66% of its energy to renewables.

Verdict: Belgiumhas decarbonizeahly 9.34% of its energyso far and ha80.68% left to decarbonize.
Decarbonization Scoré:points out of 100.

Independence:Belgiumis 32.1% energy independent.
Verdict: Belgiumis 67.9% energy dependent.
Independence Score2 points out of 100.

Belgium Final Sustainability Score:43.6% (218 points out of 500)
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Bulgaria

Population: 6,838,937(1.53 Ca 8!+ E eCehuAgi CA”
Area: 110,99%m2 (2.62 Cea a@a)+r E _
Total GDP: ®03billion (0.84 Ca 8!+ E g Cg A U 27,8902 2hbelow EU avérage) g A °
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3. Bulgaria
Population data

Total births:-4% in 2020 and4.6% in 2021 compared to 2019
(61,538in 2019,59,086in 2020,58,678in 2021)

Total deaths: +3.4% in 2020 and +B885% in 2021 compared to 2019
(108/083in 2019, 24,735in 2020, #8995in 2021)

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and dea#t) in 2020 and94% in 2021
compared to 2019.

(-46,545in 2019,-65,649in 2020,-90,317in 2021)

Bulgaria lost155966 people or2.4% of itstotal population in two years (2020 and 20&kpugh
negative natural change.

Deaths have outnumbered births in Bulgaria since 1990 but the rate of population decrease was
never higher tham 2020 and 2021.

Net overseas migratiodepending on the source, the data is compleliffigrent.
1. World Bank Data:

+12.6%% in 2020 and 23.8% in 2021 compared to 2019

(-11,439in 2019,-9,902in 2020, and8,716in 2021)(Sourcé

Bulgarialost 18,618 peopler 029% of the total populatiothroughnegativenet migration from
2019 to 2021

2. STATISTA & Bulgaria National Statistical Institute Data

+1,626.6% in 2020 and +731.5% in 2021 compared to 2019

(-2,012 in 2019, +30,715 in 2020, +12,706 in 2021)

Bulgaria gained 43,421 people or 0.63% of the total population through positive net migration
from 2019 to 2021Sourcg(Sourcé

Total Population:0.46% in 2020 and1.626in 2021compared to 2019
(6,951,482n 2019,6,916,548n 2020,and 6838937in 2021)
Bulgaria lostl12,545people orl.6%% of the populatiomuring the two years of the plandemic.

According to the census data:

-0.46% in 2020 aneb.2% in 2021 compared to 2019
(6,951,482n 2019(Source, 6,916,548n 2020(Sourcg, and 6,519,789 in 203Bource)
Bulgaria lost 431,693 people or 6.6% of the popatatiuring the two years of the plandemic.

AAccording to the Demography statistics data population of the country as of the end of the 2021

is 6,838,937 persons. Compared to the previous year it has decreased by 77,611 persons or by
1.1%. The population number and structures by the end of yearatrelated based on the
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https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SM.POP.NETM?locations=BG&most_recent_value_desc=true
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1269190/bulgaria-international-migration-balance/
https://nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Population2021_en_6IY8TD4.pdf
https://www.nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Population2019_en_XE8MEZL.pdf
https://www.nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Population2020_en_IVGTQG5.pdf
https://nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Population2021_en_6IY8TD4.pdf

population data for the preceding year and data on the population natural and migration
movement during the reference year. The 18th Census of the population and housing fund was
conducted in 2021. According to the preliminary assesg , the expected number of the
population who is usual resident of the territory of the country as of 7th September 2021 is
6,520,314.

Difference between data for the population number and its structure from the current Demography
statistics and censes is mainly due to the unregistered international migration during the ten
years period befSourcen the censuses. 0

Number of births and deaths per year, Bulgaria
The dotted lines show the medium variant of the UN population projections.
Deaths
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Population analysis

Bulgariad sital statisticsshow us that the Bulgarian government broke five population re
in 202L: the fewest births ever (58,678), the most deaths ever (148tB83)iggest negativ
natural changever(-90,317, the largest crude death rate ever (22.9 per 1,000 haridwest
negative natural change rateer(-13.9 per 1,000) In other words, the Bulgarian governmg
made no effort whatsoever to hide its depopulation effort.

Bul gari ads bi r shovws usatmtthe dorary fliss reaghedadppgop mode in
primarily by increasing deaths and secongédril decreasing births. Deaths increased by §
from 1958 to 1989 (from 61,529 to 115,087) and births decreased 25.8% from 1974 {
(from 151,917 to 112,750). Bulgaria has been in depop mode ever Isirigerimarily by
reducing births and only secondarily by increasing deaths. The Bulgarian governm
therefore reversed its population control strategy in 1989.

It also shows us thale attack on fertility began before 9% Bulgariaand was mdsntense
from 1922 to 1%4 (3% drop in births ir2 years, at an average annual los$.8%), from 1%5
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https://nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Population2021_en_6IY8TD4.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Bulgaria
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?time=1950..2021&country=~BGR

to 199 (9% drop in 4 years, at an average annual los26#@2), from 1950to 1965(9.2% drop
in 5years, at an average annual loss 8f%), from 1969 to 197248.98% drop in 3 years, at ¢
average annual loss of 2.99%pm 1974 to 199757.5% drop in 23 years, at an average an
loss of 2.5%) and most recently from09 to 2021 8% drop in R years, at an average ann
loss 0f2.5%).

The Bubarian government weakened the national sterilization program only from 1966 td
from 1972 to 1974, and from 1997 to 20¢(
to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions

From their peak in 1952 untiheir nadir in2021, births decreased by 63% (from 157,07
58,112) while the population decreased by only 10.38% during the same 69 yeaffpermq
7,274,900 to 6,519,789). The rate of decrease in births, therefore, has been six tim
than the rate of decrease in total population. Such a divergence is only possiblt
government actively subverts fertility through a program of rpassoning through the bas
elements of life.Neither the use of contraceptives nor abortions can account for this m
divergence.

Abortions have played a role from 1953 until the present day with the heaviest abortio
being from 1960 to 19 when on average 1 to 1.4 babies were aborted for eveyydmab.
Since 2000, abortions have decreased continuously in real and proportional terms. In 2
every three children born one was abort&duicé

The attack on longevity began in 1958 ammhtinued unabatedntil 197. The Bulgariar
government increased the deathrate most actively fr@8 tt919%69 (21.42% rise in justone
year) from 1961 to 1962 (11.5% rise), from 1968 to 1969 (10.8%, rés®) most recently an
violently from 2019 to 2021{34% rise in just two years, an annual rate of increase of.179

From 1®7to 2019the Bulgariangovernment stopped deliberately increasing the deathrat
the number of yearly deaths decreased ft83,841to0 114,802 a U4.2% decreasever 22 years
(at an annual rate of decrease of 0.65%)

Mathematical proof of high mortality causedintentionally by government actions

From their lowest number in 1958 until 2021, deaths increased by 150.12% (from 61
153,894) while the population decreased by 15.63% during the same 63 year perio
7,727,600 to 6,519,789Sourcg The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, has been 1
eleven times (10.6 times) faster than the rate of decrease in totdghfpmp. Under norma
circumstances a smaller population should have resulted in proportionately fewer ng
deaths. This is a complete inversion of a normal population and this can only be the 1
intentional governmental action to increasedbathrate.
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Wh a 't role migration played in Bulgari a
contradictory. But WwetherBulgariagained 43,421 people or 0.63% of the total popula
through positive net migration from 2019 to 2021theesdata from STATISTA indicates, or Ig
18,618 people or 0.29%f the total populatiothrough negative net migratipas the data fron
the World Bank indicates, it is rather irrelevant when one consBigigariad spocalyptic
population decline from 2® to 2021of 431,693people or 6.6% of its populatipdue to a 4%
decrease in the birthrate in 2020 followed by a 4.6% decrease in 2021 and due to {
increase in the death rate in 2020 followed by a resetting 37.85% increase in 2021. Th
figur es dwar f any war or. disaster in Bul g

While the lower birthrate is primarily the result of an aged population and secoridanigsult
of chronic poisoning with endocrine disruptors, the frightening increase in the death rat
result of intentional killing of the elderly. The government managed to kill an exc&g$00
people or ®5% of its total population (or 13% of its 1.5 nillion elderly people) in 202(
through denial of medical care and direct involuntary euthanasia and an addgjo6al@ople
or 0.58% of its total population (or 2.53% of its elderly population) in 2021 with m
vaccines. In just two years, the Buligar government managed to wipe &&;000 people o
3.66% of its elderly people.

Even t hough Bl9 Vagcmationaabess lo@ear than ény other European coun
30% Source, the prevalence of deadly vaccines administered is higher than in any
European country. And this was, of course, the decision of the Bulgarian governme
could no longer cope financiallyith a 22% oldage burden that was projected to increas
32.7% by 2060. Jourcg The oldagedependency rateexpressed as a percentage of
working age population rather than as a percentage of the total pop(tlati®those 65+ verst
those ages 15 to 64§ even higher and stands at 34.2% as of 2021, up from 33.6% in
(Sourcé

Bulgaria began dying as a country as soon as communism fell apart in 1989 and peopl
emigrating. In the past ten years alone|gBtia lost 347,000 people through emigrati
(Sourcé Since 1990 it lost nearly 2.5 milligoeople through emigratiorSourcé Furthermore
Bul gariads popul ation has been decreasi
to low fertility which fell below replacement level in 1980 and has never recovéedths
have outnumbered Ibirs in Bulgaria since 1990 but the rate of population decrease was
higher than in 2020 and 2021.

As itis, its oldage burden i21.7%%6 (Sourcs, its oldagedependency ratio iA310% (Sourcé
and unless addressed it will swell #.8% by 2050 $ourcg, its agedependency ratio is at ¢
already very highb7.276 and will only get higher as the population keeps agé&oarce, its
youth ratio is at dow 14.6®6 (Sourcé and its median age igt8years and will benearly 50
years in 2050.Fourc@ Public pension spending is already9&% of its GDPand as sucl
higher than the OECD average of 7.7%ourcé
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https://ycharts.com/indicators/bulgaria_coronavirus_full_vaccination_rate
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https://data.oecd.org/pop/old-age-dependency-ratio.htm
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Bul gariads problem is that the gover nme
for far too long. The government should have alloweddtsd fertility rate TFR) to come up
to replacement level at least five years ago. | suspdcththaationale for keeping its foot ¢
the reproductive rate has been to lower the population to sustainability.

According to the Overshoot | ndex, Bul g4
that Bulgaria still has 520,000 people too mg®purcé In 2021 the TFR rose to 1.79 childr
per woman, the highest it has been since 128Gstill well below replacement level. Unle
the government of Bulgariatops sterilizing its people through the basic elements of lif¢
population will collapse. As it is, the government is now faced with the dauting prosp
having to reduce its oldgedependency rate to less than 20% frarcurrent 34.10% which i
actually 38.8% when one leaves the 15 to 19 year old out of the equation since they the
are dependents and not contributofsd since prior to 2015 the retirement age was 55
women and 60 for men, Bulgaria is now ie ttrushing situation where every employee ha
singlehandedly support a pensioner.

Bulgaria will not survive the last stage of the demographic transition without a Popt
Stabilization Law as it most certainly cannot continue to kill its eldertheasame pace as
2020 and 2021.

As it is, all that Rilgariacan hope to achieve through its current policiesniexterminatior
camp followed by en empty country.

Life expectancy, 1900 to 2021

Fertility rate: children per woman
25 75 years

70 years
2
65 years

Bulgaria
15 60 years
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Bul gar i ads tfisttreadhedfl.8 childreh petwpman i 1982 hasbeen stabilized
atthat levelsince2007(Source, while its life expectancy hdseen limitedat circa7l years since
1964, with the exception of the years 2002 to 2028mihwent upas high ag'5 (Source.

Consumption data

Total energy consumptior:3.8% (210 TWh in 2019 and218 TWhin 2021) (Peaked in 1988 at
354 TwWh)
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Energy use per person6.0®6 (29,794kWh in 2019 and 3803kWh in 2021)(Peaked in 1988
at 40,106 kWh)Sourcé

Per capiteenergyconsumption2.5 toe (L0% below EU average)4,300 kWh (9% below EU
average)Sourcé

Energy use per person
Energy use not only includes electricity, but also other areas of consumption including transport, heating and
covking

Primary energy consumption
Primary energy’ consumplion s measured in terawatt-haurs (TWh)

350 Twh 40,000 kWh
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Consumption analysis

Bulgariaincreasedts total energy use from 2019 to 2021 2$% andits per capita energ
consumption by6.0®%6. Bulgaria is allowed to increase its per capita energy consun
because it is still 10% below the EU average in terms of total energy consumption ar
below the EU average in terms of electricity consumption.

| suspect that thEU has a policy bharmonization and has undoubtedly set upper and |
limits for southern, central and northern European countrigbis would be classified
information butl estimatethe rangeswould be2.5 to3 toe per capita for southern Europe
countries,3 to 3.5toe for central, an@.5 to4 toe for northerrcountries. Any country below
the lower limits will be allowed to increase its per capita use of energy. Conversely, any

exceeding the upper limits will be forced to decrease its per capita usergy.en

This explains why the plandemic lockdowns in 2020 and 2021 were so much lighter in |
European countries, which are generally energy defidiean, in Western Europe countries
which are generally energy excessiv8o what extent consumpti in general and energ
consumption in particular will be affected by the artificially high inflation of 2022 anc
hyperinflation it triggered remains to be seen.

Bulgaria decreased its total energy consumption by 48.24% (from 776 to 757 TWh) s
peak in 1988 (from 354 TWh in 1988 to 218 TWh in 2021) and its per capita consumpif
21.2% (from 40,106 kWh in 1988 to 31,603 kWh in 2028ince 1988, howeveits population
has decreased by 27.4%.
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Emissiongdata

Total CO2 emissions:+0.7% (from42.26 million t to 42.56 million t) (Peaked 1987 at 91.27
million tong

Per capitaCO2 emissions+3.2% (from5.99t in 2019 t06.18t in 2021)(Peaked1987 at 10.30
tong (Sourcé

Share of renewables in electricity productiot:6% (17.97% in 2019, and 19.57% in 2020, no
data for 2021).

Energy independenc62.1%. (Sourcé

Per capita COz emissions

Carbion dioxide (COx] emissions from fossil fuels and industry’ . Land use changs is not included,

Annual COz2 emissions
Carbon dioxida (CO-) cmissions from fossil fucls and industry” . Land use ehango is not included
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Emissions analysis

Bulgaria did not greeiis economy, as it should hawnsidering its naturanfriendly energy
mix of 45.62% fossil fuels, 38.34 nuclear9.1% hydro, 3.47% wind, and 3.47% so(&ource
Its total CO2 emissions increased by nearly 1%, despite a large population decrease, a
capita emissions increased by more than 3%. Bulgaria did manage to increase its
renewables in electricity prodtion by 1.6%, from 17.97% in 2019 to 19.57% in 2020. TH
is no data for 2021.

Since their peak in 1987, Bul gari ads t (
million tons in 1987 to 42.56 million tons in 2021) while its per capita emmssiecreased b
40% (from 10.30 tons in 1987 to 6.18 tons in 2021).

According to itsNational Energy and Climate PlaNECP), Bulgariaaims to reduce GH(
emissions by 7.0% (compared t@005; reduce its primary energy consumption by 27.8
and its finhenergy consumption by 31.67%chieve d7.3% renewable energy share of gre
final energy consumptig@mnd achieve an electricity interconnection level of 1586u(ce

These rather modest goals are appropriate for a nation that is still in transition from a cq
to a market economy.
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Bulgaridd s Recovery a rahsis® e investneentcaad? refbragthatwill be
supported byu6.27billion in grantsof which58.9% of the moneywill support climate
objectives.

Bul gariads recovery and resilience pla
reforms, including the adoption of cdear framework for the aal phaseoutandbinding
commitments to cut greenhouse gas emissions of the power sector by 40% hg@fegating
the deployment aknewable energy source®market liberalisatiorof the wholesale and reta
electricity marketsgovernance reformsas well as the removal of financial and regulatd
bottlenecks for energy efficiency investments. The plan foréskes 7  inviedtmentsoin
renewable energy sources, electricity storage and interconnection capaoitif
overu billion in energyefficiency renovation of the building stack the area ofransport
the plan includes a sizeable allocatipnd 6néilléon) to decarbonisation measures such as
introductionnew electric rolling stockor suburban and inteiregional rail transport; the
construction of anew section of the Sofia metro; sustainable urban mobility pilot scihweimg
purchase of zeremission public transport vehicles and charging station infrastruct
Dedicated measures in the areabaddiversityaim to prdect and restore ecosystems &
natural habitats and speci€su #nilion). (Sourcé

Bulgariahas & appropriatelynodest decarbonization plan that is being supported by a d
EU grant. BRilgariais moving rather slowly in its transition to renewables although its per ¢
carbon emissions are tfaurteenthhighest in the EU ab.6metric tons.ourcg 1 t 6 s p
however, are demographic and economic rather thamoanvental. With a fast decreasi
popul ati on, Bul gariads emissions are (
Furthermore, its global share of CO2 emissions are very small at just 03dd4cg

To date, Bulgaria hadecreased its totgjreenhouse gas emissiobpg 53.37%(from 91.27
million tonsin 1987to 42.56million tonsin 2021)and its per capita emissions by 40% (fr
10.30tonsin 1987 to 6.18onsin 2021) since their peak in 1987, while its populatso
decreased b 7.33%6 during the sameddyear period (from 187 to 2021).
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Asis,Bul gari ads curr ent?27.88kenal 35.03% od, 1c08% suCle
15.17% gas, 5.49% hydro, 2.49% other renewables, 1.79% solar, and 1,72% 30ndcg
Since 68.08% of its primary energy comes from fossil fuels and nearly 20% fadeanut has
a long way to climb to decarbonize.

Energy consumption by source, Bulgaria

Primary energy consumption is measured in terawatt-hours (TWh). Here an inefficiency factor (the 'substitution'
method) has been applied for fossil fuels, meaning the shares by each energy source give a better approximation of
final energy consumption.
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Bulgaria DRDD Summatry:

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since 82 Since then Bulgaria lost 2,357,183 people (or 36.15% @
population) due to low births and high emigration. O8i#%6 of Bul gar i a 6 s -bpre Bulghrial
can therefore accommodate an additiors2,375190 people (012% of itstotal population f r om t h e
immigrant pool without any dangers to its culture and identity.

The current population d.5 million is 10.08% lower than it was in 1950 Nevertheless, Bulgariauststill lose
520,000peope (or7.98% of its current population) to achieve a sustainable population.

Verdict: Bulgarianeeds to depopulate 1896.
Depopulation Scored2 points out of 100

Rejuvenation: Bulgariahas an oleagedependency ratio 34.1% thatunless addressed will swell §.6% by
2050. Bulgarianeeds to reduce its clEje dependency burden b4.1% to rejuvenate its population.

Verdict: Bulgarianeeds to rejuvenate by.1%.
Rejuvenation Score:630ints out of 100

Deconsumption: In deconsumption mode sind®88 Has since decreased its total energy consumptio
48.28% and its per capita energy consumption2dy®46, but during the same 3@ar period (from 1988 to 2021
its populatiorhas also decreaség 27.4%.

Bulgaridd s per capi tla% belowthe EUgvdrageand its ger capita electricity consumptibeis
belowthe EU average. Due to iteoderate continentalimate Bulgariashould be allowed a totper capitaenergy
consumption o8 to 3.5toe and since it currently consunmdy 2.5toeit can increase its consumption by 20%
reach itaninimum allotted energy use of 3 toe and by 40% to reachaismum allotted energy use of 3.5 toe

Verdict: Bulgariacan increasds per capita energy consumption 4.
Deconsumption Scoré40out of 100.
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Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode sin&887. Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissi
53.3®6 and its per capita emissions 4%, while its populationalso decreasebly 27.33%6 during the samé4-
year period

Bulgariais 68.08% fossil fuelsdependenand B.03% nuclear energy dependefiio achieve a truly green econor
it still has to switcl87.12% of its energy to renewables.

Verdict: Bulgariahas decarbonizeahly 12.89% of its energyso far and ha87.12% left to decarbonize.
Decarbonization Scoré3 points out of 100.

Independence:Bulgariais 62.1% energy independent.
Verdict: Bulgariais 37.9% energy dependent.
Independence Scoré2 points out of 100.

Bulgaria Final Sustainability Score: 78.6% (393 points out of 500)
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Croatia

Population: 3,878,981(0.87 Ca 8!+ E eCéehuAgi CA”
Area: 56,594km2 (1.34 Cea a®d)+ E

Total GDP: 46dbillion (067 Ce 8! + E g Cg A 0 40,484@33.8%beldWEEU hvArage)g A~ -~

4. Croatia

Population data
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Total births:-0.8% in 2020 and-1% in 2021 compared to 2019
(36,135in 2019,35,845in 2020,36,508in 2021)

Total deaths: +1.1% in 2020 and 21.1% in 2021 compared to 2019
(51,794in 2019,57,023in 2020,62,712in 2021)

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deatB82y in 2020 and 7% in 2021
compared to 2019.

(-15,659 in 2019;21,178 in 2020;26,204 in 2021)

Croatia lost 47,382 people or 1.22% oftdatal population in two years (2020 and 20&ipugh
negative natural change.

Deaths have outnumbered birthsGnoatiasince 199 but the rate of population decrease was
never higher than in 2020 and 2021.

Net overseas migration283% in 2020 and 86% in 2021 compared to 2019
(-2,422in 2019,-632in 2020,and-4,512in 2021)(Sourcé
Croatialost5,144people or Q3% of its peopleéhroughnegativenet migration from 2019 to 2021

Total Population:=-0.43% in 2020 and4.6% in 2021compared to 2019
(4,065,253n 2019,4,047,680n 2020,and 3,878,98in 2021)
Croatialost 186,272people 04.8% of the populatiomluring the two years of the plandemic.

Number of births and deaths per year, Croatia

The dotted lines show the medium variant of the UN population projections.
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Population analysis
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Vital statisticsshow us that the Croatian government broke five population records in 20!
2021: the lowest number of births in its history (35,848080), the highest number of dea
in its history (62,712 in 2021), the biggest negative natural change in its his26r804 in
2021), the highest crude death rate in its history (16.2 per 1,000 in 2021), and the lowest
natural change rate its history ¢6.8 per 1,000 people in 2021n other words, the Croatig
government made no effort whatsoever to hide its depopulation efforts.

Croatidd s bi rt hs ashows udtha thehcauntmps begn m depopulation mode sif
1991 as that is the first year when its deaths exceeded its Hirdthieved this y suppressir
births and increasg deaths in equal measure. The gap between births and deaths h
growing since and at the end of 2021 deaths exceeded births 1.8 times (62,262 deat}
34,733 births). Since 1983, however, Croatia has been in depop mode primarily by |
births while its deaths have been relatively stale until 2019.

It also shows us thahé attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed

graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the
2100 with projected statistics. Alook@toatidd s vi t al st at i st iregesls
that theCroatang over nment began subverting it20.

Until 1920 the Croatiantotal fertility rate (TFR) was a solil.3children per woman. By B9,

it dropped to4.5, by 1910to just3.5, by 1950 it dropped tobelow 3, and by 1963 to just 2.(
and as such below replacement level.

The attack on fertility was most intense from 1954 to 12B%(drop in births inl6 years,at
an average annual loss of73%), from 1984 to 199227.3% drop in8 years, at araverage
annual loss 08.4%), from 1997 to 200326.9% drop in6 years, at an average annual l0s4
4.3%), and most recently from 2009 to 202%.8% drop in 12 years, at an average annual
of 2.04%).

The Croatiangovernment weakened thational sterilization program only from 1@to 181,
from 192to 197, and from2003t o 2009 to give the peop
to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions

From their peak in 19buntil their nadir in 2021, births decreased y4®% (from 92,524
to 34,733 while the populationncreased by).73%6 during the samé&l year period (from
3,850,9910 3,878,98). The rate of decrease in births, therefore, has dgangantuan 86.
times faster than the rate c@dfangen total population. Such a divergence is only possib
the government actively subverts fertility through a program of mass poisoninghftha/
basic elements of life. Neither the use of contraceptives nor abortions can account
massive divergence.

Abortions have played a minor role since 1960, but they have never matched the nu
births let alone exceed them. The heavaxirtion years were from 1980 to 1990 when
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average 1lto 1.4 babies were aborted for every baby born. Slif8§ abortions havsteadily
decreased in real and proportional terms. In 2020, for &38¢hildren born one was aborte
(Source

The attack on longevity began in @®and continued unabated until 8® The Croatian
government increased the deathrate most actively fr@®tH919B3 (48.6% rise inl18years, at
an annuahverage ris®f 2.799, from 190to 191 (9.45% rise), from 194 to 1D95 (5.65%
rise),from 2014 to 20156.87%) and most recently from 2019 to 20213.34% rise in two
yearsatan annuahverage risef 6.676).

From 183 to 1990, from 1991 to 1994, and from 1995 to 2014, and from 2016 totBé]
Croatiangovernment stopped deliberately increasing the deathrate and the number o
deathgemained relatively flat at 52,000 to 54,000.

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions

From their lowest number in 69 untl their peak ir2021, deaths increased 5%.4% (from
41,124t0 62,2629 while the population decreased ®B8%6 during the samé6 year period
(from 7,727,600 to 6,519,7895durcg The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, has
nearly 6.5 timesfaster than the rate ofhangein total population. Under normq
circumstances a smaller population should have resulted in proportionately fewer ng
deaths. This is a complete inversion of a normal population and this can only be the 1
intentional governmental action itacrease the deathrate.

Croatia is losing people on nearly all fronts since 1990 but never as fast as during the
the plandemic and the false energy crisis. The only faint ray of hope is from its total f
rate which has grown modestly since it bottomed out in 201541 children per woman ar
now stands at 1.62 children per woman. Even so the lowest number of births was rec
2020.

Croatia experienced devastating population decline from 2019 and 2021 having lost ]
people of 4.8% of its populatiorud to a 10% increase in its deathrate in 2020 followed
21% increase in 2021, but also due to a nearly 1% decrease in its birthrate in 2020, ch
low fertility, and a negative net migrationratk.s a r esul t, Cr oat itd
the same level it was in 1951.

These figures dwarf any war or disasteCioatidd s hi st ory and sho
beenactively pursuing depopulation. Both the low birthrate and the high deathrate are th
of the governmentds intentional subvers

The government managed to kill an excesS,000 people or Q3% of its total population (o
0.6% of its850,000Celderly people) in 2020 through denial of medical care and direct involu
euthanasia and an additiorid),000 people or @6% of its total population (ot.18% of its
elderly population) in 2021 with mRNx@accines. In just two years, tki¥oatiangovernment
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managed to wipe out.8% of its elderly peopland in so doing succeeded in getting ahea
the oldage curve and reversing the ascending trend. For whereas the number of
increased steadilyvad r el entl essly until 2020 it s

history in 2021 going from a peak of 860,222 elderly in 2020 to 844,579 in 2021 (a 1.829
(Source

The Croatiangovernmentould no longer cope financially with 4 8% old-age burden thg
was projected to increasenearly 306 by 2&0. (Sourcg The oldage dependency ratio stan
at 33.1% as of 202butwill rise to 59.2% unless addresse8loqrce. If one calculates the olq
agedependency ratas people aged 60+ as a percentage of the populatior2@§&d then the
old-agedependency ratelimbs to 44.7%. And it gets even worse when ooesidershat
49.8% of older persons between 50 and 64 years of age are inactive in the workforce
Croatiabs average exi t earg Bourter Theneforehtlee triiealt
agedependency rati@ Croatia is already above 50% and therefore clearly unsustainable

Croatia began dying as a country in 1991 soon after communism fell apart and peopl€
emigrating. Since then Croatia lost close to a million people through emigration. In $¢
eight years alone more than 370,000 emigrated from Cro&aurdg Furthern
total population has beettecreasing since 1990 when it peaked at 4,777,368 due to low fe
which fell below replacement level in 1967 and has remained there ever since.

Judging by the vital statistics released so far this year, 2022 promises to be even wo
2021 in erms of births, as they are down by 5%, but slightly better in terms of deaths, g
are 3.45% fewerThe Croatian government is reducing its population in the hope of achi
sustainability. According to the Overshoot Index, Croatia can onlyisisstaillion people anc
as such has almost a million people too ma8gufce

Life expectancy, 1950 to 2021

Fertility rate: children per woman

70 years
1 65 years

60 years

[1} 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2021
1950 1960 1970 1380 1980 2000 2010 2021

Croati ads t otbadnreduced taiicd 1i5 thyldren et weomanted 991 (Source,
while its life expectancy hdseen limitedat circa B years sinc011(Source.
Consumption data
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Total energy consumptior3.1%(96 TWh in 2019 and 99 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2004 at 111
TWh)

Energy use per person: +5%3,198 kWh in 2019 and 24,353 kWh in 202Rgaked in 2004 at
24,878 kWh)Source

Per capiteenergyconsumption2.1 toe 7% below EU averageB,900 kWh 7% below EU
average)

Primary energy consumption
Primary energy is measurad in f tt-heurs (TWh),

Energy use per person

Energy usa not only includes elactricity, but alsa other araas of consumptien including transport, heating and
king
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Consumption analysis

Croatiaincreasedts total energy use from 2019 to 202 1rbgre than 3o despitdosing186,272
people of 4.8% of its populatipandincreased its per capita energy consumption byp&pty
becausdewer people could acceti®e energyfreed by the lost consumer€roatiais allowed
to increase its per capita energy consumption becausg/Madelow the EU average in terr
of total energy consumption andlso 226 below the EU average in terms of electrig
consumption.

This explains why the plandemic lockdowns in 2020 and 2021 were soeasigtin Croatia
than in Western Europe countries, which are generally energy excessive

If the EUhas a policy of harmonization and has set upper and lower limits for southern,
and northern European counttiest hen Cr oati ads per capit
below the 2.5 to 3 toe per capita that in my estimate should be altovgedthern Europea
countries.

Croatiadecreased its total energy consumptiori®y8% since its peak i8004(from 111 TWh
in 2004t0 99 TWh in 2021) and its per capita consumptior2iy1% (from24,878kWh in 2004
to 24,353kWh in 2021). Since 2004, however, its population has decreased by 9.9%.

Emissiongdata

Total CO2emissions:0.9% (from 17.86 million tn 2019to 17.70 million tin 2021) (Peakedin
2007 at 24.86 million tong
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Per capitaCO2emissions+0.9% (from 4.32 t in 2019 to 4.36 t in 202(Beaked 200 at 5.64 t)
(Sourcé

Share of renewables in electricity productieh:26% (66.25% in 2019, and 64.99% in 2020)
Energy independencé5.7%. (Sourcé

Annual COz emissions
Carbon dioxide {CO:) emissions fram fossil fuels and industry' . Land use change is not incluced.

Per capita COz2 emissions

Carbon dioxide (G0:) emissions from fossil fuels and industry’ . Land use change is not included.
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Emissions analysis

Croatia did not green its economy. Its total CO2 emissions decreased by 1% due to pg
loss and its per capita emissions increased by n&#rlyCroatia did not even manage to ke
its share of renewables in electricity production at 2@i@lsand lost 1.26%0f renewable
capacityalbeit from & enviablyhigh ratio of 66.25%lownto 64.99%.

Croatia did not need to green its electricity production since it is already based primg
renewable sources: 46.1% from hydro, 21,2% from b&a2% from wind, 10% from hard co4
7% from bioenergy, 0.7% from other renewables, and 0.5% from sBtardg

Cr oat i GénsssiosHare already 27%elow their 1990 levels and should have
difficulties reachingd3% in 2030 (compared with 2005 levahd 6474% in 2050(compared
to 1990 levels)especially once it accesses Hié Recovery and Resilience Facility funds t
have been designated fiiy namelyd & billion in grantsof which40.3% of the money ig
intended tosupport climate objective€roatidd s Recovery a rcahsiskefs46
investments and6 reforms

AThe plan supports the green transition through investmerits/foB 9  rmiehelgy effiaiency
andpostearthquake reconstructioof buildings. Furthermora] 7 2 8 mwill be ivested
in sustainable mobilyt, notably in upgrading railway lines, autonomous electric taxis

supporting infrastructure adapted for people with disabilities, installing charging station]
electric vehicles and introducing zeemission vehicles and vessels. In addition, tten
allocatest 6 5 8 ra ldwdcarbom energy transitiothrough modernizing energ
infrastructure, supporting investments for the production of advanced biofuels and ren
hydrogen and financing innovative carbon capture and stopaggects.0 542 mi | |
invested in supporting businesses for green transition and energy efficseipporting their
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projects aimed at boosting the green economy, sustainable tourism and investing ir
technologies (Sourcé

According toEU Commission President von der Ley@noatia will be the largest recipient
Recovery and Resilience Facility compared to the size of its econSmy.cg

According to itsNational Energy and Climate PlaNECP), Croatiaaims to reduce GHC(
emissions byt leas 43% (compared t@005 and toincrease its share of renewablegsgross
final energy consumptioto 36.4% andin its final energy consumptiaio 13.246. (Sourcé

Given its current energy mithere is no reason why Croatia should not succé4d 7%oil,

28.43% gas, 18.83% hydro, 5.44% wind, 5% coal, 3.77% other renewables, and 0.26
(Sourcé But since 70.90% of its primary energy comes from fossil fuels, it has a long v
climb to decarbonize.

To date, Croatia hatecreased its totgreenhouse gas emissidns28.8% (from 24.86million

tonsin 2007to 17.70million tonsin 2021)sincetheir peak in2007, and its per capita emissio
by 22. 76 (from5.64tonsin 2007to 4.36tonsin 2021), while its populatiodecreased byL0%
during the samé5-yeartime.

Energy consumption by source, Croatia
Primary energy consumption is measured in terawatt-hours (TWh). Here an inefficiency factor (the 'substitution’

method) has been applied for fossil fuels, meaning the shares by each energy source give a better approximation of

final energy consumption.
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Note: 'Other renewables' includes geothermal, biomass and waste energy.
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Croatia DRDD Summary:

Depopulation: In depopulation mode since 9B Since thenCroatialost 898,387 people (orl8.8% of its
population) due to low births and high emigratidtaradoxically, 532,315 people (or 13.72% of its populatior
foreignbornthough the vast majority are from the other five republics that made up the former Socialist R
of Yugoslavia.

The current population 8.9 million is 0.73% higherthan it was in 1950.NeverthelessCroatiamuststill lose
more than 850,00peope (or22% of its current population) to achieve a sustainable population.

Verdict: Croatianeeds to depopulate 22%.
Depopulation ScoreZ8 points out of 100

Rejuvenation: Croatiahas an oleagedependency ratio B34.39% thatunless addressed will swell §9.2% by
2050. Croatianeeds to reduce its elje dependency burden b§.39% to rejuvenate its population.

Verdict: Croatianeeds to rejuvenate byt 39%.
Rejuvenation Score:630ints out of 100

Deconsumption:In deconsumption mode sin2804 Has since decreased its total energy consumpti@0.8y6
and its per capita energy consumption¥1%, but during the samé&8-year period (from 1988 to 2021s
populationhas also decreaség 9.9%.

Croatidd s per capi t2% hkelowmts Ebhaverage and its per capita electricity consumptiaiss
27% belowthe EU average. Due to itéediterranearclimate Croatiashould be allowed a totpker capiteenergy
consumption oR.5to 3 toe and since it currently consunoedy 2.1 toeit can increase its consumption b$%6 to
reach its minimum allotted energy use2dbtoe and bynearly43% to reach its maximum allotted energy use (¢
toe.

Verdict: Croatiacan increase its per capita energy consumptiori3gfy. 4
Deconsumption Scoré43 out of 100.

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode sin2807. Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissi
28.8% and its per capita emissions 28. ™6, while its populationalso decreaseualy 10% during the sam&5-year
period

Croatiais 70.90% fossil fuels dependeandfortunately has no nuclear component in its energy. riia achieve
a truly green economy it still has to swité@.90% of its energy to renewables.

Verdict: Croatiahas decarbonizeohly 29.10% of its energyso far and hag0.90% left to decarbonize.
Decarbonization Scor@9 points out of 100.

Independence:Croatiais 45.7% energy independent.
Verdict: Croatiais 54.3% energy dependent.
Independence Scorg4 points out of 100.

Croatia Final Sustainability Score:78% (390 points out of 500)
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Population: 904,700(02 Ce 8! + E eéCéhuAgi CA”
Area: 9,251km2 (0.22 Ce a®d)+ E
Total GDP: $14.762billion (0.19  C e togal), GBP per capita: $49,504 (9%below EU average)
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5. Republic of Cyprus
Population data

Total births:+3.2%6 in 2020 and 6.3% in 2021 compared to 2019
(9,548in 2019,9,860in 2020,10,150in 2021)

Total deaths: 2.44% in 2020 and #4% in 2021compared to 2019
(6,239in 2019,6,381in 2020,7,110in 2021)

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deatbs)% in 2020 and8.1% in 2021
compared to 2019.

(3,309in 2019,3,479in 2020,3,040in 2021)

Cyprus gained 6,519 people or 0.72% ofatal population in two years (2020 and 2021tpugh
negative natural change.

Net overseas migratio@y pr us 0 net mi gr atblef&aom 2018 to 2021h a s
(8,797in 2019,8,736in 2020,and 8,671n 2021)(Sourcé

Cyprus gained 17,413 people or 1.75% of its total population in two years (2020 anth2@2§)
positive net migation.

Total Population*1.73% in 2020 and-2.74% in 2021compared to 2019
(880,600in 2019,896,000in 2020,and 904,700n 2021)
Cyprusgained24,100people 012.4% of the populatiomuring the two years of the plandemic.

Number of births and deaths per year, Cyprus

The dotted lines show the medium variant of the UN population projections.
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https://www.pragueprocess.eu/en/countries/571-cyprus

Population analysis

Vital statisticsshow us that the Cypriot government broke population recorslin 2021: the
most deaths since 1920 (7,1180d the lowest natural changate since 1916 (3.3 per 1,000

Thebirths and deaths graph of Cypsis®ws us that the countngarlyreachedarity between
births and deaths in 1975 by suppressing fertility and promoting mortalggual measur
although both were in large part the result of the Turkish invasion of Cyprus and theref
necessarily intended or planned.

It also shows ushiat he attack on fertility begain 1948 and has been most intense fa89B1
to 1952(7.6% drop) from 1972 to 197%25.7% drop in births in 3 yearat an average annu
loss 0f8.5®%), from 1992 to 200827.46% drop in 10 years, at an average annuabio®.75%)
from 2012 to 20134.9% drop) and from 2016 to 202(6.1% drop in5 years,at an averag
annual loss of 22%).

The Gypriot government weakened the national sterilization program only from 1952 to
from 1975 to 1983, and from 2002 to 20¢(
to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.

The total fertility ratdell below replacement level in 1995 and has been steadily decreasin
since, including during the past three years. As of 2021 it is at 1.31 children per woma
government of Cyprus has been subv ed8twhem
the countrydés crude birth rate began f
(from 33.1 children per 1,000 in 1947 to 19.2 in 1970). By 2013 it fell by another 44%
10.8 and has remained around 11 per 1,000 ever sinke thd rest of Europe, it accomplish
this mostly by chronically poisoning its people with endocrine disruptors discreetly inse
food, water and beverages.

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions

From their peak in 181 until their low pointin 1975 births decreased B38.58%0 (from
15,586to 11,139 while the population increased 6% during the sam#4-year period (from
575,000 610,000Q. The rate of decrease in births, therefore, has ihegry 5.8imes faster
than the rate of change in total population. Such a divergence is only possible
government actively subverts fertility through a program of mass poisoning througtsit
elements of life. Neither the use of contraceptivesabortionswhich have beenllegal in
Cyprusuntil 2018 can account for thigrgedivergence.

The government of Cyprus repeated its feat from 1992 to 2002 when births decreg
27.46% (fom 15,845 to 11,494) while the population increased®&$% (from 610,600 t
709,100) during the same-{@ar period.The rate of decrease in births, therefore, has
2.7times faster than the rate of change in total population.
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By contrast, the government of Cyprus h
the crude deathrate shot up from 7.1 to 7.9, thus by 11.3%.

The spikes in mortality in 1963 and 1974 were caused by the Turkish invasiGgprusand
subsegentarmedconflict.

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions

From their lowest number in 1965 until their peak in 2021, deaths increa$dd1®%y (from
5,497t0 9,021 while the populationncreasedy 53.1% (from 591,000 to 904,70@)uring
the sameb6-year period. $ourcg The rate of increase in deaths, therefore, has tdgn
11%faster than the rate gfcreasan total population.lt is not unreasonable to attributest
increase to an older population since the median age was 23.4 years in 1965 and 37.7
2021, a difference of 13.8 yearsSimilarly, the oldagedependency burden was 11.71%
1965 and 20.82% in 2024 difference of 9.11%More elderly people result in more deat
The increase in mortality is very small compared to the rest of Earapthere is little to n
evidence to suggest that the gaweent deliberately increased deaths.

The other component in Cyprusd program
pursued a policy of positive net migration since 19%6ufcé

As a result of positive net migration and a positive natural growth hatgptvernment of Cypru
has managed toeplace nearly a third20.95%) of its citizens with foreigners and alsdkéep
the countryds medi an age Soure despiteshavsythefourth
lowest total fertility rate in the Elsubreplacement level fertility since 1994 large oleage
dependencyratio of 24.3% (Source (or 45.3% of its working age populatiorgnd a long life
expectancy of 81.36 yearSdqurce.

Cyprus howeverhas yet to stabilize its population @versets growing oldage burderand
will not succeed without a Population Stabilization Lawe can therefore expect an incre
in the deathrate in 2022 especially since the Covid vaccination rate has grown from 62%
to 72% in 2022.3o0urcé

Fertility rate: children per woman Life expectancy, 1895 to 2021
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Cyprusos tot al ferti | i X5rchildrentper wamardsinde @hdod e d u c e
circal.3 children per woman sinc2013 (Sourcg, while its life expectancy has been limited at
circa8lyears since 2@L(Sourcs.

Consumption data

Total energy consumptior6.25% (32 TWhin 2019 and80 TWhin 2021) (Peaked ir2008 at 36
TWh)

Energy use per person9.42% (26,442kwh in 2019 and 2,950kWh in 2021)(Peaked in 2005
at 3,742kWh) (Sourcé

Per capiteenergyconsumption:1.9 toe 38% below EU average},000 kWh (2% below EU

average)Source

Energy independencé:05%. (Source

Primary energy consumption 1 Duta Energy use per person
Primary energy” consumplion is measured in lerawalt-hours (T\Wh). Energy use not only includes electricity, but also other areas of consumptien including transport, heating and
caoking.
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Consumption analysis

Cyprusreduced its total energy use from 2019 to 202tnbye thar6% andits per capita energ
consumption bynore than %. This is praiseworthy considering thist per capita energy ug
is 38% below the EU average and its per capita electricity use is 29% below the EU.g
The mild Mediterranean climate of Cyprus alloivéo make do with less energy, especia
since the island does not have any heavy industry to speak of and can import everything
from the other EU member states.

Being energy dependent to the weamitselfofffosgl
fuels as fast as it can, especial |l (Bouscé n

If the EUhas a polig of harmonization and has set upper and lower limits for southern, ¢
and northern European counttiest hen Cyprus6é per capita
far below the 2.5 to 3 toe per capita that southern European countries shouloeel ad
consume.
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Cyprusdecreased its total energy consumption 6y since its peak in 2@0from 36 TWh
in 208 to 30 TWh in 2021) and its per capita consumption BY62from 33,742kWh in 20®
to 23,950kWh in 2021) despitdts population increasg by 15.1%.

Emissiongdata

Total CO2emissions#+3.5% (from 734 million t to 760 million t) (Peaked2008at 872 million
tong

Per capitaCO2 emissions+2.17% (from5.981t in 2019 t06.11t in 2021)(Peaked2008at 7.98
tong (Sourcé

Share of renewables in electricity production: +2.3% (10% in 2019, and 12.3% in 2020).

Per capita CO2 emissions
Carbon dioxide (CO) emissions from fossil fuels and industry’ . Land Use change is not included.

Annual COz2 emissions
Carban dioxide {C0-) emissions from fossil fuels and industry’ . Land s change is not included.
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Emissions analysis

Despite its lower use @nergy, Cyprus did not green its economy. Its total CO2 emissions
by 3.5% and its per capita emissions grew by more than 2%. Cyprus did manage to inc
share of renewables in electricity production by 2.3% albeit from a rather low ratiéwinl
2019 to 12.3% in 2020. There is no data yet for 2081.it appears that by June 2022 Cyp
accomplished 16% of its electricity from renewabl&aurce

Cyprus aims to reduce its @tmissiondy 24% by 2030 compared to 2005. In 2019, its G
emissionswvere 4% below 2005 levels. Given the small size of its population and the
amount oful.2 billion it will receive from the EU Recovery and Resilience Facility fyrodg
which 41%aredesignated for the green transiti@o(rceg, Cyprus should have no difficultig
in reaching its decarbonization goals.

AThe plan w100 cnwnhebuiodsia ineerconnectoproject [will connect
Crete, Cyprus and Israelvhich will connect Cyprus to the EU electricity network and b
renewable energy production. Furthermore, the gresestments of the plan include vario
support schemes worth8 9 mi prdmiotimgenergy efficiencgandrenewables and
combating energy poverty. The plan contains as wdél7  maof investroents promotin
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sustainable andreen mobilityand encouragig a shift from private cars to public transpo
as well as promoting the use of electric vehicles. In addition, several reforms are include(
will introduce green taxation, reform the electricity market and facilitate the use of el
vehi dSoes®. 0

There is no reason why Cyprus could not become 100% powered by renewables given
potential. iBasking in more than 3300 hours of sunlight per y€gprus has the highest sol
power potential in the European Union but currently imports most if its ervef8gurce

As it i s, Cypruso6é current energy mix i
components: 90.78% oil, 4.16% solar, 2.16% wind, 1.61% coal, and 0.45% other rene
(Sourcg As suchit has averylong way to climb to decarbonize.

To date, @prushasreducedts totalgreenhouse gas emissidns12.84% (from 8.72million
tonsin 2008 to 7.60million tonsin 2021)and its per capita emissions b§.23% (from 7.98
tonsin 20 to 6.11tonsin 2021)sincetheir peak in2008 despiteits populationgrowing by
15.1%% during the samedlyear time.

Energy consumption by source, Cyprus S

Primary energy consumption is measured in terawatt-hours (TWh). Here an inefficiency factor (the 'substitution’
method) has been applied for fossil fuels, meaning the shares by each energy source give a better approximation of
final energy consumption.
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Cyprus DRDD Summary:

Depopulation: Not yet indepopulation moderimarily due to heavy immigrationAs such200936 people (of
29.95% of its population} foreigrrborn.

The current population &05,000is 83.14% higherthan it was in 1950Cyprus can only support 8% (or 79,5
people) of its current population, therefore it must lose 832,324 people (or 92% of its populatiohiete a
sustainable population.

Verdict: Cyprusneeds to depopulate 99%.
Depopulation Scored points out of 100

Rejuvenation: Cyprushas an olehgedependency ratio d24.3% that unless addressed will swell #5.8% by
2050. Cyprusneeds to reduce its olhe dependency burden $#y3% to rejuvenate its population.

Verdict: Cyprusneeds to rejuvenate lay3%.
Rejuvenation Scoré6 points out of 100

Deconsumption:in deconsumption mode sin20(. Has since decreased its total energy consumptiaf. @6
and its per capita energy consumptior2Byo, despite its population increasing by 15.1% duthrgysame 4-year
period (from2008to 2021)

Cypru® per capi t 88%helowshae Binveragerandiitsper capita electricity consumptia?fs
belowthe EU average. Due to iMdediterranean climateCyprus should be allowed a totger capitaenergy
consumption oR.5to 3 toe and since it currently consunoady 1.9toeit can increase its consumption 8% to
reach its minimum allotted energy use of 2.5 toe and by ng&¥hyto reach its maximum allotted energy use ¢
toe.

Verdict: Cypruscan increase its pergiéa energy consumption aymaximum of 58o.
Deconsumption Scoré58 out of 100.

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode sin2808. Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissi
12.8%% and its per capita emissions 24/3%, despiteits populatiorincreasingoy 15.1% during the sam#&4-year
period

Cyprusis 93.32% fossil fuels dependeand fortunately has no nuclear gooment in its energy mixTo achieve
a truly green economy it still has to swit@B.324% of its energy to renewables.

Verdict: Cyprushas decarbonizeahly 6.68% of its energyso far and ha83.324% left to decarbonize.
Decarbonization Scor&:points out of 100.

Independence:Cyprusis 7.05% energy independent.
Verdict: Cyprusis 92.99%6 energy dependent.
Independence Scorépoints out of 100.

Cyprus Final Sustainability Score:55.246 (276 points out of 500)
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Czechia

Population: 10,524,16723¢ Ca 8! + E eCehuAgi CA”
Area: 78,871km2 (1.86 Ca a@a)+r E _
Total GDP: $09.953billion (2.12 Ca 8! + E ¢ Cg A (1 47,527@A32. 5 belohEEU Taverage)y A
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6. Czech Republic

Population data

Total births:-1.8% in 2020 and0.4% in 2021 compared to 2019
(112,231in 2019,110,200in 2020,111,793in 2021)

Total deaths: 5% in 2020 and 23.6% in 2021 compared to 2019
(112,362in 2019,129,289n 2020,138,891in 2021)

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deaths},471.7% in 2020 and
+28,1348.860 in 2021 compared to 2019.

(-131in 2019,-19,089in 2020,-28,098in 2021)

The Czech Republic lost 47,187 people or 0.45% dbie population in twoyears (2020 and
2021)through negative natural change.

Deaths have outnumbered birthstie Czech Republisince 194, with 11 positive years in
betweenput the rate of population decrease was never higher than in 2020 and 2021.

Net overseas migraimn-39.2% in 2020 and +12.9% in 2D2ompared to 2019.

(44,270in 2019,26,927in 2020,and 49,969n 2021)

The Czech Republigained76,896 people 010.7%% of its total population in two years (2020 and
2021)through positive net migration.

Total Population*1.73% in 2020 and-2.74% in 2021compared to 2019

(10,693,939n 2019,10,700,155n 2020,and 10,524,161 2021)

The Czech Republiost 169772 people orl.6% of the populatiorduring the twoyears of the
plandemic.

Number of births and deaths per year, Czechia
The dotted lines show the medium variant of the UN population projections.
150,000
Deaths

100,000 Births

50,000

o]
1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2021
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Population analysis

Vital statisticsshow us that the Czech government brak& population records 2021: the
highest number of deatlsshce 1945139,89), the biggest negative natural chasgee 1918
(-28,099, the highest crude death ratimce 194 (13.3 per 1,000), and the lowest negat
natural change rawnce 1918-2.7 per 1,000 peple). In other words, the Z&chgovernment
made no effort whatsoever to hide its depopulation efforts.

Cz e c hhirthsbéand deaths graphows us thathe country has been in depopulation m
since 186 as that is the first year when its deaths exceeded its births. It achievég
suppressing births and increasing deaths in equal measure. The gap between births &
at the end of 202ik larger than ever before, deaths exceeding births nearly 1.3 times (11
deaths versus 103,948 births).

It also shows us thahé attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed
graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 withectd#ld statistics and all the way
2100 with projected statistics.

Alook at Cechi®s vi t al statistics back to 190
subverting its peopl e 660 InE@rthddtal fertility xate (TER)
was & nearly 5children per woman. By 19, it dropped to 4, by ZDto just 3,and by1931 it
dropped to below2 children per womaand as such below replacement levetom 1940 to
1965, the TFR recovered to above replaganhevel even reaching 3 children per womar
1947. From 1966 to 1972 it fell once again below replacement level only to rise above
again from 1973 to 1979. Since 1980, it has remained below replacement level read
lowest level ever in 199 of just 1.132 children per woman.

It also shows us thah¢ attack on fertility has been most intense from 1950 to 32684 drop
in 10 years, at an average annual loss of 3)28%m 1964 to 19679.4% drop in births in 3
years,at an average anablloss 0f3.1%), from 1974 to 199640.15% drop in22 years, at ar
average annual loss 0£3%), from 2010 to 20116(3 6 drop), and from 2@to 2021 7.18%
drop in3 years,at an average annual |0ss208%%).

The Czechgovernment weakened timational sterilization program only from 89to 1964,
from 19%68to 1974, and from1999to 20Bt o gi ve t he peopl eds
to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions

From their peak in I8 until their lowest lowin 1999 births decreased B4.47% (from
195,555t0 89,049 while the population increased By93% during the sam25-year period
(from 9,988,000 10,283,000 Such a divergence is only possible if the government act
subverts fertility through a program of mass poisoning through the basic elements
Neither the use of contraceptives nor abortions can account for this massive diverger
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While abortions have played a role in limiting population growth in the Czech Republic
1953, whenabortion was legalized andzechia was still part of Czechoslovakia, they h
never matched let alone exceeded live birtA$he heaviest abortion years wdrom 1987 to
1991 when on average one baby was aborted for every 1.2 babies born. Since 1990,
have steadily decreased in real and proportional terms. In 2020, for every 6.5 children K
was aborted.Jource

The attack on longevity began inS&and continued unabated until 1983. Tlhzxechoslovakiar
government increased the deathrate most actively fror tb98%62 (9.8% rise), from 183to

1970 (23.2% risein 7 years, at an annual average rise of 3,38m 199to 1980 (5.9% rise),
and most recentlthe Czech government increased the deatlirate 2019 to 202120% rise
in two years, at an annual average risé@®b).

From 1%0to 1%5 andfrom 183 to 2007, the Zechoslovakian and subsequently the Cz
government stopped deliberately increasing the deathrate and the number of yearly
declined

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions

From their lowest number in 59 until their peak inL98Q deaths increased #p.2% (from
93,280to 135,47) while the population decreased 1y.9 during the same5-year period
(from 9,270,000to 10,283,00). (Sourcé This divergencecannot occur in anormal
population and can only be the result of intentional governmental action to increg
deathrate.

Not to be outdone by the communist government of Czechoslovakia, the ca
government of the Czech Republic repeditedfeat from 2014 to 2021 when deaths increg
27% while the population decreased by 0.13% during the sayear7period. The rate of
increase in deaths, therefore, has been more than 208 times faster than the rate of in
total population. This demonstrates that population control has been practiced |
governments indifferent of their political ideology.

The Czech Republicas beetfosing peopleéhrough negativ@opulationgrowthsince 194 but

never asmany as in 20211t managed to reverse its population decline from 2006 to 20
well as from 2016 to 2018, which shows that the government has made efforts to maif
population.These efforts are also visible its total fertility rate which has growsteadily ad

significantly since it bottomed out i©1999at 113 children per woman and now stands &3]
children per womanDespite this, slightly fewer children were born in 2020 and 2021 th
2019.

While the government has been rightly trying to bring up its total fertility rate to replact
level, it has also brought up its death rayel5% in 2020 and by nearly 24% in 2021. A
result, its total population declinéa 2021for the first timesince 1991, but while in 1991 tH
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decline was the result of emigrationm 2021 it was the result of negative natural grov
Between 2019 and 2021 the country [b89,772people orl.6% of the population

The government managed to kill an excess74d00 people or 0626 of its total population (0
0.78% of its 2,183,502elderly people) in 2020 through denial of medical care and 0
involuntary euthanasia and an additio@&000 people or 0.26% of its total population

1.2%% of its elderly population) in 2021 with mRNA vaccines. In just two yearsC#seh
govermment managed to wipe o of its elderly peopléut did notsucceed in getting ahed
of the oldage curve and reversintg ascending trendAs a result, the elderly now make

21% of the total population 2% of the working age population (15 to 6#ars of age)
(Sourcé But since no teenager pays taxes, the true age dependency chatseigo 38%.

The Czech Republic is in serious demographic trouble. Itagédburden (as a percentage
its total population) is projected to incredsam the current 21%0 30% ly 2059 while the
working age population will decline from the current 65% to just 55% by 2@8@ir€¢ It has
an old-agedependency ratio of 33.3% that unless addressed will swell to 55.9% by
(Sourcé

There are currently 3.64 million pensions being paid in the Czech Republic versus 4.35
contributors to the pension schem8oyrcg Therefore, 1.2 employees pay one pension.
2030 there will be more pensioners than working people contributing to the pension schg
the country Wl collapse fiscally unless at least a million pensioners are killed by then or a
amillion young Ukrainians ar e aSodao 43060(
Ukrainian refugees havame tothe Czech RepublicSpurcg Unless another half a millio
are forced to flee the Ukraine to the Czech Republic by the fake war and more recently
energy crisis in Ukraine, the €zh government will have to make do with half a million yo
Ukrainians and kill half a million of its pensioners by 2030.

In any case, it should be sei¥ident by now why the Russians and the West have trigge
false war in Ukraine and why now tleers an effort ongoing to push a few more mill
Ukrainians into the EU by shutting down their electricity and letting them freeze.
Ukrainians who could not be forced to flee to the EU by Russian bombs will be fortied
by the cold.

The EU is cannibalizing the Ukraine of its people to save the continent from demograp
economic collapse and the Czech Republic is one of the main beneficiaries of this cruet ¢
serving pl an. And all b e ¢ a u sgeslatiryy unardate
eut hanasia at age 75 wuntil the contine

thing to do. Instead, Europe is once again exporting its population problems onto othe
has done throughout its history.

In addiion to its demographic wows, the Czech Republic is also grossly overpopt
According to the Overshoot Index, Czechia can only sustain half of its current popu
(Sourcé
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Fertility rate: children per woman
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Czechi abs t ditstadachddel.b thildren peywomam in €994 anddeeslifted to
circa 17 children per woman since 20 (Source, while its life expectancy has bedgaclining
since 2019 and has bekmited at circa78 yearsas of 2021Sourcé.

Consumption data

Total energy consumptior2.5% (478 TWhin 2019 and466 TWhin 2021) (Peaked in 1998 at

656 TWh)

Energy use per person2.24% (45,352kWh in 2019 andi4,337kWh in 2021) (Peaked ih988
at63,675kWh) (Sourcé

Per capita consumptio:9 toe (32% above EU average), 5,700 kWh (3.4% above EU average)
(Sourcé

Primary energy consumption
ured in terawati-hours (TWh).

Energy use per person
Energy use not only includes alectricity, but alse other areas of consumption including transport, heating and

couking.
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Consumption analysis

The Czech Republiceduced its total energy use from 2019 to 2022.BY andits per capita
energy consumption byore than 2. It has done this because its per capita consumpti
total energy is 32% above the EU average and its per capita electricity consumpilics 49/s1
above the EU average.
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Despite the rhetoric and propaganda, the Czech Republic, which is dependent on Russ
oil supply, bought 6.8 Mt or 11% more crude oil in 2021 than in 2020, of which 50% cam
Russia through the Druzhba pipelihéd Fr i endshi po pipeline),
from Az eSiMcealog6,eomis also supplied from Germany through another oil pip
(IKL) connected to the transalpine pipe (TAL) in Ingolsta&ourcé

So while our governments feed us false news day and night siggposedly unprecedent
sanctionghey imposed on Russia, in reality trade iasibfuels is uninterrupted and whate
reductions have occurred have done so by common accord and in line with the deg
strategy.

If the EUhas a policy of harmonization and has set upper and lower limits for southern,
and northern Europa countries t hen Czechi ads per capit
above the 3 to 3.5 toe per capita that central European countries should be allowed to ¢

Czechiadecreased its total energy consumptior2B¥ since its peak in 2@Xfrom 656 TWh
in 1988to 466 TWh in 2021) and its per capita consumption30y3®6 (from 63,675kWh in
1988to 44,337kWh in 2021) despitets population increasing by 1%.

Emissiongdata

Total CO2 emissions:3.83% (from 10101 million t to 97.14 million t) (Peaked 1978 at 187.46
million tong

Per capitaCO2 emissions:3.65% (from 9.59t in 2019 t09.24t in 2021)(Peaked 1978 at 18.39
tong (Sourcé

Share of renewables in electricity production: +1.02% (12.89% in 2019, and 13.91% in 2021)
Energy independencB6.5%. (Sourcé

Annual COz emissions

Carbon diexide (CO-) emissions from fossil fuels and industry' . Land use change is not included

Per capita COz emissions
Carbi m fossil fuels ar
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Emissions analysis

The Czech Republic has made some progress in greening its economy. Both its to
emissions and its peapita emissions decreased by nearly 4% partly due t&arédiiction in
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https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/czechia/
https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/czech-republic
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/czechia/

its total population and partly due to better energy efficiency. The Czech Republic alsodr]
to modestly increasés share of renewables in electricity productimn102% commred to
2019 levelsalbeit from a rathellow ratio 0f12.8%% t0 13.6%%.

According to itsNational Energy and Climate PIaNECP),the Czechiaimsto reduce GHG
emissions by380% by 2030 (compared ta2005 and by 80% by 2050 (compared to 199
(Source

Unfortunately, the Czech Republic, like the rest of the EU réasssified nuclear energy

greenbecause it has six nuclear reactors that produce 36.7%etddtsicity. Sourcgé Worse,
its intention is to increase its nuclear power production by adding two new 1,200 MW
reactors at its Dukovany nuclear power plant, two new reactors (lrefw@@0 and 1,700 MW,
at its Temelin nuclear power plant, and by buildarg entirely new nuclear power plant
Dukovany fora illion capable of generating 1.2 GW by 20360(rcé

Therefore, instead of making its economy more environmentally friendly,zéeh@Republic
like Francewill usethe EU Recovery and Resilience Facility funds that have been desig
forit, namelyd 7 . 0 3 bgrahtd andd d 5i B irblaans lofiwbiah 42% has supposeo
been designated to support climalgectives(Source, to jeopardizehe future of Europe witl
a nuclear accident that will inevitably happen and will deshaly the continent due to th
countrybés |l ocation in the center of Eur

AAround 20% of the plan is allocated to investmenteniargyefficiency:u 1 . 4  Will

finance largescale renovation programmes to increase the energy efficiency of resident
public buildings, including childcare and loxigrm care facilitiesFurthermorei 4 8
million will be invested in installation oenewable energy sourcés both businesses ar
households. The plan supports green transition also through investmants of1 b i
sustainable mobility notably in lowemission vehicles for the public and business se
improving railway infrastructure, and promoting electric charging stations and cyc
pathwaysFurthert 1 4 1 mill | bé iineested irtircular economyincluding recycling
infrastructure and support for circular economy solutions and water savings in busin
Reformof f orestry management ai ms at (Sonrcdr e

Czechiads energy mix ¢leing 76.04% Yasdd ®n foss$il dusisd
dangerousas it has a large nuclear component, it has a long way to go until it can ac
truly green economylts energy mix consisisf: 32.40% lignite coal,24.18% oil, 19.46% gas
16.56% nuclear3.60% other renewabled.3%% hydrg, 1.21 solar, and 0.34 win{Source

To date, Czechia hasducedts totalgreenhouse gas emissidns48.18% (from 187.46 million
tonsin 1978to 7.60million tonsin 2021)and its per capita emissions #9.76% (from 18.39
tonsin 1978to 9.24tonsin 2021)sincetheir peak in1978 despite its population growing k
2.7%% during the samé4-year time.
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https://energy.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-03/cs_final_necp_main_en_0.pdf
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https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/cyprus?country=~CZE#what-sources-does-the-country-get-its-energy-from

Energy consumption by source, Czechia Our Worid
Primary energy consumption is measured in terawatt-hours (TWh). Here an inefficiency factor (the 'substitution’
method) has been applied for fossil fuels, meaning the shares by each energy source give a better approximation of
final energy consumption.
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Note: 'Other renewables’ includes geothermal, biomass and waste energy.
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CzechiaDRDD Summary:

Depopulation: In depopulation modsince 198&ut partially masked by immigrationAs such570,139people
(or 5.42% of its population) is foreigivorn.

The current population df0.5 millionis 15.1%% lower than it was in 1950Czechiacan only suppord million of
its current population, therefore it must Ids8& million people (0148% of its population) t@chieve a sustainab
population.

Verdict: Czechianeeds to depopulate #3%.
Depopulation Scorés2 points out of 100

Rejuvenation: Czechiahas an oléagedependency ratio d33.3%6 that unless addressed will swell .96 by
2050. Czechianeeds to reduce its elje dependency burden bg.3% to rejuvenate its population.

Verdict: Czechianeeds to rejuvenate Hy3.3%.
Rejuvenation Scoré7 points out of 100

Deconsumption:In deconsumption mode sin2@08 Has since decreased its total energy consumpti@®y
and its per capita energy consumptior8By3®o, despite its population increasing by 1% during the samgead
period (from 2008 to 2021).

Czechids per capita consumption 82% abovethe EU average and its per capita electricity consumptidrids
abovethe EU average. Due to itontinentalclimate Czechiashould be allowed a totgder capitaenergy
consumption of3 to 3.5 toe and since it curngly consumes.9 toeit must decreasiés consumption byt least
10.28% to reach its mximumallotted energy use &5 toe

Verdict: Czechiamust decreasis per capita energy consumptiondtyleast 1.
Deconsumption Scoré&0 out of 100.

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode sing@78 Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissi
48.18% and its per capita emissions 49.76%, despiteits populationincreasingoy 2.73% during the samd4-
year period

Czechiais 76.04% fossil fuels dependemaind hasn addition a 16.56%uclear component in its energy miXo
achieve a truly green economy it still has to swl2t6% of its energy to renewables.

Verdict: Czechiahas decarbonizeahly 7.4% of its energyso far and ha82.6% left to decarbonize.
Decarbonization Scor@&:points out of 100.

Independence:Czechiais 56.3% energy independent.
Verdict: Czechiais 43.5% energy dependent.
Independence ScorB7 points out of 100.

CzechiaFinal Sustainability Score:58.8% (294 points out of 500)
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Denmark

Population: 5,873,420(1.31 Ce 8!+ E &eCéhuAgi CA”
Area: 42,943km2 (1 Cea a@ad)r E

Total GDP: $11villion (1.7 Ca 8! + E g Cg Al 69,273@23abdv&EUlave@mge)) A~ -
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7. Denmark
Population data

Total births:-0.38% in 2020 and-3.8% in 2021 compared to 2019
(61,167in 2019,60,937in 2020,63,473in 2021)

Total deaths+1.3% in 2020 and $.92%6 in 2021 compared to 2019
(53,958in 2019,54,645in 2020,57,152in 2021)

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and deafl#sy% in 2020 and12,32% in 2021
compared to 2019.

(7,209in 2019,6,292in 2020,6,321in 2021)

Denmark gained.2,613people or 1% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021)
through positive natural change.

Deaths have outnumbered birth®©ienmarksince 181 but the rate ohatural change was brought
back into positive territory from 1989 through heavy immigration.

Net overseas migratiorl7.26 in 2020 and +84% in 202L compared to 2019.

(9,321 in 2019, 10,920 in 2020, and 26,475 in 2Q3burcé

Denmarkgained 76,896 people or 0.7% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021)
through positive nahigration.

Total Population:*0.3% in 2020 and-0.9% in 2021compared to 2019
(5,823,000 in 2019, 5,840,045 in 2020, and 5,873,420 in 2021)
Denmarkgained50,420people 010.86% of the populatiomuring the two years of the plandemic.

Number of births and deaths per year, Denmark
The dotted lines show the medium variant of the UN population projections.
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https://www.statista.com/statistics/575189/migration-flow-in-denmark/

Population analysis

Vital statisticsshow us that the Danish government broke no population records in 201
2021.

Denmar kds birt hshowsus that the cuntnyshasdeer ip tdepopulation 1
from 1981 to 1988 and since then has kept births and deathsyteedl invisible string with
births outnumbering deaths by 5% to 15% to keep natural growth positivedetivand 2 pe
1,000 as that provides the best economic outcomes. It achieved this near perfect paral
preventing births and hastening death in equal measure.

It also shows us thahé attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed
graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the
2100 with projected statistics.

Alook atDenmarb s vi tal statistics back to 190
subverting its peo @tltheéus ofrthe pOcentdry nt1900, the toty
fertility rate (TFR) waslightly above £hildren per woman. By P2, it droppel below 3 and
by 1969 to just 2and as such below replacement levehas remained below replacement le
ever since, reaching its lowest level in 1983 when it recorded just 1.37 children per Vv
Since 1990, the government of Denmark has kepT iR between 1.6 and 1.9 children
woman.

Denmar kds births andthd atack ondertilifyr haspbben sidstoinies
from 1966to 196 (32.3% drop in 10 years, at an average annual loss of 3.23%), fieaal
1973 (9.4% drop in birthsn 3 yearsat an average annual loss31%), from 195 to 1983
(49.15% drop in 22 years, at an average annual loss of 2.2886pm 2010 to 203 (6.37%
drop)

The Danishgovernment weakened the national sterilization program only fr&8 tt91965,
from 1970 to 1972, and from1983 to 1994, and from 201® 21t o gi ve t
reproductive systems a chance to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by governmentactions

From their peak in 1966 until their lowest low in 1983, births decreased by 42.16%%
88,097 to 50,958) while the population increased 6% during the sam&7-year period
(from 4,795000 t05,114000). Had t he peopl eds reprodu
with, the number of births should have increased in direct proportion to the popu
Instead births decreased by a massive 428tich a divergence is only possible if {
government actively $weried fertility through a program of mass poisoning through
basic elements of life. Neither the use of contraceptives nor abortions can account
massive divergence.
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Denmark
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~DNK

The Danish government repeated its feat from 1995 to 2013 when birthasbecby 20.159
(from 69,611 to 55,587) while the population increased by 7.38% during the sayear]
period.

While abortions have played a role in limiting population growth in Denmark since 1939
abortion was first legalized the pregnancyvasharmful or fatal to the mother, high risk f
birth defectSourcé, or borne out of rapend an even more important role since 1973, W
elective abrtions were made legal, they have never matched let alone exceeded the nu
live births. The heaviest abortion years were fro418 184 when on average one baby W
aborted for everg.5 to 2.%abies born. Since 1990, abortions have steadiynéel in real and
proportional terms. In 2020, for evety3 children born one was aborte@durcé

The attack on longevity began in809and continued unabated until ¥ The Danish
government increased the deathrate most actively fr&@& v B7 (7.6% risein two years, a
an annual average rise of 3.8%om 196 to 1966 (14% rise in5 years, at an annual avera
rise of2.8%), from 1975 to 1976 (6.28% rise), from 1977 to 198F10.76% in 3 years, at ¢
annual average rise of 3.59%ahd most recently from 20to 2021 6.7% rise.

From 1%6to 1968, from 1974 to 1975nd from 195to 2014, theDanishgovernment stoppe
deliberately increasing the deathrate and the number of yearly deaths ddébhedrprisingly,
life expectancy grew onhduring the periods when the government stopped deliber
increasing mortality. From 1966 to 1968 life exja@cy grew from 72 to 73 yearfspm 1974
to 1975 it grew from 74 to 7%@nd from 1995 to 2014 it grew from 75 to 81 years. By cont
during the periods when the government deliberately increased mortality life expectand
very little, stagnated adlecreased From 1955 to 1957 life expectancy grew by less than h
year (from 71.06 to 71.4 yearsjrom 1961 to 1966 it remained unchanged at 72 years,
1977 to 1980 it decreaség one yearfom 75 to 74 yea)gSource, and from 2020 to 2021
also decreasduy 0.2 yearsffom 81.6 to 81.4 yeays(Source

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions

From their lowest number in 1951 until their peak in 1995, deaths increased by 66.3¢%
37,995 to 63,115) while th@opulation increased by 21.47% during the samgedt period
(from 4,304,000 to 5,228,0005d¢urcg The rate of increasa deaths, therefore, has be
more tharthreetimes(3.09)faster than the rate of increase in total population. This cé
occur in a normal populatiomnless there was a major war, which is not the Gase,can
only be the result of intentional gavenental action to increase the deathrdtecannot be
blamed on an older population either, since the median age was 31.3 years in 1951
years in 1995%ourcg A population ten years older cannot explain a tfiodkincrease in
deaths.
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Denmar kds popul ation has been decreasi:Hr
poisoning with endocrine disruptors.

To prevent a population collapse the Danish government has relied on immigration sing
As a result, 10.9% of the popatilon or 641,822 is foreighorn (of whom 275,911 or 4.7% a
immigrants from western countries and 365,822 or 6.2% are immigrants frolwestern
countries). Furthermore, 206,119 peopl
of immigrants(of whom 36,399 or 0.6% are descendants of immigrants from western co
and 169,720 or 2.9% are descendants of immigrants frorwastern countries). All in al
847,941 people or 14.4% of the total population are of not of Danish oSgintdg¢ Moreover,
in 2021, 79% of all births were to mothers of Danish origin, 17% from immigrants, and 49
descendants of immigrant§&durce

Absent i mmigration, Denmar kdés popul ati o
by 20,154 people in 2021JAbsent i mmi gr at i on, onWweuld meve l&s
about a million people or 17% of its current populasomte 1980 And last but not least, abse
immigration the median age of the Danish population would have been circa 50 year
than the current 42.3 years.

The Danish goveiment has not involuntarily euthanized any of its elderly or chronical
citizens in 2020 and has only killed about 2,000 people with mRNA vaccines, the vast n
of them aged 75 and up. Moreover, it was the first country to halt its Covid viamtipeogram
in April 2022. In 2021, 76.7% received Covid vaccines and in 2022 the vaccination rate r¢
81%. (Sourcé Judging by the small number of people killed by mRNA vaccines, the
majority of Covid vaccineadministered in Denmark were placebos containing harmless s

Its old age dependency ratio stand2@B4% (as a percentage of the total population) at
35.1%(as a percentage of the working population2021 Sourcg, its median age a#2.3
years and its life expectancy at 81.26 yea#ss such, it is in much better demographic sh
than most EU nations. Denmark has useahigration to its full advantageo much so that it
median age increased by only 1,6 years during the past ten years whereas most other E
have added 2 to 4 years to their median age.

Judging by the statisticedm January to September 2022 D mar k 6 s b i rnedrls
7% and its deaths are up by nearly 6% compared to 202lis means that the Dani
government got cold feet in 202but mustered the courage to accomplish its populd
stabilization objective in 2022. It hopes to hide its low births and high deaths with g
number ofincoming Ukrainian immigrants in 2022.So far, about 30,000 Ukrainians ha
arrived in Denmarlout the government expects around 100,000 by the end of Za22cé

Perhaps the biggestgblem Denmark faces is its overpopulation. By pursuing a popul
policy of slow but steady growth, Denmark has become overpopulated. According
Overshoot Index, Denmark can sustain only 5 million people and as such it is nearly ¢

74


https://www.dst.dk/en/Statistik/emner/borgere/befolkning
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its population.

people h overshoot.$ourcg Henceforth, it will have to manage its economy while decreg

Fertility rate: children per woman

25

2

15

]
1950 1960 1970 1980 1990

Denmar kos

2021

Life expectancy, 1775 to 2021

80 years

70 years

50 years

40 years

1775 1800 1850 1900 1950 2021

ratewasfirst rédecedttal.b childgen per woman in 1980 and has since

been lifted andimited at circa 1.7 children per woman sind®91 (Sourc@, while its life
expectancy been limited at cirBa yearssince 201§Source.

Consumption data

Total energy consumptior4.6% (196 TWhin 2019 andl87 TWhin 2021) (Peaked in 1996 at

290 TWh)

Energy use per persor5.6% (33,747kWh in 2019 and1,865kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 28 at

55,154 kwWh) (Source

Per capita consumptio:9 toe (5.3% above EU average), 5,500 kWh (EU average)

Primary energy consumption

Primary energy’ consumption is measured in terawatt-hours {TWh
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Denmark reduced its total energgnsumption by 4.6% and its per capita energy consum
by 56%. It needs to repeat this performance in 2022 to lower its per capita consumption
toe in order to match the EU average. | have no doubt it @gpecially since the Europe
Commission just approvedial 6b.i8l | i on

Dani sh guarantee
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Crisis Framework to provide liquidity support to energy companies (electricity produce
gas shippers) in the context of the catrenergy crisis and an additioniali34 billion also unde
the Temporary Crisis Framework to support energy intensive compagiesrcé The
engineered energy crisis and hyperinflation will provide the impetus necessary tg
household and corporate consumers to save as much energy as possible.

If the EUhas a policy of hanonization and has set upper and lower limits for southern, c¢
and northern European counttiest hen Denmar kés per capit
below the 3 to 3.5 toe per capita that central European countries should be allowed to ¢
The fact that Denmark is still reducing its energy consumption shows that it is doing mo
it is obligated to do and is as such a responsible country.

Denmarkdecreased its total energy consumption3by3% since its peak iri996 (from 290
TWh in 1996to 187 TWh in 2021) and its per capita consumptiordBy26 (from55,154kWh
in 1996to 31,865kWh in 2021) despite its population increasing by 11.6%.

Emissions data

Total CO2 emissions:-4.46% (from 30.96 million t to 29.5&nillion t) (Peaked 1996 at 74.87
million tong

Per capitaCO2 emissions:5.43% (from 5.34 t in 2019 to 5.05 t in 202(Beaked 1996 at 14.24
tong (Sourcé

Share of renewables in electricity production: +3.52% (78.17% in 2019, and 81.62% in 2020)
Energy independencé5.7%. (Source

Per capita CO2 emissions

Carbon dinxide (GO-) emissions from fossil fuels and industry! . Land use change is not included

Annual COz emissions

Carbon dioxide (CO:) emissions from fossil fuels and indusiry’ . Land use change is not included
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Emissions analysis

Denmark has made progress in greening its economy. Its total CO2 emissions decrg
nearly 4.5% and its per capita emissions decreased by nearly 5.5% from 2019 to 2021. [
also managed to increase its share of renewables in electricity produg85% compared t
2019 levels, and to do this from an already enviably high ratio of 78.17% to 81[@@%mark
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sources 47% of its power from wind aloswed produces the most wind power per capita
2014.(Source

40% of t htetalenargy alreadyconses from renewables and it has already redu
emissions by 38% since 1998durce, but its goals are even more amits. én 2019,
Denmar kds government adopted a | egally
reducing GHG emissions by 70% by 2030 (compared to 1990 levels) and moving towa]
zero emissions by 2080(Sourc@ Denmark is on track to meet its 2030 target.

According to itsNational Energy and Climate PlaNECP), Denmarkaimsto reduce GHG
emissions by0%by 2030(relative to 1990evels) and to reach net zero emissions by 205
has also committed to achieving 55% renewable energy in its gross final consumption |
and to eliminating coal from its energy m{gourcé Needless to say, these are extraording
ambitious goalshat place Denmark in a class of its own.

Denmar kdés decarbonization plan consi sts
byu 1. 5 in grantsfrom the EU Recovery and Resilience Facility, of whd&¥%of the
moneywill supportclimate objectives

AThe green meaoalP2r3e 3(E%0)od the notal Danish RRP. The two larg
single green investments or reforms areithestment windoWi 1 6 3 m) of thegreen tax
reformcomponent andeprioritization of the registration tax of vehiclasd lowelectricity tax
on charging vehicle§ U 1 4 1 minlthe $sustainable transport component. Together thif
research program in green solutios 9 4  n)i and imeasure related tarbon rich

soils(U89 million), these festthegreen kassitionendimag
up more than half of all the green investments in the RRP. Lesdygy efficiency
measuresvi | | account for a 235 million. TH

buildings and public buildings, butalsotoeen gy e f f i ci(8oarcgy of SN

Denmark already possessesdgheenest energy mix in the EBB.77% oil, 22.4% wind,14.9%
other renewablesl?.41% gas,6.88% coal, 1.7% solar, and 02% hydro. Sourcg Since
59.07% of Denmar kds primary energy caway
from a carbon free economy, but closer to it than anyone else in the EU.

To date, Denmark haisducedts totalgreenhouse gas emissidys60.4%% (from 74.87million
tonsin 1996 to 29.58million tonsin 2021)and its per capita emissions 6%.54%6 (from 14.24
tonsin 1994 to 5.05tonsin 2021)sincetheir peak in1996, despite its population growing k
11.626 during the sam@5-yearperiod
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Energy consumption by source, Denmark
Primary energy consumption is measured in terawatt-hours (TWh). Here an inefficiency factor (the 'substitution’

method) has been applied for fossil fuels, meaning the shares by each energy source give a better approximation of

final energy consumption.
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Note: 'Other renewables' includes geothermal, biomass and waste energy.
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Denmark DRDD Summary:

Depopulation: In depopulation modsince 198 but masked bjeavyimmigration. As such721,135people (or
12.28% of its population) is foreigivorn.

The current population ¢&.87million is 37.52% higherthan it was in 1950Denmarkcan only support 5 millior|
of its current population, therefore it must |&56,000people (orl4.86% of its population) tachieve a sustainab
population.

Verdict: Denmarkneeds to depopulate liy.86%.
Depopulation Score85 points out of 100

Rejuvenation: Denmarkhas an oleagedependency ratio 85.1% thatunless addressed will swell 4@.6% by
2050. Denmarkneeds to reduce its elje dependency burden by.1% to rejuvenate its population.

Verdict: Denmarkneeds to rejuvenate lp.1%.
Rejuvenation Score5 points out of 100

Deconsumption:In deconsumption mode sing896 Has since decreased its total energy consumpti@b.Byo
and its per capita energy consumptiondldy®so, despite its population increasing b¥.8% during the sama5-
year period (fron1996to 2021).

Denmarlés per capita consumption 3% abovethe EU average and its per capita electricity consumptiah
the EU average. Due to imsmperateclimate Denmarkshould be allowed a totpler capitaenergy consumptio
of 3to 35 toe and since it currently camsesonly 2.9 toeit canincrease its consumption by at le@s15% to
reach its rmimum allotted energy use of 3 t@e by 20.69% to reach its maximum allotted energy use of 3.5

Verdict: Denmarkcanits per capita energy consumption 23%.
Deconsumption Scoré20out of 100.

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode sind@96. Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissi
60.4%% and its per capita emissions &4.54%, despiteits populationincreasingoy 11.6246 during the sam25-
year period

Denmarkis 59.0®% fossil fuels dependebut entirely free ohuclearenergy To achieve a truly green econor
it still has to switctb9.0®6 of its energy to renewables.

Verdict: Denmarkhas decarbonizeohly 40.93% of its energyso far and haS9.0% left to decarbonize.
Decarbonization Scordl points out of 100.

Independence:Denmarkis 75.7%% energy independent.
Verdict: Denmarkis 24.3% energy dependent.
Independence Scoré6 points out of 100.

Denmark Final Sustainability Score:81.4%4 (407 points out of 500)
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Estonia

Population: 1,331,00§0.3% of8 ! + E 8CehuAgi CA”
Area: 45,339km2 (107 Cea a@a)+r E _
Total GDP: $1.38%illion (0.26 Ca& 8! + E g Cg A (46,1260 R0below BlEavdraged i g A~
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8. Estonia
Population data

Total births:-6.3% in 2020 and5.%% in 2021 compared to 2019
(14,099in 2019,13,209in 2020,13,272in 2021)

Total deaths+2.66% in 2020 and 20.6%6 in 2021 compared to 2019
(15,401in 2019,15,811in 2020,18,587in 2021)

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and dea®®84% in 2020 and308.226 in 2021
compared to 2019.

(-1,302in 2019,-2,602in 2020,-5,315in 2021)

Estonialost 7,917 people or 6% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021) through
negativenatural changeDeaths have outnumbered birthEstoniasince 1991

Net overseas migration24.8% in 2@0and #40% in 2021 compared to 2019.

(5,030 in 2019, 3,782 in 2020, and 7,043 in 2q&burce

Estoniagainedl0,825people or B1% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2GRfigugh
positive net migration.

Total Population#0.15% in 2020 and-0.3% in 2021compared to 2019
(1,327,000 in 2019, 1,329,000 in 2020, and 1,331,000 in 2021)
Estoniagained4,000 people 010.3% of the populatiomluring the two years of th@andemic.

Number of births and deaths per year, Estonia

The dotted lines show the medium variant of the UN population projections.
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Population analysis

Vital statisticsshow us that the Estonian government brokepopulation record in 2022he
fewest births since 1900 (11,588).

Estonids bi rths ashodsudtbatthelcauntiy naa lgedn in depopulation siocks
1991 for that is when deasifirst outnumbered birthsg, feat it achieved by suppressing fertil
and increasing mortality in equal measuiestonia has remained in depopulation mode

since and as of 2022 deaths outnumber births by nearly 1.4 times (18,826 deaths versl
births).

It also shows us thahé attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed
graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the
2100 with projected statistics. A lookEstonia@ weital statistics back to 1900, however, reve
that the government began subverting it
century.

Long before they were annexed by the Soviet Union in 1940, the Estonian crude birth 1
fallen from its peak of 29.2 per 1,000 people in 1900, when the Governorate of Estuinia
comprised the northern part of presday Estoniawas part of the Russian Empire, to just 1
per 1,000 in 1940, a 42.47% drop. During its brief period cfpeddence from Russia, fro
1918 to 1940, its crude birth rate decreased from 19.9 to 16.8, a 15.6% drop. A crude K
of 15.5 is needed for replacement level fertility. In other words, the Russians cannot be
for Estoni ao sivepeadrdh &hidh begs tlee muestionuhow in the world dio
Estonians keep their families so small and always teetering on the edge of extinction?
be through abortion or infanticide.

Unfortunately, there is no record on the number of abationil 1954. But we do know th
from 1919 until 1981 the Estonians had around 20,000 to 22,000 live births a year and

population was stuck at about 1.1 million people. From 1954 until today we have a re
the number of abortions perfoeh every year and Estonia was a bloodbath for babies.

1960 until 1979 there were about twice as many babies aborted than born, about
abortions and 20,000 births per year. From 1970 to 1990 the annual number of al
continued to exceedemumber of births by at least a third. 1990 is the last year the Est
gave birth to more than 20,000 children. By 1992, thus just a few years after becoming
the Western food system miscarriages jumped from 0 to about 2000 a year anddhis the
case until today though the number of miscarriages has decreased to about 1,600 a ye
the year 2000, births outnumber abortions (13,067 births versus 12,746 abortions). Sin
the number of births has remained steady at 13,000,08Q4ut the number of abortions I
decreased from nearly 13,000 in the year 2000 to about 3.500 in 302icg

This shows that the primary popul ati on
has been sterilization by endocrine disruptors and not abortion as was the case during
and subsequently Soviet occupation.

82
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The Estonian population begaroging in 1952, but not because of Estonian children b
born into the world, since most of them were aborted, but due to Russian migration or re
of Russians into Estonia by the Soviet Union. As a resthihic Russiansow make up24% of
Estona's populationand number about 322,0006durcg It is only thanks to the Sovig
relocation of Rasians into Estonia that the population began to grow from 1.1. million, \
it had been stuck from 1914 to 1958, t
population peaked. From 1990 until 2021 the Estonian population decreased by 28§
17.9%. This decrease is partly the result of the Estonian dislike of children and penck
abortions, partly the result of negative net migration, and partly the result of low fertility
chronic poisoning with sterilizing endocrine disrugtor

Estonids births and de e attack og fertlity has Beenanest intense fi
1955t0 1966 (5.4% drop), from 181 to 1966 (9.25% drop in births irb years,at an averag
annual loss ol.8%%), from 1971 to 1973 (3.5% drop in 2 years, at an average annual log
1.7%%), from 1988 to 199850.5% drop in 10 years, at an average annual drop of 5, ®%h)
2010to 2013(14% drop in 3 years, at an average annual drop Of 4,&68dnost recenthfrom
2019to 21 (3.0 drop).

TheEstoniangovernment weakened the national sterilization program from ttOB96L, from
1967to 1971, from 1973to 1987, from 1998 to 2008and from 2013to2IBt o gi v e t
reproductive systems a chance to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions

From their peak in 1988 until their lowest low in 1998, birtlesreased by 50.5% (fro
24,925 to 12,340) while the population decreasedridy 11.27% during the same y@ar
period (from 1,562,000 to 1,386,000Births, therefore, decreased 4.5 times faster thal
population.

TheEstoniargovernment repeatéhis performancéom 2010to 2013 when births decreas
by 14% (from 15,804 to 13,593 while the populatiordecreased byonly 7.38% (from

1,332,000 to 1,318,00@uring the sam@&-year period. Births, therefore, decreased 13
times faster than theopulation.

This large aifference is only possible if the government actively subverted fertility thr
a program of mass poisoning through the basic elements of life. Neither the

contraceptives nor abortions can account for this massive diveg@lthough abortions hay
played a significant rolelnterestingly, the most dramatic falls in fertility have occurred &
the fall of communism

As in most formerly communist countries abortion was the primary population control m
Being part of the Soviet Union, abortion was legal in Estonia since 1955 and continue
legal once Estonia regained its independence in 1991. From 195BT&titirca 60,000 babid
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were conceived every year of whom circa 20,000 were allowed to live and 40,000 were ¢
thus two babies were aborted for every baby born. The ratio changed gradually in favo
and by 1990 only 30,000 babies were adbrand 22,000 were born. By the year 2000
births and abortions reached parity, 13,067 live births versus 12,746 ahottiosi25,00(
conceptions altogether. From 2000 until today, live births have exceeded abortions. |
only 3,355 babies we aborted while 13,108 babies were allowed to be born, thus nearl
babies were born for every aborted baffyourcg@ Conceptions (i.e. births and abortio
together), however, had dropped to just over 16,000, nearly four times fewer than du
sixties, seventies, and eighties.

This massive drop in conceptions coincides with Estonia becoming part of the weste
system and is also reflected in the total fertility rafes soon as Estonia entered the wes
food system after the fall of commigm in 1990, its total fertility rate fell below replacem¢
level (from 2.22 children per woman in 1989 to 2.05 in 1990), its natural change entered
territory (in other words deaths outnumbered births), and its total population started dgc

That i's how the West Airewardedo Estoni
Union, with food, water and beverages laced with sterilizing endocrine disruptors. As &
Estoniads population has been eirs fwoe ef
population did not have a long distance to fall since the Estonian people have always s
procreation. It is as though the cold renders them sexually deficient.

During the plandemic year s ,n2@&anadhy b.906irs202
which is unusual given that the total population has not decreased but grown slightly, b
and births should have at least remained stable and certainly not decreased. Conve
number of deaths increased by 2.66%92020, which is not unusual ginéts aged population
and by 20.69% in 2021, which is highly unusual and the result of intentional mass killing
was accomplished with mRNA vaccines with which the government killed about 3,000
in 2021.

As aresult of this double assault, from the births and the deaths sides, Estonia experie
2021 the largest negative growth rate since 1945, nahglgr one thousand. Due to posit
net migration, however, the total population did not decrease betsed slightly, namely b
4,000people 010.3% (from 1,327,000 in 201%0 1,331,000 in 2021

The attack on longevity began in6H was abandoned in 1962 and restarted in 1964. Sa
a break in 1985 to 1986, the government of Estonia continued to increase mortality u
until 1994. From 1994 until 2015, the government allowed people to die of natural caus
restartedts campaign to increase mortality in 2020, under the front of the plandemic, a
continued to do so until the end of 2022.

The Estoniangovernment increased the deathrate most actively frd@f th91%62 (6% rise in
two years, at an annual average rig 3%), from 198 to 198 (10.6% rise in2 years, at ar
annual average rise 613%), from 197 to 1976 (2.68% risein two years, at an annual averg
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rise of 6.34%, from 18B2to 1981 (6.8% risein 2 years, at an annual average rise d#/d,
from 1989 to 199419.2% rise in 5 years, at an annual average rise of 3,848%) 1997 to
1998 (4.9%rise), and most recentlgnd most violentlyfrom 2019 to 2021 21.66% risein 2
years, at an annual averaggerof 10.83%

From 185 to 186, from 194 to 197, and from 199 to 2011, the Estoniangovernment
stopped deliberately increasing the deathrate and the number of yearly deaths déabin
surprisingly, life expectancy grew only during the periodsew the government stopp
deliberately increasing mortality.

From 185to 1987 life expectancy grew froi9to 71 years, from 194to 197 it grew from
67to 70, and from 199 to 2011 it grew from 0 to 76 years. By contrast, during the perig
when the government deliberately increased mortality life expectancy grew very little, sts
or decreased. From @9to 1985 life expectancystagnated at 69 yearfsom 189to 1D4 it
dropped 3 years (from 70 67) from 197 to 198 it decreased by one year (frord © 69
years)(Sourcg, and from 2Q@9to 2021 it also decreased hyByears (from79to 77.2years).
(Sourcé

By shortening lifespans the government of Estonia saved a fortune on pensions.

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions

From their lowest number in 6@ until their peak in 199, deaths increased @8.4%%6 (from
12,721to 22,069 while the population increased byly 14.6%6 during the sam80-year
period (from1,276000 to1,463000). Sourcé The rate of increase in deaths, therefore,
been more thafive times faster than the rate of increase in total population.

This cannot occur in a normal population unless there was a major war, wdsciot the
case, and can only be the result of intentional governmental action to increase the df
It cannot be blamed on an older population either, since the mediaraag@years in 184

and35years in 199 (Sourcé A populationthreeyears older cag no meanexplain afive-

fold increase in deaths.

The Estonian people and government are pursuing a path -exseliination or at very lea
of depopulation without an environmental or existential reason for it since their count
support a population of 2 million, according the Overshoot IndexSfurce, and they arg
merely 1.3 million. A quarter of them are already of Russian ethnicity and now the gove
is relying on immigrants to keep its population stable while the natives dwindle in numbe
year to year and from generation to generatecabse the Estonians are incapable or unwi
of at least replacement level fertility.

I n the meanti me, Estoniads demogr ap h-age
dependency ratio (65+ per-88) grew from 18.1 in 1971 to 31.6 in 202XMdn 32.2 in 2022
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(Sourcé Its median age is 42.&¢urcg, which is better than the EU average of 44.1, an
life expectancy is 78.35 years, lower than the EU average of 80.4 y&auscd.

Luckily, its 72% labour participation of older people (ages 55 to 64) is high in compariso
other EU states. And the employment rate of people aged 64 to 74ighiest in the EU a
26% (EU average 9.5%), but that is because the pensions are too small to e @verage
old-age pension 519 euros per month, while the average monthly gross wage was 144
filn recent years, the poverty risk of the eldésdg increased and has been one of the highe
Europe. 40.6% of elderly (65 year or over) and 71.8% elderly living alone lived in re
poverty in 2020 @Sourcé

Estoni ads s cdgaproblemis td let the didestareel and freeze to death or to
until they keel over. The gernment is not tackling the clije burden but is also not providi
the social protections necessary to ensure a dignified life for the elderly.

AEstonian soci al protection system is
expenditure, expeitdre of oldage pensions and expenditure on lkiagn care in GDP
compared to other EU countries. According to Eurostat, the social protection expendi
Estonia was 16.4% of the GDP in 2018 (in-2W27.9% of the GDP). Estonian expenditure
old-agepensions is also one of the lowest in Eurbjie Estonia 6.5% of the GDP and EX¥
average was 10.7% of GDP. Public spending onamngtcare (LTC) 0,9% of GDP is lower
than in many other EU and OECD Member States, leaving a big share of LTGrtartweél by
out-of-pocket payments of service users. Estonia spends approximately 0.9% of GDP (
while for example Austria contributed 1.9%, Denmark and Finland 2.5% and the Nethe
3.5% of(SoG&BP. 0

What the Estonian people need is sufficient quantities of aphrodisiacs inserted in the
water and beverages so their total fertility rate jumps from the current 1.6 children per
to replacement level fertility or 2.1 children per woman. Thay,whe Estonian people w
finally become capable of producing enough children to at least keep their population s

Ultimately, if the Estonian people are to survive they must learn to love chiltihetil. then
they are and will remain an endpared species.

Fertility rate: children per woman

Life expectancy, 1897 to 2021
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Estoniads total fertility rate 98andhadsincebden r e d u ¢
lifted and limited atlmostl1.7 children per woman sin@®18(Source, while its life expectancy
beendeclining since 2019 and has bdemted at circa77 yearsas of 2021(Sourcg.

Consumption data

Total energy consumptior:4.76% (63 TWh in 2019 and 66 TWh in 2021) (Peaked in 1990 at
128 TWh)

Energy use per persor5.17% (47,41 kWh in 2019 and 4981kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 1990

at 81220kWh) (Sourcé

Per capita consumptio.3 toe (13% above EU average), 5,700 kWh (3% above EU average)
(Sourcé

Primary energy consumption il Energy use per person
Primary energy’ consumption is measured in -hours (TWh), Energy use not only includes electricity, but also ather areas of consumption including transport, heating and
sooking
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Consumption analysis

Estonia increased its total energy consumptionnbarly 36 and its per capita energ
consumption bymore than %. Its per capita consumption of 3.3 toe is 13% above thg¢
averagebut Estonia is a Nordic country with a very cold climate.

If the EU has secretly instituted a thitered system of minimum anchaximum energy
consumption levels for southern, central and northern European countries, as | suspe
then Estonia, as a Nordic country, would be allowed tBuUséo 4 toe per capita per year.
such, its energy consumption still has room twngr

Estonia haslecreased its total energy consumptiordBy®%6 since its peak i1990(from 128
TWh in1990to 66 TWh in 2021) and its per capgaergyconsumption b8.9%%6 (from81,220
kWh in 1990to 49,581kWh in 2021) butits population has also decreased by 15.2%.

Emissions data

Total CO2emissions:15.6% (from12.38 million t in 2019to 10.45 million t in 2021) (Peakedn
1989 at 38.93nillion tong
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Per capita CO2 emissiond:5.76% (from 9.33 tin 2019 to 7.861t2021)(Peaked 1985 at 25.45)
(Sourcé

Share of renewables in electricity productioh9:69% (28.13% in 2019, and 47.82% in 2020)
Energy independencB9.5%. (Source

Annual CO2 emissions

Carbon dioxide (GO:) smissions from fossil fusls and industry - Land use changa s nat indluded

Per capita COz emissions
Carbon dicxide (CO:) emissions from fossil fusls and industry . Land use changs is not included
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Emissions analysis

According to theofficial data, Estonia made substantial progress in greening its econon|
total CO2 emissions decreased by 15.6% and its per capita CO2 emissions by
Likewise, its share of renewables in electricity production increased by nearly 20 perc
points,from a decent 28.13% in 2019 to a respectable 47.82% in 2021.

How it managed this, however, is beyond me since its coal consumption increased from
ktin 2019 to 20,213 kt in 2021, a 26.8% increase, and coal emissions make up 6.22 mill
(or 68%) out of a total of 10.45 million tons of CO2 emitted from all sources in 2021. Mor€
coal generates 51.8% of Estoniab6s tot al
by 11% and its hydro power down by 2% in 2021 compared to 2020. ltgsakration, on th
other hand, increased from 122.5 GWh in 2020 to 305 GWh in 2021, but solar makes
1% of Estoni 8uureg ener gy mi x. (

| can therefore only conclude that Estonia fudged its numbers since its emissions could
decreased by nearly 16% from 2012@21and its share of renewables in electricity produc
could not have increased by nearly 20%.

Be that as it mayEstonia is set to receive at leagb7.9million from the EU Recovery an
Resilience Facility, but has received only26 million in 2022. $ourcé 41.5% of the EU gran
money is spoken for climate objectives.

Estoni ads pl an Asupports t he g greea ihydrager
technologieg U 5 0 mstrénpthening )the electricity grid and piloting energy storagq
increase renewable energyoduction capacity U #nflion), construction of th&ail Baltic
multimodal terminal in Tallinf G 3 1 mi | | i on)the GeeandFungoesugport
i nnovative green technol ogi iacentisindtl®e@rodudtid
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of renavable energypy removing administrative barriers and setting targets and act
to phase out oil shale electricity productionstrengthening advisory services and dig
toolsto promote energy efficient renovations, and adoptingewa strategic apprach to
mobilityand i mpl ementing a common tr ans Sourdd

According to itsNational Energy and Climate PlaNECP), Estoniaaimsto reduce GHGC
emissions by70% by 2030 (relative to 1990 levels) and by 80% by 2050, achieve a
reduction of GHG emissions by 20@®mpared to 2005), reduce primary energy consumy
by 14%, and have a 42% share of renewable energy in total final consumption by 203
the final energy consumption must remain at 32 to 33 TWh in 2830r¢¢

This is a tall order for a country whose energy miemwironmentallytoxic as it is base(
primarily on fossil fuels: 51.8% coal, 25.86% oil, 10.25% other renewabRk&)rgas, 2.959
wind, 1% solar, and 0.12% hydr&édqurcd Si nce 85. 03 % of Es tmes]
from fossil fuels, it has a long way to climb to decarbonizeckily, Estonia has a very smé
population and with help from the EU it mayst achieve its very ambitious decarbonizat
goals.

To date, Estonia hasducedts totalgreenhouse gas emissidns73.16%(from 38.93million
tonsin 1989to 10.45million tonsin 2021)since 1989 and its per capita emissions &y Bo
(from 25.45tonsin 1994 to7.86tonsin 2021)sincetheir peak in1985, butits populationalso
decreasetly 15.11% during the sam@&2-year period1989 to 2021).

Energy consumption by source, Estonia
Primary energy consumption is measured in terawatt-hours (TWh). Here an inefficiency factor (the 'substitution’

method) has been applied for fossil fuels, meaning the shares by each energy source give a better approximation of

final energy consumption.
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Note: 'Other renewables' includes geothermal, biomass and waste energy.
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Estonia DRDD Summary:

Depopulation: In depopulation modsince 191 due to low births and high emigratiosince thenEstonia lost
224,000 people (or 14.28% of its population). At the same time, 198,243 people (or 14.74% of its popu
foreignborn, which is a tad below the safe |imit o

The current ppulation ofl.34million is 22.168% higherthan it was in 1950Nevertheles€:stonid s pop u
sustainable and the country can support another 1 million people or 75% more than it has.

Verdict: Estonia carsupportan additional 75% of its current population.
Depopulation Scoret75points out of 100

Rejuvenation: Estoniahas an oleagedependency ratio 33.6% that unless addressed will swell &1.96 by
2050. Estonianeeds to reduce its clmje dependency burden by.6% to rejuvenate its population.

Verdict: Estonianeeds to rejuvenate Hy.6%.
Rejuvenation Score6 points out of 100

Deconsumption:Not in deconsumption modget, although its petapita energy consumption is 13% above
EU average and its electricity consumption is 3% above the EU average.

Due to itscold climate however,Estoniashould be allowed a totgler capitaenergy consumption &5 to 4 toe
and since it currently consumesly 3.3toeit can increase its consumption by at l&g2486 to reach its minimun
allotted energy use of3Btoe or by 2.2% to reachts maximum allotted energy usesfoe.

Verdict: Estoniacan its per capita energy consumption &2
Deconsumption Scoré21 out of 100.

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode sint889. Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissi
73.16% and its per capita emissions &8.126 since 1985butits populatioralso decreasday 15.11% during the
same32-year periodfrom 1989 to 2021)

Estoniais 85.03% fossil fuels dependebut entirely free of nuclear energyro achieve a truly green economy,
still has to switct85.03% of its energy to renewables.

Verdict: Estoniahas decarbonizeahly 15% of its energyso far and ha85% left to decarbonize.
Decarbonization Scoré5 points out of 100.

Independence:Estoniais 99.5% energy independent.
Verdict: Estoniais 0.5% energy dependent.
Independence Scor#00 points out of 100.

Estonia Final Sustainability Score:99.4% (497 points out of 500)
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Finland

Population: 5,565,5191.25 Cea 8!+ E eCéhuAgi CA”
Area: 338,455km2 (8, C e a®d)+ E

Total GDP: $21.2billion (1.34 Cea 8! + E ¢ Cg A0 58,010G B%sabave HE aVerdge)i g A~ -~
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9. Finland
Population data

Total births:+1.86% in 2020 +8.73% in 2021, and-1.4%%6 in 2022compared to 2019
(45,613in 2019,46,463in 2020,49,594in 2021, and44,933in 2022

Total deaths+2.85% in 2020 +6.88% in 2021 and+16.5®% in 2022compared to 2019
(53,949in 2019,55,488in 2020,57,659in 2021, and62,886in 2022

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and death@)/8% in 2020 +56% in 2021 and
+2.09% in 202Zompared to 2019.

(-18,336in 2019,-9,025in 2020,-8,065in 2021, and-17,953 in 202p

Finlandlost 35,043 people or 6% of its total population inhreeyears (202Qo 202) through
negative natural change.

Deathswould have outnumbered births Finlandsince 181 but the rate ohatural change was
kept in positive territory through heauymigration.

Net overseas migratior15% in 2020 and +4.8% in 2021 compared to 2019.
(15,495in 2019,17,814in 2020, an®2,905in 2021)(Sourcé
Finlandgained40,719peopleor 0.73% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021).

Total Population:*0.2% in 2020 +0.45% in 2021, and+0.73% in 202Zompared to 2019
(5,525,292n 2019,5,536,146n 2020,5,549,599n 2021, and 5,565,519 in 2022
Finlandgained40,227 peopleor 0.72% of the populatiorduring the hreeyears of the plandemic.

Number of births and deaths per year, Finland

The dotted lines show the medium variant of the UN population projections.
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https://www.statista.com/statistics/530465/net-migration-in-finland/

Population analysis

Vital statisticsshow us that the Finnish governménbke sevempopulation recorslduringthe

past four years: the fewest births sitiee 18" century(45,613 in 201} the lowest total fertility
rate in its history (1.35 children paoman in 2019), the highest negative natural change

1918 €9,025 in 2020;8,065 in 2021), highest negative natural change in its histbryds3 in
2022),the fewest births in its history (44,933 in 2022), the most deaths since 1944 (62
2022, and the lowest negative natural change rate since 1328people per 1,000). In oth
words, the government of Finland is making no effort whatsoever to hide its depopulatior

Finland s bi rt hs ashods udteathetcauntry naa heédn in depopulation mode
2014 for that is when deasHfirst outnumbered births, a feat it achieved by suppressing fe
and increasing mortality in equal measuf@nlandhas remained in depopulation mode e
since and as of 2022 deaths outnumber births by nearly 1.4 62)88q deaths versu44,933
births).

It also shows us thahé attack on fertility began long before the years encompassed

graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the
2100 with projected statistics. A lookRihlandd s  statisties back to 1), however, reveal
that the government began subverting i"t
century.

In 1900, its total fertility rate was at nearly 5 children per woman, by 1915 it declined f
than 4,by 1919 to less than 3, and by 1969 to less than 2 and therefore below replaceme
where it has remained to this d&8uch a rapid decline in the absence of near universal
contraceptives and extremely high abortion rates would have beensibipos But since
abortion never constituted more than a third of all conceptions, and that only from 1971
(Sourcé , and Fntracdptive pedvadence m@te was never higher than(8adrce, the
catastrophic 270% drop in fertility (from 5 children per woman in 1900 to 1.35 in 201¢
only be attributed to covert mass poisoning with sterilizing chemicals inserted b
government of Finland intentionally in

Finlandds births an deattalkon ferslity bas bepnimos intensedi
1950 to 195817.16% dropin 8 yearsat an average annual loss2014%), from 1963 to 1964
(4.9®% drop in births ir2 yearsat an average annual los2048%), from 1967 to 197326.13%
drop in6 years, at an average annual l0os4.88%), from 1983 to 1986 drop in4 years, at
an average annual drop 223%), from 1994to 1998(11.56% drop in4 years, at an averag
annual dropof 2.8%%), and most recently from 2210 2019 (22.8®%6 dropin 7 years, at ar
average annualdrop82®0). The newly rel eased stati st
reached a new low of 44,933.
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographics_of_Finland
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/births-and-deaths-projected-to-2100?country=~FIN
https://www.johnstonsarchive.net/policy/abortion/ab-finland.html
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/27861709/

The Finnishgovernment weakened the national sterilization program ®n3to 1976, from
1980 to 183, from 187 to 1PV2, and from 202to 2009t o gi ve t he pe
systems a chance to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions

From their peak in 130 until their lowest low in2019 births decreased by3%% (from
98,503to 45,790 while the populationncreased by7.7% during the samé&9-year period
(from 4,009,000 t05,521,000).

Had the peoplebds reproductive systems
have increased in direct proportion to the population. Instead births decreased by a
535% while the population increased by 37.7%. Such a divergence is only possibl
government actively subverted fertility through a program of mass poisoning throu
basic elements of lifeNeither the use of contraceptives nor abortions canuatdor this
massive divergence

The attack on longevity began in8® and continues unabated to this dayhe Finnish
government increased the deathrate most actively frdf tt91962 (0.5% rise in3 years, at
an annual average rise 06%), from 182to 185 (1097% rise in3 years, at an annual avera
rise of3.68%), and most recently and violently from 2019 to 2(1%6.46% rise in3 years, at ar
annual average rise 6f49%).

From 1971to 19& andfrom 19% to 2006 the governmenof Finland stopped deliberatel
increasing the deathrate and the number of yearly deaths decldedsurprisingly, life
expectancy grew only during the periods when the government stopped deliberately ing
mortality.

From 191 to 184 life expectancy grew fromi0to 74 years,andfrom 19% to 2006it grew
from 76 to 79. By contrast, during the periods when the government deliberately incr
mortality life expectancy grew very little, stagnated or decreased. Frét@9A B2 life

expectancy stagnated at 69 years, fron2188 B5it stagnated at 74 yea(Source, and from
2019 to 202 it decreased b@.04years(from 81.84to 81.8years). Sourcé

By shortening lifespans the governmentoflandsaved a fortune on pensions.

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions

From their lowest number in 58 until their peak irR022, deaths increased I6%. 7% (from
37,941to 62,886 while the population increased B2.9 during the samé8-year period
(from 4,187,000 t05,565519). (Sourcel, Source 2 The rate of increase in deaths, theref
has beerwice faster than the rate of increase itatgpopulation.

This cannot occur in a normal population unless there was a major war, which was
case, and can only be the result of intentional governmental action to increase the df
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It cannot be blamed on an older population eithecesthe median age wag years in 194
and42years in2022(Sourcg A populationfifteen years older cannot explaindaubling of
the deaths.

Absent i mmigration, Finlandds p o platdl®®asias
its total fertility rate has been at sub replacement level since 1969, when the governme
to poison the food system with sterilizing endocrine disruptors, and bottomed out @
children per woman in 2019. Not surprisingly, 2019 is also thew#rthe fewest births ir
Finlandds history, just 45,613. B/ when thely
peaked at 108,168, thus more than twice as many as today, even though the populatior]
3.8 million compared to 5.5 million tiay. Therefore, 45% fewer people produced 58% r
children in 194 compared with today. As a result, there are currently 469,633 foreigng

8. 5% of the popul ation, residing i n ,but
enough to keephe total population increasing by ten to thirty thousand people from yg¢
year. (Source

The plandemic wassedas an opportunity to start increasing the number of deaths ang
result, nearly 3% more people died in 20@8arly 7% more in 2025nd nearly 17% more i
2022compared to 2019. The nearly 3% more deaths registered in 2020 may be the re
natural increase but the nearly 7% more deaths in,2@2th translate to about 4,000 victin
and the narly 17% more deaths in 2022, which translate to a about 9,000 vicdrasmost
certainly the result of mMRNA vaccines, which were administered % G@f3the population i

2021. Sourcé

The Finishgovernmemts tr yi ng t o a d-agedepesderichrat{65¢ peuld
64), which has reached a record high of 36.8% in December 2021 according to EURC
(Source I't is also trying to rejuvenat drom
27.75 years in 1950 to 43.13 years in 2@20wing at an average annual rate of 3.2(Séurcé
Last but not least, it is trying to keep the working age populat@n falling below 60%; it is
currently at 61.4% but it was at 65.78% ten years ago.

The Finish governmeiw trying to lowetthe oldage dependency ratio by killing 4,000 (or 0.3
of its 1.28 million elderly in 2024and an excess @000 ©r 0.7%) in 2022. And it is trying tq
rejuvenate the workforce by taking in young immigrarits. stats show that the vast major]
of Finland&os nstrang forgign population & betwviedn RO andM5 years off
(Source

The Finish government is using a careful and medstirategy for stabilizing and rejuvenati
its populatonbut it should have stopped subver
chronic poisoning by endocrine disruptat leastten years ago, especially since Finla|
according to the Overshoot Inde&durcg cansustainably support a population of 12 milli
and has only 5.5 million. As such, the Finish governmentrifeate a catastrophic mista&ed
| very much doubt it will restore itspep| eés reproductive sys
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fertility before 2040, by which time at least a quarter of its population will be foreign if it
keep its economy strong enough to generate the taxes necessary to support a rapid
populaton. Alternatively, it will have to kill an excess of at least 20,000 elderly a year fq
next twenty years and sooner rather than later even the dumbestwiihrealize that thei
government is out to kill theparents.

Already the writing is orthe wall since one would have to go back to 1944 to find a year
more deaths than 202hd 2022and last | checked Finland is not engaged in a deadly wa

Therefore, | advi syeungsaadneaudful Rreme Mimister, 16 pangll she
wantsso long as she reproduae®re to set an example for all other msrto follow. So far,
she onlyhasone child and as such is a poor exanfpleher people Finland can also sta
promoting family valuesrad the love of children through its exemplary and enviable educ
systenmto make replacement level fertility a matter of national security

Life expectancy, 1755 to 2021

Fertility rate: children per woman

80 years Finland

25 70 years
60 years

50 years

Q Q
1950 1960 1970 1880 1890 2000 2010 2021 1755 1600 1850 1900 1950 2021

Finlandds total fertility rate 7ABandhasdincedbeenr e d u «
lifted andthen dropped again afichited at1.4children per woman since 2018durc@, while its
life expectancy beegrowing steadilyhasreached 8%ears as of 2021Spurcg.

Consumption data

Total energy consumptionl.53% (327 TWhin 2019 and322 TWhin 2021) (Peaked in 2003 at
395 TWh)
Energy use per personl.93% (59288kWh in 2019 and 5841kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2003

at 75814kWh) (Sourcé
Per capita consumptioB:8 toe (twice the EU average), 14,000 kWh<fld above EU average)
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Primary energy consumption

Primary energy! cansumption is measured in terawatt-hours {Twh)
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Consumptioranalysis

Energy use per person
Energy use net only includes electrizity, but also cther areas of consumption including transport, heating and
cooking,
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Finlanddecreased its total energy consumptiornliy3% and its per capita energy consumpt
by nearly2%. Its per capita consumption®8 toe howeverjs twicethe EU averagand 24%
higher than even its neighbor Sweden which has the same bittelicwte As such, its energ
consumptiommust drop much further to reach the upper threshold of 4 toe for northern Eu
countries, if such a threshold indeed exists.

Finland haglecreased its total energy consumptiorlByB% since its peak 2003 (from 395
TWh in2003to 322TWh in 2021) and its per capigmergyconsumption by 3.3% (from75,814
kwWh in 2003to 58,141kWh in 2021) despite its population increasing by 6.5%.

Emissions data

Total CO2 emissions-11.28% (from 42.38 million t t037.60 million t) (Peaked 2003 at 72.65

million tong

Per capitaCO2emissions:11.5%% (from 7.68t in 2019 t06.79t in 2021)(Peaked 2003 at 13.94

tong (Sourcé

Share of renewables in electricity production: +5.21% (46.44% in 2019, and 51.65% in 2020.

Energy independencB8.2%. (Sourcé

Annual CO2 emissions

Carbon dioxide (CQ:) emissions from fossil fusls and industry’ . Land use change is not included.
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https://ourworldindata.org/co2/country/finland
https://www.enerdata.net/estore/energy-market/finland/

Emissions analysis

Finland made substantial progress in greening its economy. Its total CO2 emissions d
by more than 11% and its per capita CO2 emissions by nearly 12%. Even though its er
are at par with the EU average (6.7 tCO2/cap) they are nearly 50%r higim its neighbo
Sweden (3.42 tCO2/capkinland has been decreasing its GHC emissions by 3.9% a y¢
average since 2010Likewise, its share of renewables in electricity production increase
more than five percentage poiffitsm an already hig ratio of 46.44% to 51.65%.

Finland has pledged to be carbon neutral by 2035, which is a pipe dream mosadiiesyl
uponby t he nat i on 6 sb5degreesiotsauoavhemali padicipantsmwegre cog
to passing out and the Aufguss master refused to let them out of the heat until they si
the dotted line Not only is this the fastest target of any EU natios also thethird fastest in
the world next to Urugua which plans to be carbon neutral by 203 is neither highly
industrialized nor bitter cold, and Norway, which also plans to be carbon neutral by 20
by buying carbon credits, thus by cheating, which Finland does not intend tocidentally,
only two countries have so far achieved carbon neutrality, Bhutan and Suriname, but
both without industrie{Sourcé

According to itsNational Energy and Climate PlaNECP),Finlandaimsto be carbon neutre
by 2035 and carbon negative thereadtard t hus be At e ewo wled &, ¢
phase out the use of coal in energy production by 2@28have 250,000 electric and 50,0
gaspowered vehicles/cars on the rodms 2030, be 55% seHufficient in energy by 203(
(Sourcé

To get to carbon neutrality by 2BFinland will haveto address the climate impact bigh
logging rates and the use of peat for energy and there is no sign that it is doifigRtlasr
harvest rates have risen froé® million cubic reters in 20150 an estimated5-77m last yeal
[i.e. 2018] A planned mill in Kemi isxpected to drivanother 4.5m cubic meters of demg
and more facilities are proposed Kemijarvi and Kuopio. At the same time, the country
need to phase out fossil fuels and peat, which accoundférof energy consumptionfSourcé

Finland is settoreceivé 2 . 1 b i | | fromnhe EURecgvernaand Resilience Facili
(RRF)of which it plans to devote 50% on measures supporting climate objectives.

AFinland's recovery and r esi | iClanate €Ehanye At
which will anchor the country's ambitis 2035 target into law. A reform of tidéaste Actvill
increase the targets for recycling and reuse. The phase out of coal use in energy and ¢
of energy taxationwill contribute to promoting cleaner technologies. The plan supportg
green transibn through investments 6319 mi I I i on i n decarh
namely in energy transmission and distribution and in new energy technol
Furthermore,i0 1 5 6  mill bd invested inow-carbon hydrogemlong the hydrogen valu
chainas well as in carbon capture, storage and recovery. In addition, thespigports low
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carbon heating of buildingsy providing 7 0  mfurdihgi far the replacement of oil boile
with low-or zeracarbon heating systems. @reen transportationa 4 rillion will be invested
in supporting private and public charging points for electric cars, gas charging and refu
i nfrast(Baurcdt ur e. 0

Finlanddés current energy mix relies on
than 50%, as it is composed of: 30.23% oil, 18.60% nuclear, 13.49% other obeeewa.77%
hydro, 10.22% coal, 6.68% wind, 6.35% gas, and 0.25% sd&aur¢e It is therefore
impossible for Finland to become carbon neutral by 2035, unless of course it increases itg
production thredold, which will make it caoon neutral but also a real and present dang
the entire European populatiofrinland looks good on paper wijust46.79% of its primary
energy coming from fossil fuels, but this picture is skewed by its high share of nuclear e

To date, Finland hagducedts totalgreenhouse gas emissidns48.24%(from 72.65million

tonsin 2003to 37.60million tonsin 2021)and its per capita emissions $%.2%6 (from13.94
tonsin 2003to 6.79tonsin 2021)sincetheir peak in2003,despitets populationncreasng by
6.46% during the sam&8-year period

Energy consumption by source, Finland
Primary energy consumption is measured in terawatt-hours (TWh). Here an inefficiency factor (the 'substitution'

method) has been applied for fossil fuels, meaning the shares by each energy source give a better approximation of
final energy consumption.
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Note: 'Other renewables' includes geothermal, biomass and waste energy.
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Finland DRDD Summary:

Depopulation: In depopulation modsince2016 due to low births but masked by high immigrationAbsent
immigration, Finland would have been in depop mode since 2005. As a result, 469,633 people (or 8.5
population)areforeign-born, which is safg below the 15% cap needed to safeguatde nat i ond s
and identity.

The current population &.55million is 38.43% higherthan it was in 1950Neverthelessfinlandd s pop u
not onlysustainablebut it can alssupportl2 million people(or 116%), which is more than twicthe numbeit
has.

Verdict: Finlandcan support an additionall6% of its current population.
Depopulation Score16 points out of 100

Rejuvenation: Finlandhas an oleagedependency ratio of1.4% that unless addressed will swell §..4% by
2050. Finlandneeds to reduce its elije dependency burden 83.4% to rejuvenate its population.

Verdict: Finlandneeds to rejuvenatts populatiorby 21.4%.
Rejuvenation Scoré9 points out of 100

Deconsumption:In deconsumption modance 2003. Since thetsiotalenergy consumptiodecreased by8.5%
and itsper capita energgonsumptiorby 23.3%, despite its population growing by 6.5% during the samgek8
time frame.

Due to itscold climate Finlandshould be allowed a totpker capiteenergy consumption &.5to 4 toe, butsince
it currently consumeS.8toeit must derease its consumption by at lea%t2% or by at mo21.2%to be within
its range of 3.5 to 4 toe

Verdict: Finlandcanincreasets per capita energy consumption 3iif6.
Deconsumption Scoré31 out of 100.

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode sin2803 Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissi
48.28% and its per capita emissions BY.2%%0, despiteits populationincreasingoy 6.468% during the sama8-
year period

Finlandis 46.7%b fossil fuelsdependenbut also 18.60%nuclear energglependent To achieve a truly gree
economy it still has to switch5.3%% of its energy to renewables.

Verdict: Finlandhas decarbonize84.64% of its energyso far and ha65.3%% left to decarbonize.
Decarbonization Scor&5 points out of 100.

Independence:Finlandis 58.26 energy independent.
Verdict: Finlandis 41.8% energy dependent.
Independence Scorg8 points out of 100.

Finland Final Sustainability Score:103.8% (519 points out of 500)
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France

Population: 65,627,0004.7 Cae 8!+ E eCehuAgi CA”
Area: 643,801km2 (152 Cea a@d)+ E

Total GDP: 8.667trillion (1525 Ca 8! + E ¢ Cg A 0 56,036@B%0aliovkEU dvédrage)g A~ -
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10. France
Population data

Total births:-2% in 2020 -1.7% in 2021 -3.8% in 202Zompared to 2019
(714,029 2019,699,664 2020,701,819n 2021, and 686,600 in 2032

Total deaths+9.2% in 202Q +7.5% in 2021 and +9.6% in 2022ompared to 2019
(599,408in 2019,654,599n 2020,644,201in 2021, and 657,100 in 20322

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and dea®#3)36 in 2020 -49.73% in 2021
compared to 2019.

(114,621in 2019,42,065 2020,57,618in 2021 and 29,500 in 2032

France gained29,183people or QL9% of its total population irreeyears (20202021and 2022
throughpositivenatural change.

Deaths would have outnumbered births rarfeesinceWW1 but the rate of natural change was

kept in positive territory through heavy ingrmation.n Bet ween 1850 and 1914
foreigners entered France, and between World Wars | and 1l nearly 3 million, or 6 percent of the
popul ation, came as i mmigrants. o (Source)

Net overseas migratiof% in 2020 and% in 2021compared to 2019.

(140,000in 2019,140,000in 2020,140,000in 2021, and 153,944 in 202ZSourceé
Francegained433,944peopleor 066% of its total population inhreeyears (20202021 and
2022.

Total Population+0.2% in 2020 and-0.43% in 2021compared to 2019
(65,191,000n 2019,65,366,000n 2020,65,627,000n 2021, and 65,834,837 in 2022
Francegained643837 peopleor 098% of the populatiorduring the lhreeyears of the plandemic.

Number of births and deaths per year, France

The dotted lines show the medium variant of the UN population projections.
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Populatiomanalysis

Vital statisticsshow us that therEnchgovernmenbrokefour population recorslin 2022 the
fewest births sinc&944 (686,600, the most deathsince 1944 (657,100jhe lowestnatural
change since ¥% (29,500, andthe loweshatural changeate since 1948.5 per 1,00D The
years 2020 and 2021 were themselves rebogdking. In other words, the government
Francemadeno effort whatsoeweto hide its depopulationrpgram

Franceds bi rt hskowsaus that theecauntbase \@ny elgsdto parity betwe
births and deaths in 2020, a gap of only 26,243 people according to the UN data (and o
according to the French national statistics datadl, that it ha narrowed that gap even more
2022. If it holds the line, France will reach depop mode in 2023. The French gove
accomplished this by suppressing births and hastening deaths in equal measure.

It also shows us thahé¢ attack on fertility begalong before the years encompassed by
graph, which only covers the period 1950 to 2021 with collected statistics and all the
2100 with projected statistics.

A look at Fanc® s v i t a shows thatleiFench gogernment has bemrbverting its
peopl ebdbs reproductive systems |l onger th
half of the 14 century, in order to bring the total fertility rate below replacement level, W
it succeeded for the first time in 1915 by mwigg its people with absinthe throughout the
19"- and early 20-century, a method of sterilization invented at the end of tRecé8tury by
Pierre Ordinaire, a French doctor living in Couvet, Switzerland. By 1900, the French
consuming 36 nflion litres of absinthe per yeaS@urcg By comparison, the French consun
24.7 million litres of wine in 20205ourcé even though there are 15 million more French to
than there were in 1900. In other words, the French drank 61% more absinth per capita
than they drink wine today. No wonder the entire nation became almost sterile!

In 1915, when the total fertility rate collapsed from 2.3 children woman the year before
1.5, the government prohibited the drink but it was not until 1920 when it also properly er]
the prohibition. | n 19 1 6velin Ksrhiatory; jesd 1s2 cHildre
per woman and stayed below 1.5 until 1920 when it suddenly jumped to 2.7 because th
were no longer being sterilized with absinthe. Incidentally, France is the first country
world to chemically sterilizés population and therefore also the first in the world to reach
replacement level fertility.

Back to the present, the French government prevented the birth of circa 18,000 babies
12,000 in 2021, and 27,000 in 2022 compared with 2018, tltmeeyear total of 57,000 babig
or 2.7% of all babies born during thibreeyear period. But if we use 2010 as the base
since that is the last time the French government eased up on poisoning the populg
sterilizing endocrine disruptors @llow its people to almost reach replacement level fert
then the French government prevented the birth of 105,000 babies in1202000 in 2021
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and 115,000 in 2022, threeyear total 0320,000 babies anearly 4@% of all babies born durin
this threeyear periodnamely 2,085,083 babies)

The French people themselves have contributed another 600,000 aborted babies during
threeyear period, by aborting one baby for every 3.3 babies that were allowed to bg
(Source

Francé® s bandrdeaths graph shows us tinet attack on fertility has been most intense fi
1950 to 198 (6.4% drop in3 years,at an average annual loss213%), from 1972 to 1976
(18% drop in births id years,at an average annual loss4®%), from 182 to 183 (5.7%
drop), from B91to 1P3 (6.2 drop in2 years, at an average annual dro3.4d%6), and mos
recently from 204 to 22 (11.2®P%6 drop in8 years, at an average annual drofl.d%o).

The Frenchgovernment weakened the national sterilization program fras8 «®19&, from
1967 to 1971, from 196 to 181, and from1994to 2010t o gi ve t he pe
systems a chance to recuperate and to avoid a total collapse in fertility.

Mathematical proof of low fertility caused intentionally by government actions

From their peak in 1971 until thelowest low in 2022, births decreased by 22.47% (f
885,665 to 686,600) while the population increase®®&6% during the same 6gear
period (from 4,009,000 to 5,521,000).

Had the peopleds reproduct i vhamberypfditths shsul
have increased in direct proportion to the population. Instead births decreased w
population increased. Such a divergence is only possible if the government actively sy
fertility through a program of mass poisonihgough the basic elements of life. Neither
use of contraceptives nor abortions can account for this massive divergence.

Abortions in France have never taken more than a third of all conceptions and have been
since the early 1980s. Furthesre, abortion was illegal in France until 1975, by which t
the total fertility rate had already collapsed to below replacement level.

The attack on longevity began in@®and continued until 1969. It was interrupted from 1
to 2004, but was rested in 2006 and continues unabated until today.

The Fenchgovernment increased deatmost actively from 1681 to 19® (14.4% rise in8
years, at an annual average risdd &%), and most recently and violently from(8to 2022
(27.58% rise inl6 years, atin annual average rise bfo). Compared to other countries, t
government of France has been rather tame in its attempt to shorten lifespans.

Not surprisingly, life expectancy greanly during the periods when the government stop
deliberately increasing mortalitfzrom 19D to 2004 life expectancy grew from2to 80years
By contrast, during the periods when the government deliberately increased morta
expectancy grew vellittle or stagnategand absent heavy immigration it would have decree
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From 1%1to 196 life expectancygrewby only one year (from 70 to 7,1from 2006 to 2022
it grew by only 1.25 years (from 81 to 82)2but from 2011 to 202@ stagnated aB2 years
(Sourcel, Source 2 By shortening lifespanshe government oFrancesaved a fortune o
pensions.

Mathematical proof of high mortality caused intentionally by government actions

From their lowest number in 18%intil their peak iM969, deaths increased liy.26% (from
500,507to 571,883) while the population increased dy.3446 during the samél-year
period (from 41,789,000 to ®,318000). (Sourcg¢ The rde of increase in deaths only
slightly higherthan the rate of increase in total populat@difference thatauld be attributed
to an increase in the median age or simply a few bad flu seaBo@snedian age during th
time, however, decreasediind31.99 years in 1958 to 31.74 years in 1989 suchjt cannot
explain the rise in deaths but the oppositece a slightly younger population should hg
resulted in slightly fewer deathsThe 2% rise in deaths during this period, however, c
easily be explained by natural fluctuations in deaths from year to year. All ilmhaig ts no
conclusive evidencéo asserthat the government of France deliberately increased d
during this period.Unless, that is, one considers the massive influixesh blood throug
positive net migration. From 1958 to 1969, France welcainenora than two million
immigrants. Once they are figured into our calculation, the population of France sy
7.88%, which means that deaths rds@ times faster than the populatiomhich cannot
happen in a normal populatioithe government of France, therefore, used heavy immigr
to hide its attack on longevity.

What about the second period of rising deaths, from 2004 to 2D@¢Rg this 18year period
deaths rose by 29.27% while the population roserthy8.39%. As such, deaths rose neg
three and a half faster (3.48) than the population.

This cannot ocauin a normal populatioaven ifthereis a major war, which was not the cg
anyhow andthereforecan only be the result of intentional governmental action to incl
the deathrate. It cannot be blamed on an older population either, since the medias
37.76years in2004and 4..8years in 20223ource A populationjust fouryears older canng
explain anearly quadupling of the deaths. We can therefore conclude withautoubt tha
the French government deliberately increased deaths from 2004 to 2022.

Positive net mi gration has played an i
program.Absent i mmigrati on, Francedbs popul ¢
1970s because its total fertility rate (TFR) has been below replattmehsince 1975.

Due to Franceds reliance on i mmigratio
now has 8.7 million foreigiborn citizens, or 12.8% of the total populat{@wource, and 31.4%
of newborns in France had at least one fordigm parent in 2021 and 27.5% had at least
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parent born outside of the EWYSourcé Absent i mmigration H
have had at least 9 milliqor 14%)fewer people today.

The number of deaths in France has been remarkably stalcke 1946, hovering betwes
500,000 to 550,000 a year until 2015 when it suddemly owardin a conspicuous manne
This is the year when the French governnaatelerated its war against longevityprevent
the oldage burden from getting out of dom. In 2015, it killed an excess 05800 people, ir
2016some 3300 people, in 2017, when President Macron assumed power, it manage(
48,000 people, in 2018 it did even better and killed an exces8,@d0 people, in 2019 bett
yet at55,000 people. Once the plandemic was kickstarted, however, the French gove
became even bolder and killad excess df08,000 people in 202®3,000in 2021, and a recor
139,000 in 2022 The eightyear total, therefore, i561,000 victims or B85% of the total
population (0¥% of its 4,035,808¢elderly population) if we use the year 2Qds the base yea

Despite this, thé&rench government has not killed enough elderly to get ahead of tag®
dependency c urageaependeRayte grewefrons 3.55% id 2019 to 3.78% in
2021. (Sourcé There is no publicly available data for 2022 yet.

By lowering brths and increasing deaths, however, the French government reduced f
between births and deaths, from 114,621 (more births than deaths) in 2019 to just 4]
202Q to 57,618 in 2021and to 29,500 in 2022While it did not succeed in reaching z¢
population growth inearly quarterethe gap.

Moreover, the French government has taken in nearly 120,000 Ukrainians so far i
(Sourcé and even if it reaches zero population growth its total population will still incheg
2023due to immigration.

Even though Franceds sustainabl e popul a
many people foits resources, according to the Overshoot In@oufce, it does not appeg
that the French government intendsdducets population. Instd it appears that it intends
pursue a policy of slower population growth to keep its economy growing. This may W
due to its very generous social entittements which cannot be maintained unless the pa
and especially the workforce keep giog

ARnSocial spending represents one of Fran
of GDP, well above the OECD average (20% of GDP) and the highest among OECD co
Spending for all social components are above the OECD averageyticular spending of
pensions, unemployment, and health.

Large deficits of the social security a
debt, which represents EUR 30®illio n or 10.6% of total public debt.

At 13.9% of GDP in 2020, French public pension expenditures are among the highes
OECD. This reflects both the generosity of the system but also relatively low retiremer
The legal retirement age is currently set at 62, while the effectiveohdgbour market
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participants stands at about 60.5 years, with both figures being among the lowest in
countries. The public pension system has generated continuous deficits since 2008, ju
EUR 18bn in 2020 (0.8% of GDP) from near balance it @n part due to the adverse rever
effects of the Cowid9 crisis {Source

How long the French government can continue to grow its population and economy in §
of finite resources and in a country that is already 25 mipewoplein overshoot remains to [
seen. What is certain is that it will be forced by its diwoal limitations to at least extend t
retirement age to 65 this year and to 67 before 2030, involuntarily euthanize an excess @
elderly a year until 2040, and bring its total fertility rate up to 2.1 children per woman frg
current 1.8. QOterwise France will have to explain to the international community wh
popul ation keeps growing while everyon
sustainability with a growing popul aatura
resources. More importantly will have to explain to all Europeans if France intends to g
its population in Napoleonic fashioninto the space created by the population reduction (¢
other EU nations.

Life expectancy, 1816 to 2021

Fertility rate: children per woman

80 years
70 years

60 years

0 ears
1850 1960 1870 1980 1930 2000 2010 2021 1816 1850 1900 1950 2000 2021

Franceds t ofirsadroppedbelawi Zhildrényper wamanan 1%/and has been limited

at 18 childrenper woman since 2018, save for the years 2004 to 2014 when it was allowed to go

up to 2 agairfSource, while its life expectancy bedimited to 82 yearssince2013 (Sourc@.

Consumption data

Total energy consumptiord.35% (2,732 TWhin 2019 and,613 TWhin 2021) (Peaked in 2004

at 3,171 TWh)
Energy use per persond.56% (42,425kWh in 2019 anat0,489kWh in 2021) (Peaked in 2Q0

at53,299kWh) (Sourcé
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Per capita consumptioB.5 toe (25% above EU average), 6,500 kWh (21% above EU average)
(Source

Primary energy consumption
Primary energy’ consumption is measured in terawatt-hours (TWh).

Energy use per person
Energy use not anly includes electricity. but also other areas of cansumption including transport. heating and
cooking
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Consumption analysis

France decreased its total energy consumptiombye than % and its per capita ener
consumption by nearly 5%. Its per capita consumption of 3.5 toe, however, is 25% ab
EU average and its electricity consumption is 21% above the EU average.

If the EU has indeed adopted a thtisged system of energyunsumptionfor countries with
different climates, as it should hatleen France is within the 3 to 3.5 toe for European coun
situated along the center of Europe and benefitting of a temperate climate.

How it will keep reducing its per capita energynsumption and not increase its total eng
consumption while its population keeps increasing, however, is an entirely different ball
My guess is that the French government

Agr eeno nusidceiis prineanlyethed-sench government that persuaded the |
declare nuclear energy sustainable, wiscbf course complete rubbish.

France haslecreased its total energy consumptiod By8% since its peak i2004(from 3,171
TWh in2004to 2,613TWh in 2021) and its per capgaergyconsumption by4% (from53,299
kWh in 2001to 40,489kWh in 2021)since its peak in 20QHespite its population increasit
by 8% since 2004.

Emissions data

Total CO2 emissions=3.3% (from 316.39 million t to 305.96 million t) (Peaked 1973 at 538.69
million tong

Per capitaCO2 emissions:3.46% (from4.91t in 2019 to4.74t in 2021)(Peaked 1973 at 10.40
tong (Sourcé

Share of renewables in electricity production: +1.97% (20.64% in 2019, and 22.61% in 2021)
Energy independencB4.5%. (Source
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Per capita CO2 emigsions

Carbon dioide {CO:) emissions from fossil fuels and industry' . Land use change s not included

Annual CO2 emissions
rom |
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Emissions analysis

France made progress in greening its economy. lIts total CO2 emissions decreased by 1
3% and its per capita CO2 emissions by nearly 3.5%. Its emissions are already nea
lower than the EU average (4.75 tCO2/cap versus 6.7 tCO2/cap) butecalyske it gets 709
of its energy from nuclear power, which no one should call environmentally friendly ang
less so sustainable.

Likewise, its share of renewables in electricity production increased by nearly 2% frdmeia
rather low ratio of 2B4% to 22.61%but missedhe target set in the European Directive
renewables for a 23% share of renewables in final consumption in 20R8imew target set i
the NECP for 2030 is a share of 33% of renewables in the final consunftording to the
PPE (2020), this share should reack88%o in 2028 (4%3% of which in 2028 for electricityg.
(Sourcé

France has pledged a 40% redurttin the consumption of fossil fuels by 2030 and car
neutral by 2050fwith residual gross emissions to be absorbed by carbon swmkich include
forest s, grassl ands, and | at e r(SourcéaHowever,
carbon neutralityactheved t hrough nucl ear energy,
but a travesty. This travesty will one day become painfully clear to all French people
nuclear disaster turns half the country into an uninhabitable wasteland for tl3e0®xyears

Franceds Recovery and Resilience Pl an ¢
supported byl 3 9billidn in grants, of which 46% will go towards climate objectives and 2
will foster the digital transition.Source

AFrance's National Recovery and aiReRelahce,q
| arger recovery strategy adopted by Fr &
of France's gross domestic product (GDP) in 2019). The implementation of France's NR
be supported by [r@&mhe £U]RecavdryiamdrResilience graciatyn(RRY
France has decided to use its entire national allocation for grants and not to request loa
resources allocated to France represent 5.4 % of the entire RRF resources for the EU,
% of the countrg GDP in 2019 (the RRF representing 5.2 % of ZEAJGDP in 2019). Measureg
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under the plan are to be completed by 2026. Following the Council's approval of its RRP
2021, France r ec efinaneirdin@®igusi202i (18 % of Branchisamciap
allocation). The next payments, in five yearly instalments, will depend on progrt

i mpl ement i fSpudghe pl an. o0

AFranceds plan puts a str onds8hioidl bedediraied g
green investments, including lwilding renovation(t 5 bil8on), sustainable transpoii 4
billion in the modernisation of railway networlipnd thedecarbonisation of industrig
processe$u 0 . 3  blt alsd featureg significant investmemsR&D and innovationn the
field of green technologies suchtaglrogeng 1 . 9 bi | | i on t o.Inladditiong
t h &€limate and Resilience Law i s an overarching refo
consuming, producing & working, moving, living and therefore contribute to the current
nationaltarget n t er ms of reducti on (Sodrcd gr eenhol

If France is to have a truly greand sustainablenergy grid it should partner with Moroco
Algeria and Tunisia and build large solar power plants in the dasgphase out all its nucle
power plants by 2040.

Franc® surrentenergy mixs based mostly on fossil fuedsd nuclear energg6.46% nuclear
30.92% oil, 1647 gas 5.81% hydro, 3.70% wind, 2.4®% coal 1.46% solar, and B7% other
renewables (Sourcg¢ This being the casdsrancewill have a hard timeeachng carbon
neutrality by 280 and has much better chances of reaching nuclear may@mpaper,
Fr an c e @ence orefpssilfuels looks good at 49.87%, but this picture is skewed
heavy reliance on nuclear energy.

To date, France hasducedts totalgreenhouse gas emissidns43.2% (from 538.69million
tonsin 1973to 305.96million tonsin 2021)and its per capita emissions b4.42% (from 10.40
tonsin 1973to 4.74tonsin 2021)sincetheir peak in1973 despite its population increasing
25.92%6 during the samé8-year period.

Energy consumption by source, France

Primary energy consumption is measured in terawatt-hours (TVWh). Here an inefficiency factor (the 'substitution’
method) has been applied for fossil fuels, meaning the shares by each energy source give a better approximation of
final energy consumption.
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Source: BP Statistical Review of World Energy QurwWarldinData.org/energy - CC BY
Note: ‘Other renewables’ includes geothermal, biomass and waste energy.
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France DRDD Summary:

Depopulation: Not yet indepop modelue to high immigrationAs a result8.7 people (0112.8% of its population)
are foreigrborn, whichi2.2%b el ow t he 15% cap needed to safegu

The current population d@5.8million is 57.3%6 higherthan it was in 1950France can only sustain 39 millic
people and, as such, it must lose 26.8 million people (or 40.7% of its population) to reach a sustainable p

Verdict: Franceneeds talepopulate by 41%.
Depopulation Scorés9 points out of 100

Rejuvenation: Francehas an oleagedependency ratio d37.1% that unless addressed will swell &.5% by
2050. Franceneeds to reduce its elije dependency burden by.1% to rejuvenate its population.

Verdict: Franceneeds to rejuvenattss populatiorby 17.1%.
Rejuvenation Scoreé3 points out of 100

Deconsumption:in deconsumption modence 20@. Sincethen, its total energy consumption decreasedgpa
and its per capita energy consumption B%02 despite its population growing B%o during the same7iyear time
frame.

Due to itstemperateclimate Franceshould be allowed a totgler capitaenergyconsumption o8 to 3.5toe, and
since it currently consumésbtoeit has reached its maximum consumption quota.

Verdict: France must stabilize its per capita consumption at the current level.
Deconsumption Scoré00out of 100.

Decarbonization: In decarbonization mode sind@73 Has since decreased its total greenhouse gas emissi
43.2% and its per capita emissions $4.420, despiteits populationincreasingby 25.9246 during the samé8-
year period.

Franceis 49.8®% fossil fuels dependetiut also36.46% nuclear energy dependenfo achieve a truly gree
economy it still has to switcB6.33% of its energy to renewables.

Verdict: Francehas decarbonizeahly 1367% of its energyso far and ha86.33% left to decarbonize.
Decarbonization Scoré4 points out of 100.

Independence:Franceis 54.5% energy independent.
Verdict: Franceis 45.5% energy dependent.
Independence ScorB5 points out of 100.

France Final Sustainability Score:62.2% (311 points out of 500)
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Germany

Population: 83,222,242(18.63 Ce 8! + E eéCéhuAgi CA”
Area: 357,592km2 (8.45 C @ a®d)+ E _
Total GDP: $.317trillion (21.3 Ca& 8! + E g Cg A G 63,835@8.30abdug EU dvekagd) g A
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11.Germany
Population data

Total births:-0.64% in 202Q +2.24% in 2021 and-5.5%compared to 2019
(778,090in 2019,773144in 2020,795,492in 2021, and 735,000 in 2022

Total deaths+4.9% in 202Q +8.96% in 2021 and +12.71%ompared to 2019
(939520in 2019,985572in 2020,1,023,687n 2021, and1,059,000 in 2022

Natural change (i.e. difference between births and dea®ki% in 2020 -41.36% in 2021
compared to 2019.

(-161,430in 2019,-212428in 2020,-228195in 2021, and-324,000 in 202p

Germany los?764,623 people or 8% of itstotal population intreeyears (202@o 2022).

Net overseas migration32.72%6 in 2020 and-0.66% in 2021 compared to 2019.
(327,000 in 2019, 220,000 in 202nd329,163in 2021)(Sourcé (Sourcé
Germanygained549163 peopleor 066% of its total population in two years (2020 and 2021).

Total Population#0.17% in 202Q +0.26% in 2021, and compared to 2019
(83,010,213n 2019,83,155,031n 2020,83,222,242n 2021, and 84,300,000 in 2022
Germanygainedl,289,787%eopleor 1.53% of the populatiorduring thepastthreeyears

Number of births and deaths per year, Germany

The dotted lines show the medium variant of the UN population projections.
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Population analysis

Vital statisticsshow us that th&ermangovernment brokéhreepopulation records during th
plandemic years: the most deaths since 1945 in both 2021 and 2022 (1,023,000 in 2
1,059,000 in 2022), the lowesegativenatural change since 194% both 2021 and 202¢

228,195 in 2021 aneB24,000 in 202 andthelowestnegativenatural change rate since 19
in both 2021 and 202@2.7 per 1,000 in 2021 and.9 per 1,000 in 2032 In other words, th¢
government of France is making no effort whatsoever to hide its depopulation program.

Germany s birt hs ashows ud tha thehcsuntgent anfw depop mode in 1972 a
has remained there ever sindde Germargovernment accomplished this by suppressing b
and hastening deaths in equal meastneer since 1972, the German government, undoubt
under pressure from the Allied Powers who occupied the country at the end of WW
pursued a policy of replag the native population with immigrants to dilute the German b
so that Germany never again resurfaces as a martial nation. For this reason, Germany
a births and deaths graph characterized by consistently more deaths than births fofithe
years.

Germanyods vital statistics show us that
of the 20th century and thus a quarter of a century before it joined the League of Nat
1926. In 1900, Germany still had a solid tdéatility rate of nearly 5 children per woman. £
1909 it declined to just 4, by 1920 to just 3, by 1927 to just 2 and as such below repla
level. This happened long before there were any modern methods of contraception wh
to show that comaceptives have never played anything other than an insignificant r
population control. Hitler brought the total fertility rate upp@e replacement levélut by the
end of WW2 the heavy losses of life depressed the TFR to below replacement ¢evagam.,

Germany has been in demographic dire straits since 1972 when its population started de
as deaths began exceeding birthBepopulation came fast and furious in Germany, just
years after its total fertility rate sank belogplacement leveh 1970. But its total fertility rate
has been unnaturally low since WW1 when it fell below replacement level from 1916 tq
due to the waand the heavjoss ofmen,and then again from 1930 to 1934 daehe Great
Depression It fell again below replacement level during WW2, from 1942 to 1948, once
due to the heavy loss of males in war. From 1949 until 1969, the TFR hovered between
2.5 due to chronic poisoning with fluoridated wadad since 1955, also witfuoridated salt

The Allied Powers, who won the war imposed involuntary chemical sterilization mebfsb(
on thevanquishedAxis Powers In 1970, it fell below replacement level once again and
stayed there ever since, reaching the lowest value in 1994 of just 1.24 children per whm
TFR remained below 1.5 until 2015 when it managed to climb up to 1.6 due to
immigration. Gemany took in more than a million Syrian refugees in 20056 and tht
brought the TFR up to 1.64 in 2016, but within a couple of years the chronic poisonin
endocrine disruptors (in food, beverages, water, dental care productfuamde dental
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