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The Carbon Capture and Storage Association (CCSA) is pleased to provide a response to the
Common Biomass Sustainability Framework Consultation. The CCSA brings together a wide
range of specialist companies across the spectrum of Carbon Capture, Utilisation and Storage
(CCUS) technology, as well as a variety of support services to the energy sector. The CCSA
exists to represent the interests of its members in accelerating the commercial deployment of
CCUS in the UK, EU and internationally through advocacy and collaboration to achieve net
zero emissions by 2050.

A Common Sustainability Framework

e The CCSA agrees with the overarching objective of this consultation to maximise
carbon benefits from biomass use while supporting wider environmental and social
objectives associated with sourcing and harvesting. We support a robust sustainability
framework for biomass underpinned by clear and harmonised definitions of feedstock
categories that does not disrupt the transition to bioenergy carbon capture and
storage (BECCS). Overall, MRV, land criteria, GHG accounting, and reporting
requirements should be proportionate, implementable, and evidence-based, avoiding
unnecessary administrative burden while maintaining transparency, traceability, and
robust sustainability assurance. As such, we welcome the opportunity to share our
views on the proposed sustainability framework.

e For clarity, any reference to “biomass” within our response should be understood to
include biomass, biogas and bioliquid feedstocks.

¢ Climate and energy security value of biomass use: Biomass power production is the
second largest form of low carbon electricity generation in the UK, behind wind power,
accounting for about 12% of UK generation.” Biomass, energy-from-waste (EfW), and
bioliquid/biogas generation provide firm power, which complements the further
deployment of other renewables like solar and wind, helping to balance electricity
demand and supply, and reinforcing energy security. Additional services, such as

"DESNZ, Digest of UK Energy Statistics: renewable sources of energy
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frequency response and inertia are also delivered through biomass generation. As
acknowledged in the National Audit Office (NAO) report on Biomass Sustainability,
biomass will continue to play a crucial role in achieving net zero, particularly through
carbon removals facilitated by bioenergy BECCS?. Ensuring a route for the transition
from biomass to BECCS is not only crucial to enable a clean and secure power system
and meet negative emission targets, but also to promote skill retention and green job
growth in the early 2030’s. Biomass and BECCS are critical enablers to decarbonisation
in industrial heartlands such as the Humber and the North West, unlocking investment
and green jobs in the region. As such, the CCSA reiterates that long-term biomass use
should be directed in ways which maximise the decarbonisation and energy value of
the resource’®, and that it should be combined, where possible, with CCUS to maximise
its carbon benefits.

¢ Promoting a level-playing field: Biomass sustainability is critical to ensure the value
and contributions of BECCS and WECCS in the energy system are additional and
accurate. In this context, we welcome the publication of this consultation and note
that industry fully support placing sustainability at the core of BECCS and WECCS
deployment. The proposed frameworks should help ensure a level-playing field,
providing a transparent and clear sustainability governance arrangement for assessing
biomass generators and BECCS in the medium and long-term. This should recognise
that the UK’s bioenergy sustainability governance framework is already substantial and
has evolved considerably over time. This includes keeping inline of new issues and
scientific understanding. Industry has worked with government bodies to develop and
implement these regulations over time. Independent certification programmes to audit
compliance have also been separately developed such as the Sustainable Biomass
Program (SBP). Industry remains committed to ensuring that the carlbbon emissions and
biomass sustainability claimed can be reliably, and independently, verified.

o The CCSA emphasises that although a common biomass sustainability framework is
valuable in supporting the appropriate use of biomass and enhancing its carbon
benefits, sustainability criteria must be adapted to reflect the distinct characteristics of
individual feedstocks and their supply chains, as recognised in the consultation
document.

2 National Audit Office, The government’s support for biomass, 2024.

3 Climate Change Committee, 2019. Biomass in a low-carbon economy. Available at:
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/biomass-in-a-low-carbon-economy/

The Carbon Capture & Storage Association 2


https://www.nao.org.uk/reports/the-governments-support-for-biomass/?nab=0
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/biomass-in-a-low-carbon-economy/

C) CCSA

o The CCSA notes that while it is sensible for this framework to initially apply to
government incentive schemes to enable compliance, careful consideration should be
taken to avoid an uneven playing field between those receiving government support
and those who aren’t. From an investment perspective, asset lifetimes extend beyond
individual support mechanisms or CfD contracts, requiring confidence that biomass
sustainability criteria will remain applicable and consistent throughout an asset’s
lifetime, with or without government support. There are also cases of projects that do
not require support, but still aim to participate in carbon removal markets, and to which
the same biomass sustainability criteria should apply to ensure a level-playing field as
well as cross-sectoral compliance. Therefore, a truly common biomass sustainability
framework should apply across biomass uses in order to avoid it leading to market
distortions should it only apply selectively. A single framework, covering both
subsidised and unsubsidised biomass use would reduce investment risk, prevent carbbon
leakage, and provide long-term certainty and credibility in carbon markets.

e Enforcement: The CCSA also requests clarification on the proposed approach for
enforcing this framework. While we support its flexible scope and the fact that this
would allow for more targeted and sector-specific implementation, we would request
further clarity on how the framework would be consistently enforced without further
legislative action.

e Scheme Review: Furthermore, misalignment in regulation and criteria across different
schemes is a risk to investor confidence. It is important that scheme reviews ensure
that criteria are aligned to latest scientific evidence without leading to different
schemes working towards different criteria or that reviews are more frequent than
necessary as this could again lead to potential market distortions and investor
uncertainty.

e Future-proofing and Regulatory Alignment: The CCSA recommends ensuring that
this framework is future-proofed and that regulatory stability is guaranteed. This needs
to take account of developments in standard-setting and policy in associated areas
such as the EU’s Renewable Energy Directive (RED), the EU’s Carbon Removal and
Carbon Farming framework (CRCF) as well as the UK’s methodology development for
greenhouse gas removal (GGR) technologies, including BECCS. Sufficient flexibility and
adaptability of the framework is needed through regular opportunities to update the
framework based on recent evidence and standards, while providing sufficient long-
term certainty to biomass users and project developers of the sustainability criteria that
affects their day-to-day operations. This should also help ensure that sustainability
criteria remain effective during the future transition away from associated government
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schemes such as the carbon capture, utilisation and storage (CCUS) business models
and the Renewable Transport Fuel Obligation (RTFO) and that they should not impede
a project’s ability to continue operating without an associated government incentive.

o In addition, it is critical that this flexibility includes avoiding duplication or
conflicting provisions of this framework and associated methodologies such as
the BSI GGR methodologies. For BECCS projects, this should include a
streamlined and smooth alignment and functioning of this framework alongside
the BSI BECCS standard, the Power BECCS and GGR Business Models as well as
any relevant ETS requirements.

o The CCSA also supports alignment with existing international accounting and
sustainability criteria for biomass. Project developers are already meeting those
international or EU requirements for the sustainable use of biomass and relevant
voluntary accreditation schemes. We particularly broadly support alignment
with the REDII/IIT and voluntary accreditation schemes that are benchmarked
against the EU’s RED framework and the CRCF. This framework should not seek
to replace these schemes but rather complement and enhance them to ensure
that no significant discrepancies are put in place and that no disruptions in
operations occur. This will help ensure consistency over the long term.

e Sourcing of biomass for BECCS: The CCSA notes the critical role that biomass can
play in providing low-carbon power as well as negative emissions. In this context, we
agree in principle that the UK should be maximising domestic sourcing of biomass, but
we believe it is important to recognise the continuing role of imported biomass if we
are to meet our carbon budgets and Clean Power 2030 Mission.

o Finally, the transition of the biomass sector to BECCS will also play a critical role
in achieving the 5 Mtpa of engineered GGRs by 2030, and 23 Mtpa by 2035. It
should be noted that the UK’s biomass sector is diverse, featuring large-scale
generators that are critical to the decarbonisation of the electricity grid. In
addition to these major plants, numerous smaller biomass stations collectively
provide over 1,300 MW of capacity, enhancing the low-carbon energy mix and
offering local grid services. These facilities include the use of waste wood
sourced from within the UK, diverting three million tonnes of material from
landfills annually. In addition, more than 100 biomethane facilities, which utilise
agricultural and food waste, are helping decarbonise the gas grid and also have
potential to deliver GGRs. This potential should not be overlooked when
designing the cross-sector sustainability framework, noting the importance of
enabling the deployment of these technologies by providing long-term
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investment certainty as well as by tailoring the framework accordingly to reflect
the different scales at which biomass is used in the UK.

Biomass Feedstock Categories & Definitions

e The CCSA broadly agrees with the proposed biomass categories and definitions. It
should be noted, however, that more awareness should be raised to ensure that
biomass is not explicitly thought of as “solid” and to also encompass its liquid and
gaseous forms within this consultation and the wider sustainability framework. This
would address confusion as to what the broader “biomass” terms entails and enable all
relevant stakeholders better consider how the proposals of this consultation apply to
their particular business and ways of utilising various forms of biomass.

e In relation to waste wood definitions, we strongly recommend that post-consumer
Grade C waste wood should be classified as “waste”, not general woody biomass. This
would align with feedstock definitions within EU RED I1/1II (Article 3(1)). Currently, the
consultation document includes post-consumer waste wood under the definition of
“woody biomass,” when it should instead be classified within the “waste” definition.
Conflating these fundamentally different feedstocks risks obscuring their distinct
sustainability characteristics and could create significant regulatory compliance and
reporting challenges.

e In addition to the feedstock definitions set out in the consultation document, we
recommend that forestry thinnings are clearly defined within the ‘Residues from
agriculture, aquaculture, fisheries and forestry’ category, this will support alignment
with Annex IX of EU’s RED framework.

e We also support overall alignment with RED II/III as misalignment in the UK could
create unnecessary complexity and compliance risk. Clear, harmonised definitions
would support cross-border feedstock sourcing and reduce administrative burden.

Land Criteria

e Cascading Principle: The CCSA would note the importance of the cascading principle
in relation to biomass use for BECCS. The cascading principle is already embedded
within the forestry and waste wood sectors.

o Inthe waste wood sector, post-consumer and industrial waste wood is already
a secondary or end of life material, meaning its highest-value use in material or
product form has largely occurred. Applying the cascading use principle to
these waste streams would be counterproductive, as it could create artificial
restrictions on their use for energy recovery and BECCS.
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In the forestry sector, moving beyond market signals has inherent problems.
Intrinsic value is subjective and it is a dynamic notion - a use case that is
considered of low value today could be considered of higher value tomorrow
and vice-versa. Further research is required to evaluate the economic and
environmental value of delivering co-benefits of carbon removal and bioenergy
when compared to alternative uses of biomass.

The application of a rigid cascading principle will fail to recognise the evolving
dynamics of wood fibre markets. This is a particular risk in sourcing regions like
the US South, where there has demand from pulp, paper and composite panel
manufacturing has seen a sustained decline. Bioenergy provides a vital, viable
market for low-grade fibre. Implementing a rigid cascading principle risks
constraining the use of this fibre for bioenergy, which will negatively impact
land over revenues and reduces the appetite to maintain forest land, this
increasing the risk of conversion to non-forest uses.

Cascading is also addressed in certification schemes: SBP Standard 1 Criterion
3.3 requires that "feedstock sourcing shall not compete with wood sourcing for
long-lived wood products". This framework should prioritise sustainable forest
management and positive environmental outcome of biomass sourcing,
avoiding undue market distortion of functioning wood fibre markets. SBP, and
other third-party certification schemes, have well established processes to
assess market conditions and context for fibre sourcing.

GHG Criteria

We welcome the flexibility provided to develop more detailed methodology within
individual end-use sectors. We also welcome alignment with the EU RED framework.

EU RED Alignment: Alignment with RED II/11I is particularly important, as biomass,
bioliquids and biogases are already certified and assessed under these methodologies.
International operational experience shows that the RED approach is repeatable,
enforceable, and capable of delivering compliant, low carbon, dispatchable power.
Divergence from EU methodologies would increase compliance costs and could restrict
feedstock availability for UK assets. This is particularly relevant in the context of
ongoing discussions on linking the UK ETS with the EU ETS. Therefore, alignment with
EU rules on the treatment of biomass is recommended.

Principle-based Approach: The CCSA supports a principle-based approach to setting
GHG criteria for biomass use, taking into account which principles and criteria are
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appropriate to each end use sector and their supply chain. This can be done by setting
minimum common criteria and then expanding these for each sector as appropriate.

e Thresholds: Regarding the proposal to tighten thresholds over time, while we
recognise the reasons why this might be necessary, we recommend that this process
is appropriately consulted on with operators and sufficient notice given so as not to
hinder long-term investment certainty for CCS projects. Notice of this process well in
advance as well as adequate predictability of threshold changes can ensure that
industry can implement this and adapt accordingly, therefore increasing compliance
with the thresholds. Whether thresholds are set at sector-specific or cross-sector level,
consistency is essential to avoid distorting markets and to ensure UK investments
compete on a level playing field with EU-aligned assets.

¢ GGR Standard Alignment: As mentioned above, alignment of GHG criteria with the
BSI development of GGR standards that includes a methodology for quantifying
negative emissions from BECCS projects, is critical. If any duplicated provisions exist,
then a hierarchy of use or compliance between the biomass sustainability provisions in
the BECCS standard and this framework would support seamless implementation of
both. This should also be reflected within the Power BECCS and GGR Business Models
to ensure that requirements of one framework are not in conflict with another and that
government support for BECCS as a whole is provided on practicable terms.

e GHG emissions from waste: Accounting for GHG emissions from waste feedstocks is
challenging due to variable composition, limited data on handling and prior use, and
difficulties in allocating emissions across co-mingled materials. Therefore, applying
GHG criteria from when the waste material is consolidated for energy recovery
provides a more proportionate GHG accounting criteria. Processing and distribution
emissions should be accounted for by the feedstock supplier. Therefore, in line with
the CRCF, upstream GHG criteria for waste feedstocks up until deposit at energy
facility should be removed.

o Lifecycle Parameters: \We also agree with the proposed life cycle parameters.

e System Boundaries: Regarding system boundary considerations, this is already
inferred by the definition of the lifecycle parameters. The diagram in the consultation
document includes terms not included in the list of parameters, including indirect land
use change (ILUC) and Carbon Storage. We, therefore, recommend that these are not
within scope of the calculation.

e It should also be noted that outdated fossil comparators in some UK schemes
(e.g. legacy RED I values) no longer reflect current gas supply realities, such as
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increased LNG imports and should, therefore, be updated and consistent with
RED II/III.

e Default Values: Default values should remain aligned with RED 11/I1I and be kept under
periodic review. Alignment is essential where feedstock is sourced from EU suppliers
already reporting against RED default values, as divergence would introduce additional
cost and complexity without improving environmental outcomes. Lifecycle emissions
calculation should be encouraged, where feasible, while default values should be
retained as a pragmatic option to manage administrative burden in certain areas.

Monitoring Reporting and Verification (MRV)

e The CCSA broadly welcomes measures to strengthen MRV and suggests that MRV
requirements should remain proportionate and risk-based, leveraging existing tools
such as Waste Transfer Notes and Ofgem audiits.

e Definitions: We agree that biomass feedstock definitions need to be harmonised
across end-use sectors to increase consistency across the market. The breadth and
detail of definitions must seek alignment with existing reporting requirements,
certification schemes and international schemes.

e Country of origin: We agree that agrees that biomass feedstock country of origin
reporting should be mandatory for those biomass feedstocks where it is practicable to
do so. This depends on categorising and defining biomass appropriately to begin with
as some feedstocks, such as those defined as waste, could face challenges in reporting
country of origin. Mandatory country of origin reporting and audit escalation for
domestically-sourced waste-derived feedstocks like Grade C wood is impractical and
should not be mandatory as it is not within an operator’s purview.

e Sustainability metrics: While we agree that there should be a list of minimum
sustainability metrics, the decision on the set of metrics should not be taken without
prior consultation with industry.

o This should include alignment across schemes, international frameworks and
existing certification schemes. This will reduce the burden for operators who
may report against more than one scheme and support the transparency in
sustainability reporting, whilst reducing burden and avoiding duplication.

o There should be a clear distinction between data required to demonstrate
meeting the criteria and additional data to improve transparency. Data
collection should prioritise high quality and relevant metrics required to
demonstrate compliance with the sustainability criteria, rather than the quantity
of metrics.
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o Inaddition, some data requests for biomass sustainability would be better dealt
with from suppliers rather than operators, depending on the type of feedstock
and the remit an operator has over the supply of its feedstock.

e Sustainability reporting: The reporting should be amalgamated and anonymised to
protect commercially sensitive information.

e Auditing: Under certain schemes, an operator is required to audit to a ‘reasonable
assurance’ standard, up from ‘limited assurance’ which is the current standard. We
note that ‘reasonable assurance’ audits can place significant financial, administrative
and resource burdens on industry. We, therefore, encourage the framework to
establish a standardised approach to auditing across the sector for government
incentive schemes.

e Voluntary Certification Schemes: Voluntary certification schemes should have robust
quality controls to ensure decisions can be relied on. Many voluntary certification
schemes publish detailed requirements for auditor competency and training
requirements. In the example of SBP, Standard 3 and include requirements that
auditors are trained and have appropriate education and experience to conduct the
role.

Additional Considerations

e Transition from biomass to BECCS: This framework should not hinder enabling a
smooth transition from biomass to BECCS, for all scales of biomass projects. As
mentioned above, this transition will be critical to meet Government’s longer term
policy ambitions, deliver negative emissions, support the energy system and maintain
the UK’s skills and supply chains. Transitional arrangements for large scale BECCS have
been welcome in this regard, however similar routes to market for smaller biomass
projects coming to the end of their Renewable Obligation from 2027 onwards remains
needed so that investment decision on retrofitting CCUS can be advanced.
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