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15 June 2026

The Carbon Capture and Storage Association (CCSA) is pleased to provide a response to the
UK ETS Authority consultation on the treatment of sustainable aviation fuel (SAF). 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.

1. Do you have views on the eligible fuel types under the UK ETS, and whether these
should align with the eligible fuel types under the UK SAF Mandate? This would
include expanding the types of eligible SAF under the UK ETS to include non-
biofuel low-carbon fuels, such as power-to-liquid fuels and recycled carbon fuels.
Please provide evidence and/or explain your answer where possible.

Overall, the CCSA supports alignment of how SAF is treated within the UK ETS with
the SAF Mandate and highlights that decisions on the policy packages presented in this
consultation should be considered within the lens of enabling investment into a greater
variety of SAF technologies. During this early stage of market creation for SAF and in
order to encourage private investment in domestically produced SAF to meet the SAF
Mandate goals as well as to meet aviation’s ETS compliance, it is important to consider
implementing a flexible approach.

Within this context, the CCSA supports expanding UK ETS eligible fuel types to align
with the SAF Mandate, including the inclusion of Power-to-Liquid (PtL) fuels and
Recycled Carbon Fuels (RCFs). This follows our position in the 2022 UK ETS Authority
"Developing the UK ETS" consultation, in which we supported the use of SAF emissions
reductions to fulfil UK ETS obligations. It is important that SAF compliant with the SAF
Mandate is rewarded under the UK ETS, both to incentivise wider SAF uptake, to
incentivise higher-performing SAF, and to drive down CO, emissions.

The CCSA supports alignment with the SAF Mandate to:

e Reduce administrative burden, align MRV requirements across both
instruments, and maintain coherent investment incentives. Suppliers certified
under the Mandate should be able to use the same documentation for UK ETS
claims. However, alignment should not result in a narrowing of eligibility under
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the UK ETS relative to the current framework, where fuels that deliver verifiable
emissions reductions are already recognised.

e Maintain consistency with the eligibility of PtL and RCF in the SAF Mandate.
The current exclusion of these pathways from the UK ETS is inconsistent with
the SAF mandate, CORSIA, and the EU ETS, all of which already recognise PtL
and/or RCF. Excluding them from UK ETS recognition creates an inconsistent
policy signal as the PtL obligation (0.2% of total aviation turbine fuel) in the
mandate begins in 2028.

[t is important to note that the eligible fuel types in the SAF Mandate have not yet
taken into account GGR potential or integration in the UK ETS. Notably, CO, of
biogenic origin, such as that captured from BECCS or WECCS facilities, is currently
ineligible as a PtL feedstock. Given that the Government confirmed its intention to
integrate GGRs into the UK ETS by 2028-2029, this is a material gap.

The CCSA supports biogenic CO, sources being eligible to meet SAF Mandate and UK
ETS requirements, which would link GGR infrastructure directly to SAF production and
manage feedstock competition between BECCS and biofuel pathways.

In this way, the UK ETS could function as a single scheme for aviation decarbonisation
offering aircraft operators the ability to claim emissions reductions from SAF use and
to access GGR credits within a single compliance framework, creating synergies
between these sectors. We recognise that this has to be carefully designed so as to
maintain demand for both SAF and GGRs, ensuring neither market is undermined.

Another key point to note is that fuel type eligibility choices should account for the
UK-EU ETS linking negotiations announced in May 2025. While the prospect of linking
should not delay necessary domestic reform or backtrack UK ETS progress in this area,
it will be necessary in ensuring that the linkage does not result in unintended negative
consequences for the policy proposals set out in this consultation. Ensuring the UK ETS
Authority’s policy decision on SAF treatment in the UK ETS is part of ongoing
negotiations should help avoid creating incompatibilities or leading to increased costs.

3. Do you prefer a GHG emissions saving threshold of 65% or 40% for SAF eligible for
emissions reduction claims under the UK ETS. Please provide evidence and/or
explain your answer where possible.
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The CCSA supports alignment with the SAF Mandate and, therefore, the 40%
threshold. This should be complemented with market incentives to reward high-
performing SAF that achieve higher GHG savings. A lower threshold of 40% allows a
wider variety of SAF to compete in the market and enable them to achieve improved
performance overtime. In addition, alignment with the SAF Mandate, specifies that
fuel suppliers only receive certificates for the SAF they supply in proportion to the level
of GHG emission reductions delivered by that SAF compared to conventional jet fuel.
That signifies that tighter thresholds do not necessarily lead to higher GHG savings as
this is already incentivised through the SAF Mandate due to it being a carbon intensity-
based model.

Maintaining 65% would exclude RCFs in the near term which will cause policy
inconsistency internally - as they are eligible under the SAF mandate. A 40% threshold
enables greater optionality and supports investment into a variety of SAF, including
PtL and RCF. It also supports technology diversity, reduces market fragmentation, and
allowing the market to drive value for higher GHG savings in SAF. RCF savings will
increase over time as electricity grids decarbonise and supply chains optimise - a 40%
threshold now enables inclusion, and the improving emissions profile means RCFs will
naturally move further above the threshold without additional investment.

5. Do you have views on the fossil fuel comparator, against which SAF emissions
savings are measured, to be used for SAF eligible in the UK ETS, including whether
the UK ETS Authority should adopt the fossil fuel comparator of 89gCO.e/MJ in
line with that of the SAF Mandate? Please provide evidence and/or explain your
answer where possible.

The CCSA supports adopting the fossil fuel comparator of 89gCO.e/MJ in line with the
SAF Mandate and CORSIA, in place of the current 94gCO.e/MJ derived from RTFO
since this is the more scientifically accurate baseline for aviation kerosene. While the
practical impact on eligibility calculations is marginal, the signal that UK ETS SAF
accounting is accurate and internationally consistent adds credibility.

[t should be noted that the EU ETS uses 94gCO,e/MJ, which may create inconsistencies
in the UK-EU ETS linkage. Our view is that accuracy should take precedence, and that
comparator matching is a matter for linking negotiations, which we support, and not
a reason to maintain an outdated figure.
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6. Do you prefer a zero rating or lifecycle assessment-based approach to how SAF is
recognised under the UK ETS? Please explain your answer.

The CCSA recognises the merits of both approaches and supports the principles of a
lifecycle assessment-based approach, however recognising the practical challenges
and difficulties this approach would entail.

On the one hand, we acknowledge the advantages of an LCA-based approach,
particularly to ensure a level-playing field between different emission reduction
technologies participating in the UK ETS. An LCA-based approach within the UK ETS
has merits as it better reflects real emissions reductions, reduces the risk of incentivising
lower-performing SAF pathways where lifecycle savings are limited, and avoids
unintended distortions in scope expansions of the ETS, such as in the energy-from-
waste (EfW) sector. A framework that recognises lifecycle performance could also be
better able to reflect the contribution that infrastructure design, operational capability
and logistics efficiency can make to reducing overall emissions across the fuel supply
chain. In addition, an LCA-based approach could provide greater differentiation
between SAF pathways and incentivise higher performing SAF that are backed by
verified and real emissions reductions, thus maintaining the integrity of the UK ETS.

A zero-rating approach could risk creating a material distortion between different
residual waste treatment pathways as Ef\W facilities are coming in scope of the UK ETS.
While the EfW sector will face a carbon cost for its feedstock, certain SAF pathways
that use the same feedstock, will not face the same carbon cost if a zero-rated
approach is implemented. There is, therefore, merit in considering how this approach
could create an uneven level playing field between different technologies in scope of
the UK ETS.

On the other hand, a zero-rating approach could be more appropriate for recognising
SAF within the UK ETS at this early stage. Introducing LCA, which takes into account
Scope 3 emissions, into the UK ETS, which is an inherently Scope 1 instrument, risks
undermining this framework by double counting. Emissions associated with SAF
production are already accounted for elsewhere within the ETS or under other policy
instruments, creating a risk of double counting if lifecycle emissions are reflected again
through adjusted compliance obligations.

In addition, the SAF sector remains at an early stage of development and is already
subject to multiple policy and commercial challenges. A zero-rating approach could
provide a simpler, more predictable framework that avoids adding further complexity
or administrative burden at a critical stage of market growth and enables early
investment in a variety of SAF production pathways, including those that are CCUS-
enabled.

Therefore, at this time the CCSA is not able to support a particular approach,
recognising diverging views within our membership and recognising a more detailed
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impact assessment of these approached is needed. However, the CCSA does agree
with the principle that higher-performing SAF pathways should be incentivised
overtime due to their greater emission reduction potential, while allowing innovation
into those pathways to take place. We also support the need to establish an investable
and simple framework, avoiding additional administrative complexity for all sectors in
scope of the UK ETS, and that double counting should be avoided where emissions are
already captured through other policy frameworks. We would welcome further
engagement and discussion, through facilitated roundtables for example, between
Government, the UK ETS Authority, industry and other trade bodies to resolve
diverging views on this topic.

8. Do you think Policy package 1 and/or Policy package 2 represent a suitable
approach to recognising SAF under the UK ETS? Please explain your response.

The CCSA is not able to respond to this question given diverging views within our
membership with regards to Question 6. Overall, we support a proportionate
approach that provides clarity, stability and a level-playing field for operators while
avoiding administrative complexity. Further impact assessment on both packages
should be considered.

10. Do you agree with the UK ETS Authority’s proposal to clarify the legislative
requirements on the purchase and delivery of SAF for the purposes of claiming
emissions reductions under the UK ETS? Please provide evidence and/or explain
your answer where possible.

The CCSA supports the proposed clarifications on purchase and delivery timelines as a
sensible step. However, we caution against using this as an opportunity to more
broadly reopen or amend the SAF Mandate legislative framework at this stage. The
SAF sector requires regulatory stability to see through planned investments, and any
unnecessary legislative uncertainty risks undermining the very supply pipeline the
Mandate is designed to create. This is particularly true for UK projects reliant on the
Revenue Certainty Mechanism (RCM) which is still in development.
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1. Do you agree with the UK ETS Authority’s proposal to clarify in legislation the limit
on the amount of SAF for which emissions reductions can be claimed, and that
claims for emissions reductions from SAF cannot be carried over into subsequent
scheme years? Please provide evidence and/or explain your answer where possible.

12. Do you agree with the UK ETS Authority’s proposal to clarify in legislation that
claiming emissions reductions from SAF only affects aircraft operators’ surrender
obligations?

13. Do you agree with the UK ETS Authority’s proposal to change Article
54(2) M&RR 2018 as modified to establish the use of purchase records as the
default method to evidence the claiming of emissions reductions from SAF?

14. Do you agree with the UK ETS Authority’s proposal to amend the UK ETS Order
such that emissions monitoring plan requirements that relate to claiming emissions
reductions from SAF apply to all aircraft operators, not only those that are not
small emitters?

15. What implications does the absence of geographical limits on the purchase and
delivery of SAF, and the flight scope on which claims can be made, under the
UK ETS have on your operations in relation to the scheme? Please provide evidence
and/or explain your answer where possible.

16. Do you have any information and/or views on the challenges some airlines are
facing in accessing the required documentation for successful SAF claims under the
UK ETS?

17. Do you have any suggestions for appropriate solutions to the challenges faced?

18. Do you agree with the UK ETS Authority’s proposal to provide that the aircraft
operator is identified by their call sign (i.e. the ICAO designator) or, where not
available, the registration markings of the aircraft; where this is not known, then
the owner of the aircraft is deemed to be the aircraft operator?

19. Do you have any views on the UK ETS Authority’s proposal to amend Article 45(6)
of the UK ETS Order such that the correct term ‘aircraft operator’ is used?

20.What, in your opinion, would be the likely effects of changing the treatment
of SAF in the UK ETS on the Welsh language? We are particularly interested in any
likely effects on opportunities to use the Welsh language and on not treating the
Welsh language less favourably than English.

21. In your opinion, could changing the treatment of SAF in the UK ETS be formulated
or changed so as to:

a. Have positive effects or more positive effects on using the Welsh language
and on not treating the Welsh language less favourably than English?
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