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Feedback on the Delegated Act on Carbon Removals Certification Framework 
(CRCF) - Methodologies for Certifying Permanent Carbon Removals - 

Bioenergy Europe appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft Delegated Regulation 
establishing methodologies for certifying permanent carbon removals under the CRCF framework. We 
fully support the swift and timely adoption of a credible, transparent, and science-based system for 
certifying removals from DACCS, BioCCS, and BCR. Establishing such a system will be essential not only 
to reaching the EU’s net-zero targets, but also to enabling the development and deployment of high-
integrity negative emissions solutions. At the same time, we believe that targeted clarifications and 
adjustments are necessary to ensure the framework is workable, fair, and effective in supporting the 
scale-up of permanent carbon removals. 

1. Alignment with the Renewable Energy Directive (RED III) 

We particularly welcome the Commission’s efforts to ensure consistency with the Renewable Energy 
Directive (RED III), which provides a coherent and well-established framework for the sustainable use 
of biomass. This alignment is crucial to provide legal certainty, avoid duplication, and enable long-term 
investment planning across the EU. 

However, we caution against the direct application of the cascading principle in this context. Article 
3(3) of RED III refers specifically to support schemes for energy, and BECCS’s role in the cascading 
hierarchy should be carefully assessed before integrating this principle into the proposed methodology. 
It is important that the methodology recognises that co-producing carbon removals and energy 
delivers a significantly different economic and environmental added value compared to producing 
energy alone. Any translation of the cascading hierarchy to the certification of carbon removals, or to 
potential Member State derogations on feedstock eligibility, should therefore rely on robust 
comparative lifecycle assessment (LCA). 

At this stage, since the implementation of these provisions by Member States remains unclear, we do 
not believe it is appropriate to extend the application of Article 3 of RED to the BECCS methodology. 
Further research is needed before considering feedstock exclusions for BECCS, as the sector is still 
emerging and evidence of sustainable biomass use, and carbon removal permanence continues to 
develop. Any additional RED-related requirements should only apply to BECCS activities if public 
subsidies are granted for the energy production component, and not for the carbon removal aspect. 
This distinction is crucial to avoid creating unnecessary barriers for permanent carbon removal projects 
while ensuring alignment with RED principles. 

For example, to be fully consistent with RED, if and when the cascading principle is applied, it should 
only be triggered when public subsidies are granted for energy production, not when subsidies are 
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granted for the carbon capture element of an installation. This consistency should also be reflected in 
Section 4.2(b) 5(ii) and (iii) of the Annex of the draft Delegated Act. We therefore suggest the 
following edits: 

• “(ii) the certification body shall verify that the operator complies with any measures in 
national implementations of Directive (EU) 2018/2001 that are introduced to ensure 
that woody biomass is used according to the list of priorities established in Article 3(3) 
of Directive (EU) 2018/2001, including any derogations introduced by Member States 
under Article 3(3), if the operator receives support for the energy production.” 

• “(iii) the certification body shall verify that the operator does not receive direct financial 
support from Member States to use saw logs, veneer logs, industrial grade roundwood, 
stumps and roots to produce energy.” 

2. Avoidance of unsustainable demand for biomass raw material 
(a) Requirement for new-build facilities 

We recognise the importance of safeguarding against unsustainable biomass demand, and the 
underlying intention of avoiding market distortions and ensuring cascading use. However, we have 
strong concerns regarding the current requirement that new-build facilities must demonstrate that 
they would be “economically viable without carbon capture” in order to qualify under the certification 
framework. 

This provision risks introducing a misleading and impractical economic test. Many renewable and low-
carbon projects—across electricity, heat, fuels, and industry—are not currently viable without policy 
support. Assessing their hypothetical standalone profitability adds little value and may hinder projects 
that are critical for climate objectives. 

Instead, we suggest a more strategic and policy-aligned set of criteria. Installations should 
demonstrate that they play a role in the host country’s overall decarbonisation plans, for example 
because they make use of local or regional biomass supply or of existing or planned critical 
infrastructure. It would also be important to consider the type of bioenergy facility, such as power-only, 
CHP, biofuels, waste-to-energy or industrial applications, as well as the types of biomass used. 
Coupled with the sourcing safeguards contained in RED III, these measures should be sufficient to 
enable the deployment of sustainable new-built BECCS facilities, without restricting bioenergy in a way 
that is inconsistent with the treatment and subsidisation of other renewable technologies. 

To better ensure environmental integrity, this criterion could also include all emissions generated 
along the supply chain of newly constructed facilities, not just the emissions from the energy used 
by the CCS equipment. This way, the assessment would conservatively account for the full impact of 

http://www.bioenergyeurope.org/


  The voice of European Bioenergy. 

 

www.bioenergyeurope.org 

Transparency register number: 97810874431-67 

building and operating a new BECCS project, including upstream activities such as producing materials, 
transporting biomass, and constructing the facility. 

We therefore recommend replacing the current economic viability test with the following formulation: 

"Where the activity takes place at a newly constructed facility that became operational not more than twelve 
months before the start of the activity period, operators shall demonstrate that if the facility had been 
constructed without carbon capture, it would nonetheless play a strategic role in supporting decarbonisation 
objectives. This includes contributing to the decarbonisation of the power grid, industrial sectors, or regional 
energy systems. The assessment shall consider availability of sustainable biomass supply, the type of 
installation (e.g., power-only, CHP, biofuels, or waste to energy), and alignment with local, regional or national 
climate and development plans. Furthermore, the operator should account for all supply chains emissions 
initiated by the development of the facility to fully reflect the impact." 

(b) Treatment of mothballed installation 

Encouraging the conversion of existing infrastructure to BECCS is a sustainable and resource-efficient 
pathway. Making use of existing installations reduces the need for new construction and the 
associated environmental impacts, including land use and embedded carbon, compared to newly built 
facilities. For this reason, such projects should not be subject to additional requirements relative to 
already operating biomass facilities. Bioenergy Europe does not agree that mothballed installations 
should be considered as “newly constructed facilities”. This is irrespective of whether the facilities have 
changed economic control or not.  

In order to avoid any ambiguity for mothballed plants, explicit provisions concerning such plants should 
be added, guaranteeing their classification as existing plants: 

“Where the activity involves CO2 capture from a facility other than a waste to energy facility, where the 
primary purpose of biomass consumption is to produce heat or electricity and that was already operational 
at least a year before the start of the activity period, the operator shall demonstrate that the nameplate 
biomass consumption nameplate power production capacity of the facility has not increased by more than 
the amount necessary to supply energy for the capture process, as compared to the nameplate capacity on 
whichever date is later out of the date on which the facility became operational and the date three years prior 
to the start of the activity period. This includes facilities, including previously mothballed facilities, that have 
been retrofitted in parallel to the installation of carbon capture capacity.” 

(c) Nameplate biomass consumption 

In addition, the current provisions on “nameplate biomass consumption capacity” risk penalising fuel-
switching projects. Facilities that gradually transition from co-firing fossil fuels and biomass to 
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operating fully on sustainable biomass with CCS will, by definition, increase their biomass consumption. 
This should be recognised as a positive decarbonisation pathway, not restricted by rigid nameplate 
limits. We therefore recommend that Annex 4.3.1 be amended to reflect overall power production 
capacity rather than biomass consumption capacity, allowing fuel switching to 100% biomass with CCS 
while still safeguarding against unsustainable demand by strict RED and EUDR rules. BioCCS plants 
may also occasionally operate temporarily without capture in the dispatch market, exceeding the 
capacity needed for CO₂ capture. This flexibility provides an important system function to balance 
demand and is more efficient than constructing additional unabated fossil capacity. 

In addition, it is unclear why the definition places specific emphasis on changes in economic control. 
Mergers and acquisitions are a well-established mechanism for unlocking investment into 
decarbonisation projects, enabling scale, expertise, and capital to be brought together. The current 
language would unnecessarily limit opportunities for partnerships between existing facilities and 
technology providers. In practice, it is common to establish separate legal entities as joint venture 
vehicles, which allow partners to pool resources and manage liabilities while accelerating project 
delivery. 

We therefore strongly recommend removing the “change of control” condition, as it would undermine 
the EU’s attractiveness and competitiveness for carbon removal investments. Instead, we suggest 
amending the definition as follows: 

“Newly constructed facilities include facilities constructed on sites with no history of operation of the CO₂-
generating process and facilities constructed on sites where the CO2 generating process was previously 
operational under the control of a different economic entity but where operations had ceased and are 
restarted after a retrofit or expansion.” 

3. Disclosure requirements on biomass feedstock (Section 4.3 of the Annex) 

Amendments are also required regarding the level of detail demanded for reporting on biomass types, 
and such requirements should remain consistent with those already established under RED III. The 
current draft of the Delegated Act introduces forestry terminology that is not commonly used by 
operators. In particular, the notion of industrial grade roundwood (IGRW) lacks a clear definition in the 
RED, as it covers roundwood that is “suitable for industrial use,” with the exception of roundwood 
deemed “unsuitable for industrial use” due to diverging characteristics. This ambiguity is likely to 
generate multiple interpretations across Member States, leading to uneven implementation and 
undermining robust feedstock monitoring.  

Well-recognised systems such as those recognised by the Committee on the Sustainability of Biofuels, 
Bioliquids and Biomass fuels already provide established feedstock categories, and the CRCF would 
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benefit from aligning with these approaches to ensure both coherence and practicality. For this reason, 
biomass sustainability criteria and reporting obligations should follow the framework of RED as closely 
as possible, drawing on the classifications used in voluntary certification schemes or in existing national 
and sectoral systems. Article 30(3) of the Renewable Energy Directive already lays down detailed 
reporting requirements, including on feedstock types and geographical origin.  

We therefore suggest the following:  

“Operators shall disclose the biomass feedstock or feedstock mix consumed, disaggregating feedstock 
to the level required in Directive (EU) 2018/2001, with an explicit identification of the respective 
fractions of the feedstock that comes from saw logs, veneer logs, wastes or residues and mixed 
material that may contain industrial grade roundwood”. 

4. Overcompensation clause (Section 2.1.2 of the Annex) 

We support the transparency of funding for CDR projects where it does not compromise commercially 
sensitive information. However, we fail to understand the references to overcompensation. 
Additionality rules for BECCS and DACCS projects are already clearly outlined in the Regulation and the 
Delegated Regulation using standardised baselines. The Delegated Regulation also explicitly 
acknowledges the possibility of combining public and private funding, before reaffirming the baseline 
approach. 

In light of these clear provisions, the reference to overcompensation seems unnecessary and risks 
creating confusion. We therefore suggest deleting this clause, unless its purpose can be clarified in a 
way that is fully consistent with the established additionality rules. 

5. Activity Period Duration (Section 1.2.1 of the Annex) 

The current 10-year maximum activity period may not reflect the financial and operational realities of 
most large-scale carbon removal projects. Most subsidy schemes, PPAs, or offtake agreements run for 
15 years or more. Limiting the period to 10 years risks creating misalignment between certification 
cycles and financing structures, potentially reducing bankability and discouraging investment. We 
recommend extending the activity period to 15 years to ensure long-term project viability. 

6. Biochar Carbon Removal  

Scientific evidence indicates that the inert fraction of biochar poses a negligible risk of carbon re-
emission, regardless of biochar migration. Although long-term field trials and studies on biochar 
mobility remain important research priorities, for certification purposes the permanence of carbon is 
best guaranteed through conservative material characterization and documentation of end-use, rather 
than by post-application MRV at the level of individual BCR activities. The CRCF methodology should 
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define permanence based on a conservative assessment of the stable carbon fraction and continue to 
consider the point of application or incorporation as the moment when carbon removal is deemed 
permanent, backed by contractual assurances for storage rather than field-based sampling. Once 
biochar is integrated into a mineral matrix or product, ongoing monitoring is not required, as the carbon 
is in a stable form—consistent with the CCS Directive principles regarding monitoring and liability. 

The methodology should allow flexibility in the choice of biomass feedstocks for biochar carbon 
removal projects. For this reason, we strongly urge to oppose the proposed limitation on biomass 
feedstocks for biochar carbon removal projects, particularly where biochar is the primary product and 
accounts for more than 50% of the energy output of co-products. Biochar properties depend on both 
the raw materials and the production process, restricting feedstocks solely to “wastes and residues” 
would unjustifiably exclude many legitimate biochar projects from carbon removal certification. These 
projects not only provide verifiable carbon removals, but often deliver additional environmental 
benefits, such as pollutant immobilization in remediation applications. 

Sustainability criteria for all biochar projects should align with RED requirements, without introducing 
additional technology-specific restrictions. Such restrictions lack scientific or policy justification and 
risk undermining the scalability and industrial deployment of biochar as a credible carbon removal 
pathway. They are also inconsistent with the Commission’s principle of technological neutrality, which 
is central to EU energy and climate policy. 

Clarification is also needed regarding “biochar batch” and whether multiple batches or material from 
different CRCF-compliant facilities can be aggregated into a single issuance request, ensuring traceable 
issuance while enabling large-scale deployment. Ultimately, the issuance of removal units should be 
based on the unique sequence of activities that result in a durable carbon sink. 

We hope these reflections support a constructive revision of the Delegated Act. We remain available to 
provide further clarifications or technical input as the framework evolves. 
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