
 

 

RTFA response to the SAF RCM Levy 

Design – second consultation 

About the RTFA 

The RTFA is the trade association representing UK producers of renewable and 

low carbon fuels. We have over 65 corporate members, including over 20 UK 

SAF project developers, obligated parties under the SAF mandate, international 

SAF projects, and existing volume SAF producers. 

RTFA consultation response 

As per the first consultation, the RTFA has relatively little input to make on the 

detailed design of the levy. From the perspective of our members, i.e., future 

SAF producers, the bankability of RCM contracts relies upon the certainty that 

their total income will correspond to the strike price. 

However, we do have comments on the interactions between the SAF Mandate, 

the Revenue Certainty Mechanism, and multiple incentives. 

The RCM was originally envisaged not as a financial incentive, but as means of 

stabilising the income deriving from the SAF Mandate. However, we recognise 

that without a reference price corresponding to the value of advanced SAF, then 

it will effectively provide some financial support to SAF producers. In other 

words, the financial incentive anticipated to flow to SAF producers via the SAF 

mandate, will instead be provided partly by the mandate and partly via the RCM. 

It is regrettable that our proposal to use the RCM to accelerate the process of 

delivering a market reference price, via requiring some output to be sold via a 

price reporting agency, seems not to be being progressed by the DfT. Given this, 

we agree that it is therefore necessary to ensure that RCM-supported SAF does 

not fall foul of the provisions relating to multiple incentives, and become 

ineligible for the mandate.  

Usually CfD schemes, (of which the RCM is a version), comprise the support 

mechanism for the sector concerned. In the case of the RCM, it is the SAF 

Mandate rather than the RCM which is the support mechanism, but due to the 

interaction of the two, (which is complex), the RCM will confer some support. 

This is a unique combination, and we don’t envisage it being repeated 

elsewhere. 

Furthermore, RCM support is limited to output which is consumed in the UK. If 

the proposed change to the definition of “support scheme”, only applies to 

schemes which are similar, i.e. which support output consumed in that country, 

then there would be no risk of the fuels being imported into the UK. Provided 

that the SAF mandate legislation can accurately limit this multiple incentive to 

only covering similar support schemes, we don’t envisage that amending the 

SAF mandate to allow schemes similar to the RCM would be detrimental. It is 

important that the change is limited to just similar support schemes, however, 

as maintaining a level playing field is essential. 



 

 

The RTFA fully supports DfT’s position that fuels that are imported from overseas 

should not be able to stack incentives both in the country of production, and 

when supplied in the UK. 

 

Q7. Do you have any feedback on how the multiple incentives rules in the SAF 

Mandate legislation should be updated to ensure that SAF supported under the 

RCM can receive certificates under the SAF Mandate?  

As per the comment in the context section above. It is essential that the 

amendment only covers schemes which are similar to the RCM, in that they are 

designed to encourage domestic production, and only covers SAF volumes 

consumed in the relevant country. 

 

Q8. Are there any potential unintended consequences that may arise due to this 

change? If yes, how could policy mitigate against these consequences?  

Provided that the definition is narrow enough, we cannot envisage any 

unintended consequences. Care will need to be taken that any change does not 

create issues for SAF plants that also produce some quantity of road fuels which 

would be expected to be eligible for the RTFO. 

 

Q9. Do you agree or disagree that changes to the multiple incentives rules 

should be limited to enable the eligibility of the RCM alone and not to enable the 

eligibility of other schemes that support fuels and chemical precursors at this 

time? 

Agree. Whilst there is interest from some RTFA members in this, the current 

RTFA position is that this will ultimately be detrimental to the emerging UK SAF 

industry. 

 


