RTFA response to SAF Mandate: SAF supply and
industry certainty in an evolving market call for
evidence

Link to the CfE here: https://www.gov.uk/government/calls-for-evidence/saf-

mandate-saf-supply-and-industry-certainty-in-an-evolving-market/saf-mandate-
saf-supply-and-industry-certainty-in-an-evolving-market

Introduction from the RTFA

Establishing and ramping up SAF production is possibly the most challenging
endeavour of all in the global journey to decarbonisation. The UK has some of
the most progressive SAF policies to be found in any jurisdiction, and this has
not gone unnoticed. The EU is emulating some of our approaches, and many
overseas SAF project developers are focused on the UK market because of its
unique focus on advanced SAF pathways (i.e., non-HEFA, non-PtL). The UK has
an excellent reputation for policy-certainty and clear guidance; and any change
to the existing mandate will threaten this well-earned status.

The previous administration was aware of the world-leading and revolutionary
path it was setting, and the incoming Labour Government picked up the baton,
introduced the SAF mandate, and has been hard at work developing the RCM. To
change tack, before either the HEFA cap or the PtL sub-mandate have started,
would have ramifications far beyond our borders. We urge the UK Government
not to change the Mandate.

Questions:

Q1. Do you expect there to be sufficient non-HEFA SAF (either PtL or
non-PtL SAF), domestically and globally, to meet the SAF Mandate
targets until 2040? Please provide any supporting evidence including
how you expect availability to change over time.

Subject to continued and ongoing political, capital and policy support, we have
evidence from across the industry that non-HEFA SAF should be available to
support the mandate targets through to 2040. Due to the structure of the UK’s
SAF mandate, with the HEFA cap, a very high proportion of global hon-HEFA
(non-PtL) SAF will be directed to the UK market, simply because no other
jurisdiction has created a specific target market for it in the way that the UK has.

However - note that advanced non-HEFA SAF and PtL supply will only be
delivered over the mandate period if the policy signal remains stable, and if
complementary support is delivered.

It is likely that there will be some buy-out in the early years, whilst the industry
moves through development, construction and commissioning. As stated in our
introduction, this should not be seen as a failure. DfT need to be mindful that the
buy-out mechanism is the flexibility mechanism within the SAF mandate, as it
stops the price of SAF rising uncontrollably in a short market. Any change to the
current target will only delay investment, thereby creating the same shortages
further into the future, at a point when the targets are higher.
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RTFA used an Al tool (Claude), to harvest publicly-available data from a range of
sources (including Atoma, ICF, IATA etc.), on available SAF volumes for each
year out to 2040.

This data was then upgraded using RTFA member company information, on
expected commissioning dates and gross output. The model was then used to
predict Best, Base and Worst-case scenarios of the availability of advanced SAF,
over the proposed timeframe.

The figures were adjusted to reflect the expectation that the UK market will
encourage SAF that has higher than 70% GHG savings, as it is a GHG
mechanism rather than a volumetric obligation.

Consideration was also given to SAF production routes that are similar to that of
HEFA, but made from non-segregated oils or fats — for example using tall oil or
tyre pyrolysis oil as the feedstock, as opposed to UCO. We have termed this
“advanced HEFA". These routes can be used by existing refineries and therefore
are potentially closer to production than as-yet unbuilt dedicated SAF facilities.

The first table of data models the percentage of global supply of non-HEFA SAF
needing to come to the UK to fulfil the UK mandate targets:

Assumes UK production Assumes no UK production

Year |Best Case Base Case |Worst Case ([Best Case Base Case [Worst Case

2027 13% 39% 37% 13% 39% 37%
2028 17% 29% 56% 17% 29% 56%
2029 19% 38% 84% 19% 38% 84%
2030 16% 35% 84% 16% 35% 84%
2031 1% 15% 28% 9% 8% 28%
2032 0% 8% 29% 8% 0% 17%
2033 1% 2% 21% 8% 2% 6%
2034 1% 2% 5% 7% 2% 5%
2035 1% 2% 5% 6% 2% 5%

Figure 1: Modelled global supply of advanced SAF supplied to UK

The table demonstrates that even with relatively low overall percentages of
global production being exported to the UK, the obligation can be met. The
figures for 2027 - 2030 are the same in both scenarios as there is not expected
to be significant UK production until 2031. The “84%" reported in the worst case
in 2029/30 is due to lower overall production relative to the UK’s demand, after
which production is estimated to ramp up with correspondingly lower
percentages in the following years.

More detailed modelling was then carried out, including restricting the
availability of “advanced HEFA” (i.e., tall oil / TPO based fuels). Whilst we expect
interest to grow significantly in such feedstocks, we felt it best to make
conservative assumptions. The following table again presents best, base and
worst-case scenarios of the available advanced HEFA, UK production and
imported advanced SAF:



Target Best: UK |Best: Best: Best: Base: UK |Base: Base: Base: |Base: |Worst: UK [Worst: |Worst: Worst: [Worst:
Year [(kt) Prod. Import Adv.HEFA [Total Best: Gap|Prod. Import  |Adv.HEFA |Total |Gap Prod. Import [Adv.HEFA [Total |Gap

2027 48 0 90| 0 90| 42 48 0] 48 0 20, 0 20, -28
2028 95, 0 142 8 150 56 66, 7 73 -22 26, 3 28, -66
2029 184 0 242 17 260 76 98 13| 111 -73 33 7 40( -144
2030 285 0 435 25 460 175 162 20| 182 -103 51 10 61| -224
2031 336 170 917 30, 1117 781 0 420 24| 444 108 167 12 179 -157,
2032 408, 415 1116 35 1566 1158, 170 518 28| 716 308 0 181 14 195 -213
2033 503 415 1305 40 1760 1257, 415 605 32( 1052 549 170 190 16 376| -127
2034 595 415 1472 45 1932 1337 415 650 36| 1101 506 415 195 18 628 33
2035 714 415 1578 50 2043 1329 415 682 40{ 1138 424 415 207 20| 642 -72

o © © o
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Figure 2: UK advanced SAF demand vs. projected availability

The data above shoes the UK demand for advanced SAF, vs. the projected
available volumes. The gap is a calculation of the modelled supply from
advanced HEFA + imports + UK production, minus the target.

As can be seen from the table, under both the best and base case scenarios,
there will be enough advanced SAF to meet the targets from 2030. The worst-
case scenario shows a shortfall in almost all years.

The full data set, report and references for the above research are included as
Annex 1 at the end of this submission.

Uncertainty is not helpful, and even this call for evidence is now delaying
decision making while people await the outcome. The more uncertainty, the
slower the industry will be to get going, which works against the rationale of this
CfE as it will increase the risk of buy-out into the future.

If Government wishes to meet Net Zero targets, and support its own policy, it
needs to provide confidence in the SAF mandate. The best outcome of this CfE is
that it provides reassurance that the policy is correct as it stands, and no
changes to targets are required.

Q2. In your view, what would be the likely consequences of maintaining
the current approach (no policy change)? Please provide any supporting
evidence.

This CfE concluding that no change is required, may actually provide a
confidence boost to the industry by providing reassurance that the policy has
been set correctly.

Whilst there is likely to be some degree of buy-out in the early stages of the
non-HEFA / PtL targets, this is to be expected in a flexible market with multiple
obligated parties, different procurement strategies, and varying appetites for
early offtake commitment.

It is already clear that some of the obligated parties are sourcing or producing
their own SAF, or have plans in place to do so; vs. others who prefer to observe
how the market develops for a while before committing. As per our answer to
Q1, it is the buy-out that provides the flexibility to do this, as it’'s a known cost
that can be factored into plans and projections.

Early buy-out, particularly for advanced non-HEFA SAF and PtL, should be
treated as evidence of unmet-demand and as a signal for investment, not as
evidence that the obligation should be reduced.

DfT confirming no change to the SAF mandate will allow various UK projects to
reach FID as soon as possible. Any change will delay this; or cause projects to
withdraw from the UK market. However - confirmation that no change is




necessary, could be seen as a positive if the timing coincides with other related
policy outcomes, and this will get plants built more quickly than any other
outcome from this CfE.

In the early years — as with any emerging industry, the first plants will be less
cost-effective than subsequent ones. If supply is short, prices will remain high.
The airlines will still have to bear this cost, i.e., the cost of buying SAF will not
be very different to the cost of buying out. Some commentators have been
providing estimates of the cumulative cost of buy-out over several years?, and
inevitably these figures look daunting. These figures need to be compared to the
cost of buying SAF, which will be near buy-out price in the early years of the
sub-targets, and set against the overall cost of buying fuel, to provide a realistic
context.

We have modelled the cost of buy-out for the first few years of the mandate for
non-HEFA SAF; vs. buying SAF at a market price; and calculated the proportion
of the overall cost of fuel that this represents. The full data for this is included as
Annex 2.

Using the modelling of projected available SAF, as per our response to Q1, (and
included as Annex 1), it is possible to estimate the cost of buy-out for each year
of the obligation.

Using the projected overall demand for jet fuel, multiplied by the obligation, and
then subtracting the estimated volumes of available SAF, provides a figure for
the buy-out.

It is then important to understand that the projected cost of SAF needs to be
deducted from this figure, to provide a realistic cost of buying out - i.e., the
additional cost of buying out vs. buying SAF; rather than the absolute cost.

Extra cost of
Buyout vs 2G price| Total costof Jet |Costas % Total Jet
Year | counterfactual $M blend $M blend cost
2027 50 9,698 0.5%
2028 147 10,108 1.5%
2029 147 10,795 1.4%
2030 147 11,598 1.3%

Figure 3: Additional cost of buying out, vs. supplying SAF (full details in Annex 1).

As one can see, the cost of buy-out to meet the obligation, beyond what SAF will
be available, and presented as the increase vs. buying SAF itself, is not a
substantial figure when expressed as a percentage of the overall cost of buying
aviation fuel.

Over the first 4 years, it represents an increase in overall fuel costs of between
0.5 and 1.5%. Note that this calculation did not factor in that some of the overall
fuel costs would be for purchasing HEFA, which trades at a higher price than Jet-

1j.e., the cost of buying out the entire non-HEFA requirement, as if no advanced SAF is
available.



Al, and that therefore if this were to be included in the calculation the
percentages would be slightly lower still.

Also note that, for example in 2028 - if the shortfall of advanced SAF were to be
100kt rather than 50kt, it would move the percentage overall cost increase from

1.5% to 3%. This needs to be compared to the typical fluctuations in monthly jet
fuel pricing — which even prior to the Iran-USA war was generally in the range 2

- 4%.

To summarise — the cost of fuel for aviation is significant, and has always been.
The cost of compliance with the SAF mandate, including some buying-out, only
makes a very modest difference to the overall costs, especially taken against
routine monthly price fluctuations in the Jet-Al market. The cost of buying-out is
only truly found, by deducting the (alternate) cost of supplying SAF from the
total buy-out figure; and any other presentation of these costs is disingenuous.

Q3. If you believe a change to the HEFA cap is required in 2027 or
subsequent years to address insufficient supply, what type of change do
you think is required? Please provide detail of the change and evidence
to support it.

If you do not believe a change is required to the HEFA cap, please state
why. Please provide any supporting evidence as justification. Consider
supply availability, and the impact on investment, industry and the
environment in your answer.

RTFA firmly believe that DfT have structured the policy correctly, and that no
change is required.

As per our response to Q1, we believe that there will be some non-HEFA SAF
available from early on, in the target trajectory.

Any change to the mandate targets sends the wrong signal to industry regarding
investment. Even if DfT were to make very benign / subtle changes to the
mandate, it sends the message that DfT are willing to make changes, and people
will then expect more changes along the way - i.e., it sets an unhelpful
precedent.

Any change to the targets will penalise those companies who have already made
investments in SAF manufacture and supply - creating a first mover
disadvantage. This should never be the DfT’s goal, as not only will it discourage
those companies, but it will permanently send out a signal that responding
quickly to market signals created by DfT policy is risky.

Any flexibility considered by DfT must not allow HEFA to substitute for advanced
non-HEFA SAF or PtL, or reduce the market space reserved for those fuels. The
HEFA cap is essential to protecting the investment case for the fuels the
mandate is trying to bring forward.

Also note that the current policy is to create a diversity of supply — something
that has been noted well beyond this country’s borders, and is seen as making
the UK an attractive place to supply fuel to. It has placed us as global leaders in
the technologies that will be required to produce this fuel. Anything that rolls
back this ambition can only be harmful for the UK’s reputation, and consequently
for future investment; as well as damaging the development of expertise and IP



that could be exported as a result of being the first mover and developer of
technology solutions.

Related to the “diversity of supply” argument - changing the target will increase

the demand for HEFA, which is made from segregated oils & fats; and which DfT
have long-recognised are not infinite resources. Whilst HEFA is needed as part of
the solution for decarbonising aviation, we need other sources of fuel too, which

existing DfT policy reflects.

Q4. What would be the impact on investment in non-HEFA production
domestically and globally by any change in the HEFA cap? Please
provide evidence including differential impacts of different approaches
to changing the HEFA cap. How could a change be implemented that
mitigated impacts on non-HEFA production most effectively?

Uncertainty is bad for investment. This CfE is in itself bad for investment, as
decisions are being put off until the outcome is known.

A delay in targets will have a much bigger impact than merely delaying
investments required to produce that fuel, as confidence is undermined; causing
existing projects to fail and deterring new entrants. It would be reasonable to
assume that pushing the mandate targets back by 2 years, would have an
impact of at least 4-5 years on supply.

The Green Finance Institute (GFI) held a roundtable with banks and financiers in
July 2026, during which the subject of changing the HEFA cap was discussed.
Here we have included one of the relevant outcomes of this session:

"Many reiterated the view that this uncertainty makes the UK less attractive,
that the buy-out price is a signal to act and ‘continually moving goalposts’
undermines confidence that the UK wants to support advanced SAF.... the
money will flow elsewhere, perhaps European SAF projects, or other energy
transition themes, and that this money is not guaranteed to return"

Further details regarding the GFI's engagement on this are supplied in their own
response to this call for evidence.

A change to the HEFA cap would increase policy risk, raise the cost of capital,
weaken offtake negotiations, and could delay or prevent FID for advanced non-
HEFA SAF and PtL projects.

The least damaging approach is to keep the HEFA cap intact, and support
advanced non-HEFA SAF and PtL supply directly through the RCM and wider
delivery measures, rather than weakening the mandate.



Q5. If you believe a change to the Power-to-Liquid (PtL) obligation is
required in 2028 or subsequent years to address insufficient supply,
what type of change do you think is required? Please provide detail of
the change and evidence to support it. If you do not believe a change is
required to the PtL obligation, please state why. Please provide any
supporting evidence as justification. Consider supply availability, and
the impact on investment, industry and the environment in your answer.

RTFA does not believe a change to the PtL obligation is required.

The PtL sub-mandate must be explicitly protected. Weakening, delaying or
diluting it before projects reach FID will directly undermine the investment case
for UK PtL. The GFI response quantifies the cost of a rollback of the PtL sub-
target, which are much smaller than that of delaying the HEFA cap and
concludes that it “has the potential to do more harm in the longer term for
global investor confidence and decarbonisation, than the short-term impacts
[quantified]".

DfT should consider why investment in PtL projects, especially in the UK, is so
difficult - i.e., work should be undertaken to understand what could be done to
make PtL projects in the UK more bankable. Understanding this, and acting upon
the learnings would do far more to allow targets to be met, rather than just
deferring the targets which does nothing to fix the underlying issues.

Our preference is for the PtL target to remain unchanged, and for the DfT to
structure the RCM so that there will be sufficient PtL produced in the UK to meet
the target. The most targeted way this could be done is to explicitly invite PtL
projects to compete for a GSP contract, acknowledging that the bid prices they
put forward may exceed the PtL buy-out price. This would limit the cost and
ensure the greatest likelihood of success. Whilst the Allocation Strategy indicates
a strategic preference for limiting support to the maximum compliance cost, UK
PtL projects should be allowed to bid for strike prices above the buy-out price,
on a time-limited basis.

The PtL buy-out price should not be treated as a ceiling on the RCM strike price.
The buy-out caps supplier compliance exposure; the RCM must be capable of
giving first-of-a-kind PtL projects enough revenue to reach FID, including where
the required strike price sits above the PtL buy-out level.

Alternatives to this suggestion, which we have considered but are not
recommending, are listed below:

e Increase the buy-out price for the PtL sub target in the SAF mandate.
Whilst this could improve the prospects for UK produced PtL fuel, it would
also benefit producers in lower-cost locations. It is therefore less targeted
and may still lead to buy out, as overseas-produced PtL SAF may
preferentially be sold into the EU. It would, however, increase costs for
airlines.

e Allow hydrogen to benefit from the Low Carbon Hydrogen Business Model,
i.e., allowing double subsidy. Whist some PtL project developers support
this, it is not wider RTFA policy, and we do not recommend it.

There are also other suggestions which would help, such as changes to the
guidance on temporal correlation and additionality. DfT need to consider if
easing these rules in the near-term will allow plants to get built that still achieve



robust lifecycle GHG savings, and are in keeping with the policy intent. The
alternative is to lose the initiative, and wait 10 years until the grid decarbonises
enough that additionality ceases to be an issue.

The RTFA has prepared a document specifically addressing the challenge for PtL
projects and potential measures, which we are planning to discuss with officials
and will submit shortly.

Q6. What would be the impact on investment in non-HEFA production
domestically and globally by any change to the PtL obligation? Please
provide evidence including differential impacts of different approaches
to changing the PtL obligation. How could a change be implemented that
mitigated impacts on non-HEFA production most effectively?

A change to the PtL obligation would be particularly damaging because PtL
projects are capital-intensive, first-of-a-kind and globally mobile. If the UK
weakens the obligation before it starts, investors may conclude that UK clean-
fuel policy is vulnerable to short-term pressure. This would weaken offtake
confidence, increase the cost of capital and make it harder for project developers
to achieve FID.

It's worth noting that whilst the UK’s mandate has a lower reward than that in
the EU, the UK rules are simpler to understand, distribution is easier, and there
is less concern that things might be changed; notwithstanding the impact of this
CfE. This makes the UK an attractive place to supply SAF to, as it is seen as
having less regulatory risk. DfT need to understand this, and that any change
will undermine this excellent reputation.

Q7. Do you think there are additional options for flexibility within

the SAF Mandate that should be considered to help support delivery of
the mandate while not undermining investment in SAF production? If so,
what are these options and what would be their pros/cons. Please
provide evidence. Consider supply availability, and the impact on
investment, industry and the environment in your answer.

Note that ultimately, RTFA does not wish to see any change to the SAF mandate
target trajectory. However, for the purpose of answering this specific question,
the following answers have been provided.

Changes to carry-over are the most favoured option across the RTFA members.
This does not dilute or change the targets, but provides greater flexibility for
those obligated companies who would otherwise need to buy-out if no suitable
SAF is available.

However — any such policy change would need to be devised such that
companies cannot offload accrued multi-year obligations to subsidiaries or other
companies, which then get dissolved prior to fulfilling their obligations.

Any carry-over or banking mechanism must not reduce cumulative advanced
non-HEFA SAF or PtL demand, allow HEFA to substitute for those fuels, or
weaken the scarcity signal needed to support FID for advanced SAF projects.

A further development of the above proposal would be to allow obligated parties
to roll-over their obligation into future years, provided they have an offtake
agreement in place with a company who will supply the SAF in those future



years. This would ultimately lead to the same amount of SAF being supplied
(and therefore the same amount of carbon savings), and would also provide
something very useful to SAF production companies who are looking for
investment. While this concept has some appeal, very careful consideration will
be required in order to ensure that any offtake deals are robust, and what the
consequences would be should the projects ultimately not materialise.

Awarding extra certificates to certain SAF pathways is not widely supported as it
may not achieve anything useful, as assuming all non-HEFA pathways were to
be eligible, it would in effect be another way of reducing the obligation. On
balance, RTFA do not favour this approach - although note that a small number
of members do.

Buy-out revenues from unmet advanced non-HEFA SAF or PtL obligations could
also be recycled into advanced SAF delivery; including RCM support, capital
grants, grid access, CO2 sourcing, certification, offtake support and delivery
infrastructure. This would need to be done in a way that is compliant with UK
Subsidy Control, (equivalent to EU State Aid rules). As the GFI response puts it,
“This would convert compliance payments that deliver no decarbonisation into
the very support the market requires to close the supply gap that gives rise to
them.”

The most important flexibility is not a reduction in the obligation, but the
availability of policy support that helps projects get built. The RCM should be
designed to support first-of-a-kind advanced SAF projects through FID and
construction, including PtL projects where the required strike price is above the
PtL buy-out level.

Q8. In your view, what impact is the SAF Mandate expected to have on
future tankering compared to current practices? Please provide any
supporting evidence to highlight the environmental and economic
impact.

Tankering risk should be monitored and, if material, addressed directly through
targeted anti-tankering measures. It should not be used as a reason to weaken
the SAF Mandate, HEFA cap or PtL sub-mandate.

One option is to adopt a similar approach to the RefuelEU Aviation regulation to
deter tankering, whereby over the year on average at least 90% of all fuel
required given the scheduled flight routes should be uplifted at the airport.

Q9. In your view, are there any alternative options which have not been
considered in this call for evidence which would help delivery of carbon
savings from the SAF Mandate, and help maintain investment and supply
certainty for industry?

Government should strengthen the delivery framework around the mandate,
rather than change the mandate itself. This should include RCM alignment with
advanced non-HEFA SAF and PtL projects, removal or easing of additionality
rules where they block credible projects, support for integrated production and
blending infrastructure, reporting on domestic production versus imports, and
recycling buy-out revenues into advanced SAF delivery.

Government should also ensure SAF policy is properly coordinated with hydrogen
policy. UK PtL delivery depends heavily on the availability and cost of low-carbon



hydrogen, and the Hydrogen Business Model or equivalent support should be
aligned with the SAF Mandate and RCM, so that credible UK advanced SAF and
PtL projects can reach FID, construction and operation.



Annex 1: Modelling of future SAF supplies

UK Advanced SAF Availability Outlook:
RTFA Assessment

1. Introduction

The report has been prepared by the Renewable Transport Fuels Association
(RTFA) as input to the UK Department for Transport’s June 2026 Call for
Evidence on SAF Supply and Industry Certainty in an Evolving Market. This
analysis draws on independently reviewed public and some independent private
sources; it is not the position of any single developer but reflects the collective
view of the RTFA membership. The analysis presented develops scenarios on the
global availability of Advanced SAF for the supply to the UK in order to comply
with the requirements of the UK SAF Mandate.

SAF, is a fungible product, so SAF produced in any part of the world can be
easily transported to and utilized in the UK. The HEFA Cap created as part of the
UK SAF Mandate establishes a unique market for Advanced SAF in the UK
meaning producers globally will look to supply the UK as the value of the
Advanced SAF will be highest as it is not substitutable by HEFA unlike under the
EU regulations of CORSIA requirements. This report examines the likely
availability of Advanced SAF globally and together with planned UK production
provides scenarios to understand the likelihood of a supply shortage or surplus
for Advanced SAF in the UK in the period to 2035 and therefore the likelihood of
buyout as a result of the HEFA cap. The report provides a Best Case, Base Case
and Worst Case analysis of advanced SAF supply to the UK and also examines
when UK production is likely to become available. It has been prepared by an
RTFA working group of industry experts and signed off by the RTFA Aviation
Working Group.

Advanced (non-HEFA) SAF is defined in this report in a way consistent with the
UK SAF Mandate. This is SAF produced by any pathway other than conventional
HEFA produced from segregated oils and fats (used cooking oil, tallow).
“Advanced SAF” comprises Alcohol-to-Jet (At]), gasification/Fischer-Tropsch
(Bio-FT), and HEFA pathways using non-segregated oils and fats for example
Tall Qil, Tyre Pyrolysis Oil, trap grease, brown grease, etc. This portion we have
termed an “Advanced HEFA” pathway. Power-to-Liquid (PtL) SAF is excluded
from the analysis because it has its own mandate sub-obligation.



2. Methodology

2.1 Data sources for Advanced SAF forecasts

The approach used in this study to develop scenarios for global availability of
Advanced SAF was to examine a range of existing authoritative forecasts rather
than being reliant on a single database or study. This is considered to be more
robust as there is considerable variability between the principal datasets.
Information sources that were used are:

IATA Global Feedstock Assessment for SAF Production (2026) and related
IATA SAF production updates (Dec 2025, Feb 2026). This source has a
high confidence for near-term production volumes and regional
distribution; feedstock-availability modelling extends to 2050.[1][2]
Nature Communications, Staples et al., ‘The potential scale-up of
sustainable aviation fuels production capacity to meet global and EU policy
targets’ (Nov 2025). Key finding: only 24% of capacity planned for 2024
was realized on time (26% in the EU); over 40% of 2030 announced
capacity risks delay or cancellation. Confidence: high for realization-rate
benchmarking; this is the only source among those reviewed that
publishes its own historical realization methodology.[3]

EASA European Aviation Environmental Report 2025, SAF Market chapter.
EU-focused; publishes both a ‘realistic’ scenario (3.2 Mt EU SAF by 2030)
and an optimistic scenario including PtL projects (5.5-5.6 Mt EU by 2030).
Confidence is high for EU projects; limited for global Atl/Bio-FT
coverage.[4]

SkyNRG/ICF 2026 SAF Market Outlook (June 2026), Sixth edition. Screens
456 total facilities down to 119 after excluding dormant/infeasible
projects. This is the most conservative screening methodology among
sources reviewed.[5]

ICAO SAF Production Facilities Tracker (accessed June 2026). Broadest
project count of any source reviewed, as it includes announced and
dormant projects without disaggregating by feasibility; useful for project-
level cross-checking but not for capacity totals in isolation.[6]

IEA Bioenergy Task 39, ‘Drop-in biofuels: Status of commercialisation’
(June 2024). Detailed technical treatment of At] and gasification-FT
pathways including failure cases; publication date means it misses 2025-
2026 developments.[7]

UK Government sources: SAF Mandate compliance guidance (DfT, updated
2026)[15]; Advanced Fuels Fund (AFF) competition winners, windows 1-
3[11]; RCM consultation documents (Jan-Apr 2026)[18][19]; June 2026
Call for Evidence on SAF supply and industry certainty.[17]

Company announcements and regulatory filings:
LanzaTech/Lanzalet[8][9][10], Gevo[14], Velocys[23], Alfanar, DG Fuels,
and UK AFF-winning developers, as cited throughout.[11][12][13].

Each source above has been reviewed independently rather than treating any
single source as the Base Case. Published 2030 estimates for total announced
global SAF capacity diverge substantially by methodology and scope as shown in
the following table:



Source
IATA

Nature
Communications

EASA

SkyNRG/ICF

ICAO Tracker

2030 Metric

~30 Mt total announced
capacity (~200 projects);
~60% expected delivered
by 2030, ~10 Mt at risk

35.1 Mt announced (22
HEFA / 3.8 AtJ /3.5 FT +
other)

3.2 Mt EU ‘realistic’; 5.5-
5.6 Mt EU optimistic

incl. PtL

~0.9 Mt AtJ+FT central
scenario (of 1.5 Mt
announced)

Broadest announced

project count (not a single
total published)

Scope / Methodology
Note

Global; includes all
pathways; explicitly flags
execution risk (‘one-third of
SAF projects will fail”)

Global; publishes its own
24% on-time realization
rate; >40% of 2030 plans
assessed at risk

EU only; does not
disaggregate a global figure

Global; most conservative
project screening (119 of
456 facilities retained)

Global; includes dormant
projects; requires cross-
checking against company
filings

Work by Sky/NRG is significantly more conservative than other databases. The
underlying dataset have been processed using the Claude Al tool which derived
three cases based upon all the information available: Best (Optimistic), Base
(Central); and Worst (Pessimistic). The wide range mainly reflects differing
project-screening criteria. The Al tool derived the 3 cases by considering
scenarios across the considered studies.

2.2

Current Advanced SAF Production

Global SAF production reached approximately 1.0 Mt in 2024, representing
roughly 0.3% of jet fuel demand.[2] Of this, Advanced (non-HEFA, non-PtL)
SAF, contributed an estimated 30 - 50kt, under 5% of total SAF supply.
Advanced HEFA feedstock was negligible. The sole commercial-scale At] facility
in operation is Lanzalet’s Freedom Pines plant in Georgia, USA (nameplate
34kt/year), which has experienced commissioning delays but now back in

production. [8] No commercial-scale Bio-FT plant was operational by end-2024:
Fulcrum BioEnergy’s Sierra facility in Nevada closed in May 2024 after failing to
handle MSW feedstock complexity at scale, and Red Rock Biofuels (Oregon) went
into administration in 2023. Advanced SAF supply remains small but this is to
be expected as the HEFA-Cap creating a separate market for Advanced SAF does
not commence until 2027. This pattern is observed by the considered studies.
The UK Mandate requires only small amounts of Advanced SAF in the early years
and the unique nature of the HEFA-Cap will attract supplies to the UK.

The analysis conducted for this report draws on existing authoritative reports
rather than attempting a bottom up analysis on a plant by plant basis. However,
the following table gives an illustration of the types of global facilities available
generated by the Claude AI tool and demonstrates the projects are genuine and
not an Al hallucination:



Illustrative list of global Advanced SAF production facilities

Facility /
Project
Lanzalet
Freedom
Pines

North Sea
Port Ghent
(FLITE)

Gevo Net-
Zero 1
(NZ1)

Aemetis
SAF
(Riverbank)

NorSAF#

DG Fuels
Magnolia
SAF
Enerkem
Alberta
Biofuels

Rebound 1V
(Dunkirk)

CirculAir

Velocys
NovaSAF 1
(Syzygy)
Global At]
pipeline
(ROW)

Global Bio-
FT pipeline
(ROW)

Country
USA

Belgium

USA

USA

Baltics

USA
(Louisiana)

Canada

France

Europe
(multi-
site)

USA

Japan,
India, S
Korea,
Brazil,
Australia

EU, N.
America,
Asia

Pathway
At] (ethanol)

At]

At]
(corn/sugars)

At]
(cellulosic)

At]

Bio-FT
Gasification
(partial AtJ)

At]
(sugarbeet
ethanol)

At] (biomass
residue)

Bio-FT
(microFTL)

At]

Bio-FT

Developer
Lanzalet

LanzaTech
/ FLITE
consortium

Gevo Inc.

Aemetis

NorSAF

DG Fuels

Enerkem

Technip /
Airbus /
Safran /
Tereos
Haffner

Energy /
Lanzalet /
LanzaTech

Velocys /
Syzygy

Multiple

Multiple

Capacity
(kt/yr)
34

79

240

68

~100
(est.)

318

38

160

TBC

~300-

500 est.

~300-
500 est.

Status
Operating

Pre-FID /
Advanced
Eng.

Pre-FID

Pre-FID /
FEED

Various
pre-FID

Pre-FID

Operating

Pre-FID

Early
stage

Pre-FID

Various
pre-FID

Various
pre-FID

This table does not reflect the full scope of projects listed across all the studies.

2.3

Advanced HEFA: Tall Oil

UK DfT guidance describes HEFA as ‘fuel developed from oils or fats, such as
used cooking oil’ [15]. The HEFA process can therefore be used to produce



Advanced SAF using feedstock including non-segregated oils and fats such as
trap grease and brown grease produce an Advanced SAF. Residue-derived
feedstocks requiring extensive processing can also be processed using the HEFA
pathway to produce an Advanced SAF such as Tall Oil and Tire Pyrolysis Oil.

Tall oil and its derivatives are a byproduct of the kraft wood pulping process.
They are already separated and dewatered by pulp mills, are liquid at ambient
temperature, and standard hydrotreating removes oxygen from the fatty and
resin acids to produce hydrocarbons, meaning that existing HEFA-capable
refineries can generally process tall oil without new capital investment. Tall oil is
currently directed mainly to renewable diesel/HVO and chemical (rosin, resin
acid) markets. However, Tall Qil is qualified as a feedstock under the existing
HEFA ASTM certification. As of mid-2026, no dedicated commercial-scale SAF
facility using Tall Qil have been identified in the sources independently reviewed
for this analysis but several companies have demonstrated its use commercially:

e UPM'’s Lappeenranta biorefinery has produced renewable diesel from crude
tall oil for years

e Companies including Neste, Preem and others have incorporated tall-oil-
derived intermediates into renewable fuel production

e Multiple European SAF projects identify crude tall oil as one of the
preferred advanced feedstocks because it avoids food-versus-fuel
concerns.

At the present time the availability and cost advantage of UCO over Tall Oil has
limited the use of Tall Qil to produce HEFA SAF in the absence of the HEFA Cap.
However, since Tall Oil derived HEFA SAF will count towards the Advanced SAF
portion of the Mandate the economics of using this feedstock in the UK are much
more attractive once the HEFA Cap commences in 2027. Advanced HEFA is
therefore expected to provide a pathway to contribute towards the Advanced
SAF targets. The Advanced SAF product from Tall Oil and segregated oils and
greases do not require additional infrastructure at the refinery and already have
ASTM certification and are therefore readily available for Advanced SAF
production. Some of these are already being processed for Bio-diesel indicating
the ease to which they can help meet the Advanced SAF target.

An independent technical assessment (Ecofys, prepared for UPM Biofuels) puts
current actual global crude tall oil (CTO) production at approximately 1.75
Mt/year, of which roughly 1.4 Mt/year is already committed to established
chemical markets (rosin, fatty acids) and roughly 0.23 Mt/year to biofuel. The
same assessment estimates a theoretical maximum global supply of
approximately 2.6 Mt/year if every mill ran its tall oil distillation at full
capacity.[30] Applying an 80% conversion efficiency for HEFA and assuming
20% of the biofuel and unallocated fraction is converted to Advanced SAF this
would create supply of 70kt pa and is considered a reasonable Worse Case.
Additional feedstock is available from approved oils and greases.

2.4. Tyre Pyrolysis Oil (TPO)

TPO-derived SAF is not yet ASTM-approved but the relevant pathway “Generic
Co-processing” and allows for a 5% share and is expected to approved shortly.
[37] Feedstock is expected to be available for SAF production in the early



2030’s. Global end-of-life tyre (ELT) generation is estimated at roughly 1 billion
tires/year worldwide and the potential opportunity for SAF production from TPO
estimated at 10-26 Mt/year. Used tyre recovery/recycling rates are of the order
of 81-95% in developed regions but a “spare” pool, tyres that are currently
unrecovered or in lower-value uses that could plausibly be redirected, is
estimated to be 2.2-2.4 Mt/year globally.[31][32][33]

Converting TPO to SAF requires dedicated new pyrolysis plant which will delay
the supply of large quantities of TPO for SAF before 2030 particularly given
ASTM approval is also still being sought. In this analysis there is no contribution
from TPO before 2031 in the Base and Worse Cases and only a very small
contribution in the Best case:

Spare
Pool
Period (Mt/yr) Worst Case Base Case Best Case
2027- 2.2 0% - negligible 0% - negligible 2% diverted
2030 before new plant  before new plant =20 kt/yr
build-out build-out SAF
2031- 2.2 3% diverted = 30 8% diverted = 81 15% diverted
2035 kt/yr SAF kt/yr SAF =152 kt/yr
SAF

The analysis assumes a 46% mass-yield conversion applied (scrap tyres to SAF
via pyrolysis/hydroprocessing). [34]

Based upon the above analysis the combined global Advanced HEFA supply is
estimated to be:

Worst Case Base Case Best Case
Period (kt/yr) (kt/yr) (kt/yr)
2027- 72 115 193
2030
2031- 206 398 645
2035

2.5 UK Production

For this analysis UK production is estimated based upon planned production
facilities that will be operational by 2035. The analysis assumes the UK'’s
Revenue Certainty Mechanism (RCM) provides a guaranteed strike-price contract
intended to de-risk FOAK Advanced SAF projects. With the publication of the
Allocation Strategy, FID for AR I projects are now assumed to be the end-2028
in the Best Case which given typical build periods of three years for At] and four
years for Bio-FT projects means UK production of Advanced SAF will commence
in 2032 for At] projects and 2033 for others.[17][19]. In the Base Case a further
1 year delay is assumed and in the Worse Case a further year delay.

The list of UK project considered is provided below along with the modelled first
production year. In many instances this is later than the developer stated
timeline to be conservative.



This

analysis’
s
Capacit modelled
Facility / Develop vy productio
Project Country Pathway er (kt/yr) Status nyear#
LanzaTech UK At] LanzaTec 80 Pre-FID 2032
DRAGON (Saltend h (Base);
Humber ) 2031
(Best);
2033
(Worst)§
Lanzalet UK At] Lanzalet 90 FEED 2032
UK (Wilton, (ethanol- (followin (Base);
(Project Teesside to-jet) g Sept 2031
Speedbird ) 2025 (Best);
A AFF 2033
award) (Worst)§
Alfanar UK Bio-FT Alfanar 124 Pre-FID 2033
Lighthous (Teessid Energy / FEED (Base);
e Green e) 2032
Fuels (Best);
2034
(Worst)§
Fulcrum UK Bio-FT Fulcrum 83.7 Pre-FID 2033
NorthPoint (Teessid BioEnerg (Base);
e) y 2032
(Best);
2034
(Worst)§
Essar/EET UK At] Essar / TBC Pre- 2033
Stanlow (Cheshir (methano EET Fuels FEED (Base);
(MtJ) e) [-to-jet) 2032
(Best);
2034
(Worst)§
Velocys UK Bio-FT Velocys 37.4 Pre-FID 2033
Altalto plc (Base);
Immingha 2032
m (Best);
2034
(Worst)§
British UK At] British 1.5& Pre-FID Not
Biojet Sugar / 33 & Pre- separately
Demot British FEED modelled
Biojet — see
note

If DfT relaxes or scraps the HEFA cap in response to the perceived Advanced SAF
supply gap there is strong likelihood some planned projects will not proceed.



Changes to the HEFA Cap are therefore likely to the need to import global
supplies potentially increasing any supply gap.

2.6 UK regulation

The UK SAF Mandate came into force on 1 January 2025. It places binding
obligations on fuel suppliers, not airlines, requiring a rising share of jet fuel
supplied at UK airports to be SAF, from 2% in 2025 to 10% in 2030 and 22% in
2040.[15] In its first year, actual UK SAF supply was 100% HEFA - around
370m litres (2.49% of jet fuel), roughly 85% of it UCO-derived and imported
from China. The HEFA cap commences in 2027 [21] and limits the proportion of
the main obligation met through this pathway, declining from 100% (2025-
2026) to 92% (2027), 71% (2030), and 52% (2035). [15] The targets used for
comparison purposes are listed in the table below:

Non-HEFA
Total SAF HEFA Cap Main Min
Year Mandate % (% of SAF) (kt)
2025 2.0% 100% 0
2026 3.6% 100% 0
2027 5.2% 92% 48
2028 6.8% 85% 95
2029 8.4% 79% 184
2030 10.0% 71% 285
2031 11.0% 70% 336
2032 11.8% 65% 408
2033 12.8% 60% 503
2034 13.8% 56% 595
2035 15.0% 52% 714

The estimates of Advanced SAF required are based upon UK jet fuel demand
curve rising smoothly from ~11.2 Mt/year (2025) to ~13.2 Mt/year (2040),
consistent with the range used elsewhere in this analysis.

3. Scenario Narratives
3.1 Approach to Scenario Construction

Rather than building scenarios from a single bespoke assumption stack, this
analysis positions each of the three cases against the actual range of forecasts
published by the sources, then overlays a UK project-specific timeline reflecting
the Revenue Certainty Mechanism’s (RCM) delivery schedule:

e Best Case draws on the more optimistic end of the published range:
EASA’s optimistic EU scenario, extrapolated globally for Atl/Bio-FT,
combined with IATA’s announced-capacity potential under a materially
higher-than-historical realization rate,[1][4] plus the High case Advanced
HEFA assumptions.

e Base Case applies Nature Communications’ own published realization-rate
methodology (24% on-time delivery) to the combined announced AtJ+FT



project base across the sources reviewed,[3] plus the Base case Advanced
HEFA assumptions.

e Worst Case reflects IATA’s explicit warning that a substantial share of
announced SAF projects will fail, combined with EASA’s own more
conservative ‘realistic’ EU scenario extended globally,[2][4] plus the Worst
Case Advanced HEFA assumptions.

Within each case, UK project-level timelines apply a common overlay. In the
Best Case, UK Advanced SAF projects begin production in 2032-2033, regardless
of individual developers’ own publicly stated targets. Base Case assumptions are
2033-34; and Worse Case 2044-35.

3.2 Best Case

Key assumptions:

e RCM legislation completes around end-2028 with FID achieved in Q4 2028
or Q1 2029 with production 2032/3

¢ Advanced HEFA reach the High case assumptions 193 kt/year in 2027-
2030 and 645 kt/year in 2031-2035

¢ Globally, at least three to four additional Atl/Bio-FT projects outside the
UK, including the Rebound 1V, CirculAir, and new US/Asia-Pacific capacity,
reach FID by 2028, consistent with EASA’s optimistic EU trajectory
extrapolated globally.[4]

¢ UK and EU mandate targets hold, with no relaxation of the HEFA cap
timeline. [15]

Under this scenario, global Advanced SAF capacity reaches approximately 360 kt
in 2027, 1740 kt in 2030, 7890 kt in 2035. UK Advanced SAF capacity remains
modest before 2032 (~25 kt by 2031 but scales materially once the RCM
delayed FOAK cohort commission from 2032-2033 onward, reaching
approximately 394 kt by 2035.

3.3 Base Case

Key assumptions:

e RCM legislation completes around end-2028, with SAF AR1 contract
negotiations extending further still, consistent with the historical
realization-rate pattern Nature Communications documents (24% on-time
delivery, >40% of 2030 plans at risk).[3][19]. FIDs on RCM projects are
delayed until 2029 and production 2033/4.

e Advanced HEFA supply reaches the Base case assumptions 115 kt/year
SAF-equivalent in 2027-2030, 398 kt/year in 2031-2035.

e Globally, the Nature Communications 24% realization rate is applied to
the combined announced At]J+FT pipeline across the sources reviewed.[3]

¢ UK and EU mandate targets hold, but enforcement is patchy, with some
buy-out mechanism usage in 2028-2032.[15][18]

Under this scenario, global advanced non-HEFA capacity reaches approximately
240 kt in 2027, 810 kt in 2030, 4550 kt in 2035.



3.4 Worst Case

Key assumptions:

Under

RCM legislative or contract-allocation disputes (e.g. over reference-price
methodology) push first confirmed strike-price contracts to 2029 or later
[18][19]

None of the UK non-HEFA FOAK projects reach FID before 2029; where
commissioning occurs at all within the period, it does not begin before
2034

Global Bio-FT commercialization continues to stall outside a small humber
of projects, consistent with IATA’s assessment that a substantial share of
announced global SAF projects will not be realized on schedule.[1][2]

DG Fuels and most US Bio-FT projects face continued delays tied to
permitting, financing, and feedstock competition.

Advanced HEFA supply reach only the Low case assumptions 72 kt/year
SAF-equivalent in 2027-2030, 206 kt/year in 2031-2035, reflecting
continued competition from existing chemical and renewable diesel/HVO
demand for the same feedstocks.

Globally, only projects already under construction or with confirmed FID
contribute meaningfully through 2030, consistent with IATA’s own
estimate that just 12% of announced global SAF capacity is under
construction and 29% operating as of early 2026.[2]

this scenario, global advanced non-HEFA capacity remains very limited:

approximately 130 kt in 2027, 340 kt in 2030, 2070 kt in 2035. UK Advanced
SAF capacity is negligible before 2032 and reaches only approximately 14 kt by

2030,

112 kt by 2035 a material and persistent compliance gap in the UK

Mandate’s non-HEFA component from 2027 onward.

The table below summarises global (excluding UK) and UK production:

Year
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035

UK UK UK
Global Global Global Best Base Worst

Best (kt) Base (kt) Worst (kt) (kt) (kt) (kt)
360 124 130 0 0 0
570 330 170 0 0 0
970 490 220 0 0 0
1740 810 340 0 0 0
3820 2210 1190 170 0 0
4850 2880 1390 415 170 0

5930 3560 1580 415 415 170

7010 4060 1770 415 415 415

7890 4550 2070 415 415 415



4. Global supply requirements to meet HEFA Cap

To assess whether the import volumes implied above are plausible given global
supply, the table below expresses the UK’s modelled Advanced SAF import needs
as a share of total global Advanced SAF (including Advanced HEFA) supply under
the corresponding scenario. In the first three columns it is assumed the
expected UK production is met. In the second three columns no UK production is
assumed.

Assumes UK Assumes no UK
production production
Best Base Worst Best Base Worst
Year Case Case Case Case Case Case
2027 13% 39% 37% 13% 39% 37%
2028 17% 29% 56% 17% 29% 56%
2029 19% 38% 84% 19% 38% 84%
2030 16% 35% 84% 16% 35% 84%
2031 4% 15% 28% 9% 8% 28%
2032 0% 8% 29% 8% 0% 17%
2033 1% 2% 21% 8% 2% 6%
2034 1% 2% 5% 7% 2% 5%
2035 1% 2% 5% 6% 2% 5%

Since no UK production is projected before 2031, the differences in this table
through 2030 are driven entirely by differences in global supply, not by any
difference in UK need or production. The Worst Case’s 84% figure at 2030
reflects a small global supply pool (340 kt) rather than an unusually large UK
shortfall. By 2035, once every scenario’s domestic cohort has commissioned, the
picture eases across the board. Given that the UK Advanced SAF target is unique
it would be anticipated any global production would be expected to look for a
market in the UK and demonstrates there is sufficient feedstock availability to
meet the HEFA Cap targets in all scenarios. The question is what proportion of
the global supply comes to the UK?

4.1 Potential global supply to the UK

The previous section shows there is sufficient global supply of Advanced SAF
under all three scenarios to meet the UK mandated volumes. This section
considers more conservative assumptions concerning the proportion of the
global Advanced SAF supply coming to the UK including much lower forecasts of
Advanced HEFA. The assumptions are detailed in the table below:



Year Best Case Base Case Worst Case
2027 25% 20% 15%
2028 25% 20% 15%
2029 25% 20% 15%
2030 25% 20% 15%
2031 24% 19% 14%
2032 23% 18% 13%
2033 22% 17% 12%
2034 21% 16% 11%
2035 20% 15% 10%
Advanced SAF supply to the UK: Conservative Assumptions
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5 0| F Bif §1Ea/ B 8§ §IEe
Q = | | 4 [} ' [
> 58 3j8 8186/ 5 8 8 8°8°
20 4 |0 9 O 90 +42 |0 4 0 48 +0
27 8 8
20 9 |0 14 8 15 +56 |0 6 7 73 =22
28 5 2 0 6
20 1 |0 24 1 26 +76 |0 9 1 11 =-73
29 8 2 7 0 8 3 1
4
20 2 |0 43 2 46 +17 |0 1 2 18 -
30 8 5 5 0 5 6 0 2 10
5 2 3
20 3 |1 91 3 11 +78 |0 4 2 44 +1
31 3 |7 7 0O 17 1 2 4 4 08
6 |0 0
20 4 |4 11 3 15 +11 |1 5 2 71 +3
32z 0 |1 16 5 66 58 7 1 8 6 08
8 |5 0 8
20 5 |4 13 4 17 4124 6 3 10 +5
33 0|1 05 0 60 57 1 0 2 52 49
3 |5 5 5
20 5 (4 14 4 19 +13 |4 6 3 11 +5
34 9 |1 72 5 32 37 1 5 6 01 06
5 |5 5 0
20 7 |4 15 5 20 +13 |4 6 4 11 +4
35 1 |1 78 0 43 29 1 8 0 38 24
4 |5 5 2

Uurr b~ U, D ONH

Worst:

Worst:

WwWw oaoN ON

= Ul

NON UTVOH-H OO HFOOFH NO

Worst:

[N

OoN

oOh OON ON

o)}

NP ONO ONW UTOFR ON -

Worst:

Worst:

Figures in kt/year. “"Gap” = (Import + Advanced HEFA+UK Production) minus

target

The results show that even with conservative assumptions in the Best Case there
is sufficient Advanced SAF supply. In the Base Case there is sufficient Advanced

SAF to meet the targets in 2027 and after 2031 but between 2028 and 2030



there is a project small deficit. In the Worst case the target is not met. The
results are presently graphically below.
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Policy Sensitivity

This section considers the impact if revisions to the HEFA-Cap are brought
forward following this Call for Evidence. The evidence presented shows that
there is no need to scrap or delay the HEFA Cap as there is Advanced SAF
availability in every year that is likely to be supplied to the UK. Whether
sufficient Advanced SAF is imported into the UK to meet the mandated volumes
is uncertain and varies depending upon the Case being considered, in the Best
Case it is; in the Base Case there is sufficient Advanced SAF in 6 of the 9 years
between 2027 and 2035; in the Worse Case there is a small deficit in each year.

Relaxing the cap reduces the regulatory pull that justifies investment in
Advanced SAF production. The scale of this effect is difficult to predict but expert
judgement is that the consequences are likely to be:

e UK production is reduced by 25% overall, as investors and developers
redirect capital toward lower-risk HEFA-based compliance instead.

e Global Advanced SAF producers, facing reduced UK demand pull, redirect
output elsewhere, as a result Global supply to the UK falls.

e Advanced HEFA supply falls as without the Advanced SAF target there is
no policy driver for Tall Oil to be directed into SAF in the UK either.

e Assuming the overall SAF mandate is not reduced, as the Government has
stated, the reduced supply of Advanced SAF must instead be met through
additional conventional HEFA.

Using the Base Case domestic supply curve and applying a 25% reduction:

Non-HEFA Base Case Volume
Target domestic, Reduced by requiring HEFA
Year (kt) undisturbed (kt) 25% (kt) top-up (kt)
2027 48 0 0 48
2028 95 0 0 95
2029 184 0 0 184
2030 285 0 0 285
2031 336 0 0 336
2032 408 170 128 280
2033 503 415 311 104
2034 595 415 311 104
2035 714 415 311 104

In the short-term (before 2030), it is likely that there will be sufficient global
HEFA supply to meet the requirements of a relaxed HEFA cap. However, after
2030 there is increasing uncertainty whether sufficient HEFA will be available to
meet the increased demand and relaxing the HEFA Cap may not avoid Buyout
but only shift the supply issue from Advanced SAF to HEFA. Even if sufficient
HEFA is available it is likely that this will be sourced from biodiesel and therefore
will not actually lead to more use of renewable fuels but put pressure on meeting
RTFO biofuel targets.

More significantly relaxing the HEFA cap will undermine investment in the UK’s
emerging advanced SAF sector precisely when it needs regulatory certainty to



reach FID while simultaneously increasing pressure on a HEFA supply base that
already has its own, separately well-documented scarcity concerns. The result
could be a HEFA sector asked to do more than it can sustainably deliver, fuel
switching away from biodiesel and an Advanced SAF sector that has lost the
policy support it needed to scale, arguably a worse outcome than the one the
relaxation was meant to fix.

6. Conclusion

This analysis has been prepared to inform the UK Governments Call for Evidence
and the following conclusions can be drawn:

(1)The domestic supply gap for Advanced SAF is largely the result of the
Governments repeated delays to the delivery of the Revenue Certainty
Mechanism compounded by the unambitious Allocation Round 1, 230kt
ceiling.

(2)The analysis shows UK Advanced SAF production now likely to commence
in 2031, but that sufficient global Advanced SAF production is available to
make-up any shortfall in all scenarios. In the Best Case less than a fifth of
Global Advanced SAF production must be directed to the UK to meet the
Advanced Mandate share between 2027 and 2030. In the Base Case just
over a third of Global Advanced SAF Supply is needed.

(3)The unique design of the UK SAF Mandate, including a HEFA-Cap, makes
the UK the most attractive location for Advanced SAF supply globally. The
fungible nature of SAF makes it relatively easy for Advanced SAF
produced globally to be supplied to the UK market.

(4)Even using highly conservative assumptions, in the Base Case between
2027 and 2035, six out of nine years the Advanced Mandate is met. In the
Best Case, in every year to 2035 the Advanced Mandate is met. Only in
the Worse Case is the Mandate not met.

(5)0n balance, it is likely that there will be sufficient Advanced SAF available
to meet the targets created by the HEFA Cap. Revising the HEFA Cap
creates more risks than it solves including undermining Investor
confidence in Advanced SAF and leading to additional demand for HEFA
SAF that may also be in shortage. Utilizing the Buyout Mechanism, if
necessary, is a better option than revising the HEFA Cap.
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Annex 2: Calculation of the cost of buy-out

NB: The spreadsheet has been sent in as a separate attachment, to allow
officials to see the calculations.

Illustration of cost of HEFA cap in 2027-2030 in scenario of 50kT shortfall of 2G supply in 2028-2030

Non HEFA (%
total fuel)

Jet Demand
KT

\on-HEFA K1

Cost of
Buyout $M

Extra cost of
Buyout vs 2G price
counterfactual $M

Total cost of Jet
blend $M

Costas % Total
Jet blend cost

2027 0.40
2028 0.80
2029 1.60
2030 2.40
2031 275
2032 3.40
2033 4.05
2034 4.80
2035 5.70

11,755
11,836
12,056
12,382
12,436
12,627
12,676
12,820
12,785

47

95
193
297
342
429
513
615
729

383
771
1571

50

9,698

0.5%

147

10,108

1.5%

147

10,795

1.4%

147

11,598

1.3%

To calculate the cost of 'insufficient 2G SAF', the comparator case
is where there is sufficient 2G supply at the market price to meet the

agreed mandate.

Then the cost of buyout over this is the additional cost in question.

Standard factors

Buyout £/I

Buyout $/t

Jet price $/t
Avail 2G price $/t
Avail 2G 2027 kT
Avail 2G 2028 kT
Avail 2G 2029 kT
Avail 2G 2030 kT

5
8,147
800
6,000
30

45
143
247

Notes

1. For simplicity, for 2027-30 we did not include PtL as the effect is very minor

2. The HEFA price is not included in the total jet fuel price. Including this would
increase the overall fuel price, therefore making the contribution from Buy-out

fractionally smaller.

3. The available 2G SAF figures used in the second table are derived from the

base-case modelling in Annex 1.




