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Introduction 
The Netherlands Platform Renewable Fuels would like to take the opportunity to provide 
feedback on the proposed delegated act that aims to update the list of feedstocks in Annex 
IX of the EU/2018/2001 Renewable Energy Directive (REDII).  

The Platform Renewable Fuels is an independent non-governmental knowledge and 
innovation platform for the road, aviation, and shipping sectors, founded on request of the 
Netherlands Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management in 2016. The Platform is 
supported by a wide range of companies and business associations in the field of transport 
and mobility, including fuel suppliers, biorefinery startups and biofuel producers, traders, and 
OEMs, all dedicated to accelerating production and deployment of renewable fuels, that, in 
addition to the electrification of the sector, are needed to mitigate the climate impact of the 
transport sector.  

The Dutch Platform Renewable Fuels wants to recall how in the Impact Assessment of 
2016, as a preparation for REDII (2018), the European Commission explains the need for 
advanced renewable fuels that together with electrification will be needed to decarbonize 
transport.1 In particular, the need for incentives to create market volumes for renewable 
fuels to achieve economies of scale has been emphasized. The European Commission 
wants to “ensure that the objectives of the policy (e.g., making advanced fuels cost-
competitive) are achieved at least costs”. Essentially, REDII is aiming for reaching cost-
effective deployment of renewable energy options.  

In this respect, the platform calls upon the Commission to not apply the concepts of 
‘advanced technology’ and ‘mature technology’ as criteria to add feedstocks to either Annex 
IX-A or the capped Annex IX-B part in the proposal for the delegated act that aims to update 
the list of feedstocks in Annex IX. Adding feedstock that are converted with mature 
technology into a biofuel to Annex IX-B creates a disincentive for reaching cost-

 
1 See EC, 2016, SWD(2016)418 final, part 1 of 4, impact assessment on RED recast, following quote on 
page 61 “Whilst electrification seems a good way forward to replace fossil fuels for light duty vehicles, 
motorbikes and rail, current technology development pathways suggest that electrification on its own 
cannot address all the decarbonisation challenges, in particular as regards aviation, waterborne and 
heavy-duty transport. Advanced renewable fuels will need to contribute to achieve our long-term climate 
and energy objectives. The EU has heavily invested into research and technology development of 
advanced biofuels, which resulted in the operation of first-of-a-kind plants. Incentives for early 
commercialization can pull technologies further down the learning curve. National measures cannot 
guarantee market volumes that are sufficiently large to both achieve economies of scale and spoor 
manufacturing innovation. The introduction of a promoting measure at EU level is more likely to create 
such a market pull, while ensuring that the costs of technology innovation and development are 
sufficiently shared across European economies. A common EU action will also ensure that that the 
objectives of the policy (e.g., making advanced fuels cost-competitive) are achieved at least costs. An 
EU approach can better prevent market distortion and fragmentation, that is more likely to result from 
national measures. EU-level action is also needed to remove administrative barriers170 as these bring 
uncertainty and delay to investors, artificially increase the costs of renewable energy projects, create 
distortions in the allocation of investments within the EU, hampering to build a unified EU market for 
renewable projects and reaching a cost-effective deployment of renewable energy.” 
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effectiveness for the market. After all, a technology that is considered ‘advanced’ today can 
be a mature technology tomorrow. Those investing in an advanced technology (which by 
definition has the goal that it will be mature one day) might be confronted that their 
feedstock is moved to the capped Annex IX-B list. The addition of feedstocks to the Annex 
IX-B list will limit the advanced feedstock base. Therefore, applying the criterion of advanced 
technology contradicts with the aim of the RED to stimulate the ramping-up of cost-effective 
renewable fuel options for the market. 

In 2020 the share of renewable energy in transport was, according to the EU SHARES 
database, 10,2%. Without the application of multiplier factors, the physical share was only 
6,9% in 2020. RED aims for a renewable energy share in transport of 14% in 2030, 
including multipliers. Considering the still rather moderate share of renewable energy in 
transport, compared to electricity generation and heating/cooling, it is clear that both electric 
mobility and the deployment of renewable fuels, both of biological and non-biological origin 
need to accelerate. Advanced and waste-based biofuels contribute to this acceleration. 
Since the outlook of a feedstock is determined by whether it is seen as fitting in Part A, 
allowing for further growth and market volumes, or being placed on the list in Part B, which 
is capped to a maximum, the Platform proposes to allow more feedstocks to be added to the 
Annex IX-A list. Annex IX-B would then remain unchanged to the current feedstocks used 
cooking oil and animal fat, with the existing limit. If the Commission is to add more 
feedstocks to Part B of Annex IX, the Platform considers it wise to remove the cap for the 
use of biofuels from feedstocks listed in Part B. In this way the deployment of waste-based 
biofuels can accelerate, thus contributing to higher levels of renewable energy in transport, 
with lower climate impact and less fossil fuels as a result.  

In the following sections we provide more detailed argumentation for our feedback position. 

The paradox of combining the ‘advanced technology’ criterion 
and the unchanged 1,7% limit for annex IX-B biofuels 
The introduction of the term ‘advanced technology’ in the 2018 RED recast can be seen as 
an extra barrier to development of the advanced biofuels volumes, as this requirement adds 
a layer of complexity which, referring to the Fit for 55 policy package and the goal of a just 
transition, in fact adds (unnecessary) cost to the shift to a sustainable and non-fossil energy 
system. 

When, because of this new criterion of ‘advanced technology’, new feedstocks are placed 
on part B of Annex IX, and the limit of 1.7%, as mentioned in Article 2017 of the 2018 RED, 
remains, the scaling up and substantial deployment of biofuels from these feedstocks is 
hindered. Feedstocks that the market thought would fit the category description that would 
place them on the Annex IX-A-list, are now specifically mentioned and placed on the list of 
Annex IX B. As a result, more feedstocks are limited. Therefore, the approach, proposed in 
this delegated act, of the addition of feedstocks to the Annex IX-B part, is counterproductive 
to ramping up volumes as long as the limit for IX-B remains unchanged. 

Furthermore, the European Commission does not clarify whether it is possible that a 
technology that is viewed as advanced today can be mature tomorrow. And, whether 
investments in an advanced technology will then be confronted to be moved to the capped 
Annex IX -B part. 

As a result, the need to increase the role of advanced biofuels to replace fossil fuels in the 
transport sector is hampered by the uptake of the term ‘advanced technology’ and the 
addition of various feedstocks in Part B, while not addressing a possible ending of the limit 
for part B biofuels. 

Demand for clarity in definitions 
The Netherlands Platform Renewable Fuels finds that several concepts in the revision of 
Annex IX (Parts A and B) are insufficiently defined and create unclarity for all market players 
that must engage with these feedstock lists and have to act upon them.  
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As mentioned before the Platform is calling upon removing ‘advanced technology’ as a 
criterion. If the European Commission is to maintain the concept of advanced technology, 
then definitions of the terms ‘advanced technology’ and ‘mature technology’ are required. 
Without a clear definition these terms are ambiguous and subjective. Furthermore, it creates 
uncertainty on whether feedstocks fall under Part A or Part B of Annex IX and when an 
‘advanced’ technology might become ‘mature’.  

A new proposed addition to Part A of Annex IX concerns non-food crops grown on severely 
degraded land, not suitable for food and feed crops (“t”). Firstly, it is unclear what the 
concept of “severely degraded land” means, a definition should be added. Furthermore, food 
and feed crops are not just defined by their edibility or their suitability for human 
consumption: if severely degraded land is not viewed as agricultural land, any crop grown 
on that land by definition is not a food and feed crop. 

Thirdly, this draft delegated act is incoherent and contradictory with the main text of the 
Renewable Energy Directive and with other legislation. The addition of “(t) Non-food crops 
grown on severely degraded land, not suitable for food and feed crops” to part A of Annex IX 
might possibly lead to processing of non-food crops by mature technology, undermining the 
argument that additions to annex IX-A are only possible when advanced technology is 
required. Thus, this might add further unclarity on the reasoning of the Commission.  

Because of the lack of clarity discussed in this section, the reasoning and justification by the 
Commission to make certain changes to the feedstock lists, is insufficiently understood.  

Demand for more transparency in the decision-making process 
Another issue of concern that the Netherlands Platform Renewable Fuels identifies is that 
the decision-making on the updating of the lists of feedstocks has been insufficiently 
transparent. Article 28(6) of the RED describes that the decision-making shall be based on 
an analysis of the potential of certain raw materials as feedstock, and that this analysis 
should consider several criteria, which are listed there. 

The Commission decided to contract external experts for such analysis, which was 
undertaken by a consortium of consultants. The results and report of this study were only 
made available public on 6th of December 2022. A link to the report was not provided at the 
webpage of the public consultation. Only at the day of the closing of the public consultation 
we have found out that the document was published. Given this short time frame we have 
not been in the position to study this report in full detail to understand the line of reasoning 
for the exclusion of more than one hundred other feedstocks that have not been mentioned 
in the delegated act for possible inclusion in Annex IX .2 For stakeholders this provides a too 
short time frame to study the report in full depth and comment to the Commission on 
potentially issues in the lengthy report that would require reconsideration or correction. This 
creates a lack of transparency and different levels of understanding among various parties 
on the lines of argumentation and judgements how and why various raw materials “scored” 
against the listed criteria. 

By not providing sufficient time to study the results of the analysis on the criteria listed in 
Article 28(6), it becomes difficult for stakeholders to understand the reasoning of adding 
certain feedstocks to one or the other feedstock lists, and to predict what the possible 
changes might be made in future updates to the feedstock lists of Annex IX (Part A and B). 

Also, we would like to understand if the Commission, when commissioning the study on new 
feedstocks to a consortium of consultants, included as an ‘impact criterion’ the notion of 
keeping track on the overall targets and purpose of the overall commission strategies for a 
climate neutral transport. It, to us, now seems that the consortium was assessing feedstocks 
without considering the urgent role that ramping up of waste-based biofuels have in meeting 
climate targets in the European transport sector. Since, this study has been made public by 
the European Commission only at a very late stage, it is very difficult for stakeholders in the 

 
2 E4tech states on its website that the consortium’s work was completed in September 2021, with the 
manuscript completed in October 2021 (front page & p. 4). The European Commission made the final 
report publicly available one year later, on 6 December 2022.  
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market to fully understand how the EC sees that REDII targets can be achieved with this 
revised feedstock base. 

Demand for more awareness for policy continuity  
The points raised in the previous two sections also play into a third issue of concern, which 
relates to the lack of continuity of this draft delegated act with previous legislative changes in 
the biofuel domain. The lack of clarity on definitions and the inconsistency with previously 
presented legislative texts and the lack of transparency on the reasoning behind decision-
making negatively affect the level of continuity in this policy domain. 

The sector needs a certain level of investment security to go ahead with large investments 
necessary to scale up the production of sustainable biofuels. This especially concerns the 
large consequences of being on either the feedstock list in Part A of Annex IX or on the 
feedstock list in Part B of Annex IX. While both are considered to list feedstocks that are 
sustainable, feedstocks listed under Part A are supported with a minimum required share, 
whereas feedstocks listed under Part B are constrained by a maximum cap. By updating 
these lists, and the addition of certain feedstocks to Part B which were previously 
understood to fall under Part A, the investments made in processing these feedstocks 
suddenly lose their potential for growth.  

This uncertainty on the position of feedstocks on one or the other lists, affects the conviction 
and speed by which market players invest in changing to more sustainable feedstocks for 
biofuel production. It even works counterproductive, as the faster a feedstock conversion 
technology develops into a ‘mature’ technology, the faster it becomes subjective to the set 
cap. 

Therefore, to protect investments made and to ensure further investments the Netherlands 
Platform Renewable Fuels thinks it is wise to remove the cap on the use of feedstocks listed 
in Part B of Annex IX, if the Commission is to add more feedstocks to this list, while holding 
onto the minimum percentage for use of feedstocks listed in Part A. In this way, investments 
made in ‘advanced’ technologies are still stimulated, while the investments are more 
protected when a technology becomes more developed, creating more incentives for 
companies that are in principle risk averse, to contribute to the acceleration of the transition 
to sustainable biofuel production. 


