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EvaluaƟon of the Public Market ConsultaƟon on Support for 
Renewable AviaƟon Fuel (eSAF)

The market consultaƟon for the German eSAF Funding Scheme by the Federal Ministry of 
Transport (German: Bundesministerium für Verkehr, BMV) was accessible from May 19th 
through June 30th 2026. The start of the consultaƟon was announced in a press release on the 
BMV website1.

A total of 72 stakeholders parƟcipated in the survey. The parƟcipants included various 
companies along the eSAF value chain. On the producer side, these were primarily eSAF 
project developers and producers, but also renewable power and hydrogen project developers 
as well as technology providers. On the oŏaker side feedback was provided by internaƟonal 
oil companies, fuel infrastructure operators, fuel traders and airlines. In addiƟon, policy think 
tanks, industry associaƟons and NGOs provided their feedback.

The following is a summary of the feedback received by BMV, in parƟcular feedback regarding 
possible negaƟve effects on compeƟƟon. 

State Aid, Possible Market DistorƟon and General AucƟon Design 

Stakeholders broadly agree that state aid is necessary to enable the market ramp-up of eSAF 
in the EU, since the substanƟal cost gap to fossil kerosene cannot currently be closed by market 
demand alone. High costs for renewable electricity, hydrogen and CO₂ supply, combined with 
capital-intensive producƟon faciliƟes create a significant green premium. ParƟcular aƩenƟon 
was drawn to the risk of mismatches between the need for long-term purchase agreements 
and typically shorter-term sales agreements. Long-term oŏake mechanisms are therefore 
widely seen as essenƟal to make projects bankable and aƩract private investment. Several 
respondents also emphasised the value of complementary measures, including capital grants 
and stronger protecƟon against regulatory and change-of-law risk.

Some stakeholders argued that placing on the market of funded eSAF should not be restricted 
to Germany. 

The proposed double-sided aucƟon mechanism is generally viewed favourably as a market-
based instrument. However, respondents raised concerns about the complexity and 
administraƟve burden of the intermediary model, emphasizing the need for clear bidding rules 
and full price transparency. Several stakeholders also called for greater transparency on how 
the scheme’s economic benefits are passed through the value chain up to the end consumer.

1 Press release by BMV: BMV - Federal Ministry of Transport launches Market ConsultaƟon on Support for 
Renewable AviaƟon Fuel (eSAF)
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Eligibility and resilience criteria

Stakeholders generally agree that eligibility criteria should balance sufficient selecƟvity with 
broad market parƟcipaƟon. Most respondents consider the proposed criteria capable of 
enabling wide parƟcipaƟon, provided they remain clear, proporƟonate, and aligned with the 
EU Renewable Energy DirecƟve and ReFuelEU AviaƟon requirements. Many stakeholders 
cauƟon against exisƟng overly restricƟve regulatory provisions, such as strict local addiƟonality 
or stringent temporal correlaƟon requirements, as these could significantly reduce 
compeƟƟon and limit project parƟcipaƟon.

Views on addiƟonal resilience criteria are divided. Some respondents support their inclusion 
to strengthen European energy sovereignty, expand domesƟc supply chains, and reduce 
dependency on individual technology suppliers. Others argue that such requirements could be 
protecƟonist and exclude cost-effecƟve non-EEA technologies, thereby increasing project 
costs.

To ensure broad parƟcipaƟon, stakeholders emphasize that the scheme should not favour only 
large, well-capitalized uƟliƟes. Suggested measures include Ɵered bidding procedures, 
simplified pre-qualificaƟon requirements for smaller developers, and bid bonds or financial 
guarantees set at reasonable levels to avoid creaƟng barriers to compeƟƟon.

Envisaged Timing of the Support Scheme 

Stakeholders are concerned that project Ɵmelines must remain realisƟc and reflect typical 
eSAF project development cycles. There is broad consensus among producers that around 
three to four years are needed between HPA signature and first eSAF delivery. This period is 
required to reach Final Investment Decision, to complete Front-End Engineering Design studies 
studies, obtain permits, procure equipment, and finalize commissioning and fuel cerƟficaƟon. 

A ten-year contract duraƟon is generally considered the minimum required to secure project 
financing, some producers advocate contract terms of 12 to 15 years. Several respondents also 
note that delays to the first aucƟon could shorten the effecƟve support period and reduce the 
bankability benefits of a nominal ten-year contract.

Both producers and oŏakers emphasize that delivery Ɵmelines must correspond to the 
compliance requirements of ReFuelEU AviaƟon, parƟcularly the iniƟal 2030 quota obligaƟons.

DefiniƟon of Point of Sale

A significant majority strongly favour virtual blending or a "book-and-claim" system over 
physical delivery to Germany, warning that mandaƟng physical delivery of small, fragmented 
eSAF batches would create severe logisƟcs boƩlenecks, generate unnecessary transport 
emissions, and drive transacƟon costs to prohibiƟve levels.
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ProducƟon eligibility criteria (geographic scope and RFNBO-criteria)

The proposal to restrict eligibility exclusively to RFNBO eSAF, while excluding syntheƟc low-
carbon eSAF, is controversial. Supporters argue that prioriƟzing RFNBOs is essenƟal to ensure 
long-term environmental integrity and accelerate investment in renewable fuel technologies. 
However, many airlines and fuel suppliers warn that excluding low-carbon syntheƟc fuels could 
constrain supply, increase compliance costs, and make ReFuelEU AviaƟon targets more difficult 
to achieve. Some stakeholders also highlight the potenƟal role of hybrid pathways using 
renewable hydrogen and biogenic carbon sources to support earlier market scale-up, while 
others raise concerns about the pracƟcal implementaƟon of certain RFNBO cerƟficaƟon 
requirements in integrated industrial faciliƟes.

RestricƟng eligibility to EEA-produced eSAF is viewed as a trade-off. Stakeholders recognise the 
potenƟal benefits for European industrial leadership, energy security, and the avoidance of 
carbon leakage. Several respondents note that projects integrated into exisƟng European 
industrial value chains could accelerate deployment while strengthening domesƟc capabiliƟes. 
At the same Ɵme, many cauƟon that Europe’s comparaƟvely limited availability of low-cost 
renewable energy may result in higher producƟon costs and supply constraints. 

Oŏake aucƟon design (batch size, contract duraƟon, possible floor price)

Stakeholder views on oŏake (HSA) batch sizes differ considerably. Some airlines and smaller 
developers favour smaller, flexible batches of 500 to 1,000 tonnes per year to facilitate broad 
parƟcipaƟon and enable smaller oŏakers to bid directly. In contrast, larger fuel suppliers and 
industrial players prefer batch sizes of 2,000 to 5,000 tonnes, arguing that larger volumes 
reduce transacƟon costs, administraƟve effort, and beƩer align with established fuel supply 
pracƟces.

There is broader agreement on contract duraƟon. Most stakeholders support short, flexible 
HSA contracts of one to three years. Airlines and oŏakers generally favour one- to two-year 
terms to match compliance cycles, manage price volaƟlity, and avoid long-term commitments 
in an immature market. Although some producers advocate contracts of five to ten years to 
increase market stability, most oŏakers consider such duraƟons commercially impracƟcal.

Opinions on introducing a floor price for HSA aucƟons are sharply divided. Supporters argue 
that a floor price could protect public funds during periods of very low prices and provide a 
minimum market valuaƟon, potenƟally linked to fossil jet fuel prices including CO₂ costs, or to 
biogenic SAF prices. Opponents, including many airlines and traders, contend that effecƟve 
aucƟons require unrestricted price discovery, and warn that an arƟficial floor price could 
reduce market efficiency and lead to unsold volumes.

IncenƟve effect, Necessity and ProporƟonality of the scheme
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Respondents confirm the strong incenƟve effect and necessity of the scheme, reiteraƟng that 
first-of-a-kind commercial eSAF projects struggle to reach Final Investment Decision (FID) 
without public support due to the immense cost gap. The scheme is seen as highly 
proporƟonal because the double-sided aucƟon uses compeƟƟve bidding to minimize 
the required subsidy per ton. Stakeholders emphasize, however, that the funding must be 
designed as a transparent, transiƟonal tool. Some stakeholders suggested that proporƟonality 
should also be assessed in terms of greenhouse-gas reducƟons achieved per euro of public 
support.

There is strong consensus that eSAF producƟon and consumpƟon cannot reach cost-covering 
levels without state support in the near future. They explain that cost-covering levels without 
public aid will be achieved when carbon prices under the EU-ETS rise or global producƟon 
scales up to drive down capital expenditures, and a mature, liquid merchant market 
is established.

AssumpƟons for the Funding Gap and Compliance VerificaƟon

Stakeholders generally consider the assumpƟons used to quanƟfy the funding gap realisƟc and 
conservaƟve. However, several respondents believe that important cost components, 
parƟcularly biogenic CO₂ sourcing, grid fees for renewable electricity, and eSAF transport and 
blending logisƟcs, may be underesƟmated. Many therefore recommend regularly updaƟng the 
underlying assumpƟons to reflect actual market developments and inflaƟon. Some 
stakeholders also argue that the assumed HSA resale prices are overly conservaƟve, noƟng 
that ReFuelEU AviaƟon compliance obligaƟons could increase willingness to pay, improve 
scheme efficiency, and support larger eSAF volumes.

Using the proposed mass balance system in line with ArƟcle 30 of the Renewable Energy 
DirecƟve receives broad support, as it is considered the established regulatory framework for 
ensuring environmental integrity. Concerns focus less on the principle itself and more on 
implementaƟon, parƟcularly the administraƟve burden of compliance, the risk of double-
counƟng, and the need for a harmonized, fully digital EU-wide tracking system, such as the 
Union Database, to avoid market fragmentaƟon.

Feedback regarding possible negaƟve effects on compeƟƟon

Stakeholders have generally expressed limited concerns regarding potenƟal market distorƟons 
or adverse effects on compeƟƟon. The majority of the respondents support the scheme and 
consider it necessary to accelerate the market ramp-up of eSAF in Europe. In parƟcular, the 
proposed double-sided aucƟon mechanism is viewed posiƟvely, as it can bridge the mismatch 
in preferred contract duraƟons between producers and oŏakers. Furthermore, the 
publicaƟon of aucƟon prices is expected to enhance market transparency, facilitate price 
discovery, and contribute to the development of a funcƟoning eSAF market. 
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Conclusion

BMV thanks all respondents for their valuable feedback. 

With regard to the specific concerns raised, it should be noted that price formaƟon under the 
scheme will occur through open, transparent, and compeƟƟve aucƟon processes. The 
restricƟon of support to RFNBO-compliant eSAF reflects a deliberate policy choice. Likewise, 
producƟon in the EEA counts towards improved European resilience. Placing on the market in 
Germany means that the measure counts towards its climate targets. 

The inclusion of resilience criteria is intended to strengthen European industrial capabiliƟes, 
enhance supply chain security, and reduce strategic dependencies. Such criteria will be 
designed and implemented in compliance with applicable EU and internaƟonal legal 
frameworks. 

Overall, BMV considers that the scheme will be structured in a manner that appropriately 
balances policy objecƟves with the need to preserve fair compeƟƟon. Any potenƟal negaƟve 
effects on compeƟƟon will be carefully miƟgated through the design of the support 
mechanism.


