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Clean Air Task Force (CATF) welcomes the European Commission’s climate ambition, leadership 
on decarbonisation and innovation, and pursuit of policies to decouple greenhouse gas emissions 
from economic growth. CATF supports the development of all forms of carbon dioxide removals 
where greenhouse gases can be verifiably removed from the atmosphere. CATF particularly 
welcomes the initiative of the European Commission to provide the first public certification 
mechanism for carbon dioxide removals in the world. 

The need for carbon dioxide removals   

The latest report from Working Group III (WG III) of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) serves clear evidence of the necessity to develop methods of carbon dioxide 
removal (CDR): “The deployment of CDR to counterbalance hard-to-abate residual emissions is 
unavoidable if net zero CO2 or GHG emissions are to be achieved.”1 At the same time, the IPCC 
also maintains: “The scale and timing of deployment will depend on the trajectories of gross 
emission reductions in different sectors.”2  

In the European Union (EU), the European Climate Law commits the Union to reach climate 
neutrality by 2050. Both greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions and CDR will be needed to 
achieve the objective of climate neutrality by 2050. However, current policies to reduce emissions 
in the EU are insufficient. New solutions are needed, including permanent CDR. To foster 
innovation and ensure policies are in line with the speed of emissions reductions needed, the EU 
must support CDR methods to ensure climate-neutrality can be achieved.  

CATF considers CDR to have three complementary functions in the mitigation of climate change:  

1. further reducing net emissions in the near-term;   

2. counterbalancing residual emissions to help reach net zero emissions in the mid-term;   

3. achieving and sustaining net-negative emissions in the long-term.  

Complementing emission reductions 

CDR complements, but must not replace, emissions reductions. Steep emission reductions are 
required in the coming decades to stay consistent with the net-zero pathway. In addition, and 
complementary to these emission reductions, CDR is needed to achieve net-zero targets and net-
negative emissions thereafter.  

Residual fossil emissions should be balanced with long-cycle removals, where CO2 is stored 
permanently in geological formations. When used for offsetting, only residual hard-to-abate 
emissions should be balanced with carbon dioxide removal. Separating emission reduction and 

 

1 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, (2022) ‘Climate Change 2022 Mitigation of Climate Change 
Summary for Policymakers’, p. 47 (IPCC AR6 WG III - Summary for Policymakers) 

2 IPCC AR6 WG III - Summary for Policymakers, p. 47 



CATF – Submission to EU Call for Evidence: Certification of Carbon Removals 2 

carbon removal targets, as adopted in the European Climate Law, facilitates scaling up removals 
while maintaining a focus on simultaneous emission reductions.  

All policy, regulation and incentive mechanisms, including the upcoming regulation for certification 
of carbon removals, should be consistent with net-zero targets. CATF would also reiterate the 
need for the establishment of comprehensive, cross-border, open-access CO2 transport and 
storage networks across Europe. These will be needed both to reduce emissions in the near-term 
via carbon capture and storage, and in the long-term, via carbon removals.3 Current development 
of storage sites and funding for CO2 storage in Europe is not sufficient to meet demand.4  

Categorising methods of CDR 

CATF proposes the replacement of the binary categorisation of CDR methods as ‘natural 
ecosystems’ or ‘industrial solutions’, which was presented in the Communication on Sustainable 
Carbon Cycles.5 Such categorisation is unhelpful for a wide range of reasons, including the fact 
that what is natural or technological, is still interpreted very differently by stakeholders and 

doesn’t provide enough clarity when classifying the wide range of CDR methods6.  

Instead, a categorisation based on the length of the carbon cycle (i.e. short cycle-, and long cycle 
removals) is preferable. In this respect, CO2 removed from the atmosphere, which is stored in 
terrestrial sinks, which would result in CO2 stored on a timescale of decades to centuries, would 
be regarded as a ‘short-cycle’ removal method. CO2 removed from the atmosphere and stored 
in geological formations on a timescale of millennia to millions of years would be categorised as a 

‘long-cycle’ removal method.7  

For a more elaborate categorisation, the approach introduced in the IPCC Report from WG III 
could be used.8  

Objective of a Certification Mechanism for CDR 

CATF fully welcomes the initiative of the Commission to construct a certification mechanism for 
CDR. The proposed certification mechanism provides the necessary signals that the EU is a 
global leader on climate policy and is determined to advance climate action in the EU by 
providing the necessary regulatory support in this area. Currently, CDR certification is 
unregulated and subject to private initiatives which aim to verify CO2 emissions which are 
removed from the atmosphere. This has created substantial risks for the environment and 
consumer protection, while in some cases little climate benefit has been achieved. At the same 
time, achieving necessary public support for CDR requires assurances from responsible public 
authorities, including the Commission and EU Member States, that CDR is providing a valuable 

 

3 See: Clean Air Task Force,(2021) ‘Achieving Deep Emissions Reductions with CO2 Networks for Europe’. 
Available at: < https://www.catf.us/resource/co2-networks-eu-primer/> 

4 See: Clean Air Task Force, (2022) ‘The gap between EU carbon capture and storage ambitions and 
available funding’ Available at: https://www.catf.us/resource/the-gap-between-eu-carbon-capture-and-storage-
ambitions-and-available-funding/ ; Clean Air Task Force, (2022) ‘Europe’s gap between carbon storage 
development and capture demand’. Available at: https://www.catf.us/resource/europes-gap-between-carbon-
storage-development-and-capture-demand/  

5 European Commission, ‘Communication From the Commission To The European Parliament And The 
Council - Sustainable Carbon Cycles’ COM(2021) 800 final, p 

6 Rob Bellamy and Shannon Osaka, (2020), ‘Unnatural climate solutions?’ Nature Climate Change, Vol.10, 
p.98–99 (2020) 

7 For a more detailed description of this categorisation, see: Bellona Europa, (2022) ‘Addressing differences in 
permanence of Carbon Dioxide Removal’ 

Available at : <https://network.bellona.org/content/uploads/sites/3/2022/04/Addressing-differences-in-
permanence-of-Carbon-Dioxide-Removal.pdf>  

8 IPCC AR6 WG III - Summary for Policymakers, p.95 

 

https://www.catf.us/resource/co2-networks-eu-primer/
https://www.catf.us/resource/the-gap-between-eu-carbon-capture-and-storage-ambitions-and-available-funding/
https://www.catf.us/resource/the-gap-between-eu-carbon-capture-and-storage-ambitions-and-available-funding/
https://www.catf.us/resource/europes-gap-between-carbon-storage-development-and-capture-demand/
https://www.catf.us/resource/europes-gap-between-carbon-storage-development-and-capture-demand/
https://network.bellona.org/content/uploads/sites/3/2022/04/Addressing-differences-in-permanence-of-Carbon-Dioxide-Removal.pdf
https://network.bellona.org/content/uploads/sites/3/2022/04/Addressing-differences-in-permanence-of-Carbon-Dioxide-Removal.pdf
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climate benefit. CATF believes the certification mechanism will lay the foundation for CDR 
development not only in Europe, but the rest of the world, by enabling other jurisdictions to learn 
from the experiences in developing a robust, sound certification mechanism to recognise and 
reward carbon dioxide removal. In short, the certification mechanism should not be seen as the 
EU’s endorsement of the voluntary carbon markets, but rather that the EU can do it better. 

CATF proposes that the purpose of the certification mechanism should be:  

1. to ensure that carbon removals certified under this mechanism are real, measurable, 
additional, permanent, do not result in leakage, and avoid double counting; and 

2. to enable the incentivisation of a substantial scale-up of CDR methods in the EU in order 
to achieve climate neutrality by 2050. 

3. to require robust monitoring, reporting, and verification as well as public disclosure of 
credits used in voluntary and compliance markets. 

Current policies to reduce emissions are insufficient in incentivising innovation and 
commercialisation of new technologies. The certification mechanism for CDR can play an 
essential role in filling this gap. Given that short-cycle removal methods have a higher risk of 
reversal than long-cycle removals, a portfolio approach to scale all CDR methods is needed, with 
an initial focus on rapidly deployable short-cycle removals in the near-term and a shift to more 
permanent long-cycle carbon removals over time as those methods become scalable. 

Environmental considerations of the Certification Mechanism 

The likely environmental impacts of an EU carbon dioxide removal certification framework are 
overwhelmingly positive because of the contribution of carbon removals to climate change 
mitigation. Short-cycle, land-based carbon removals, if based on ecological principles, can also 
contribute to preserving biodiversity, climate adaptation and other ecosystem services such as air 
and water purification. To the extent that these benefits have energy conservation value/demand 
reduction value, then these co-benefits should be directly accounted for within the certification 
process. However, other benefits are most appropriately secured through other EU policies and 
regulations. The likely economic and social impacts can be positive for land managers, since 
removing carbon from the atmosphere on the basis that carbon removal certificates can be 

scaled up as a business model and will enable them to sustain their livelihoods in rural areas.  

However, if a CDR process utilizes biomass, including biomass residues or energy crops, 
safeguards must be instituted to protect carbon storages in forest and other ecosystems and to 
ensure that enough organic material remains onsite to protect long-term soil fertility and 
productivity. Lastly, if injection processes are used in the CDR process (such as injection of bio-
oil), proper environmental reviews should be conducted to evaluate any potential impacts on pore 
space- an important natural resource. Industrial companies can have greater opportunities to be 
rewarded for carbon removals of high quality and environmental integrity.  

CATF strongly encourages the EU Commission to provide a framework safeguarding against 
negative externalities stemming from the social and environmental implications of CDR. This 
could come in the form of European sustainability requirements for biomass provided by the 
Renewable Energy Directive. To ensure that there are no impacts on fundamental rights and 
equality are expected from this initiative, all CDR projects should take place on lands where land 
tenure and access are secured and that any pre-existing land rights have been assessed and 
protected. 

Structure of the Certification Mechanism 

CATF proposes that a key structure of the Certification Mechanism must be, first, a set of 
common minimum standards which all methods of CDR – both short cycle and long cycle 
methods – must adhere to. Secondly, a set of comprehensive methodologies for each recognised 
method of CDR must be provided. 

In constructing the Certification Mechanism, we cannot divorce the certification of credits 
administered by competent authorities for carbon dioxide removals and the way in which those 
credits are used. Therefore, considering the inherent differences between CDR methods, and 
especially between long cycle and short cycle carbon dioxide removals, there should be no 
fungibility between credits. For example, a credit verifying that one ton of CO2 has been removed 
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via a short cycle method of CDR (i.e. where the CO2 is stored in a terrestrial sink), should not be 
traded in the same pool as a credit verifying that one ton of CO2 has been removed via a long 
cycle method, where the CO2 is stored in geological formations. In light of the Certification 
Mechanism laying the foundation for a well-regulated market for carbon removal credits, steps 
must be taken to ensure that value of a more reversible, short cycle removal should be less than 
a less removable, long cycle removal. This is to ensure that the objective of developing long cycle 
removals, which are currently not as easily scalable short cycle removals, can also be enabled 

through a future market for carbon removal credits. 

Recommended minimum standards for CDR 

Real – CO2 is removed from the atmosphere and durably stored. 

Measurable – the removed CO2 is quantified via robust monitoring, reporting and verification 
rules. 

Permanent – where the durability of CO2 storage is not long-term, legal and financial 
mechanisms ensure the permanence of CO2 storage in perpetuity. This can be ensured through 
different means for each method of CDR in each MRV framework, such as buffer pools, 
renewable crediting, or insurance type programs that provide for replacement of any reversal in 
storage. 

Additionality – CDR activities are additional to those required by existing policies and 
regulations. These activities should not have occurred in the absence of financing from selling 
carbon credits, where such financing is used. 

Avoidance of leakage – removal activities should not cause emissions at other geographical 
locations due to market or other shifts. A robust life cycle assessment with cradle-to-grave system 
boundaries is required to ensure this. Potential leakage from CO2 storage sites is addressed via 
legal and financial mechanisms. 

Avoidance of double counting – the certificates for removals for the same activity are not 
issued, used or claimed by more than one entity. This is highly relevant given that the certification 
for carbon removals is expected to leverage voluntary carbon markets, and that carbon removals 
are also considered to be integrated into the EU regulatory and compliance frameworks.9 

Sustainability - negative externalities which can stem from both, social and environmental 
implications of CDR, are accounted for through strict regulation to ensure that CDR projects result 

in no net-harm to the environment and people. 

The minimum standards should include a transparent process of introducing changes to the 
certification. CDR methods will require very different types of certification methodologies. All 

methodologies must adhere to the minimum standards, whilst the tools to achieve it may vary. 

Consideration of comprehensive rules on the certification of each type of carbon 
removal 

CATF believes the impact assessment on certification for carbon removals must include the 
establishment of a set of comprehensive rules for each CDR method in addition to developing 
minimum standards on EU level. Such comprehensive rules should include application of different 
types of risk management for reversals of removals (buffers, discounting, legal and contractual 
liability) but also limitation in the fungibility of credits (short cycle removals for short cycle 
emissions), conservative baselines for CDR methods once the baseline is not zero, detailed and 
evolving additionality criteria for different CDR methods to guarantee that the certification is not 
used to fund activities that would have happened anyway. 

 

9 European Commission, ‘Communication From the Commission To The European Parliament And The 
Council - Sustainable Carbon Cycles’ COM(2021) 800 final. 
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This should first be done on the basis of assessing the methodologies to adequately fulfill the 
minimum standards of each identified method of CDR – both long and short cycle. These 
methodologies may already exist and operate on an EU level. For example, the Monitoring and 
Reporting Regulation has established an accurate methodology for the storage of CO2 in 
geological formations and could therefore be easily adapted to form the basis for methodologies 
for long cycle removals, where CO2 is also stored in geological formations. 

For other forms of removals, for which no similar precedent currently exists at the EU level, CATF 
proposes that the competent authorities tasked with governing the Certification Mechanism10 
examine the range of established methodologies currently in operation in the voluntary market. 
These methodologies should be rigorously examined to determine their ability to ensure 
compatibility of other methods of CDR with the core minimum standards, which form the basis of 
the entire Certification Mechanism. Should an established methodology for a specific CDR 
method not be currently in existence, CATF proposes the competent authorities responsible for 
governing the Certification Mechanism must commit to establishing their own methodology for 
those methods of CDR, for which no established methodology currently exists. CATF proposes 
that this lack of an established methodology be highlighted as a problem for which the competent 
authorities should also ensure that funding for research and development be provided in order to 
ensure that all methods of CDR have an established methodology to ensure their compliance with 

the core minimum standards of the Certification Mechanism. 

In the event that methods of CDR do not have an established methodology to adequately ensure 
their compliance with the core minimum standards of the Certification Mechanism, CATF 
proposes that these methods must not be permitted to receive and trade credits under the 
Certification Mechanism in the same manner as methods which do have an established 
methodology. At no point should credits generated by methods of CDR without an established 
methodology be fungible with credits generated by CDR methods which do. 

Finally, CATF believes that the Commission must ensure that the Certification Mechanism must 
ensure that innovation is encouraged and barriers to technological and biological development in 
developing new, improved methods of CDR are kept to a minimum in the EU. In order to ensure 
new, innovative methods of CDR can receive recognition by the competent authorities, CATF 
believes that steps be taken to ensure that the process of recognising established methodologies 
for new methods of CDR which meet the core minimum standards of the Certification Mechanism 
be streamlined where possible. To this end, CATF proposes that the competent authorities 
provide for regularly scheduled opportunities for public input to update definitions, methods, 
improvements in technologies, and submit new methodologies. This will avoid penalising new 
CDR methods or technologies within the same method that will become available in the future, 
support innovation, and enable commercialisation of these CDR methods. An example can be 
drawn from the process of submitting pathway petition under the Renewable Fuel Standard 
Program in the United States.11 This would enable new, innovative methods of CDR to apply for 
eligibility under the Certification Mechanism. Following an assessment of adherence of the 
methodology with the minimum standards for all CDR methodologies, new CDR methods would 
be able to achieve certified status. This system of pathway petition for new CDR developers 
would be sufficiently adaptive and flexible to enable innovation without compromising on the 
environmental integrity of the Certification Mechanism. 

Ensuring the Certification Mechanism can support innovative carbon removal 
methods 

For new CDR methods, which may not yet exist or for which may not yet have an established 
methodology in the voluntary market, CATF proposes the competent authorities proceed in the 
establishment of comprehensive rules for new CDR methods under the Certification Mechanism 
with the following three-step process: 

 

10 For further details on CATF’s position on the governance Certification Mechanism, see below. 

11 See: US Environmental Protection Agency, ‘Fuel Pathways under Renewable Fuel Standard’ 
Available at: <https://www.epa.gov/renewable-fuel-standard-program/fuel-pathways-under-renewable-fuel-
standard > 

https://www.epa.gov/renewable-fuel-standard-program/fuel-pathways-under-renewable-fuel-standard
https://www.epa.gov/renewable-fuel-standard-program/fuel-pathways-under-renewable-fuel-standard
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1. Provide public recognition that the competent authorities see this CDR method as a part 
of the Carbon Removal Certification Mechanism in the future, but must first establish a 
methodology to ensure its compliance with the core minimum standards of the 
Certification Mechanism. 

• This would provide assurances to current investors and signal to new investors that 
this CDR method has received provisional recognition by the competent authorities 
and may become part of the Certification Mechanism in the future. This would send 
a positive signal for further investment in potentially high-quality carbon removals. 

2. Following initial recognition, developers of provisionally-recognized CDR methods must 
work with the  competent authorities to establish a recognised methodology which 
sufficiently adheres to the core minimum standards of the Certification Mechanism. 
Credits may be generated during this process but at no point should these credits be 
fungible with established methods of CDR which operate fully within the Certification 
Mechanism. 

• This would enable new CDR methods to achieve some recognition by the 
Certification Mechanism while they work to establish a methodology fully-
recognised by the competent authorities. However, safeguards must be ensured so 
that credits generated by these entities may not be traded with credits generated 
under the Certification Mechanism. This would enable CDR developers to operate 
and be somewhat financially viable while undergoing a rigorous assessment. 

3. Following the agreement of the the competent authorities responsible for establishing a 
fully-recognized method of CDR, new methods of CDR may commence operating fully 
within the Certification Mechanism and achieve fully-fledged status as a method of 
carbon dioxide removal. 

Governance of the Certification Mechanism 

In identifying how the Certification Mechanism should be governed, CATF believes the 
Commission must ensure a robust institutional framework is established for the governance of the 
Certification Mechanism. This must include the establishment of a clear division of responsibilities 
among public and/or private bodies tasked with the responsibility of ensuring the: (i) development 
of standards and methodologies, (ii) accreditation of certification bodies, (iii) ex-ante validation of 
removals, (iv) ex-post verification of removals, (v) risk management and liability, notably if 

removals are reversed, and (vi) stakeholder involvement.12 

To facilitate the implementation of the Certification Mechanism, CATF proposes the Commission 
should seek to establish either a central authority or authorities at the Member-State level. The 
role of the authority or authorities should be inter alia to focus on setting reporting requirements, 
providing access to all the relevant information, and facilitating the overall implementation of the 
Certification Mechanism. 

The establishment of certification methodologies in itself combines many steps - developing 
methodologies, assessing methodologies, approving methodologies. CATF recognises the wealth 
of experience and expertise in the private sector. In the interests of ensuring an efficient 
establishment of the Certification Mechanism, CATF proposes that the assessing and approving 
of methodologies for the Certification Mechanism could be carried out by private independent 
entities with the oversight of the public authority or authorities. 

This may result in private or public entities, currently ensuring the administration of the annual 
compliance cycle of the Monitoring and Reporting Regulation and Accreditation and Verification 
Regulation in the Emissions Trading System, also governing the Certification Mechanism. 
Nevertheless, the Commission must provide a clear division of responsibilities between different 
entities which function as competent authorities, verifiers and accreditation bodies, as is the case 
with the EU ETS. To ensure administrative efficiency, the Commission should issue guidance to 

 

12 Arthur Runge-Metzger, ’ Certifying Land-Use Based Carbon Dioxide Outline Of A Strawman Proposal 
Removals’, STG Policy Papers, European University Institute (2022), p.6. 
<https://cadmus.eui.eu/bitstream/handle/1814/74473/PB_2022_11_STG.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y>  

https://cadmus.eui.eu/bitstream/handle/1814/74473/PB_2022_11_STG.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
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the competent authorities, verifiers and national accreditation bodies in each Member State as it 
does with the Monitoring and Reporting Regulation.13 

While in the long-term much of the governance of the Certification Mechanism could be left to 
private third parties, the responsible public authority or authorities should work to first, set out 
reporting requirements such as the core minimum standards for the Certification Mechanism and 
working with recognised third-parties to ensure these are maintained. Second, the public authority 
or authorities should monitor the establishment of certification methodologies, to ensure their 
adherence to the core minimum standards of the Certification Mechanism. 

To ensure greater transparency, a Union-wide registry for entities operating within the 
Certification Mechanism should be established. Such a registry could take the form of that 
already operating within the EU ETS.14 This registry should, where possible, provide access to all 
the relevant information, and facilitating the implementation of the Certification Mechanism. 
Although the assessment of additionality seems to include the usage of CDR within market-based 
transactions, CATF believes a registry for CDR is required, which would allow transparency to 
track and monitor the amount of removals (and reversals) happening in Europe. The development 
of such a registry can: i) benefit from similar frameworks available for GHG emissions, ii) should 
be based on each CDR method and further iii) be reflective of carbon removals happening in 
Europe, independent of subsequent market transactions. 

To ensure greater stakeholder involvement, CATF proposes the establishment of advisory boards 
for the Certification Mechanism at an EU-level. These boards should include scientific advisors, 
market participants as well as other civil society stakeholders. Although a cross-exchange of 
expert opinions should be encouraged, CATF proposes that a clear separation between them be 
maintained to ensure the environmental integrity of the Certification Mechanism is upheld. 

Finally, CATF recognises that given that the certification mechanism is expected to feed into the 
voluntary carbon market, the role of private sector in advancing CDR will grow, and the 
collaboration between the public and private sector will define the success of the mechanism. It is 
crucial to provide stakeholders with clear indication on how the certification mechanism will feed 
into the voluntary and compliance markets, and how this is expected to evolve over the next 
decades. The Commission therefore has an important role in ensuring the highest environmental 
standards of the Certification Mechanism are maintained to ensure the development of carbon 

dioxide removals in the EU is consistent with our overall climate goals. 

 

 

 

  

 

13 See for example: For competent authorities: https://ec.europa.eu/clima/system/files/2022-
03/quick_guide_ca_en.pdf; For verifiers: https://ec.europa.eu/clima/system/files/2017-
11/quick_guide_verifiers_en.pdf  ; For national accreditation bodies: 
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/system/files/2017-11/quick_guide_nabs_en.pdf  

14 https://ec.europa.eu/clima/eu-action/eu-emissions-trading-system-eu-ets/union-registry_en#a-single-eu-
registry 

https://ec.europa.eu/clima/system/files/2022-03/quick_guide_ca_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/system/files/2022-03/quick_guide_ca_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/system/files/2017-11/quick_guide_verifiers_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/system/files/2017-11/quick_guide_verifiers_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/system/files/2017-11/quick_guide_nabs_en.pdf

