1.1 - Government support (whether a CfD, an RO, or under an amended UK ETS) should
not be made available to the owners of the power stations at Drax and Lynemouth. Rather,
they should be obliged to buy allowances under the UK ETS and future CBAMs, just like any
other enterprises having large greenhouse gas emissions embodied in their supply chains.

1.2 - The CfD amendments to be considered by the Secondary Legislation Scrutiny
Committee on 29 April 2025 are relevant for only two power stations. The owner of much
the largest (at Drax) is the only one publicly expressing interest in continuing to generate
electricity after 31 March 2027. It is also the only one to have promoted BECCS (albeit
implausibly and perhaps primarily as a negotiating ploy to extend the life of the Drax power
station — widely known as the UK’s leading source of COZ2).

1.3 — One of Drax’ directors has been on the Councill of Chatham House since shortly after
Chatham House published studies questioning the climate-related merits of burning imported
pellets in power stations). Despite that appointment, a subsequent report by Chatham
House suggests that an almost negligible proportion (roughly 10%) of the energy embodied
in trees which form the feedstock of pellets would be dispatched as electricity in a BECCS
project.

1.4 - It would be far more cost-effective and assured to keep the trees standing and to
reduce electricity consumption instead.

2.1 - For the last few years, annual reports of Lynemouth Power (owner of the smaller of the
two) anticipate closure by that date and both state and demonstrate that, by then, their
capital expenditure on converting the power station to burn imported wood pellets instead of
coal will have been fully depreciated.

2.2 - The owner of Drax will have likewise negotiated contract conditions and subsidy
amounts for its RO and CfD based on full depreciation by 31 March 2027.

2.3 - As such, it would be (at best) naif for government to provide support during the
subsequent four years at a level anything like as great as now.

3.1 - The inherent character of the owners — not only of Drax and Lynemouth, but also of
MGT Teesside - (as implied by their acceptance of the conduct of their company’s senior
executives and the reward structures of those executives) was exposed during the recent
energy crisis. By ceasing to generate electricity, while generating profit instead through the
sale of pellets, those owners imposed far greater total cost on consumers (directly through
gas and electricity bills, and indirectly through the economy).

3.2 — This reflects readily foreseeable loopholes in the current CfD and RO policy. The
extent of loopholes in the proposed CfD is unclear.

3.3 — Revelations about the reality of pellet supply chains in British Columbia, as exposed by
BBC Panorama, further expose the character of Drax.

3.4 — As does evidence from a recent Employment Tribunal against Drax, held in public,
brought by a whistleblower who regarded as unethical the company’s response to an internal
investigation into those supply chains (amongst other things). That response is alleged to
have included withholding data from Ofgem which might have adversely affected the
company’s claims for subsidy. That information is said to have been withheld for more than



one year until a partial disclosure was made (under legal privilege). The whistleblower was
allegedly offered financial inducements in exchange for a non-disclosure agreement.

3.5 — This reinforces the view that no CfD should be agreed until there is trust and
transparency between government, Drax and the public, and that the subsidy eligibility
criteria become fit for purpose (focussing on climate — not, in effect, whether more wood of
any quality in any type of woodland across a wide region is growing than is being removed
or dies).

3.6 — It is unclear whether being uncomfortable presenting the corporate line is a reason why
several senior Drax personnel have left during the last few years. One of the company’s two
executive directors, aware of the findings of the internal investigation, is soon to retire.
Livestreamed hearings of the Environmental Audit Committee clearly show how
uncomfortable and implausible Drax senior staff are when being questioned. The same can
be said about the responses of senior DESNZ personnel during a recent hearing undertaken
by the Public Accounts Committee.

3.7 - Government is being discredited by continuing to insist, contrary to real evidence and
the common sense of ordinary people, that burning imported wood pellets from supply
chains such as those currently relied on is consistent with decarbonising the national grid
and Net Zero. That stance is also questioned by right-wing and more thoughtful media and
politicians.

4.1 — Some EU governments (in apparent desperation) and “enterprising” power station
owners seem to have colluded in order to game the EU’s 2005 Renewable Energy Directive
(requiring 20% of electricity to be generated from “renewable” sources by 2020).

4.2 - The definition of renewable was distorted so as to miss the point of the Directive -
climate change mitigation. “Renewability” and “sustainability” have been conflated and are
falsely presented as the criteria of over-riding merit. The impact on human health in the
vicinity of pellet mills is great and widely manifest, especially in southeastern USA and British
Columbia. This and the numerous air quality infractions or exceedances are ignored in the
UK’s subsidy eligibility criteria. The industry has failed to significantly improve that air quality
(and noise from 24/7 mill operations).

4.3 — Those criteria have evolved so that the threshold for subsidy does no more than
require certification that the wood derives from trees which grew somewhere in a region
(which might be a country, as in Latvia, a province (such as British Columbia), or several
large states (such as southeastern USA) — regardless of the impact of the clear-felling of the
trees and whether the clear-felled tracts were reforested (let alone actually fully recover).

4.4 - Full recovery is increasingly unlikely given climate change (a primary driver of tree
death by fire, storm, pest etc).

4.5 — Further, there is clear evidence that forestland has, during recent years, already
become or is becoming more of a source of CO2 than a sink for it — including in countries (or
subnational regions) which account for the great majority of the wood pellets which are
burned in large power stations in the UK.

4.6 — Certifying that a forest tract will be managed sustainably is clearly no longer feasible
(even if it ever was).



4.7 - Trees which are not of immediate value to sawmills are regarded as unmerchantable or
waste — and clear-felled to supply feedstock to pellet mills.

4.8 — The criteria are far from strict - contrary to responses by government ministers to
questions in the House of Lords. It would be unreasonable to take at face value the
suggestion that problems concerning eligibility can be overcome by increasing the minimum
percentage of pellets which must be certified under the Sustainable Biomass Program’s
regional scheme (the de facto threshold) from 70% to 100%. Drax prides itself on already
having more than 90% of its supplies certified under that scheme — which is driven by the
industry (but rejected by civil society) and appears to be convenient for government. Given
the small number of large-scale suppliers in the small number of countries from which wood
pellets are imported as fuel for the UK’s large power stations, it is likely that the 90% or more
of the pellets burned at Lynemouth and MGT Teesside power stations are likewise already
compliant.

5.1 - Prices paid to landowners are insufficient to cover reforestation and long-term
management, especially where binding legal or contractual obligations do not exist or are de
facto optional.

5.2 — No compensation for foregone net sequestration, loss of soil carbon, or other harms to
local ecosystems is paid to any tier of government (or to landowners) in the countries from
which imported pellets burned in large UK power stations derive. The UK and the owners of
those power stations nevertheless proudly state that by burning that wood, they
correspondingly help decarbonise electricity generation. (MGT Teesside is even worse in
that it does not displace fossil fuel generation.) The industry (and the UK government) is
largely dependent on this clear market failure.

5.3 — The IPCC has yet to confirm to whom so called “negative emissions” should be
attributed for the permanent disposal of post-combustion CO2 captured from a power station
whose fuel is imported wood pellets (by far the largest type of woody biomass burned in
large power stations world-wide). Given that the UK in effect outsources all emissions
associated with clear-felling and the downstream supply chain in the country of origin — as
well as combustion - to that country of origin. Any CO2 permanently disposed of would be
that outsourced CO2. Clearly, government is disingenuous or naif to claim that those
“negative emissions” are attributable to the UK.

5.4 — Neither should they be attributed primarily to the owners of the power station at which
CO2 is captured. Especially given the consequences of leakage (and underperformance
and the variability of CO2 supplies from clusters), the operator of the disposal site has far
more at risk than the power station. The latter does no more than capture CO2 temporarily
(and probably at capture rates well below proposed in DCO applications). On the conclusion
of the initial (perhaps 20-year) contract to establish the disposal site, the site’s operation
would presumably become the responsibility of the state. Credits for the capture of CO2
should be provided by the operator of the permanent disposal site. None should go directly
from the purchaser to the owner of the power station’ CO2 capture facility.

6 - Metaphorically pouring fuel onto the fire / digging deeper into the hole, the industry and
government seem intent on promoting carbon credits (including through amendments to the
UK ETS) — falsely deeming that burning of wood from trees is carbon neutral and a good
thing. In contrast, the IPCC, the Committee on Climate Change, Drax’ Independent



Advisory Board on biomass sustainability policy, and many others, advise that burning wood
pellets is not carbon neutral. It follows that such combustion should cease being zero-rated.
Provision is not made to claw back monies received if leaks subsequently occur.
Assumptions are made that performance will be as proposed in terms of time, quantity and
quality.

7 - If institutional inertia within government (rather than corporate influence) continues to
underpin the false rhetoric that burning (wood from) trees is good for the planet (from which
the UK cannot be disaggregated), then this might help explain that inertia. That rhetoric
evolved in response to the first EU Renewable Energy Directive.

8.1 — Biomass-fuelled power stations are the least dispatchable of all carbon burning power
stations — given the time they take to start up and close down.

8.2 — Although closure of Drax and Lynemouth power stations by or soon after the 31 of
March 2027 would impose a shock to the UK’s electricity supply, it might jolt the UK
government into both recognising and admitting that a transformation not a transition is
urgently needed — towards an economy commensurate with halting the climate, biodiversity
and pollution/plastic emergencies. If this induced a domino-effect across other countries, the
benefits would be correspondingly increase.

8.3 — There is concern from some in the industry that the “just in time” model for supplying
wood pellets under long-term contracts to power stations which have made little provision for
on-site storage is incompatible with dispatchability. They point out that it would be financially
challenging to justify increased storage.

8.4 - Others suggest that proposals to supply electricity on an unsubsidised “merchant” basis
to large data centres adjacent Drax power station are implausible, not least because the
probability that imported wood pellets will cease be deemed carbon neutral is now so great
that investors seeking “green” electricity will not be persuade by Drax’ overtures.



