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BSP is an organisation which represents leading entities from different sectors employing over 100 
thousand employees in Poland, in other EU Member States and outside the EU. BSP is also in a partnership 
with academic and SME organizations. BSP members operate i.a. in chemical, refinery, energy, fertilisers, 
metals and mining, postal services, transport as well as financial sectors. 
 

I. CARBON LEAKAGE 

The European Commission has presented CBAM as “a carbon leakage” instrument.  This has been 

suggested in the Green Deal Communication, in numerous other Commission pronouncements on CBAM, 

as well as in the Consultation document itself.  It is stated expressly in Question 4 of the Questionnaire: 

“The objective of the Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism is to address the risk of carbon leakage from 

the EU to other countries.” 

We consider the policy focusing solely on “carbon leakage” and risking legal inaccuracy; the expression “the 

risk of carbon leakage” is vague and can be interpreted in a variety of ways by different audiences.  Its 

vagueness may lead to misunderstandings and seriously increase the likelihood that EU intentions and legal 

reasoning behind CBAM may be misconstrued by EU trading partners, legal experts, or WTO panelists 

adjudicating a possible trade dispute.   

While the EU may understand the “carbon leakage” as an increase in global emissions resulting from EU 

industry moving to 3rd countries with looser carbon emission policies, other stakeholders, including EU’s 

trading partners, may disregard the climate component and limit the understanding of “carbon leakage” 

solely to the delocalization of EU industry production to 3rd countries.  In the latter approach, the attempts 

to prevent carbon leakage may be perceived as protectionist attempts at import substitution. 

This could lead to trade tensions with EU trading partners and an increased risk of retaliation.  It could also 

deprive CBAM of protection under GATT as the purpose of the measure is one of the important factors in 

deciding whether Art. XX GATT is applicable.  Any doubts as to the real purpose of CBAM may weaken an 

Art. XX GATT defense.  All references to carbon leakage, EU industry concerns, the risk of EU industry leaving 

Europe will be used to question the environmental purpose and objective of CBAM. 

Moreover, if EU continues to justify CBAM with the need to address the risk of carbon leakage, it would 

need to support its claims of the risk of increase in global emissions resulting from EU industry moving to 

3rd countries with hard data.  This may pose technical and methodological difficulties. 

The risks identified above can easily be avoided by deemphasizing references to carbon leakage when 

justifying CBAM.  Instead, EU should seek to justify CBAM by desire to “reduce global emissions” or an 

analogous phrase focusing on the need to reduce emissions connected to products imported to the EU.  

This would be easier to prove and would pose less diplomatic and legal risks.  Without including EU imports 

in EU climate policy European and global carbon footprint would grow despite EU’s best efforts in reducing 

them.   
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II. FREE ALLOWANCES 

While the Questionnaire does not directly address free ETS allowances for sectors on the Carbon Leakage 

List, we understand from numerous pronouncements by the Commission, that these allowances will be 

withdrawn for sectors included in CBAM.  We consider this a mistake for the following reasons.  

First, free allowances are part of the existing ETS system.  We are currently entering ETS IV and face more 

stringent benchmarks.  Wide range of investments directed at improving GHG performance of facilities and 

production plants within the Carbon Leakage Sectors have already been made by our member companies 

in chemistry, copper, fertilizer, plastics and refinery sectors.  Changing the rules for these sectors after 

these investments have already been made raises serious questions about predictability of investments, 

protection of rights and legality. 

Second, free allowances were provided to safeguard the competitiveness of EU energy intensive industries 

while they are making investments making reaching the GHG reductions targets possible.  If the reduction 

target is to be increased to 55% within 10 years, the EU industry is expected to deliver a significant share 

of these reductions, thus needs more protection from environmental dumping, not less.  CBAM could 

therefore constitute for all practical purposes an additional element protecting EU industry on the domestic 

market from unfairly priced (not accounting the externalities) and polluting imports in light of the increased 

climate ambitions.  Depriving the EU industry of the benefits of free allowances in this context does not 

seem fair.  

Third, free allowances can be combined with CBAM without violating WTO rules by adjusting the level of 

CBAM to ensure that importers do not pay more than EU producer receiving free allowances would.  CBAM 

would not be imposed on imports meeting or below the stringent EU ETS benchmarks, but would cover 

only emissions above the EU benchmark.  The position of EU producers and foreign exporters would be the 

same. 

Fourth, without free allowances, EU industry will not be competitive on the export markets.  While CBAM 

may protect some companies from unfair environmental dumping on the domestic EU market, CBAM will 

not protect the EU industry on 3rd country markets, where EU exports will be uncompetitive vs. domestic 

production or exports from 3rd countries where carbon is not priced.  Accordingly, only free allowances 

would allow EU producers to remain competitive on export markets.  While we understand that export 

rebates are being considered, it would be extremely difficult to construct a WTO-compliant export rebate 

scheme. 

Fifth, CBAM may lead to pressure for prices of products covered by CBAM to increase.  In certain sectors, 

price increases may be substantial, with considerable impact on consumers or downstream industries.  

Eliminating free allowances would add to such pressures by also increasing the production costs for EU 

producers, which would have to recuperate the increased cost of production through increased prices.  In 

cases where passing the increased costs on downstream sector is not possible, the lack of free allowance 

would dramatically expose the EU industry to the external competition – both on the EU and exporting 

markets.  However, keeping free allowances for EU producers and accommodating them in the level of 

CBAM charged on imports would relief both pressures: EU producers would not be pressured to increase 

EU domestic prices, while price increase of imports for consumers would be much less pronounced. 

III. CONSTRUCTION OF CBAM 
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EU industry pays carbon costs in numerous ways.  Payments for ETS allowances required 

to cover direct emissions are one way.  Increased energy prices due to indirect emissions and ETS costs 

borne by the energy industry are another.  Increased production and factory costs due to BAT/BREF 

compliance is yet another.  Increased costs of transportation due to excise taxes on fuels, emission 

standards for vehicle engines and other regulatory burdens add another layer of costs.  Finally, EU 

producers also suffer higher input costs from domestic suppliers as raw material and semi-product 

suppliers also incur these group of climate costs directly. 

Ideally, the EU industry would want the CBAM to address all these costs: direct emissions, indirect 

emissions, regulatory compliance costs, transportation emission and compliance costs, and emissions 

embedded in raw materials and semi-products.  Therefore, as a general guiding principle, BSP supports 

eventual inclusion of all these costs in CBAM. 

However, at the same time, BSP favors a swift and uncontroversial adoption of CBAM.  We realize that 

inclusion of indirect emissions and transportation costs in CBAM raises numerous political and legal 

questions for which no easy answers are available.  Questions about – for example – proper benchmarks 

to assess foreign companies’ and foreign countries’ energy mix or emissions during transport abroad may 

lead to complicated legal and political questions.  BSP does not want these difficulties to stand in the way 

of quick implementation of CBAM.   

Therefore, while BSP supports inclusion of all climate-rated costs in CBAM, we leave it to the Commission 

to determine whether this can be practicably done in the short timeframe available.  Should complications 

arise, BSP suggests focusing on direct emissions only, while a solution to more complicated structural 

elements can be found in the future. 

IV. SECTORS 

Given BSP’s strong sentiment that CBAM should not be justified by the attempts to avoid the risk of carbon 

leakage, but by EU’s focus on supporting global emission reductions, BSP does not believe that exposure to 

carbon leakage, or even the highest exposure to carbon leakage, should be the determinative criteria for a 

sector to be included in CBAM. 

In our view, a combination of a number of other criteria should determine whether a sector is included.  

These criteria should include – in addition to high trade intensity and emission intensity – whether the 

sector is a net payer of ETS costs, the scale of emissions from this sector, the potential for emission 

reductions/abatement abroad, the complexity of the sector (the less EU producers and likely 

exporters/exporting countries into the EU in this sector, the easier implementation of CBAM), as well as 

the number of products, length and impact on value chains. 

In addition, given the experimental character of CBAM, BSP considers that no sector can be included against 

the will of the majority of its constituent companies.  Should a divergence or divisions in the sector appear, 

the European Commission should prioritize the view of the companies headquartered in the European 

Union and conducting the majority of its operations and having majority of production within the EU. 

V. INTERPRETATION OF QUESTIONS 

Numerous questions in the Questionnaire seek views on various aspects or versions of CBAM, including 

their impact on EU industry, investment, downstream sectors and other stakeholders.  However, not 
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enough details are provided for the industry to correctly assess the proposed options.  

Other factors are often by comparison much more important than just whether or not CBAM is 

implemented. 

The most crucial factor determining impact on EU industry covered by CBAM will be whether it continues 

receiving free allowances.  The loss of free allowances cannot be compensated by uncertain benefits from 

CBAM.  Therefore, if CBAM implies the loss of free allowances, then impact on sectors covered, as well as 

on downstream sectors and consumers would most certainly be negative regardless of the type of 

mechanism.   

Another example is CBAM’s impact on investment: while CBAM may strengthen investments in the EU, by 

itself it will not be determinative in driving investment decisions.  Many other factors come into play and 

their importance will be larger than that of CBAM. 

Answers to Question 6 will depend on the detailed design of each option.  Option to include imports in the 

ETS, without a proper increase in the number of allowances (cap) would be harmful for all industries 

covered by ETS.  A mirrored ETS system would depend on whether the number of mirror allowances are 

capped.  Consumption tax option will depend on whether it is an addition to, or an alternative to the EU 

ETS and a border-based CBAM.  It would also depend on structure and the way such tax is calculated.  

VI. DETAILED COMMENTATY TO QUESTIONS 

3. Risk of Carbon Leakage 

We believe that carbon leakage is happening already in energy intensive industries.  This is corroborated 

by trade data in a number of sectors, like steel, fertilizers and certain other chemicals, which shows imports 

increasing and export decreasing confirming that European industry is losing its own market share to 

imports, while it is also losing its export market shares.   

While current carbon leakage measures provide some degree of protection, they fail to prevent all the 

negative effects on EU industry.  While some negative impact exists, EU industry has not moved out of 

Europe and in this sense, the current measures have achieved some limited success. 

While these measures have prevented the most extreme type of damage to EU industry, they are not 

sufficient to prevent accelerating delocalization should the burdens related to emission reductions (55% or 

above) be increased , resulting in increase in carbon prices. 

Therefore, in light of the additional burden imposed on EU industry to meet increased climate ambitions, 

the EU industry needs another instrument – in addition to the existing carbon leakage instruments – that 

would equalize the conditions of competition with imports.  A variable border charge depending on carbon 

emissions connected with imported products would achieve this effect for two reasons: it would encourage 

and promote carbon reductions in exporting countries and – at the same time – it would provide some type 

of protection from the most GHG emitting (therefore cheap/environmentally dumped) imports.  

4. Objectives of CBAM 

As stated above, BSP considers that the articulated purpose of CBAM should not be the prevention of 

carbon leakage as such, because “carbon leakage” is an imprecise term the reliance on which will lead to 
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misunderstandings and legal jeopardy.  The official purpose of CBAM should be 

encouraging third countries exporting to the EU to reduce their emissions and thereby reduce global 

emissions. 

As the EU has no jurisdiction over production facilities in 3rd countries, it can only influence the carbon-

reducing incentives on imports into the EU.  Therefore, CBAM should strive to encourage 3rd countries to 

limit their emissions by charging products imported into the EU a carbon price.  That charge increases the 

price of the imported GHG-intensive goods which would serve two environmental objectives.   

⎯ First, it would act as a barrier to access of GHG-intensive products to the EU market, thus 

encouraging exporters to limit their emissions in order to avoid the charge.   

⎯ Secondly, by increasing the price it would drive EU consumers to products not subject to such 

charge, i.e., more environmentally friendly products.   

In addition, this environmental charge would  equalize the conditions for competition between EU goods 

and imported goods.   

As the EU has other policies mandating reduction of emissions by EU producers (ETS), CBAM should not be 

used to further push EU producers to limit their emissions. 

5. CBAM  

While all policies listed in Question 5 are important and should form a core part of the EU climate action, 

we understand this question focuses on policy objectives that should be reflected in the construction of 

CBAM, i.e., which objectives CBAM should be designed to address.   

BSP considers climate and trade as the key policies that should influence the construction of CBAM: 

⎯ climate, as the purpose of CBAM should be environmental protection, i.e. reduction of global 

carbon emissions abroad.  This purpose should be reflected in the way CBAM is calculated (carbon 

emissions connected to the imports should determine the level of measure), scope of CBAM (most 

GHG emitting sectors should be included in CBAM, in particular sectors with the greatest possibility 

of emission abatement outside of the EU), country selection (as wide as possible with the broadest 

possible environmental impact); and 

⎯ trade, as CBAM should use trade policy concepts, i.e., it should be a border measure, applied by 

customs authorities, with CBAM levels connected to company-specific CN codes for products 

covered, with “all others” and “individual rates” reflected in the customs system, as well as 

“verifications” used in trade defense proceedings.  

Additional policies influencing CBAM may be, to some extent: 

⎯ energy taxation, as environmental taxes on energy paid by EU industry in Europe should be 

included in the calculation of CBAM; 

⎯ industry, since while CBAM’s primary purpose should be climate-related, it would be beneficial if 

the burden imposed on EU industry through ETS was equally shared by importers, to ensure level 

playing field (so carbon costs which are paid by EU industry should also be paid by importers); 

⎯ research and innovation, as these policies may influence how CBAM revenues are distributed; and 



We connect Polish Business and Science with the EU 
 

 

 

⎯ circular economy, as circular economy concepts (for example, CCU) may be 

relevant to the determination of imported products’ carbon emissions; 

BSP does not believe development aid objectives should be incorporated into CBAM.  In particular, 

developing countries or LCDs should not be exempted from CBAM, as this would counteract the climate 

objective of this mechanism and would enable circumvention of the system.   

6. ETS Design 

Joint Comments to 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4 

We interpret questions 6.1, 6.2, 6.3. and 6.4 to inquire whether each of the options should be explored 

further by the Commission (“relevant”), and not which option is preferred. 

Due to the lack of sufficient detail of the operative  options, we were unable to assess the risk of 

circumvention of the various options. 

6.2. CBAM: ETS 

The primary factor determining BSP’s views on this option is whether the EU cap for allowances is increased 

sufficiently to accommodate the increase in demand for allowances stemming from inclusion of imports.  

Without an increased cap, emission allowances would become so expensive that the impact on EU industry, 

downstream sectors and consumers would become devastating for the industries. 

An additional challenge are questions on whether the EU has the legal ability – under WTO agreements – 

to mandate foreign installations to register with EU authorities and purchase EU ETS allowances. 

Given the unlikelihood of a meaningful increase of cap (relative to demand increase) and legal problems, 

pursuing this option is a distraction and loss of resources that could be spent on meaningful analysis of 

more realistic options. 

6.3. CBAM: Mirror-ETS 

As there are no details provided on this option, we are unable to assess its merits at length.  Specifically, it 

is not clear how this option compares to the ETS option.  However, this option avoids the main shortcomings 

of the extended ETS option (6.2), by not directly influencing the number of allowances available, and 

therefore leaves the price of EUAs unaffected. 

While it is not explained whether this option would entail ETS-like registration of foreign producers with EU 

or Member State authorities or if this is intended to be a border measure, there is one particular aspect of 

this option that we believe deserves further serious consideration.  Mainly, we believe that the importers 

should pay for carbon emissions of their imports not in cash, but with an instrument that gives importers 

the same hedging and planning ability that EU producers have.   

In this context, some type of allowances, the price of which mirrors the price of ETS allowances, but are not 

part of ETS allowance pool so they do not affect the ETS pool, would be an advantageous solution. 

6.4. CBAM: Consumption Tax 

With no details provided on this option, we are unable to assess its merits at length.   
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Specifically, it is not clear whether this option is in addition to, or instead of, the ETS.  If 

this option is meant to compliment the ETS, then the key question is how it intends to even up the 

conditions of competition between EU producers and imports.   

Given that CBAM’s primary purpose is to impose a carbon cost on imports and – as stated in introduction 

to Question 6.4. – a consumption tax would be applicable to both imports and EU products, it appears that 

if ETS is maintained then EU production would be charged twice: at the producer level through ETS and at 

the consumer level with the consumption tax.   

Imported products, on the other hand, would be charged only once at the consumption level.  This lack of 

parity would further exacerbate the loss of competitiveness of EU industry.  Therefore, some type of 

compensation mechanism for ETS costs paid to be deducted from the consumption tax on EU 

manufactured products would need to be introduced for this system to function properly.  

8. Criteria for Selecting Sectors 

Given that the primary purpose of CBAM should not be combatting carbon leakage, but reduction of global 

emissions, exposure to carbon leakage should not be a key factor in determining the eligible sectors.  The 

key factors for selecting sectors should be the potential of lowering global emissions: net emissions from 

the sector, level of imports into the EU, potential for abatement abroad, the sectors being the biggest net 

payers under the ETS and others.  Other important factors for determining the structure and efficiency of 

CBAM include the length and impact on the value chain as well as number of products in the given sector, 

as well as the number of potential exporters (the lesser, the more manageable the system may be).  

10. CBAM Benchmarks & Default Rates 

Questions 10 (a) through (f) are unclear.  Specifically, it is unclear what role “benchmarks” for direct 

emissions in Question 10(a)-(c) and “emission factors” for indirect emissions in Questions 10(d)-(g) would 

play in “calculation of the carbon content of imported products”.  There are two possible interpretations 

of this question. 

First, these questions may ask about the benchmark that the actual or presumed carbon content of 

imported products is compared to, with the difference between the two numbers setting the level of CBAM.  

In other words, this would be the benchmark that is accepted as the desirable carbon content, with only 

the excess carbon emitted during production of the imported product being subject to CBAM.  If this is the 

right interpretation of these questions, our response is that the EU benchmark should be used (strongly 

agree), while exporting country-specific and average global benchmarks should not (respectively, strongly 

and somewhat disagree). 

Second, if these questions refer to the default rate of the taxable carbon content of imports, with no other 

data on their specific emissions available, our response is that the EU benchmark should not be used 

(strongly disagree), but country-specific or average global emission factors should be applied.  To avoid 

misunderstandings and not to distort the results of the consultation, BSP have not responded to questions 

10 d-f. 

As mentioned above, BSP recommends that CBAM be primarily focused on direct emissions, due to the 

ease of establishing them (experience with ETS), plus legal aspects (exporters directly liable for their own 

emissions).  Indirect emissions should be included only once conceptual challenges (i.e., how to establish a 
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proper EU benchmark for carbon-emission purposes to ensure proper comparison for 

imports) and legal challenges (i.e., whether exporters can be held liable for the energy mix of the exporting 

country) are overcome.  The same goes for other elements of the carbon cost (i.e., transport emissions and 

other elements of the carbon footprint, like raw materials and semi-products). 

11. Verification of Carbon Content 

Proper monitoring, reporting and verification of carbon content in imports is paramount to the success of 

CBAM.  For this reason, self-certification should not be possible.  Third-party certification, best combined 

with spot verification by the European Commission would be preferred.   

Also, third-party certification firms should be registered, certified, and audited by the European 

Commission.  For legal liability and verification purposes, third-party certification firms should be 

established in the European Union.   

Verification procedures should be sufficiently stringent to address the risk of resource shuffling, i.e., 

reorganizing sales and exports to limit carbon emissions related to exports directed to the EU market with 

corresponding increase in carbon emissions related to sales directed to other markets, so that the level of 

CBAM is minimized, but the total carbon emissions of the enterprise remain generally unchanged. 

12. Export Rebates 

The need to consider export rebates is mainly related to the protection of EU industry export 

competitiveness as a result of withdrawal of free allowances, and not to the need to reduce the risk of 

carbon leakage, as suggested in the question.  Unfortunately, the question does not specify what exact 

costs and in what form are to be rebated, i.e., cost of allowances, or also other possible carbon costs (such 

as indirect ETS cost in electricity, climate costs embedded in prices of fuel and transport, or raw materials 

and semi-products).  

Rebating cost of allowances leads to numerous legal problems as such rebates will be challenged as illegal 

export subsidies.  While narrow exceptions for some form of rebates exist1, they do not provide full legal 

certainty and are likely to lead to trade disputes and threat of retaliation.   

Therefore, BSP believes that the best course of action is for the EU to avert the problem of rebates 

altogether by not withdrawing free allowances.  In such cases, rebates would not be required.  

13. Circumvention 

Preventing circumvention is an important concern in the construction of CBAM.   

⎯ Substitution between primary input and semi-products – this is a serious concern, which requires 

CBAM and related instruments to cover entire sectors instead of focusing on singular items within 

the given sector’s value chain; 

⎯ Resource shuffling –  Imposing CBAM will create an incentive for foreign exporters to export their 

least GHG-intensive products to the European Union. In the immediate term, exporters will 

restructure their sales channels for existing production (with least GHG-intensive products 

exported to the EU, and more GHG-intensive products sold on the domestic or 3rd country export 

 
1  e.g., footnote 1 to the Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Duties 
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markets).  Only in the long term will CBAM result in new carbon abatement 

investments and altering of production processes to decrease emissions.  CBAM must therefore be 

structured to discourage resource shifting of existing production in the short term, while 

encouraging immediate new investments into less GHG emitting production methods. 

⎯ Transshipment - precisely to avoid this risk, no countries should be a priori exempted from CBAM.  

Any exemptions should occur not at the country level, but at the product or installation level, via a 

zero CBAM rate (in other words, CBAM should always be imposed, but for most environmentally-

friendly goods, the applicable CBAM rate would be zero).  Fraudulent claims for zero-rating would 

require presentation of credible company or installation-specific data, which would be much 

harder than fraudulent claims of country of origin. 

⎯ Minor modification – this concern requires the inclusion of entire sectors instead of specific 

products in CBAM and related instruments.  In such case, minor modification would not result in 

taking the imported product outside the scope of CBAM. 

14. Country scope 

All countries should be covered by CBAM, without exceptions.  Any justified exemptions should be carried 

out on product- or installation-specific basis, by imposing zero rate CBAM, provided the credible proof of 

higher carbon costs is presented.  The reason for such stringent policy is that the main objective of CBAM 

should be reduction of global carbon emissions, which requires CBAM to cover all polluting imports from 

all sources.  

⎯ Developing countries (option 14.1.b): these should not be exempted, because CBAM is an 

environmental measure, not a development measure.  Accordingly, exempting developing 

countries would achieve an environmental purpose as global emissions would rise.  Any 

development objectives should be carried out via different measures. 

⎯ Exempting countries with climate policies creating sufficient incentives for emission reductions 

similarly to the EU (option 14.1.c): these should not be exempted, because there is no proof that 

these policies would actually achieve any meaningful emission reductions nor increase carbon 

costs.  For example, a policy may be enacted, but not enforced and its practical effect may be 

negligible. Also, any local exemptions, compensation schemes or subsidies may nullify the 

objectives of such policies.  Accordingly, the mere fact that a policy is implemented should not be 

sufficient to exempt that country from CBAM. 

⎯ Exempting countries with climate policies creating sufficient incentives for emission reductions 

resulting in higher carbon cost than in the EU and that difference is credited to the importer (option 

14.1.d): this option introduces a sufficiently precise criterion (exempting imports where local 

policies result in a higher carbon cost than in the EU) and an unacceptable element (reimbursement 

to the importer of the difference).  Reimbursement of higher carbon costs incurred by a foreign 

manufacturer in a foreign country should not be reimbursed by the EU or Member State authorities 

to an EU importer, but by foreign authorities directly to their exporters that actually incurred such 

costs (similarly, to rebates considered in Question 12).  

BSP supports a fifth option.  Imports from all countries should be subject to CBAM, but EU importers should 

have the chance to demonstrate that the exporter of the product they are importing has already paid a 

certain carbon cost in the exporting country.  If such proof is found credible and the claim is warranted and 
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such cost has not been rebated in the exporting country upon exportation, then EU CBAM 

amount may be lowered by the carbon cost incurred.  

15. Impact 

The economic (15.1) and social (15.3) impact of CBAM will depend to a large degree on its structure.  In 

particular, the one key determinant affecting most answers is whether CBAM will result in loss of free 

allowances for the sectors included, and if so, whether export rebates are provided.  Without this 

information, it is impossible to respond to these questions.   

If free allowances are kept for sectors covered by CBAM, then CBAM will: 

⎯ have a generally positive impact on sectors concerned (15.1.b.); 

⎯ not adversely affect EU exporters in sectors concerned (15.1.c); 

⎯ have a positive impact on investment in the EU (15.1.d); 

⎯ (in certain circumstances and under certain conditions) make relocation of certain activities from 

3rd countries to the EU somewhat more likely (15.1.g); 

⎯ increase the likelihood that job losses in the EU due to substitution of EU production by 3rd country 

production are avoided (15.3.a); 

⎯ not be very likely to increase the price of consumer products (15.3.b) (as free allowances would 

allow EU producers to keep the cost of production and price down, while allowing imports to still 

come in at reasonable prices, as free allowances would be deducted from amount of CBAM); and 

⎯ not be very likely to have negative effects in terms of jobs in downstream sectors by increasing the 

input costs (15.3.c) (for reasons set out immediately above). 

If on the other hand, free allowances are not kept for sectors covered by CBAM, then CBAM will: 

⎯ have a generally negative impact on sectors concerned (15.1.b.) (as CBAM protection on the 

domestic EU market will not compensate the loss of free allowances and the resulting loss of 

competitiveness on the export markets); 

⎯ adversely affect EU exporters in sectors concerned (15.1.c); 

⎯ have a negative impact on investment in the EU (15.1.d); 

⎯ make relocation of certain activities from 3rd countries to the EU more unlikely (15.1.g); 

⎯ decrease the likelihood that job losses in the EU due to substitution of EU production by 3rd country 

production are avoided (15.3.a); 

⎯ be very likely to increase the price of consumer products (15.3.b) (as loss of free allowances would 

not allow EU producers to keep the cost of production and price down, while forcing significant 

price increases for CBAM covered imports); and 

⎯ be very likely to have negative effects in terms of jobs in downstream sectors by increasing the 

input costs (15.3.c). 

 

About BSP 

Business and Science Poland (BSP) connects the experience of leading Polish enterprises with the EU 

agenda. We represent the knowledge and interests of successful entities, which employ over 100 000 
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workers in Poland, EU and globally. We are committed to advancing the values of EU 

Common Market in sync with the needs to transform it responsibly and effectively. 

 


