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Comments of the Polish Chamber of Chemical Industry (PIPC) 

on the Draft Deliverables of CCA Working Group 4 – Lead Markets 

 

The Polish Chamber of Chemical Industry (PIPC) appreciates the substantial analytical work 

undertaken by Working Group 4 and recognises the importance of developing effective demand-side 

instruments capable of strengthening the business case for chemical production and investment in 

Europe. 

At the outset, PIPC considers it important to clarify that the policy architecture assessed by WG4 - 

which, in line with the defined scope of the Group, focuses on market-pull measures for low-

carbon and sustainable-carbon products - should be seen as one possible approach to lead markets 

for the European chemical sector.  

In our view, the broader CCA discussion should remain open to complementary market-pull 

models reflecting resilience, security of supply and the preservation of strategic production 

capacity in Europe. 

The work carried out by WG4 should be understood for what it is: an assessment of one possible 

policy scenario resulting from a predefined and deliberately limited scope. It should not be 

interpreted as demonstrating that European chemical lead markets should, as a matter of principle, 

be organised primarily around Product Carbon Footprint (PCF), GHG performance or sustainable-

carbon content. 

1. The WG4 scope is narrower than the original CCA mandate 

This distinction is particularly important in light of the original Terms of Reference of the Critical 

Chemicals Alliance (CCA ToR). The ToR establishes the Alliance as a strategic action unit intended to 

protect and strengthen the competitiveness of chemical production in Europe. Its mandate is to 

preserve and modernise strategic production capacities and value chains, decarbonise the sector, 

reduce dependencies, support investments and bolster resilience. 

The formal deliverables originally identified in the ToR were: 

a list of critical molecules and critical sites; 

trade and investment monitoring reports; and 

early-warning reports tracking closure risks, job losses, supply-chain disruptions and investment 

conditions. 

The ToR explicitly states that these deliverables are indicative and that their scope may be altered in 

view of the broader mandate of the Alliance. Lead markets appear in the mandate as one component 

of a wider investment and competitiveness toolbox, particularly in relation to barriers facing 
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investments in alternative carbon sources and low-carbon technologies, such as the lack of off-takers 

and the difficulty of recovering a green premium. They are not defined as the sole or overarching 

purpose of the Alliance. 

The ToR also provides the institutional flexibility to address this gap: the General Assembly may 

establish working groups for specific thematic areas, without prejudice to the creation of additional 

groups or changes to their remits, while the Steering Board defines the main deliverables and 

coordinates the activities of the Alliance. 

Against this background, PIPC considers that the subsequent formulation of the WG4 deliverable 

introduced a material narrowing of the original CCA policy question. The WG4 report confirms that 

the Group was specifically mandated to assess market-pull measures for (a) low-carbon products, 

defined on the basis of PCF, and (b) sustainable-carbon products from non-virgin fossil sources. The 

report itself also acknowledges that its scope is limited to these categories and that further measures 

are required to preserve and strengthen the competitiveness of chemical production in Europe. 

2. The report should explicitly present its conclusions as one possible scenario 

PIPC has already raised this issue in its formal written comments submitted to the WG4 Chair and 

Vice-Chair. In our view, the formulation of the WG4 assignment effectively preselected the type of 

production to be supported before the most appropriate market-pull architecture had been 

examined. 

Instead of starting with the open question: 

How can European demand contribute to maintaining, strengthening and modernising strategically 

relevant chemical production in Europe? 

the exercise started from the significantly narrower question: 

How can demand be created for low-carbon and sustainable-carbon products? 

These are not equivalent policy questions. The latter may constitute one legitimate scenario, but it 

should not be presented as the complete answer to the former. This is especially important because 

the WG4 report subsequently identifies product-level PCF targets as a strong long-term option and 

illustrates a staged architecture in which several short- and medium-term instruments progressively 

lead towards product-level PCF targets. The conclusions similarly envisage a roadmap towards 

progressively implemented PCF-based policies. 

There is therefore a risk that a scope limitation embedded at the beginning of the exercise becomes, 

through the conclusions of that exercise, a general policy recommendation for European chemical 

lead markets. PIPC does not consider such an interpretation appropriate. 
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PIPC had already raised a horizontal concern directly with the WG4 Chair and Vice-Chair regarding 

the framing of the exercise. In our written comments, we stressed that lead-market instruments for 

the chemical sector should not be framed too narrowly around CO2 and Product Carbon Footprint 

criteria and that PCF should be treated as one possible element of a broader assessment framework, 

rather than as the main organising principle for chemical lead markets. We also called for market-pull 

policy to reflect competitiveness, resilience and continuity of EU value chains, access to competitive 

energy and feedstocks, regulatory coherence, administrative proportionality, enforceability towards 

imports and the need to preserve chemical production capacity in Europe, while avoiding new 

fragmentation of the Single Market. 

PIPC is not alone in raising concerns about the current framing and conclusions. The Downstream 

Users of Chemicals Co-ordination Group (DUCC), Cosmetics Europe, Detergents Europe, 

EuroCommerce and other stakeholders have questioned the presentation of several policy options as 

recommendations, highlighted the absence of consensus on certain measures, and raised concerns 

regarding impact assessment, administrative burden, competitiveness and affordability. The WG4 

methodology itself notes that survey participation was voluntary, representation was not necessarily 

balanced across sectors and parts of the value chain, and respondents had different levels of 

familiarity with the instruments assessed. 

PIPC request 1 - explicit qualification of the WG4 scenario 

PIPC requests that the Executive Summary, Introduction and Conclusions contain a clear and 

prominent qualification along the following lines: 

“The scope of this report reflects the predefined WG4 deliverable focusing specifically on market-pull 

measures for low-carbon and sustainable-carbon products. The policy options assessed therefore 

represent one possible scenario for developing lead markets for the chemical sector and do not 

constitute an assessment of the full range of possible demand-side mechanisms for preserving, 

strengthening and modernising chemical production in Europe. The report should consequently not be 

interpreted as identifying PCF-, GHG- or sustainable-carbon-based instruments as the preferred, 

exclusive or definitive architecture for European chemical lead markets.” 

3. CCA should examine an alternative resilience-based market-pull framework 

The clarification above is necessary, but in PIPC's view it is not sufficient. The limitation of the current 

WG4 mandate has left an important policy question unanswered: how can European demand be 

used to support the continued presence and modernisation of strategically relevant chemical 

production in Europe, irrespective of whether that production currently falls within a predefined low-

carbon or sustainable-carbon category? 

This question goes directly to the original purpose of the Critical Chemicals Alliance. The ToR 

identifies preservation and modernisation of strategic production capacities, reduction of 

dependencies, competitiveness, resilience and prevention of closures as fundamental elements of 

the Alliance's mandate. 
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PIPC therefore considers that the CCA should establish a dedicated follow-up Working Group or 

workstream examining alternative market-pull mechanisms for European chemical production as a 

whole, with resilience and security of supply as the overarching objectives. The starting point of 

such work should not be a predefined carbon category, but the strategic requirement to maintain 

sufficient production capacity and functioning chemical value chains in Europe. 

4. Resilience must be treated as an objective in its own right 

The distinction is fundamental. In the event of a severe disruption of European supply chains - 

whether caused by geopolitical tensions, trade restrictions, conflict, logistical disruption, energy 

shocks or future crises that cannot yet be predicted - the immediate question will be whether the 

chemical substance required by European industry, agriculture, healthcare, defence or other 

strategic value chains is available at all. 

In such circumstances, the first-order resilience value is the existence of accessible production 

capacity and security of supply. Whether the relevant molecule currently has the lowest available 

PCF or meets a particular sustainable-carbon threshold will not resolve a physical shortage. 

Carbon performance remains relevant to the transformation of European industry, but it cannot 

substitute for availability, production capacity and security of supply. Resilience should therefore 

have an independent value in European industrial policy, rather than appearing only as an expected 

co-benefit of policies designed principally around low-carbon products. 

The CCA was created precisely in response to closures, loss of production capacity, increasing 

dependencies and the vulnerability of European chemical value chains. The market-pull dimension of 

its work should therefore also be capable of supporting production whose strategic value derives 

from its availability, criticality and contribution to European value chains. 

5. The WG3 Charter provides a strong basis for a broader approach 

A resilience-based market-pull framework would also make WG4 substantially more consistent with 

the conclusions developed by Working Group 3. The WG3 Charter is structured around Survive - 

Modernise - Accelerate. Its first mission explicitly seeks to prevent irreversible closures, preserve 

existing industrial ecosystems and maintain critical production in Europe. The Charter recognises that 

profitability is a precondition for subsequent modernisation and that the loss of existing production 

can weaken clusters, downstream value chains, skills and strategic capabilities. 

The ammonia analysis is particularly clear: it calls for preserving a strategically relevant European 

production base for resilience, fertiliser security and industrial value chains, while enabling 

economically viable pathways towards lower emissions. It also warns against structurally penalising 

plants or Member States operating under less favourable energy and infrastructure conditions. 
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This produces an important policy sequence: 

Survive -> Modernise -> Accelerate. 

Demand-side policy should support that sequence. It should not implicitly become: 

Qualify as low-carbon or sustainable-carbon first -> receive demand support -> survive and modernise 

afterwards. 

For some installations and value chains, that sequence may simply be impossible. The business 

case for maintaining strategically important production may need to be strengthened before the full 

transformation pathway can be completed. 

6. “Four Working Groups, one system” requires genuine consistency 

The WG3 Charter itself provides a useful formulation: “Four working groups, one system.” It 

describes the functions of the groups in complementary terms: WG1 identifies which molecules and 

assets are critical; WG2 identifies what threatens them from outside; WG3 sets out how they survive, 

modernise and accelerate; and WG4 shapes where demand comes from. 

WG4 itself reaches the same conclusion in its follow-up recommendations, explicitly calling for Lead 

Market recommendations to be aligned with the recommendations of the other CCA Working 

Groups in order to develop a coherent policy package for the chemical industry. 

PIPC strongly supports this principle. Genuine coherence, however, requires more than placing four 

reports next to each other. If WG1 identifies production as critical, WG2 identifies external 

vulnerability or import dependency, and WG3 concludes that the relevant capacity should be 

preserved and modernised, WG4 should provide a demand-side toolbox capable of supporting that 

production because of its resilience value. Such support should not become unavailable merely 

because the production concerned does not yet qualify under a predefined low-carbon or 

sustainable-carbon category. 

The logic of the Alliance should therefore be: identify what Europe cannot afford to lose, 

understand what threatens it, preserve and modernise that capacity, and create sufficient 

European demand to sustain it. 

7. The current WG4 report contains useful building blocks for alternative work 

Starting such a follow-up workstream would not mean discarding the substantial analysis already 

conducted by WG4. Several instruments identified in the report could also be assessed under a 

broader resilience-oriented model, including EU-origin requirements in public procurement and 

public-support schemes, long-term demand signals, contracts for difference and double-sided 

auctions, demand aggregation, fiscal incentives, value-chain partnerships, import equivalence and 

mirror clauses, and instruments intended to ensure that investment occurs in Europe. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

6 

Member of European Chemical Industry Council CEFIC 

Śniadeckich 17 phone: +48 22 828 75 06  www.pipc.org.pl 
00-654 Warsaw    e-mail: pipc@pipc.org.pl 

These concepts are not intrinsically limited to low-carbon or sustainable-carbon products. Their 

design parameters determine which policy objective they pursue. A follow-up workstream could 

therefore assess whether some of these instruments, or alternative mechanisms, could be designed 

around resilience and European production criteria rather than predominantly around carbon 

characteristics. 

Possible areas for examination could include strategic procurement commitments, resilience-related 

offtake mechanisms, demand aggregation for critical European chemicals, targeted European-

content requirements, mechanisms supporting last or strategically relevant EU production capacity, 

and demand-side instruments linked to critical value-chain status. The purpose of this work should 

not be to predetermine which instrument is appropriate, but to open the analytical space that was 

not available under the original WG4 mandate. 

8. PCF should remain one possible element, not the organising principle for all lead markets 

This point remains central to PIPC's previous written feedback to the WG4 Chair and Vice-Chair. PIPC 

has already stated that carbon performance may be relevant to future demand-side measures, but 

should form part of a broader assessment framework rather than become the principal organising 

criterion for chemical lead markets. 

PCF should be treated as one possible element of a broader assessment framework, not as the main 

organising principle for lead markets in the chemical sector. 

The latest report incorporates several related concerns. It discusses energy and feedstock costs, 

import competition, administrative proportionality, investment conditions, enforcement and supply-

chain impacts. However, the principal concern has not been fully resolved. 

The Executive Summary identifies product-level PCF targets as a strong long-term option; the staged 

illustration points towards PCF targets; and the conclusions and follow-up recommendations 

describe a pathway towards progressively implemented PCF-based policies. At the same time, the 

report itself acknowledges that PCF outcomes may be affected by technology and infrastructure 

availability, including electricity and hydrogen; that import verification remains difficult; that 

administrative complexity is high; and that PCF targets may prioritise lower-cost abatement 

options without necessarily addressing hard-to-abate processes with high CAPEX and OPEX 

requirements. 

PIPC therefore reiterates that PCF should be considered as one possible element of a broader 

framework for demand-side measures, not as the default long-term organising principle for 

European chemical lead markets. 
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9. Lead-market design must protect the integrity of the Single Market 

The same concern has a Single Market dimension. European producers operate under the same 

Union regulatory framework, but not under the same structural energy and infrastructure conditions. 

Access to competitively priced low-carbon electricity, hydrogen, grids, CO2 infrastructure and other 

enabling infrastructure varies substantially across the Union. 

If access to lead markets, public procurement, public support or other industrial-policy preferences is 

determined predominantly by product-level GHG intensity or PCF performance, existing differences 

in national energy systems and enabling infrastructure can be converted into new competitive 

asymmetries within the Single Market. A formally technology-neutral criterion does not necessarily 

produce a neutral industrial-policy outcome when the underlying conditions for meeting that 

criterion differ structurally between Member States. 

This concern is consistent with the WG3 Charter, which recognises the distortive potential of 

fragmented national energy-cost relief and unequal fiscal capacity, and with PIPC's separate 

contribution on safeguarding the Single Market in the Industrial Accelerator Act. Demand-side policy 

should strengthen European production across the Union, rather than concentrate benefits in those 

Member States that already enjoy the most favourable energy and infrastructure conditions. 

10. WG4 conclusions should not be used as evidence of CCA consensus on the IAA architecture 

This clarification is particularly important in the context of the ongoing negotiations on the Industrial 

Accelerator Act (IAA). As of 18 September 2026, the IAA remains under the ordinary legislative 

procedure. The Council continues to examine Presidency compromise texts, including the second 

compromise text dated 2 September 2026, while the European Parliament procedure remains at 

committee stage, with the committee draft report published on 11 September 2026 and the file still 

awaiting committee decision. 

The current architecture of Article 16, including the scope of possible demand-side requirements, the 

role of low-carbon and sustainable-carbon criteria, the reach of delegated powers and its interaction 

with downstream value chains, is therefore still subject to negotiation. WG4 recommendations may 

legitimately inform that debate, but they should not be interpreted as demonstrating that the 

Critical Chemicals Alliance has endorsed a specific IAA architecture based predominantly on PCF, 

GHG intensity or sustainable-carbon requirements. 

This is especially important given the explicit dissent recorded in the WG4 report itself and the fact 

that the analytical scope of WG4 was predetermined around those product categories. The legislative 

process should remain free to assess alternative models for strengthening European chemical 

production. 
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11. PIPC request 2 - a dedicated follow-up mandate on resilience-based market pull 

PIPC therefore proposes that the CCA establish a dedicated follow-up Working Group or 

workstream with a mandate along the following lines: 

“Assess demand-side and market-pull mechanisms capable of preserving, strengthening and 

modernising high-standard chemical production in Europe, with particular regard to resilience, 

security of supply, criticality, strategic value-chain relevance, import dependency and the risk of 

irreversible capacity loss. Low-carbon, circular and sustainable-carbon production might form 

elements of this framework, but should not constitute its exclusive definition.” 

Such work should build directly on WG1's assessment of criticality, WG2's analysis of trade 

vulnerability and WG3's Survive - Modernise - Accelerate framework.  

It would not require the Alliance to depart from its Terms of Reference. On the contrary, the ToR 

explicitly allows the General Assembly to create additional working groups or change existing 

remits and gives the Steering Board responsibility for defining the main deliverables. A resilience-

based follow-up would therefore serve a fuller implementation of the original, broader CCA 

mandate. 

Conclusion 

PIPC supports the objective of creating stronger demand-side conditions for chemical production and 

investment in Europe. Our concern is not with the existence of lead-market policy as such.  

It concerns the breadth of the objective that lead-market policy is intended to serve. 

The current WG4 report provides an extensive assessment of market-pull mechanisms for low-

carbon and sustainable-carbon products. That work is useful, but it represents one possible policy 

scenario rather than the complete answer to the broader challenge confronting European chemical 

production. 

The Critical Chemicals Alliance was established against a background of closures, weakening 

competitiveness, trade pressure, increasing dependencies and risks to strategic European 

production. A demand-side strategy responding to those challenges must therefore place industrial 

resilience, availability and security of supply at its core. 

Climate performance, circularity and sustainable-carbon pathways remain relevant to Europe's 

industrial transformation. But in a severe disruption to a strategic supply chain, the immediate 

question will be whether the molecule needed by European industry, agriculture, healthcare, 

defence or other essential sectors is available at all. 

Europe therefore needs a market-pull framework capable of supporting the continued presence, 

modernisation and development of strategically relevant chemical production in the Union. 
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The final CCA recommendations should reflect one coherent policy logic across all four Working 

Groups: identify what Europe needs to retain, understand what threatens it, create the conditions 

for it to survive and modernise, and ensure that European demand supports its continued 

production. 

That, in PIPC's view, would more fully reflect the resilience objective at the heart of the Critical 

Chemicals Alliance. 

Summary of PIPC requests: 

Request PIPC position 

1 

Insert a prominent clarification in the Executive Summary, Introduction and 

Conclusions that WG4 assesses one possible scenario resulting from a predefined 

focus on low-carbon and sustainable-carbon products, and that this should not be 

interpreted as the preferred, exclusive or definitive architecture for European 

chemical lead markets. 

2 

Establish a dedicated follow-up Working Group or workstream to assess alternative 

market-pull mechanisms for high-standard European chemical production, with 

resilience, security of supply, criticality, strategic value-chain relevance, import 

dependency and the risk of irreversible capacity loss as core considerations. 

 


