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The European Roundtable on Climate Change and Sustainable Transition (ERCST) welcomes the opportunity 
to participate in the European Commission’s ‘public consultation for the EU climate ambition for 2030 and for 
the design of certain climate and energy policies of the European Green Deal’, as public participation is a vital 
element in ensuring fair and effective climate policy.   

ERCST’s general position 

In ERCST’s view, updating EU 2030 Climate Ambition should first and foremost be based on two key elements: 
the cost-efficiency and the fairness of the transition to a zero-GHG society. Moreover, there are certain 
‘conditionalities’ which are of vital importance if the EU is to deliver upon its ambition in a sustainable way, 
including through revenue-recycling towards addressing distributional impacts, ensuring protection against 
carbon leakage and raising global ambition through international cooperation mechanisms.  

ERCST sees carbon pricing as the primary tool to decarbonize, given its clear advantages, such as providing for 
cost-efficient abatement and raising revenues, which in turn can be reinvested to accelerate the transition, or 
used to address distributional impacts.  

While ERCST’s basic premise it that the market should be allowed to choose where emission abatement takes 
place where it is cheapest, it should be acknowledged that action in specific sectors (potentially with higher 
MACs) can be desirable for other reasons. This is true for example for sectors like transport (e.g. health co-
benefits) or buildings (e.g. just transition co-benefits).  

When opting to tackle GHG emissions in specific sectors, ERCST supports introducing carbon-pricing 
approaches in order to promote a cost-efficient decarbonization.   

ERCST strongly believes that any judgment of the overall level of ambition, the contribution from different 
sectors, and the role of different policy options, has to be based on a thorough impacts assessment, keeping 
in mind a variety of policy objectives, going well beyond reducing GHG emissions alone.  

As such, the results of the modelling exercise currently being undertaken by the European Commission are of 
outmost importance, as they will allow stakeholders to be better informed in providing answers to some of 
the questions raised in this questionnaire. Regardless, there are some pre-conditions and enabling conditions 
that ERCST supports, including:  

• Facilitating the continued decarbonization of the energy sector, which is a vital enabling condition to 

decarbonize the industrial sector; 

• Using carbon pricing revenues to ensure a just transition; 

• Ensuring adequate protection against the risk of carbon leakage, for which an effective carbon border 

adjustment mechanism could be a key, but not the only, component in ensuring this.   

Lastly, it is important to stress that Europe does not live in a vacuum, and that external realities should be 
taken into account. It is clear that the world seems to become increasingly asymmetric when it comes to 
climate ambition, posing difficulties to delivering on the EUs climate ambitions without damaging its 
competitiveness, unless the necessary measures are put in place.   

As such, the vital role of international cooperation mechanisms, including through Article 6 of the Paris 
Agreement, should not be disregarded, as it would both provide for flexibility, as well as for financial flows to 
other countries, increasing global action. 
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ERCST’s comments on the public consultation 

ERCST supports the European Commission’s efforts to involve stakeholders and citizens as much as possible 
in the implementation of the European Green Deal. Public consultations like this one can provide the 
Commission with a valuable source of nuanced information, and are useful to ‘test the waters’ regarding 
certain policy directions with the public. Simultaneously, they also give stakeholders valuable insights into how 
the Commission is structuring its thinking, and the direction it is taking regarding the implementation of the 
European Green Deal.  

ERCST is supportive of this approach, and has completed (part of) the questionnaire. However, ERCST is 
concerned regarding the interpretation of results, for a number of reasons outlined below. Consequently, 
ERCST has limited its input to Part II of the public consultation, which is addressed to experts, and where the 
questions seem to be less, but not totally, dependent on the assumptions made in answering.  

Firstly, most questions seem to be asking respondents to select the most effective option, not the most 
preferred option. This is an important distinction to make, and has implications for interpreting the answers. 
Indeed, asking what the most effective option is solely leads to understanding the respondents’ view about 
what e.g. would lead to the most GHG reductions, which could be a factual answer, if the respondent is well-
informed, but this is not necessarily always true.  

As such, it needs to be highlighted that the responses can only be interpreted in this way, and should not be 
seen as a ‘preferred’ option, or as public support for a certain option, in any way. Rather, actual support for 
an option would be based on a more nuanced analysis, taking into account, next to the CO2 reduction potential 
of a measure, a multitude of other considerations including economic efficiency, social acceptability, co-
benefits, etc.  

 

Secondly, it is difficult to answer certain questions which, in our opinion, cannot be seen in a vacuum, but are 
presented as such. Climate change policy is a complex matter, and many aspects are highly interrelated, which 
makes it difficult to provide answers to questions which are presented without explaining the external 
environment in which they exist.  

It is difficult to provide a nuanced answer to the question without the respondent making some key 
assumptions. Consequently, if these assumptions are not known by the person analyzing the consultation, 
there is a risk that the answers are misinterpreted. This is being described in the following examples.  

(3.1 in Part I) Consumer choices and behavioral change can considerably impact our 
greenhouse gas emissions. Which potential changes to you consider to have the highest 
potential to reduce greenhouse gas emissions?   

This question clearly asks the respondent which behavioural change could, in their opinion, have 
the highest GHG reduction potential, not which one option the respondent would consider doing. 
As such, it does not ask for the respondents’ intention or preference in any way, and should not 
be interpreted so.  

It does however provide an example of the social and consumption impacts that could be 
associated with a higher 2030 and 2050 target (mobility (using less car), access to air travel, 
diet, consumption of goods, efficient buildings, recyclability and waste reduction). It is important 
that these impacts are highlighted and discussed with citizens and stakeholders going forward. 
The upcoming Climate Pact seems to be the ideal candidate to have a broad social debate on 
what impacts are to be expected, which impacts are acceptable, and which policies towards 
changing consumption habits and facilitating behavioural changes could be supported.   
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Lastly, ERCST feels like this public consultation should take place after the impact assessment, which the 
European Commission is currently undertaking, will be released. The results of this impact assessment would 

(Question 5.2.1 in Part II for experts) Addressing carbon leakage risk for energy intensive 
industry - if free allocation to industry is maintained as a tool to address carbon leakage, 
should the share of free allocation be changed? 

ERCST is of the opinion that free allocation may not be the best long-term solution to mitigate 
carbon leakage and competitiveness concerns, as other approaches might provide more 
sustainable and market friendly solutions. Indeed, besides running out at some point in time, 
free allocation also muffles the carbon price, and reduces the overall effectiveness of the market 
approach. 

As such, in principle, ERCST would like to answer that the share of free allocation in the ETS cap 
should decline, but this would highly depend on other conditions and choices made, including 
the presence of alternatives, such as a BCA, the level of ambition of the EU ETS, and its design 
parameters (e.g. inclusion of other sectors).  

However, these ‘external conditions’ are not specified, and the question is presented as a 
standalone issue, which it clearly is not. As such, the respondent has to make certain 
assumptions, which might lead to the reader misinterpreting the answer, and taking the wrong 
conclusions.  

Contrary to what we said above, if the headline target of the EU ETS would be sharply increased, 
and a BCA would not be introduced, then ERCST would answer that the current share of free 
allocation might need to be maintained, or even increased, in order to avoid the application of 
the CSCF, leading to an increased risk of carbon leakage.  

(2.1 in Part I) Importance of contributions by sectors - prioritise the sectors where you 
consider most efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and increase absorptions are 
necessary in the perspective of increased greenhouse gas emission reduction target for 2030.  

ERCST sees a number of issues in answering this question. A first issue is what exactly is meant 
by ‘efforts’, as it can be interpreted in a variety of ways. It could for example be seen as selecting 
those sectors where additional efforts are necessary because up till now their emissions have 
been increasing. Alternatively, one could also select sectors based on where the highest amount 
of mitigation reductions are possible, and interpret ‘efforts’ in that way.  

The explicit reference to the 2030 timeframe is also an issue. Indeed, we cannot look at 2030 in 
a vacuum: in the most extreme case, only focusing on the ‘easiest’ way to reach the 2030 
ambition might be detrimental for achieving the 2050 ambition. Indeed, some elements (e.g. 
natural sinks and negative emission technologies) that are vital to reach net-zero emissions 
should already be focused on in the coming decade, regardless of how much they contribute to 
the 2030 ambition.  

We could provide a ‘purist’ answer to this question, and rank the sectors only taking into account 
the mitigation potential they have and marginal abatement cost curves they have. This would 
result in a clear answer, but would not be an approach that ERCST supports, as it would fail to 
account for other elements such as co-benefits and just transition considerations.  
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provide valuable information about the benefits and challenges of an increased EU ambition, allowing 
stakeholders to respond in a more informed way.  

Moreover, circumstances have changed in recent months: the health crisis is leading to uncertainties over the 
future (which the impact assessment would ideally also shed light on) and new elements are being raised in 
the European Climate Law debates, with implications for the 2030 discussion.  

 

Given the complexity of the topic, the questions and the timing of this public consultation, ERCST hopes 
that the results will be interpreted with the necessary caveats, care and caution. 


