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Response to Committee of Region’s Public Consultation on 
Chemicals Industry Action Plan1  

 

Question 1: In what ways does the Chemicals Industry Action Plan address 

the main challenges and opportunities for the European chemicals sector 

from your perspective? Where do you foresee the greatest implementation 

challenges for stakeholders? 

The CIAP recognises real pressures on the chemical industry (e.g. volatile energy prices, global 

competition, etc) but frames them as an “existential” crisis2 requiring rapid and short-term band-aids 

to prop-up the current production model. This framing is translated into CIAP’s multiple provisions that 

range from conditionality-free subsidies for cheaper energy inputs, to an overreliance on circular-

economy “technofixes” such as chemical recycling and CCSU, as well as the promotion of bio-based 

feedstocks and energy without sustainability criteria that would ensure alignment with planetary 

boundaries.  Particularly concerning is the proposed “Critical Chemicals” initiative, which aims to 

establish criteria for designating substances and sites as “critical”, potentially granting them preferential 

regulatory treatment and channelling funding to activities that may not be sustainable. 

The problem is that the production model these measures seek to band-aid is precisely what has 

pushed the chemical industry (as well as people and environment it depends upon) into crisis. For 

example, the industry is deeply dependent on fossil fuels, both as energy (being Europe’s largest 

industrial energy consumer) as well as feedstock, with around 99% of all synthetic chemicals and 

plastics derived from oil and gas. As a consequence, it is the EU’s third-largest industrial source of CO₂ 

emissions and a major force locking in demand for fossil fuels globally: petrochemicals alone are 

responsible for 70% of projected oil demand growth to 2026. The sector’s outputs also exacerbate 

climate and pollution crises. For example, fluorinated gases (F-gases), among the most potent 

greenhouse gases known (GHGs)  (with warming potentials up to 24,000 times that of CO₂) are the 

fastest-growing class of GHGs and are responsible for a majority (63%) of PFAS annual emissions. 

Plastics, produced almost entirely from fossil feedstocks, contribute heavily to both climate change and 

the transgression of safe planetary boundaries (along with chemicals like PFAS and pesticides). 

An action plan that protects and props up this model misses the root cause of the problem. This 

moment of pressures converging on the chemicals industry should be used as a moment of opportunity 

to shift away from unsustainable status-quo, rather than aiding long-term demise through myopic 

short-termist interventions. Therefore, these pressures have to be addressed in a “future-proof” 

manner that solves the crisis by tackling its root driver – that is, the chemical industry’s current 

production model - rather than solving the drivers’ own internal crisis as it goes on its way to undermine 

people and the environment on which it depends. We need a holistic roadmap for chemicals industry 

transformation for a  detoxified, decarbonised and circular chemical industry that pursues 

 
1 This public consultation was conducted by the Committee of Region’s ECON Commission in order to gather inputs for 

the preparation of rapporteur’s draft opinion (Frederiek Vermeulen) that will be voted on in the commission during its 

meeting on 27th January 2026. 

 
2 This framing of the chemicals industry being in an “existential crisis” contradicts the Eurostat’s data that shows the 

chemicals industry having actually increased its benefits. For example, in its September 2025 brief, Eurostat found that 

“sold production of chemicals and related products grew from €790 billion in 2023 to €830 billion in 2024”. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Final_energy_consumption_in_industry_-_detailed_statistics
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Final_energy_consumption_in_industry_-_detailed_statistics
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Final_energy_consumption_in_industry_-_detailed_statistics
https://www.ciel.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/Fossils-Fertilizers-and-False-Solutions.pdf
https://www.ciel.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/Fossils-Fertilizers-and-False-Solutions.pdf
https://www.iea.org/energy-system/industry/chemicals
https://www.iea.org/energy-system/industry/chemicals
https://www.iea.org/energy-system/industry/chemicals
https://www.iea.org/reports/oil-2021
https://www.iea.org/reports/oil-2021
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S136403212100054X?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S136403212100054X?via%3Dihub
https://chemsec.org/f-gases-unveiled-as-primary-contributors-to-the-pfas-pollution-crisis/
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.est.1c04158
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.est.1c04158
https://eeb.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/EEBs-10-Key-Messages-and-Demands_CHEMICALS-ACTION-PLAN.pdf
https://eeb.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/EEBs-10-Key-Messages-and-Demands_CHEMICALS-ACTION-PLAN.pdf
https://eeb.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/EEBs-10-Key-Messages-and-Demands_CHEMICALS-ACTION-PLAN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Trade_and_production_of_chemicals_and_related_products&oldid=648548
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competitiveness on chemicals that are high value, sustainable and essential to society (rather than 

unwinnable cost-competitiveness and its race-to-the-bottom effect). 

The Commission’s Chemicals Industry Action Plan also briefly touches on the application of the Polluter 

Pays Principle (PPP) to the PFAS pollution crisis, stating that “cleanup should be based on the polluter 

pays principle, with public money allocated to clean up orphan sites, where no liable entity could be 

found.” In Europe, PFAS contamination clean-up is expected to cost up to €2 trillion over the next 20 

years, while health costs are estimated between €52 and 84 billion per year. This raises the fundamental 

question of who should bear these staggering costs - the polluters, as the Treaty requires, or the public, 

as is currently the case. An enforceable PPP is essential to guarantee that these costs do not fall on 

taxpayers, as highlighted as highlighted in our joint position paper3 that outlines how to ensure its 

proper implementation. 

Question 2: How can local and regional initiatives remain relevant and 

effective in the face of international competition, supply chain disruptions, 

the energy transition, and climate change? What balance should be struck 

between local action and coordinated EU/global strategies? 

Local and Regional Authorities (LRAs) are key for a variety of actions that can influence chemical 

industry’s activities, ranging from permitting and monitoring pollution, to being a platform for affected 

stakeholders to have an impact on related local policymaking. 

To remain effective in the face of the global pressures, LRAs require a clear European framework that 

defines the general direction. EU-level milestones for phasing out fossil feedstocks, hazardous 

substances as well as high-risk products would provide the predictability and guardrails local authorities 

need to make decisions aligned with long-term sustainability. At the same time, transition 

implementation must remain adaptive to local contexts. Here, LRAs bring knowledge of local socio-

ecological conditions as well as economic vulnerabilities. 

Setting up the framework and context-specific translation should go hand-in-hand. The most effective 

balance is one in which the EU sets the strategic objectives (such as detoxification, decarbonisation, 

circularity, sustainable competitiveness) while LRAs operationalise them in a context-specific way 

through monitoring, permitting and local just transition strategies. 

In addition, while Local and Regional Authorities are on the frontline of chemical pollution and its costs, 

they often lack the legal and financial tools needed to effectively implement the Polluter Pays Principle 

(PPP) and ensure that polluters (rather than citizens) cover the costs of remediation. Existing local 

examples (like the agreement between the Flemish Region and 3M) and their shortcomings highlight 

the urgent need for a coherent EU-wide framework. It is therefore essential that LRAs communicate to 

EU institutions on the challenges they face when it comes to remediation and compensation so as to 

inform the implementation of PPP in a way that will address this complex issue in all of its dimensions.  

 

 
3 Password to access the document: PPP2025 

https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/document/download/e5006955-dd1c-45bc-8b7a-cfda71c67abf_en?filename=COM_2025_530_1_EN_ACT_part1_v6.pdf
https://foreverpollution.eu/lobbying/the-cost-of-remediation/
https://foreverpollution.eu/lobbying/the-cost-of-remediation/
https://norden.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1295959/FULLTEXT01.pdf
https://eeb.org/en/library/briefing-how-to-apply-the-polluter-pays-principle-to-the-pfas-pollution-crisis/
https://www.brusselstimes.com/250529/flanders-reaches-agreement-with-3m-over-pollution-clean-up
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Question 3: In which specific areas or policy domains can LRAs make the 

most meaningful contribution to the success of the Action Plan? How can 

their involvement be maximised? 

Promoting and ensuring a safe, sustainable and future proof chemical industry by implementing the 

actions needed for a fundamental transformation of the chemical industry (for a more detailed 

elaboration on why these actions matter and how to implement them, please refer to section 2 of EEB’s 

Action Plan for Chemicals Industry). The concise version of the required actions can be found below: 

● Create an EU Chemical Industry Transformation Roadmap. Align decarbonisation, 

detoxification, circularity, innovation, and value-chain cooperation with clear goals, timelines, 

and monitoring. 

● Secure Clean, Affordable Energy for Chemical Processes. Prioritise renewables, electrify 

crackers and energy-intensive processes, boost efficiency, and internalise pollution costs. 

● Shift to Safe and Sustainable Feedstocks. Reduce fossil dependence; apply strict 

sustainability criteria to bio-based, CO₂-based and recycled feedstocks; prioritise non-toxic, 

circular applications. 

● Promote Safe & Circular Chemicals and Materials. Implement SSbD across design; ban the 

most hazardous substances; ensure full chemical traceability; strengthen precaution and 

enforcement. 

● Support Quality Jobs and Just Transition. Adopt an EU Just Transition framework; guarantee 

training, re-/up-skilling, social dialogue, and strong health & safety standards. 

● De-risk Investment & Build Lead Markets. Tie public funding to strict environmental criteria; 

create demand for safer alternatives through procurement and regulation; strengthen REACH 

and IED substitution planning; expand SME support. 

● Promote & Protect European Chemical Capacities. Shift from bulk chemicals to high-value, 

SSbD production; support SMEs and value-chain partnerships; enable patient investment and 

distributed manufacturing networks. 

● Ensure a Fair & Level Playing Field. Harmonise enforcement across the EU; strengthen 

sanctions; close loopholes on digital imports; ensure a responsible EU-based operator for all 

products. 

Question 4: How can (stricter) environmental regulations be balanced with 

the need to maintain competitiveness? What support is needed to 

modernise and green existing chemical sites, and how can policy better 

address these needs? 

The recurrent narrative that “ambitious environmental standards and regulations undermine 

competitiveness” is misleading: the model of competitiveness that would be undermined by ambitious 

regulation is a model that drags all concerned economic actors in a race-to-the-bottom trajectory with 

dreadful long-term consequences. In the chemicals industry especially, environmental rules often serve 

as catalysts for innovation, while the real threat to a sustainable form of competitiveness comes from 

the continuation of a high-risk, fossil-dependent, toxic, low-value and linear production model. 

https://eeb.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/EEBs-10-Key-Messages-and-Demands_CHEMICALS-ACTION-PLAN.pdf
https://eeb.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/ACTION-PLAN-CHEMICAL-INDUSTRY_VF.pdf
https://eeb.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/ACTION-PLAN-CHEMICAL-INDUSTRY_VF.pdf
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For modernisation and greening to succeed, industry needs a regulatory environment that is ambitious, 

predictable and aligned across climate, chemicals, circularity and industrial policy. Subsidies should 

fund energy efficiency, electrification with truly renewable energy, substitution of hazardous 

substances, and circular design, not the preservation of fossil-era infrastructures or “fake solutions” 

such as chemical recycling and large-scale CCSU. 

The task is therefore not to strike a necessary balance between environmental protection and 

competitiveness, but to have political will to pursue a truly sustainable form of competitiveness that is 

by design future-oriented and therefore requires ambitious environmental regulation to shift the 

status-quo. The task is to make a political choice between short-term industrial comfort and long-term 

industrial viability (as well as viability of people and environment on which it depends).  

Question 5: What do you consider the most significant administrative or 

regulatory burdens faced by the sector? What measures or resources could 

help reduce these challenges while facilitating access to EU funding? 

While the EU’s regulatory landscape can be complex, evidence shows that the heaviest administrative 

“burdens” often fall on competent regulatory authorities rather than on companies. For example, non-

compliance with REACH regulation is widespread - an estimated 35% of firms fail supply chain 

communication requirements and 40% don't adhere to authorisation obligations - yet inspections 

remain insufficient while fines remain rare and uneven across Member States, meaning that 

enforcement is uneven and sanctions often non-dissuasive. The lack of or inappropriate 

implementation and enforcement also costs the EU economy approximately €55 billion annually in 

health and environmental costs. 

The Action Plan’s commitment to simplify REACH for companies should therefore be reconsidered to 

simplify REACH for authorities’ enforcement, in order to ensure a level playing field that would reward 

frontrunners companies pursuing sustainable competitivity, and punish laggards that benefit from 

current overburdening of authorities to perpetuate unsustainable competitiveness. More concretely, 

the Action Plan should require for the REACH reform to elaborate harmonised enforcement standards 

across countries, with consistent criteria to control operators’ activities (production, use, and import of 

chemicals and products) and a truly dissuasive sanction system. 

Question 6: How can regional strengths and inter-regional cooperation 

between industry, academia, public authorities, and civil society be 

leveraged to drive innovation and resilience? 

Inter-regional cooperation is essential because problems of toxicity, climate-deregulation and 

circularity know no borders – they do not respect administrative boundaries of different regions. At the 

same time, Europe’s chemical clusters across regions have unique strengths (such as skilled labour, 

research institutions, industrial symbiosis networks), but these strengths can either reinforce fossil lock-

in or enable transformation. Therefore, by reorienting (inter)regional development strategies toward 

high-value, low-toxicity, renewable-based production, regions can position themselves as innovation 

hubs for safe and sustainable chemistry.  

 

https://chemsec.org/app/uploads/2025/04/Joint-letter-from-companies-on-REACH-revision_u.pdf
https://chemsec.org/app/uploads/2025/04/Joint-letter-from-companies-on-REACH-revision_u.pdf
https://www.clientearth.org/media/g0kdht3q/catch-them-cause-you-can_report.pdf
https://www.clientearth.org/media/g0kdht3q/catch-them-cause-you-can_report.pdf
https://www.clientearth.org/media/g0kdht3q/catch-them-cause-you-can_report.pdf
https://www.clientearth.org/media/g0kdht3q/catch-them-cause-you-can_report.pdf
https://environment.ec.europa.eu/law-and-governance/environmental-implementation-review_en
https://environment.ec.europa.eu/law-and-governance/environmental-implementation-review_en
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Question 7: What added value do you expect from the Critical Chemicals 

Alliance in strengthening the EU chemical value chain? How should 

priorities be set, and what mechanisms should be put in place to monitor 

impact? 

As currently proposed, the Critical Chemicals Alliance risks repeating the dangers of the “Critical Raw 

Materials” framework by using a problematic understanding of “criticality” as a justification for 

regulatory shielding and unconditional public funding support for unsustainable activities. Without 

transparent and stringent sustainability criteria, the designation of “critical molecules” or “critical sites” 

could entrench fossil-based production, protect toxic substances (such as chlorine used for producing 

PVC, an example cited in CIAP), and divert public funds toward maintaining unsustainable activities. 

To have a real added value, the Alliance must use the definition of “criticality” that is in line with a toxic-

free, climate-neutral and circular economy. In addition, its governance must include a variety of 

stakeholders (such as LRAs, civil society organisations, independent scientists, unions, among others) 

with equal weight given to their positions. It should not continue the trend of domination by incumbent 

industry interests. If designed in this way, the Alliance could contribute to building a future-proof 

chemical value chain instead of reinforcing the status quo. 

Question 8: Are there specific examples or lessons from your experience 

that could inform the further development or implementation of the 

Action Plan? 

Multiple lessons should inform CIAP’s further development. Europe suffers not from too much 

regulation but from non-implementation of existing laws (see answer 5), and strengthening 

enforcement is therefore essential to restoring fairness and trust. Narratives of “competitiveness 

blackmail and catastrophism”, when used to delay necessary transitions, ultimately harm both people 

(workers, communities, consumers) and the environment on which the chemical industry rests. 

Reliance on false solutions such as CCSU and chemical recycling continues to delay the much-needed 

structural change in the chemical industry - technological add-ons cannot compensate for the need to 

reduce hazardous substance use and phasing out fossil feedstocks while rethinking production 

volumes. Finally, inclusive governance is essential since past experiences show that processes 

dominated by incumbents often lead to weak or contested outcomes. Stronger and balanced 

involvement of LRAs, unions, communities, NGOs and independent scientists produces policies that are 

truly in public long-term interest. 

Together these lessons point towards the need for a 2050 roadmap for chemical industry transition, 

one that integrates detoxification, decarbonisation, circularity, economic transition and truly 

democratic governance. The CIAP, as currently formulated, does not yet meet this need. But it can 

evolve into a more effective strategic instrument with these insights in mind. 

 

 

https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/publications/european-chemicals-industry-action-plan_en
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