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Introduction

The EU Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM) is the first example of an operational
border carbon adjustment. However, the EU will not be the last jurisdiction to implement such a
policy. While the EU CBAM has presented certain challenges for U.S. producers exporting to the
European Union, most of these issues are solvable through bilateral engagement. Moreover, the
EU CBAM will likely create and expand export opportunities for innovative U.S. producers who are
able to demonstrate that their products are less emissions intensive than those produced by
competitors in other countries.

Many U.S. producers are well positioned to take advantage of these opportunities, as they benefit
from a combination of investment in lower-emissions technologies and modern production
processes, comparatively cleaner electricity and fuel mixes, and strong environmental standards
(See Appendix for more information).

USTR should prioritize constructive engagement with the European Commission to minimize any
potential trade frictions and to allow U.S. producers to capitalize on their competitive advantages.

Initial challenges for U.S. Producers

Default Values

The default values that the European Commission has published for the EU CBAM are intentionally
conservative to encourage importers to collect and use actual emissions values. While this is in
line with the EU CBAM's purpose as an environmental measure, there are questions regarding how
the European Commission arrived at these values and whether they accurately represent the
average emissions intensity of certain U.S. products.

These default values could potentially create barriers to U.S. exports where U.S. producers are
unable or unwilling to collect, verify, and supply importers with their products' actual emissions
data. However, there are avenues to address potential issues with the default values the European
Commission published.

Regulation (EU) 2023/956, Annex IV states, “Default values shall be revised periodically through
the implementing acts adopted pursuant to Article 7(7) based on the most up-to-date and reliable
information, including on the basis of information provided by a third country or group of third
countries.” The United States therefore can collect and provide robust emissions data to inform
this periodic review to support U.S. producers’ relative advantages.

Indeed, the U.S. Department of Energy's National Energy Technology Laboratory (NETL) has
initiated a study that could address this provision.! If properly conducted and successful, this study
should produce average emissions intensity data for U.S. products covered by the EU CBAM,
enabling the redetermination of the default values for U.S. products.

Recommendation

e USTR should draw on the data this NETL study produces and existing sources of relevant
information to constructively inform the revision of EU CBAM default values, as provided
for in the EU CBAM regulation, and ensure that U.S. products receive accurate, fair default
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values.? Doing so could minimize compliance costs for U.S. firms and enable efficient,
innovative firms to capitalize on the opportunities the EU CBAM creates.

Verification

Where non-EU installation operators desire to provide actual emissions values to demonstrate that
their products are less emissions intensive than the EU CBAM default values, their reported
emissions must be verified by verifiers accredited by EU Member States' designated national
accreditation bodies.

As of October 21, 2026, seven EU Member States' national accreditation bodies have agreed to
accept applicants from third countries to be accredited as EU CBAM verifiers.® The limited number
of national accreditation bodies accepting third-country applicants may create obstacles for U.S.
entities seeking to receive accreditation, which could limit the range of verifiers available to verify
U.S. producers' reported emissions. A lack of accredited verifiers could create a bottleneck for
U.S. entities that seek to demonstrate that their products are more emissions efficient than the
default values, or than those produced by competitors.

Recommendation

e USTR should engage the European Commission to ensure there is sufficient verifier
capacity to meet demand from U.S. producers. Expanding the range of EU national
accreditation bodies accepting non-EU applicants for certification as EU CBAM verifiers or
via recognition of U.S. accreditation bodies may mitigate this concern.

Extension to downstream goods

Modeling indicates that fees incurred under the fully implemented EU CBAM's (i.e., from 2034)
product coverage will amount to just 0.14 percent of the total value of U.S. goods exports to the
EU, based on 2023 export volume.* Assessments vary, but this figure is consistent with other
estimates.® The World Bank has similarly found that under current product coverage U.S. industry
is minimally exposed to the EU CBAM.® Relative to producers in other countries, U.S. industry’s
emissions efficiency may render it more competitive under the EU CBAM.”

The impact of the proposed expansion of the EU CBAM to downstream goods will be contingent
on what emerges from trilogue negotiations. The Commission’s proposal would add the fewest
products with 180 additional products, containing a high share of steel or aluminum.® The
European Parliament’s proposal contains the largest expansion with 497 additional products. While
the final list is yet to be determined, the United States’ emissions-intensity advantage may grant its
producers a competitive advantage relative to producers and exporters based in third countries.

The extension of the EU CBAM to downstream goods will likely lead to more U.S. firms facing the
CBAM's mandated emissions monitoring, reporting, and verification (MRV) requirements, as they
field requests from their EU customers. In assessing its own proposed extension, the European
Commission has acknowledged this risk, stating, “the main risk is a cumulative increase in data
and verification demands for authorities and some operators as CBAM is extended to select
downstream products."®

Some newly exposed firms may not have experience with the EU CBAM's compliance
requirements. These firms may benefit from a transitional period during which they can learn the
requirements, implement the necessary processes, and engage with their suppliers and clients
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without incurring financial liability. There is a precedent for this approach. From 2023 to 2025, EU
CBAM legislation provided covered entities with a transitional phase during which importers
reported emissions from covered products without incurring financial liability, allowing producers
and importers to come up to speed on the EU CBAM's compliance requirements.

Recommendation

e USTR should engage with the European Commission to ensure that any extension to
downstream products similarly provides a sufficient period for newly exposed installation
operators to learn and adjust to compliance requirements prior to incurring financial
liability.

e Policy certainty allows businesses to plan, adapt, and invest. Given an extension to
downstream goods will expand demand for verification and other related services, USTR
should engage with the European Commission to ensure that prior to the implementation of
an extension to downstream products, compliance requirements, default values, and
verifiers are finalized, accurate, functional, and operating at sufficient capacity to support
newly exposed producers and importers.

Conclusion

The EU CBAM creates challenges and opportunities for U.S. producers exporting to the EU. Many
of the challenges it creates, while real, are surmountable through constructive dialogue and
ongoing domestic data-collection initiatives. U.S. producers are more emissions efficient than
competitors in many other countries due to U.S. environmental regulations and U.S. firms'
investments in efficiency and innovation. Supported by USTR's engagement with the European
Commission, U.S. firms may therefore capitalize on the opportunities the EU CBAM is poised to
create.

For these reasons, C2ES recommends that USTR:

1. Utilize relevant product-level data, including those produced by the forthcoming NETL
Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism Study, to engage the European Commission to
ensure EU CBAM default values accurately reflect the emissions intensity and production
processes of U.S. goods.

2. Engage with the European Commission to ensure there is sufficient verifier capacity to
match demand from U.S. producers, either:

a) through mutual recognition of U.S. accreditation bodies
b) by expanding the range of EU national accreditation bodies that accept third-country
applicants.

3. Prior to the extension of the EU CBAM to downstream goods, seek an adjustment period of
sufficient length to enable newly exposed U.S. firms to meet compliance requirements.

4. Before any extension to downstream goods, compliance requirements, default values, and
verifiers should be finalized, accurate, and operating at sufficient capacity to ensure policy
certainty and enable compliance by newly exposed entities.
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Appendix
The comments on the following pages were submitted to the National Energy Technology
Laboratory on August 31, 2026.
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Introduction

C2ES appreciates the opportunity to respond to the National Energy Technology Laboratory’s
(NETL) Request for Information (RFI) on calculating the emissions intensity of U.S.-produced
goods affected by the European Union’s Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism. C2ES supports
NETL's development of a robust, transparent, and government-backed dataset on the emissions
intensity of U.S.-produced industrial goods. Congress directed NETL to study the average
emissions intensity of certain goods produced in the United States, including those implicated by
the EU CBAM, compared to those from other countries. The RFI also asks respondents to identify
data sources that can inform the emissions intensity of similar goods produced abroad.

This comparative framing is essential. A U.S.-only assessment does not capture the intent of the
congressional directive, nor deliver its full potential value. As international markets increasingly
distinguish between higher- and lower-emissions intensity products, it will prove important to not
only analyze the impact of the EU CBAM on U.S. producers, but also to collect transparent and
comparable data to demonstrate that select U.S. producers are more emissions efficient than
some foreign competitors. Such data will support continued market access and strengthen the
competitiveness of U.S. exports.

U.S. industrial producers benefit from investment in lower-emissions technologies and modern
production processes, comparatively cleaner electricity and fuel mixes in some regions, and
historically strong environmental standards. The United States therefore has a strong interest in
ensuring that its emissions-intensity calculations are based on reliable, objective, and verifiable
data rather than statistical modeling, incomplete foreign datasets, or default values that may not
accurately reflect U.S. performance.

C2ES recommends that NETL’s study produce not only a defensible estimate of U.S. average
product emissions intensity, but also meet the intent of the Congressional directive by collecting
comparable data for key foreign producers. This should include, at minimum, major producers and
exporters of EU CBAM-covered goods, G7 countries, U.S. free trade agreement partners, and
countries where available evidence suggests materially different emissions profiles. The study
should result in not just a one-time reference point that rapidly becomes outdated. Instead, it
ought to construct an associated methodology that can be used to regularly update product
emissions intensities.

1. Respondent Information:
Brock Burton (burtonb@c2es.org), Climate and Trade Associate Fellow

Olivia Windorf (windorfo@c2es.org), U.S. Policy Fellow

3. Curated Datasets and Data Access
See Appendix

4a. Robust, defensible methodology for calculating a
national average product emissions intensity

A robust, transparent, and government-backed dataset is essential to producing credible national
average product emissions intensities. A federal methodology and dataset would provide a
consistent and credible basis for evaluating the emissions performance of U.S.-produced goods
across sectors and product categories. It would also improve comparability with foreign products

COMMENTS OF THE CENTER FOR CLIMATE AND ENERGY SOLUTIONS

COMMENTS OF THE CENTER FOR CLIMATE AND ENERGY SOLUTIONS



and reduce reliance on separate academic, industry, or non-governmental studies that may use
incompatible data, methodologies, or assumptions.

For emissions estimates to be robust and defensible, the underlying data must be accurate,
sufficiently granular, representative of current production practices, and regularly updated.
Product emissions intensities can change over time as facilities improve efficiency, shift fuels,
deploy new technologies, change production methods, or alter output. Estimates based on
outdated or incomplete information may fail to capture these improvements and could understate
the performance of U.S. manufacturers. A durable federal framework should therefore support an
ongoing data collection system, rather than a one-time study that quickly becomes outdated. To
minimize unnecessary administrative burdens and increased compliance costs, NETL should use
and integrate with existing federal reporting systems, namely the Environmental Protection
Agency'’s (EPA) Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program (GHGRP), to the greatest extent practicable,
implementing supplemental data collection systems only where additional information is necessary
to develop accurate product-level emissions intensity estimates.

The GHGRP already collects standardized facility-level emissions and activity data from relevant
industrial sectors. The GHGRP is not designed to provide product-level emissions intensity
estimates, and therefore, additional data may be necessary. However, maintaining and building on
the GHGRP’s reporting infrastructure would allow NETL to leverage a substantial body of high-
quality data while avoiding unnecessary duplication of reporting requirements or attempting to
reconstruct facility emissions from voluntary disclosures, modeled estimates, or other sources that
may be less complete or consistent. Where new information is needed, data collection should be
designed to complement the GHCGRP.

The International Trade Commission’s (ITC) report, "Greenhouse Gas Emissions Intensities of the
U.S. Steel and Aluminum Industries at the Product Level,” provides an approach for using existing
data from the GHGRP and establishes a solid methodological foundation for this type of analysis.
Furthermore, ITC conducted this study with an eye toward interoperability (i.e., the ability to
translate data between policies and jurisdictions) with the EU CBAM.!

Interoperability maximizes the methodology’s utility by ensuring the ability to use the data
collected across current and future policies of a similar nature to the EU CBAM, fostering durability
and robustness. Achieving interoperability can reduce compliance costs associated with
international trade and further promote U.S. industries by proving their relative advantages.'

NETL should consider building on and refining the ITC’s work to construct a robust, defensible
product emissions intensity calculation methodology. Beyond the calculation of average emissions
intensity, the methodology should analyze additional relevant metrics (e.g., median, range, and
margins of error). It should further build on the precedent established by the ITC by considering
international interoperability to maximize the benefits conferred to U.S. producers.

4b. Critiques of the EU CBAM methodology

The EU-mandated methodology to measure, report, and verify product-level emissions for the EU
CBAM poses some challenges for U.S. producers exporting to the EU. Select elements are worth
review, namely default values and verification.

Default values: The European Commission has published default values, or the average emissions
intensity of producing a given product within a country, for covered products for those entities
unable or unwilling to calculate their products’ actual emissions in the manner prescribed by the
EU CBAM. However, an opaqgue calculation methodology and the potential influence of EU
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industries in the calculation process raises questions about the default values’ validity." On July 31,
2026, the European Commission publicly released amended default values, which apply
retroactively through January 1, 2026." As a result, exporting firms may be forced to recalculate
their emissions for products exported this year, potentially raising compliance costs.

EU CBAM default values are also subject to a markup, equivalent to 10 percent in 2026, 20 percent
in 2027, and 30 percent in 2028. Fertilizers receive a carve out, with a 1 percent markup across all
years. As such, U.S. producers exporting their products to the EU who are unable to use actual
emissions values may face higher CBAM liabilities regardless of their actual level of efficiency. The
European Commission states that these markups are in line with the EU CBAM's purpose as a
climate measure and intended to incentivize the use of actual emissions data over default values.
In combination with the lack of transparency regarding the process used for calculating the default
values, these markups could be seen as a protectionist measure that discriminates against
producers unable to calculate their products’ actual emissions values.

Regulation (EU) 2023/956, Annex IV states, "Default values shall be revised periodically through
the implementing acts adopted pursuant to Article 7(7) based on the most up-to-date and reliable
information, including on the basis of information provided by a third country or group of third
countries.™ In combination with the revisions released on July 31, 2026, this reinforces the need
for the United States to implement an ongoing, robust, and verifiable system/ methodology for
calculating verifiable, product average emissions intensities to reinforce U.S. producers’ current
advantages and to challenge potentially inaccurate EU data. Data collected to support this system
could facilitate U.S. producers’ use of actual emissions data over default values to further reduce
their EU CBAM liability, or the liability created by similar policies in other jurisdictions.

Verification: The EU CBAM'’s verification requirements may pose a barrier to U.S. exports. The EU
CBAM requires non-EU installation operators, including producers in the United States, to have
their reported actual emissions verified by EU CBAM accredited verifiers." Verifiers must conduct
in-person site visits in the first year requiring verification and subsequently at least every two
years. EU member countries specify the bodies responsible for accrediting these verifiers.

As of July 8, 2026, the European Commission reported that some EU member countries are not yet
ready to accept businesses’ applications to become accredited verifiers. In short, these delays
could result in a lack of accredited verifiers amidst high demand, creating a bottleneck for U.S.
firms attempting to comply with the EU CBAM’s required processes." A U.S. system and
methodology that collects verified data may provide a basis for engaging the EU on this issue.
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Appendix:

The figures included in this appendix provide examples of existing data on the emissions intensity
of U.S. industries. While the sources generally illustrate similar trends, the results are not fully
consistent due to differences in datasets, methodologies, industry coverage, and other
assumptions. C2ES does not view any one of these sources as a definitive measure of U.S.
industrial emissions intensity; rather, C2ES includes them to illustrate the need for a consistent,
transparent dataset that enables comparison of the emissions intensity of U.S. industrial products
with those produced in other countries.

The figures presented here generally measure emissions intensity in terms of tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent (tCO,e) per unit of economic output. This differs from product-level measures,
such as tCO,e per unit of product, used under the EU CBAM. While economic-output-based
measures can provide useful insight into broader trends in industrial emissions intensity and
decarbonization, product-level measures may be more appropriate for comparing the emissions
intensity of specific traded products.
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Figure D.2: GHG intensities by country

I /SSN
I ©/S0U0pU|
— odoin3 N3-UoN
I ©PU|
— LY S
— euld
— 7Y
_— oo
. AemioN
. epeued
- eouwY S/0
- eouy 150y
- N

n3
. sy isoy
W founy
msn

W veder

H 1se3 0IpPIN

H eol0) 'S

§ uemey

| eyensny

| puepozImg

g &8 § 8 8§8 °

(asn voliw/F0 ua) Aysudiul OHO
10938 g uoy|

—eissny
— oLy 150
— epeued
— oyl
= edain3 N3-UON
_— sy isoy
- 1523 9PN
- founy
- euyd
. AemuoN
[ E]
I ©oUwY S/0
msn
W ersauopu|
1§ uedep
2oy ’S
150
1 ueme]
| oo
| puepezimg

g & g H °

(@sn vl 0D uay) Aiisudiul OHO
wnujungy

I oYL
. SV 159Y
I ©59U0DU|
E— U
' CU1UO
— 7Y
— U S
I COU)Y 150
— eder
— 53 0PN
E— 00DON

W pueLoZIMG
n
 femon
¥ etensny

' F B

(asn uaiuye’QD uol) Asuaiul OHO

owen

I se3 ePPIN
— 0
I femioN
—epeued

SN

BOUBWY S/0

. eleasny
. puELOZIMS
. eisouopy|
- ueme)
I
(asn valiuye’0d uoy) Asueiul OHO
SIeI0UIW Oj|E}ouI-UON

W adoin3 N3-uoN
1503 oIpPI
W eaioy 'S
N3
N
 hewon
1 uewey
| puepozIM
LI T
(asn uoiuye*00 vo) Aisuorul OHO
sopse|d ojseg

L ——h A
L ]
L ——: ]
I cOUSUY S/
Py
L L b
I 00X
m— 2doJn3 N3-UON
I uewe)

& & 8 -

(@sn uoiwye*0J uoy) Aysuelul OHO
ooy

I ©EUE)
— eSSy
— Uy S
— eouyy 5oy
. 15e3 9PPIN
| ueder
. odain3 N3-UON
I epu|
W eisy sy
. Aexyuny
N3
W eduewy S/0
W euyd
Wl etsauopu|
1sn
1 uewe
1 elensny
n
| AemsoN
| easo)y s
1ze:g
oxeN
| puepezyms

EEERE

(@sn uonw/eo) ual) Asual OHY
sozpoyN

W edaing N3-UoN
m'sn
N eooy 'S
W coxap
1 eegsny
1 veder
1n3
1 AemuioN
| vemey
| puepszums
& & 8 -
(asn uolw/ oo ual) Arsuaiul OHY
onse|d g Joqany

COMMENTS OF THE CENTER FOR CLIMATE AND ENERGY SOLUTIONS

COMMENTS OF THE CENTER FOR CLIMATE AND ENERGY SOLUTIONS



W eseuopu|
W eund
W BouowY §/9
N epeued
YN
u AemoN
1 adoin3 N3-uoN
| Aowuny
1n3
| eaioy 'S
| ereasny
1'sn
| uveder
| conxapy
| uemey
| nzesg
puepaZIMG

g &8 &8 &8 § °

(asn vonwe‘o uoy) Aysusiu OHO
unyuing

I ©'SSNY
I veder
I 5d0in3 N3-UON

I vemeL
B epeue)
= ey
W ooxeN

W B8J0) 'S
1N

1 1ze:g

| eiseuopu|

| pueezZIMG

(asn vonu@’09 uoy) Aysusiu OHO
Jozord

S ©/SSnY
S ©/SOUOPU|
—— 1523 9|PPIN
I ©PU|
N 0LV 158
—EOLY ‘S
I 0d0IN3 N3-UON
I e'SV/ 159
I U140
I eOlWY SO
I 172
— AN
I 0OXON
I epeued
- elensny
uedep
. eay 'S
. AemioN
. s
N3
N
m uemey
| puepezIMg
g § & 8§ °
(@sn volie*0D uay) Aisusiul OHO
owBabbe 3110

eSS
I ©0L4Y 158
I odoin3 NI-UON
I elensny
— coxoN

¥ eisauopu)

MR EE

(asn uonme0d ual) Asuaul OHO
ssuo

Notes: Each panel (except last) shows country direct GHG intensity (COze per million USD) for a CITE
sector. Last panel shows country aggregate CITE GHG intensity (CO.e per million USD) as ratio of direct

emissions summed across CITE sectors to output summed across CITE sectors. Red bar indicates the U.S.

Source: Gregory Casey, Kyle C. Meng, and Ivan Rudik, “Are Carbon Tariffs Climate Policy?,” (National

Bureau of Economic Research, 2026), hitps://www.nber.org/papers/w35307.
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Figure 2. Carbon Intensity by Country for
Covered Sectors and Trade Volume (Billion US$)
with the United States
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for major trading partners across the four modeled covered 2025, (Respur ces for the Future, 2025),
sectors. Carbon intensities are benchmarked against the US hitps://media. rff. org/documents/IB_25-07.pdf.

average (dotted line) for that sector. Countries with both high
import values and higher carbon intensities than the US have
greater exposure to the FPFA tariffs.
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Table 1: America’s carbon efficiency ad ge by industrial sector vs. BRIC, EU, & USMCA Countries

u.s. Brazil Canada China EU India Mexico Russia World
Mining and quarrying, energy 10
producing products &
Mining and quarrying, non-energy 10
producing products :
Mining support service aclivities 1.0

Wood and products of wood and cork 1.0

Paper products and printing 1.0

Coke and refined petroleum products 1.0

Chemical and chemical products 1.0
:nd bo’onio.al produc;s. . 10
Rubber and plastics products 1.0
Other non-metallic mineral products 1.0
Basic metals 1.0
Fabricated metal products 1.0
Computer, electronic and optical 10
equipment

Electrical equipment 1.0
Machinery and equipment, nec 1.0

Motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers 1.0

Other transport equipment 1.0
Manufacturing nec; repair and 10
installation of machinery and equipment :

Economy-Wide 1.0

Source: Phylleos and author calculations based on data from the OECD."

[[] U.s. Carbon Advantage (foreign competitors less carbon efficient)

[] u.s. Carbon Disad ge (foreign competitors more carbon efficient)

[] u.s. Carbon Efficiency or Equivalent

Source: Source: Catrina Rorke, Scott Nystrom, and Daniel Hoenig, “America’s Carbon Advantage 2025,”
(Climate Leadership Council, 2025), https://clcouncil.or content/uploads/2025/06/2025-Carbon-

Advantage report-1.pdf.
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