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The EU ETS innovation fund as proposed by the European Commission will be an essential instrument to enable industrial decarbonisation by 2050. There are only 35 years left to develop, demonstrate, commercialise and deploy the necessary new and breakthrough technologies in energy intensive industries. For these sectors, that know long investment cycles, this is basically the day after tomorrow. The innovation fund should also and most importantly be a tool that can assist in maintaining or improving the competitiveness of EU industry.  
Both elements are critical in measuring the success of the innovation fund. 
I will next briefly discuss the following three points and how these can enable those two goals for the innovation fund. These involve:

· The technical criteria for access to the fund.

· Financial mechanisms and tools to disburse the fund and

· The fund’s relation with national co-financing and state aid

First of all it is important that the fund lets a wide range of different technologies compete against each other. However, avoiding picking the winners does not mean that technological criteria should be absent in the funds’ design. For instance, broad spectrum and performance based criteria for access such as at least 20-25% GHG mitigation compared to current Best Available Technologies for industrial installations or a significant reduction in the Levelised Cost of Electricity (LCOE) for energy technologies can be considered. 
Furthermore, to increase the likelihood of future deployment and commercialization of low-carbon breakthrough technologies it is relevant to include “co-benefit” criteria such as increased productivity, other cost savings, low-carbon product and business model innovation linked to these breakthrough technologies. The history of industrial economics shows that enabling the improvement of these business bottom lines increases the likelihood of the technology becoming widely adopted. 
Regarding the disbursement of the fund, it seems preferable due to the diverse nature of sizes, types and risk-profiles of likely projects, that a financing toolbox is developed and used. This toolbox can include loans, grants, guarantees, equity participation and PPPs.  Each of these instruments would come with a specific set of conditions. The proposed milestone based funding approach is a smart improvement over the current NER 300 design. It will allow for an appropriate level of risk-sharing and failure containment while at the same time allowing early access to capital.
Lack of adequate and timely co-financing by Member States was one of the problems of the current NER 300 programme. This issue can be mitigated if the European Commission provides clarity on environmental state aid well before the innovation fund comes online. In particular a State Aid waiver or fast-track procedure, under certain specific conditions, could be considered. Member States should also be allowed to use a broader or innovative set of tools to provide co-financing. One example could be the use of public procurement to advance market access for low-carbon steel or cement in large infrastructure projects. The latter could even become a requirement at EU level for the use of EU infrastructure support. 
With the right design and implementation The EU ETS innovation fund can hence become a new and useful instrument to accelerate decarbonisation in industrial en energy sectors, while at the same time enhancing our competitiveness. 

However, and this is my final point, to be successful this instrument will need to be embedded in a broader, ambitious and consistent EU wide (and national visions) on the future of EU energy intensive industry, including its decarbonisation. Recent events related to the EU’s steel sector have shown that the absence of such vision and innovative industrial policy is a major weakness.
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