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Summary and key findings 

Despite three decades of failed projects and hundreds of millions of euros in public funding thrown down 
the drain, the EU has spent the past two years turbocharging policies to support Carbon Capture, Utilisa-
tion and Storage (CCUS). This technology aims to capture CO2 from polluting activities like the burning of 
fossil fuels, and then store it in products or pump it deep underground (in the hope that it will stay there). 
In February 2024, the European Commission presented its Industrial Carbon Management Strategy (ICMS), 
which proposes an array of measures designed to massively scale up CCUS and related CO2 transport infra-
structure. The EU had already proposed a target of capturing 50 million tonnes (Mt) of CO2 by 2030, and the 
ICMS ups this dramatically to 280 Mt by 2040 and 450 Mt by 2050. For the sake of comparison, EU countries 
currently capture just 1 Mt of CO2 per year. That means CO2 capture capacity would need to increase 450 
times over the next 25 years.

Globally, just 0.1% of energy-related CO2 emissions were sequestered in 2022, a tiny fraction. And much of 
this CO2 was used to extract more oil, thereby adding yet more emissions.

CO2 transport infrastructure is fraught with dangers. CO2 pipelines can leak or rupture – potentially explo-
sively – while the release of compressed CO2 can result in the asphyxiation of humans and animals. In April 
2024, for example, an ExxonMobil-owned CO2 pipeline leaked in the US state of Louisiana, resulting in the 
issuance of a shelter-in-place order for local residents to avoid the risk of asphyxiation. Nonetheless, the 
Commission envisages a total of 19,000 kilometres of this type of infrastructure by 2040 (costing €16 billion). 
Meanwhile, underground storage comes with the risks of potential leakage, contamination of drinking water, 
and stimulation of seismic activity. 

So why is the EU ignoring the urgency of phasing out fossil fuels and instead planning to vastly scale up 
this risky, costly, almost non-existent and repeatedly failed technology at a speed and magnitude that has 
no basis in reality? Why the focus on carbon capture when better alternatives exist? Who will benefit from 
this resurgence, and who will lose out? Who is setting the agenda? These are the questions examined in 
this report.

Key findings

Fossil fuel interests dominate the CCUS Forum

	› The oil and gas industry is a major actor behind these developments. The need for decarbonisation 
poses an existential threat to them, and they have created multiple ‘escape hatches’ to continue fossil 
fuel burning, including techno-fixes like CCUS.

	› Fossil fuel industry-dominated groups are increasingly being given an official role in shaping EU cli-
mate and energy policy. The CCUS Forum, set up in 2021 by the European Commission, has been in-
vited to steer regulation and public funding for CCUS, associated CO2 infrastructure, and speculative 
carbon capture and storage (CCS)-based ‘carbon removal’ technologies.

	› The CCUS Forum is a not a group, but an annual event that sets up working groups, which in turn make 
proposals every year. Our report finds that the CCUS Forum becomes bigger and more dominated by 
fossil fuel interests each year – from companies like Equinor, TotalEnergies, Shell and Snam, to lobby 
groups like the International Association of Oil & Gas Producers (IOGP) and Zero Emissions Platform 
(ZEP). To date, every working group of the CCUS Forum has been co-chaired by the fossil fuel industry 
or organisations with links to it, and the largest sector represented in these working groups has con-
sistently been the fossil fuel industry. Meanwhile, the role of NGOs and academia is comparatively tiny 
(while the role of groups critical of CCUS is practically non-existent).

	› Our report shows how the Commission’s efforts to present the CCUS Forum as a ‘balanced’ multi-stake-
holder group are misleading. This is doubly true in light of the ‘neutral’-sounding organisations active in 
the CCUS Forum that, on closer inspection, have links to or a history with the fossil fuel industry: pro-
CCS NGOs Bellona and the Clean Air Task Force (CATF) for example, or the Florence School of Reg-
ulation. The latter has a wide array of fossil fuel funders, and two of its ‘part-time professors’ – Andris 
Piebalgs, and Christopher Jones, who presented a pro-CCUS paper at the first Forum – were formerly 
high-level officials in the Commission’s DG Energy. Jones subsequently moved to law firm Baker McK-
enzie (whose clients include IOGP), working on topics including oil, gas and hydrogen. ‘Blue’ hydrogen 
made from fossil gas with CCS is an oft-cited justification for CCUS infrastructure build-out.
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	› Our investigations also show that current and former MEPs involved in the annual forums are closely 
tied to the fossil fuel industry, or have held frequent meetings with oil and gas lobbyists. This includes 
the former rapporteur on the 2009 CCS Directive, Christopher Davies, who played an instrumental role 
in securing public funding for CCS. Although billed only as a former MEP at the first two CCUS Forums, 
Davies was working for Rud Pedersen Public Affairs, a lobby firm with fossil fuel clients. By the third 
Forum, he was billed in his new position as CEO of lobby group CCS Europe – the first time his fossil 
fuel connections were explicitly acknowledged. Recruiting former EU political heavyweights can, no 
doubt, be an important avenue of influence for the fossil-fuel industry and connected groups.

The EU Commission’s ICMS draws heavily on CCUS Forum recommendations

	› Energy Commissioner Kadri Simson told the 2023 CCUS Forum, “you called for a specific and verifiable 
target for storage capacity, industrial support, and structural solutions… And this proposal does exactly 
that... And I do believe that this is an opportunity for EU oil and gas producers.”

	› Numerous proposals and entire sections of wording in the Commission’s ICMS proposal closely re-
semble the recommendations in the papers published by the CCUS Forum’s working groups. The pro-
posal mentions the CCUS Forum by name ten times. It follows the template drawn up by the ‘vision’ 
working group (co-chaired by the Florence School of Regulation and CATF), and explicitly gives the 
CCUS Forum an even bigger role in shaping EU CCUS policy and funding in the future, including more 
say in planning CCUS and CO2 infrastructure build-out. This ignores important lessons learned from 
other experiences, such as vested interests being allowed to plan for overinflated infrastructure needs 
in the gas sector. The ‘vision’ working group’s template, furthermore, is based on the false premise that 
without large-scale CCUS – and CCS-based carbon removals – the EU cannot meet its climate targets.

	› The ICMS also takes on board a huge number of demands from the CCUS Forum’s ‘infrastructure’ 
working group (co-chaired by IOGP, ZEP and Bellona). These include ways to collectivise risks while 
privatising profits, such as minimising costs for polluters when building CO2 networks, funnelling EU 
and national public funds towards CO2 pipelines and storage sites (despite the European Court of Au-
ditors’ conclusion that previous such transfers were a waste of public money), and planning provisions 
to protect fossil fuel companies from costs, risks or liabilities if things go wrong (or if the promised CO2 
market fails to emerge).

	› The ICMS proposal promises to “use the CCUS Forum” to “increase public understanding”– yet the 
Forum’s working group on ‘public perception’ touts the message that “it is crucial to establish the legit-
imacy of CCUS technology among the public”. This suggests that its aim is rather to manipulate public 
perception and fabricate consent for a dangerous and flawed techno-fix.

	› The co-chair of this working group is the influential carbon market zealot Andrei Marcu, whose fos-
sil-fuelled think tank is pushing for the EU Emissions Trading System to be expanded into a carbon 
removals market (an ill-advised idea that the ICMS has promised to consider). This scheme would allow 
polluters to continue to emit CO2, providing they purchase removal credits from ‘offset’ projects, such 
as those that involve CCS-dependent carbon removal technologies.

	› The Commission also has open ears for the Forum’s demands for a CCUS Industrial Partnership, which 
would further formalise the role of fossil fuel and other polluting industries in shaping future CCUS 
projects, funding and regulations. Meanwhile, the CCUS Forum played a strategic role in convincing a 
number of Member States to board the CCUS train in 2023 via their signing of the Aalborg Declaration, 
which calls for a European CO2 network and market.

Our report concludes that the CCUS Forum can have no place in a European Union that is democratic or 
that is capable of meeting its climate justice responsibilities. Rejecting fossil fuel influence is vital if the EU is 
to deliver real solutions to the climate crisis and reduce carbon emissions down to real zero, instead of the 
corporate greenwashed ‘net zero’ that relies on fossil fuel industry delay tactics like CCUS. 
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Introduction

People told to stay in their homes to avoid the risk of asphyxiation due to leaks in high-pressure CO2 pipe-
lines. Earthquakes triggered by the injection of CO2 deep into the earth’s rock. The fossil fuel industry waving 
its golden ticket to continue extracting oil and gas forever. These situations are among the unfolding results 
of a technology called Carbon Capture, Utilisation and Storage (CCUS). 

The EU is planning a massive scale-up of this risky, costly, almost non-existent technology (due to its re-
peated failure) at a speed and magnitude that has no basis in reality. The fossil fuel industry’s influence over 
EU policy-making – its ‘carbon coup’ – is the reason for the Commission’s plans to walk this dangerous path. 
This is regardless of the fact that it is “illogical to continue using fossil fuels and emitting carbon dioxide and 
then spending money and energy to capture it, when we now have the technology not to produce it at all,” 
as Professor Vincenzo Balzani from the University of Bologna explains.

So why is Europe ignoring the urgent need to phase out fossil fuels and transform the economy to one that 
is fairer, greener, more energy efficient and based on renewable energy? What’s behind the resurgence in 
support for carbon capture schemes? Who will benefit, and who will lose out? Who is setting the agenda, 
and what are the implications for democratic legitimacy? 

To answer these questions, we must first take a step back. Keeping average global temperature rise below 
1.5ºC requires a rapid, managed decline in fossil fuel production, which poses an existential threat to the 
oil and gas industry. Recent decades have seen the creation of multiple ‘escape hatches’ that allow for the 
continued burning of fossil fuels, including ‘gas as a bridge fuel’, techno-fixes like Carbon Capture and Stor-
age (CCS), Direct Air Capture (DAC), hydrogen, and carbon offsets. These schemes underpin the fossil fuel 
industry’s ‘net-zero by 2050’ claims, which in turn underpin their social licence to keep operating and their 
perceived legitimacy to influence climate policy.

Industry’s ‘net zero’ greenwashing is paying off: groups dominated by fossil fuel companies and lobby groups 
are being given an official role in shaping EU climate and energy policy. The CCUS Forum, set up by the Euro-
pean Commission in 2021, has been invited to steer regulation and public funding for CCUS and associated 
CO2 infrastructure, as well as speculative CCS-based ‘carbon removal’ technologies (see Box 4). The result is 
a spate of policies that further the fossil fuel industry’s interests in CCUS (see Box 1) – at the expense of the 
public purse and with catastrophic consequences for the climate and communities. 

For this report, we looked closely at the CCUS Forum: from its origins, scope and role to its composition, 
influence and lack of democratic legitimacy. We found not only that the CCUS Forum gets bigger and more 
dominated by fossil fuel interests every year, but also that fossil fuel industry interests prevail in all its work-
ing groups, which have had incredible influence on the content of the Commission’s CCUS-focused propos-
al for an Industrial Carbon Management Strategy (see Box 1). 

The CCUS Forum may sound technical and obscure, but it has been the fossil fuel industry’s vehicle for the 
design of key energy policy for years. Even worse, structures that facilitate corporate capture have increas-
ingly become more explicit, and channels for fossil fuel industry influence more entrenched and conspic-
uous. This is happening alongside political shifts that are turning an already fossil fuel-friendly ‘European 
Green Deal’ deal into one that is pivoted on  ‘industrial competitiveness’ (see Box 1).

All of this could not be worse news for the climate. Globally, in 2022, CCS sequestered just 0.1% of energy-re-
lated CO2 emissions (much of which was used to extract more oil, thereby adding more emissions). The 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) anticipates only a modest growth of 2.4% in emissions 
sequestration by CCS by 2030 (and that’s only if all planned CCS is actually implemented). By contrast, re-
newables, efficiency, electrification and the reduction of fugitive methane emissions can tackle more than 
80% of global decarbonisation needs by 2030. 

After the acronym-heavy technical jargon has been scraped away, the danger and ludicrousness at the 
heart of this renewed push for CCUS is apparent. This so-called ‘solution’ involves throwing vast amounts 
of public resources at a technology that has already repeatedly failed. The proponents of CCUS are com-
panies with a vested interest in maintaining the existing system, and will benefit from the adoption of this 
status-quo-preserving technology. The fossil fuel industry is the very industry that is responsible for – and 
is profiting from – causing climate change: it should have no place at the table in discussions around climate 
and energy policy. 

https://progressivereform.org/publications/la-co2-leak-ccs-dangers-pr/
https://progressivereform.org/publications/la-co2-leak-ccs-dangers-pr/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0012825223000582
https://www.recommon.org/en/ravenna-is-the-test-case-for-italys-energy-future/
https://corporateeurope.org/en/big-con
https://ieefa.org/resources/fact-sheet-carbon-capture-and-storage-ccs-has-poor-track-record
https://ieefa.org/resources/fact-sheet-carbon-capture-and-storage-ccs-has-poor-track-record
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Box 1: Fossil-friendly policy developments in the EU

The fossil fuel industry has enjoyed a staggering series of favourable policy developments within the EU in recent 

years. The following pro-CCUS and fossil-friendly concessions are symptomatic of a policymaking process that 

has welcomed the fossil fuel industry with open arms:

Communication on Sustainable Carbon Cycles (CSCC): Released in November 2021, the CSCC 

outlines the Commission’s plans to kick-start and upscale ‘carbon removals’ (see Box 4), setting an ‘aspirational’ 

objective for technological removals and permanent storage of 5 million tonnes (Mt) of CO2 annually by 2030. 

Published just a month after the first CCUS Forum, the CSCC noted that this gathering was “a successful first step” 

towards developing a CCUS market, and will be held annually.

 
Carbon Removal Certification Framework (CRCF): Proposed in November 2022 and agreed in Febru-

ary 2024, the CRCF sets certification rules for carbon removals – both land-based and technological removals 

that depend on CCS (see Box 4). This is likely to increase the perceived legitimacy of CCS and boost public 

support in favour of the technology (just as the fossil fuel industry wanted). Carbon removals shift attention 

away from the real need to keep oil and gas in the ground and towards the removal of emissions after the fuels 

have been burned. The CRCF is the first step in the direction of making carbon removal certificates tradable in 

expanded carbon markets (see Box 4). 

Net-Zero Industry Act (NZIA): Proposed in March 2023 and agreed in February 2024, the NZIA includes 

an EU CO2 storage target of 50 Mt of CO2 annual injection capacity by 2030. This is a far cry from reality, since 

“as of today, no CO2 at all is being captured for permanent storage within the EU” according to pro-CCUS lobby 

group CCS Europe. Still, the NZIA aims to develop cross-border CO2 transport infrastructure in order to create a 

“fair and competitive CO2 market”. 

2040 climate target: In February 2024, the Commission proposed a new 2040 climate target of 90% re-

duction in net greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, resting on the assumption that carbon removals will need to 

reach 400 Mt CO2 by 2040. This, in turn, would require significantly faster investment in CCUS as well as an earlier 

deployment. 

Industrial Carbon Management Strategy (ICMS): The Commission also published its ICMS proposal 

in February 2024. ‘Industrial carbon management’ is the new catch-all term for carbon capture and storage (CCS) 

and carbon capture and utilisation (CCU) – together referred to as CCUS – as well as the technological carbon 

dioxide removals (CDR) that depend on them (see Box 4). Or, as Lili Fuhr from the Center for International Envi-

ronmental Law (CIEL) has put it, “’carbon management’ is a new code word for climate inaction and fossil fuel 

subsidies”. 

The ICMS proposes an array of measures – regulations, targets, funding, a market – to scale up CCUS, CDR 

and the “key enabler” of both, CO2 transport infrastructure. It builds on the NZIA’s 2030 target of 50 Mt, with the 

suggested goal of capturing 280 Mt of CO2 in the EU by 20401 and 450 Mt by 2050. To put this in perspective, 

International Energy Agency (IEA) data reveal that as of April 2024, operational CCUS projects in Europe captured 

just 2.7 Mt of CO2 per year. A total of 1.7 Mt of this happened in Norway, meaning that the EU – after three decades 

of failed CCS projects and hundreds of millions of euros in public funding thrown down the drain (see Box 6) – 

captured just around 1 Mt of CO2.2 As CCS Europe’s Chris Davies (see Box 2) put it, the industry needs to “scale 

up a hundredfold by 2050”, equivalent to building “a 400,000-tonne [CO2 per year] capacity plant every 8 days” 

for the next 25 years.

But even this is an underestimate, as CO2 capture capacity would actually need to increase 450 times over the 

next 25 years to meet the new ICMS target – despite the last 25 years of repeated failures to get CCS projects off 

the ground. The scale of CO2 transport infrastructure planned is also colossal, with the Commission envisaging 

7,300 kilometres (of shipping routes and dangerous high-pressure CO2 pipelines) by 2030 (costing €12.2 billion), 

rising to 19,000 kilometres (costing €16 billion) by 2040. This is all with the aim of creating a single market for CO2 

in Europe – a market that may never take shape, due to the risks and the expenses, which makes it all the more 

absurd to start building such a vast dedicated infrastructure.

All in all, CCS has been lavished with unprecedented political, financial and regulatory support during the 

tenure of the Von der Leyen Commission (starting in December 2019) and the ninth European Parliament (from 

2019 to 2024). This backing shifted into a higher gear with the Green Deal Industrial Plan, announced by Von der 

Leyen in January 2023. The NZIA proposal that followed shortly afterwards, which was partly in response to the 

US Inflation Reduction Act that provides billion dollar subsidies for technologies such as CCS, was an additional 

boost. Keen to secure another term, Von der Leyen is now promising to build an altar to competitiveness in the 

next Commission. At the same time, corporate lobbies (aided by conservatives in the European Parliament) have 

1	 With 250 Mt CO2 injection capacity for storage per year needed by 2040.
2	 There is 0.8 Mt CO2 per year operational CCUS capacity in the Netherlands, 0.1 Mt in Belgium, and 0.2 Mt in Hungary, according to IEA data.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52021DC0800
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2014_2019/plmrep/COMMITTEES/ENVI/DV/2024/03-11/Item9-Provisionalagreement-CFCR_2022-0394COD_EN.pdf
https://www.corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2022-09/Deadly climate gamble layout_3.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/02/06/net-zero-industry-act-council-and-parliament-strike-a-deal-to-boost-eu-s-green-industry/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2024/02/06/net-zero-industry-act-council-and-parliament-strike-a-deal-to-boost-eu-s-green-industry/
https://www.ccs-europe.eu/about_us
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2024%3A63%3AFIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2024%3A62%3AFIN&qid=1707312980822
https://www.euractiv.com/section/energy-environment/news/carbon-capture-can-a-new-commission-strategy-revive-ccus/
https://www.iea.org/data-and-statistics/data-tools/ccus-projects-explorer
https://www.catf.us/2022/12/six-things-we-learned-2022-ccus-forum/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2024%3A62%3AFIN&qid=1707312980822
https://commission.europa.eu/document/41514677-9598-4d89-a572-abe21cb037f4_en
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/speech_23_232
https://theconversation.com/how-the-west-is-finally-hitting-back-against-chinas-dominance-of-cleantech-169784
https://home.treasury.gov/policy-issues/inflation-reduction-act
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The annual CCUS Forum: a fossil fuel jamboree
The proportion of fossil fuel industry representatives named on the agenda of the annual CCUS Forum has grown 

each year, even as the events get bigger – but at every single one, the fossil fuel industry has been the largest 

private sector represented.

2023

21

2022

16

2021

5

202320222021

Number of fossil 
fuel industry 
speakers/
moderators/hosts

Proportion of fossil 
fuel industry 
speakers/
moderators/hosts

17%

29%
30%

seized their moment in the run-up to European elections, orchestrating a green backlash that has killed the 

Green Deal’s more progressive environmental policies (including on pesticide reduction and regulation of dan-

gerous chemicals). Meanwhile, climate policy is increasingly and more openly being steered by the perceived 

need for the fossil fuel and other energy intensive industries to remain relevant and profitable.

A massive corporate offensive is now seeking to put an ‘Industrial Deal’ at the core of the European Strategic 

Agenda for 2024-2029, which will be decided in June 2024. This is an omnibus proposal that includes massive de-

regulation, an upgrade of the single market (which would allow new progressive national and local level initiatives 

to be blocked and existing ones to be rolled back), the creation of new markets for CO2 and hydrogen, and support 

for flawed ‘net-zero’ technofixes. Big polluters have become emboldened by the ‘competiveness-before-climate’ 

attitude of governments, the right-wing European Peoples Party (EPP) and the Commission (including President 

Von der Leyen, Vice President Šefčovič and Energy Commissioner Simson and her DG for Energy). Oil and gas 

lobby group IOGP, for example, has produced its own Manifesto for 2024-2029, claiming that the “current trend 

towards overregulation and prescriptive policies exacerbates polarization and stifles economic growth”, thereby 

forcing Europe into “an artificial choice between climate and industrial objectives” that erodes our “industrial back-

bone”. This disingenuousness follows from the backtracking by the sector on many of its climate pledges after 

the Ukraine war resulted in the EU ramping up oil and gas deals. The fossil fuel industry’s unashamed business 

model is now openly two-pronged: majorly investing in oil and gas expansion while simultaneously capitalising on 

alleged ‘low carbon’ technologies and products.

I. Institutionalised Corporate Capture: 
steering of CCUS Forum and its working groups by the fossil fuel industry

Set up by DG Energy in 2021 under the guise of bringing together the public sector, industry, NGOs and 
academia, the CCUS Forum has now become an annual event. In 2024, the Forum is scheduled to happen 
in October in Pau, France (home to TotalEnergies’ CCS pilot project Lacq). Our analysis shows that the event 
has gotten bigger and more dominated by fossil fuel interests each year, while the role of NGOs and aca-
demia remains comparatively tiny. What’s more, the fossil fuel industry has been the single biggest sector 
represented in every CCUS Forum working group, all of which have been co-chaired by the fossil fuel indus-
try or organisations which have ties to it (see Annex 2 for our methodology). As we will explore in Section II, 
the impact of this institutionalised corporate capture is that the fossil fuel industry’s favourite false solution 
has been catapulted into the heart of the EU’s climate plans. 

https://www.euractiv.com/section/energy-environment/news/eus-looming-green-election-backlash-heres-what-to-expect/
https://www.euractiv.com/section/agriculture-food/news/von-der-leyen-to-withdraw-the-contested-pesticide-regulation/
https://corporateeurope.org/en/2024/02/crying-wolf-win-chemicals-lobby-antwerp-eu-meeting
https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2024/03/06/from-migration-crackdown-to-green-deal-overhaul-key-takeaways-from-the-epp-manifesto
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/speech_24_1949
https://iogpeurope.org/2024-2029-manifesto/
https://totalenergies.com/sites/g/files/nytnzq121/files/atoms/file/Captage-Carbon-capture-and-storage-the-Lacq-pilot.pdf
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2021: First CCUS Forum 

The inaugural CCUS Forum, on 11 October 2021, was an 
online-only event that the Commission says gathered 
nearly 400 participants. Of the 17 speakers, moderators 
and reception hosts listed in the agenda that were not 
from the public sector, nearly one-third were from the 
fossil fuel industry – the single biggest (non-public) sec-
tor. They included Shell, Eni, the Zero Emissions Platform 
(ZEP), the International Association of Oil & Gas Produc-
ers (IOGP), and the Porthos CCS project, whose partners 
include Shell and ExxonMobil. The remaining entities in-
cluded two pro-CCUS NGOs – the Clean Air Task Force 
(CATF) and Bellona – as well as two speakers from the 
fossil fuel-funded Florence School of Regulation (see Box 3), 
and former MEP and long-time fossil fuel industry ally 
Chris Davies (see Box 2).

In the spotlight: the Zero Emissions Platform (ZEP). 
Originally set up by the Commission as the European Technology and Innovation Platform (ETIP) on CCS, ZEP has be-

come an enormously influential pro-CCUS group. Today, due to its oil and gas-heavy membership – including BP, Eni, 

Equinor, ExxonMobil, Repsol, Shell and TotalEnergies – and activities that serve the industry’s interests, ZEP is in effect 

little more than an institutionalised fossil fuel industry lobby group.

Box 2: A recurring role for the fossil fuel industry’s MEP allies

In the agenda for the first CCUS Forum, Chris Davies, as moderator of a discussion panel on ‘How to build polit-

ical momentum for CCUS’, is described as a “Former MEP and the rapporteur of the CCS Directive”. In his role as 

rapporteur of the 2009 Directive, Davies was instrumental in securing public funding for CCS. A 2010 investigation 

by Corporate Europe Observatory revealed that Davies had strategised and co-drafted amendments with Shell, 

BP and ZEP, and that he ultimately told the Commission that if it didn’t agree to his proposals around public 

subsidies for CCS demonstration projects he would block all progress on the dossier. Davies is not only a veteran 

fossil fuel industry ally, but during the 2021 CCUS Forum he was a senior advisor at Rud Pedersen Public Affairs, 

a Brussels-based lobby firm whose 2021 clients included oil and gas lobby group IOGP on the subject of CCUS.

At the second CCUS Forum in 2022, Davies moderated a panel on ‘How to successfully deploy CCS and CCU’. 

Again, he was billed only as a former MEP and rapporteur on the CCS Directive. At the time of the 2022 event 

however, he was still in his position at Rud Pedersen Public Affairs, whose 2022 clients included BP and Liquid 

Gas Europe. In April 2023, Davies became the Director of CCS Europe, a pro-CCS ‘political advocacy and com-

munications campaign body’ whose members include gas transmission system operators Snam and Open Grid 

Europe and oil and gas services firm Baker Hughes. By the third CCUS Forum, Davies, again a moderator, was 

billed as the CEO of CCS Europe – the first time his fossil fuel connections were explicitly acknowledged.

Chris Davies isn’t the only MEP who has been involved in the annual CCUS Forums. His panel at the 2021 Forum 

also featured a sitting MEP: Cristian-Silviu Buşoi from the EPP, who chairs the Industry, Research and Energy 

(ITRE) Committee. During the current parliamentary term, Buşoi has declared having 44 lobby meetings in his role 

as ITRE chair, 12 of which were with the fossil fuel industry (by far the biggest single sector he met with). A further 

11 of his meetings were held with various other polluting industry players; just one was with a university/research 

body, and not a single one was with NGOs.3 

In a similar vein, the 2023 Forum featured a keynote speech from EPP MEP Christian Ehler, who was the rap-

porteur on the Net Zero Industry Act (NZIA). During his tenure in this role, Ehler had 31 lobby meetings on the 

NZIA. This included six meetings with the fossil fuel industry, a further 19 meetings with other polluting industry 

players, and not a single meetings with NGOs.4 The fact that the current and former MEPs who have featured on 

the agendas of the annual CCUS Forums have close ties or have met frequently with the fossil fuel industry is 

indicative of the Forum’s broader participation: it is a club for the fossil fuel industry and other big polluters and 

their allies (see Box 3).

3	 The remaining meetings were with other industries, e.g. medical technology and pharmaceuticals (which do not count as polluting industries like the heavy industries, 
the automobile industry, etc.). Source: IntegrityWatch, accessed on 18/03/2024.

4	 Of the remaining meetings, two were with the solar industry. Source: IntegrityWatch, accessed on 18/03/2024.

29 speakers/moderators/reception hosts

12
public 
sector�

4
mixed other 
sectors

3
universities
and research 
institutions

3 
NGOs

2
other polluting 
industry 
organisations

5
fossil fuel industry

https://energy.ec.europa.eu/topics/oil-gas-and-coal/carbon-capture-storage-and-utilisation/ccus-forum-and-working-groups_en
https://zeroemissionsplatform.eu/about-zep/zep-structure/
https://zeroemissionsplatform.eu/about-zep/members/
https://corporateeurope.org/en/news/eu-money-ccs-lobby-copenhagen
https://www.ccs-europe.eu/ccs_europe_s_chris_davies_featured_in_ends_europe_interview
https://www.ccs-europe.eu/ccs_europe_s_chris_davies_featured_in_ends_europe_interview
https://www.ccs-europe.eu/ccs_europe_s_chris_davies_featured_in_ends_europe_interview
https://corporateeurope.org/en/revolvingdoorwatch/cases/chris-davies
https://corporateeurope.org/en/eu-billions-keep-burning-fossil-fuels
https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/datacard/rud-pedersen-public-affairs-company?rid=165838227131-07&sid=158898
https://transparency-register.europa.eu/searchregister-or-update/organisation-detail_en?id=165838227131-07
https://www.linkedin.com/in/chris-davies-94a77011b/
https://www.ccs-europe.eu/campaign_team
https://www.ccs-europe.eu/members
https://www.opentext.com/customers/open-grid-europe-gmbh
https://www.opentext.com/customers/open-grid-europe-gmbh
https://www.bakerhughes.com/company/about-us
https://www.integritywatch.eu/mepmeetings.php
https://www.integritywatch.eu/mepmeetings.php
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In the spotlight: International Association of Oil & Gas Producers (IOGP). 
This fossil fuel lobby group’s members include practically every oil major you can think of, from ExxonMobil and Equinor 

to Chevron and Shell. IOGP has a history of lobbying for false solutions like ‘blue hydrogen’ made from fossil gas with CCS 

– one of the industry’s main justifications for both CCS and continued gas extraction. IOGP Europe declares spending up 

to one million euros each year lobbying the EU, has eight lobbyists with access passes to the European Parliament, and 

has held over 50 top-level meetings with the European Commission in the past decade.

2022: Second CCUS Forum

The second CCUS Forum, from 27-28 October 2022, took 
place in Oslo. Equinor, Norway’s state-owned oil compa-
ny, is both a major proponent of CCS and a recipient of 
public money for the technology as part of the country’s 
Northern Lights project (see below). The hybrid event 
gathered “almost 300 in-person participants and up to 
1400 online, showing a growing interest and importance 
of CCS and CCU in mitigating climate change” according 
to the Commission. Of the 34 speakers, moderators and 
reception hosts that weren’t from the public sector, near-
ly half came from the fossil fuel industry – by far the larg-
est private sector represented. They included Equinor, 
Wintershall, Neptune Energy, Snam, IOGP, ZEP, the Glob-
al CCS Institute (whose members include BP, Chevron, 
Eni, Equinor, Shell et al.), Belgian gas grid operator Fluxys, 
and the Aramis Project, a collaboration between TotalEn-
ergies, Shell, Energie Beheer Nederland (EBN) and Gasu-
nie. The remaining entities again included CATF, Bellona 
and the Florence School of Regulation (see Box 3).

In the spotlight: Equinor, Shell and TotalEnergies / Northern Lights. 
Norway’s Northern Lights CO2 transport and storage project is a partnership between Equinor, Shell and TotalEnergies. 

The companies have received well over €1 billion from the Norwegian government (which promised to publicly fund 80% 

of the project) and at least €131 million from the EU’s Connecting Europe Facility. Northern Lights plans to sequester large 

amounts of CO2 beneath the North Sea, despite problems with Equinor’s earlier CO2 storage efforts in Norway. These 

projects, at Sleipner and Snøhvit, cast doubts on the feasibility of offshore CCS. Although they have been portrayed as 

‘success stories’, pressure rises and unexpected CO2 movements posed the risk of leakages and caused project sus-

pensions, leading the Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis (IEEFA) to conclude that the world may lack 

the “technical prowess, strength of regulatory oversight” and long-term commitment to safely manage large-scale CCS. 

Meanwhile, Northern Lights’ partners all have vested interests in the future of fossil fuels, and lobby hard for false solu-

tions that provide an escape hatch for the industry whilst delaying real climate action. These corporate ‘solutions’ in-

clude carbon offsets, carbon markets, fossil gas as a ‘transition’ fuel, blue hydrogen, and of course CCUS. In 2022, 86% 

of Equinor’s investments went to fossil fuels. The company spends up to €2.75 million each year lobbying Brussels, has 

four lobbyists with access passes to the European Parliament on staff, and has held over 70 top-level meetings with the 

European Commission since 2014. Shell, which is upping its fossil fuel investments whilst scaling back its climate com-

mitments, spends up to €4.5 million per year lobbying the EU, has five lobbyists with Parliamentary passes, and has held 

over 120 top-level Commission meetings since 2014. TotalEnergies, which is using its record profits to double down on 

new fossil fuel investments, spends up to €3 million each year lobbying Brussels, has eight lobbyists with Parliamentary 

passes, and has held nearly 60 top-level Commission meetings in the last decade.
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https://www.iogp.org/about-us/members/
https://www.corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2022-10/A 'Gastastrophic' Mistake_0.pdf
https://corporateeurope.org/en/dirty-truth-about-EU-hydrogen-push
https://transparency-register.europa.eu/searchregister-or-update/organisation-detail_en?id=3954187491-70
https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/datacard/international-association-of-oil--gas-producers?rid=3954187491-70
https://www.equinor.com/energy/carbon-capture-utilisation-and-storage
https://norlights.com/who-we-are/
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/topics/oil-gas-and-coal/carbon-capture-storage-and-utilisation/ccus-forum-and-working-groups_en
https://www.globalccsinstitute.com/membership/our-members/
https://norlights.com/who-we-are/
https://www.equinor.com/energy/northern-lights
https://www.upstreamonline.com/energy-transition/norway-greenlights-1-2bn-funding-for-northern-lights-carbon-transport-and-storage-scheme/2-1-931379
https://www.euronews.com/green/2021/02/01/what-is-carbon-capture-and-storage-and-why-are-environmentalists-concerned
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/news/connecting-europe-facility-nearly-eu600-million-energy-infrastructure-contributing-decarbonisation-2023-12-08_en
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/features/2024-01-31/norway-s-carbon-capture-scheme-boosted-by-germany-s-change-of-heart
https://www.ciel.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/CIEL_brief_Deep-Trouble-The-Risks-of-Offshore-Carbon-Capture-and-Storage_June2023.pdf
https://ieefa.org/articles/norways-carbon-capture-and-storage-projects-augur-geological-risks-global-aspirations-bury
https://ieefa.org/resources/fact-sheet-carbon-capture-and-storage-ccs-has-poor-track-record
https://ieefa.org/resources/fact-sheet-carbon-capture-and-storage-ccs-has-poor-track-record
https://ieefa.org/resources/fact-sheet-carbon-capture-and-storage-ccs-has-poor-track-record
https://ieefa.org/resources/norways-sleipner-and-snohvit-ccs-industry-models-or-cautionary-tales
https://corporateeurope.org/en/climate
https://www.greenpeace.org/static/planet4-norway-stateless/2023/10/5e5e07a5-greenpeace-nordic_report-truth-about-equinors-global-projects_101023_web.pdf
https://www.greenpeace.org/static/planet4-norway-stateless/2023/10/5e5e07a5-greenpeace-nordic_report-truth-about-equinors-global-projects_101023_web.pdf
https://transparency-register.europa.eu/searchregister-or-update/organisation-detail_en?id=4447605981-76
https://corporateeurope.org/en/2023/09/amid-rising-climate-catastrophes-why-eu-putting-oil-man-charge
https://transparency-register.europa.eu/searchregister-or-update/organisation-detail_en?id=05032108616-26
https://priceofoil.org/2023/05/25/big-oil-reality-check-2023/
https://transparency-register.europa.eu/searchregister-or-update/organisation-detail_en?id=1849405799-88
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2023: Third CCUS Forum 

The third CCUS Forum, from 27-28 November 2023, took 
place in Aalborg, Denmark – home to the country’s larg-
est single source of fossil CO2 emissions, the Aalborg 
Portland cement plant, which plans to use CCS to de-
carbonise. Another hybrid event, the Commission said 
the Forum involved 450 in-person participants and up to 
1400 online participants, illustrating its “rising popularity”. 
Of the 46 speakers, moderators and reception hosts that 
weren’t public sector, nearly half were from the fossil fuel 
industry – by far the single biggest (non-public) sector 
represented. These included Shell, TotalEnergies, Win-
tershall, OMV Petrom, INEOS, Snam, Fluxys, Aramis Proj-
ect, IOGP, ZEP, Carbon Capture and Storage Association 
(CCSA – see page 11), Global CCS Institute (see Box 3) and 
CCS Europe (by then chaired by Chris Davies – see Box 
2). The remaining entities again included the Florence 
School of Regulation, CATF and Bellona (see Box 3).

Box 3: ‘Neutral’-sounding research institutions and NGOs with fossil fuel ties

At the inaugural CCUS Forum in 2021, two ‘part-time professors’ from the Florence School of Regulation pre-

sented a discussion paper, which the Commission subsequently published alongside the Forum’s agenda and 

minutes. Both ‘professors’ are former high-level Commission officials: Andris Piebalgs, former Commissioner for 

Energy (2004-2009), and Christopher Jones, former Deputy Director-General at DG Energy (2014-2018). Jones 

subsequently spun through the revolving door to work with the law firm Baker McKenzie (whose current clients 

include IOGP) on topics including oil, gas and hydrogen. 

Notably, ‘blue’ hydrogen made from fossil gas with CCS is an oft-cited justification for CCS infrastructure build-

out; it also featured in the paper published by the CCUS Forum ‘vision’ working group, which was co-chaired by 

the Florence School of Regulation. The discussion paper that Piebalgs and Jones presented at the 2021 forum, 

entitled ‘CCUS is necessary to reach climate neutrality’, likewise argued that “we will need significant quantities 

of blue hydrogen” for the EU to meet its Green Deal objectives. It went on to urge more public funding and reg-

ulatory support for the building of a “CO2 grid” and “adequate storage”, as well as a “European Strategy for CCUS 

and legislative package”. Fast forward two and a half years, and we’re well on the way with the NZIA and ICMS. 

Jones, it should be noted, also spoke on behalf of the Florence School of Regulation at the 2022 and 2023 CCUS 

Fora, emphasising the slogan “no CCUS, no Green Deal” in his 2022 speech.

So why is a neutral-sounding academic institution mirroring the fossil fuel industry’s wish list? There is no doubt 

that the Florence School of Regulation is an active proponent of CCUS, and it’s easy to see why with a closer look 

at the organisation: its funders include BP, Shell, TotalEnergies, Cheniere, Snam, Enagás, Endesa, Eni and RWE. 

As their website explains, being an “[e]nergy donor means becoming an integral part of our community of experts 

and benefitting from privileged access to our activities”.

The Clean Air Task Force (CATF) was another co-chair of the vision working group; this organisation also contrib-

uted to the infrastructure and public perception working groups, and has spoken on or moderated panels at ev-

ery annual CCUS Forum to date. CATF is a pro-CCUS NGO that describes itself as “a non-traditional, fact-based, 

environmental organization” and lists corporate support as one of its funding sources. Two of CATF’s board mem-

bers have ties to the fossil fuel industry: one is a senior fellow at the Brussels-based neoliberal think tank Bruegel 

(whose corporate members include Shell, Snam, PGE, Fortum, Eni, E.On and Enel); the other is a senior advisor at 

the NorthBridge Group, a natural gas sector consulting firm.5 

Bellona is another NGO that features heavily in the annual CCUS Forums and working groups. The group has links 

to fossil fuel companies and a long history of advocating for CCS – including helping to secure public funding 

from the EU.6 According to its website, Bellona receives financial support from companies –including offshore oil 

and gas services firm Subsea7 – though not, it says, directly from oil companies. However, the group has received 

oil funding in the past, and as recently as 2021 the Equinor-Shell-TotalEnergies CCS partnership Northern Lights 

(see page 8) declared giving financial support to Bellona. Furthermore, for over a decade, Bellona has been vice-

chair of the pro-CCUS fossil fuel-dominated group ZEP (see page 7). Over the years, Bellona has also lobbied 

high-level Commission representatives on CCS at joint meetings with fossil fuel groups including ZEP, the Global 

5	 Dr. Simone Tagliapietra and Bruce Phillips, respectively (accessed on 22/04/2024).
6	 “Bellona was a significant contributor to the development of NER300, a support scheme that became a blueprint for the EU’s Innovation Fund.”
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https://www.catf.us/2023/12/five-things-learned-eus-third-ccus-forum/
https://www.catf.us/2023/12/five-things-learned-eus-third-ccus-forum/
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/events/carbon-capture-utilisation-and-storage-forum-2023-11-27_en
https://fsr.eui.eu/people/andris-piebalgs/
https://fsr.eui.eu/people/andris-piebalgs/
https://fsr.eui.eu/people/jones/
https://fsr.eui.eu/people/jones/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/christopher-jones-747500187/
https://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2020-12/hydrogen-report-web-final_0.pdf
https://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2020-12/hydrogen-report-web-final_0.pdf
https://transparency-register.europa.eu/searchregister-or-update/organisation-detail_en?id=3954187491-70
https://transparency-register.europa.eu/searchregister-or-update/organisation-detail_en?id=3954187491-70
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/ddc1c41b-bef3-4869-ab5a-17fcaf5bcd0e_en?filename=jones_piebalgs_ccus_and_the_green_deal.pdf
https://fsr.eui.eu/event/carbon-capture-and-storage-capturing-the-momentum/
https://fsr.eui.eu/donors/energy-network/
https://www.catf.us/about/
https://www.catf.us/about/board-of-directors/
https://www.catf.us/about/board-of-directors/
https://corporateeurope.org/en/power-lobbies/2016/07/thinking-allowed
https://www.bruegel.org/membership#corporate
https://corporateeurope.org/en/blog/carbon-capture-and-storage-ccs-summit-brussels-bubble-getting-it-right-copenhagen
https://bellona.org/about-bellona
https://bellona.no/stottespillere
https://www.subsea7.com/en/our-business/subsea-and-conventional.html
https://www.subsea7.com/en/our-business/subsea-and-conventional.html
https://bellona.no/bellonas-innteker
https://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/files/article/ccs.lobbying.pdf
https://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/files/article/ccs.lobbying.pdf
https://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/files/article/ccs.lobbying.pdf
https://norlights.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/Northern-Lights-Annual-report-2021.pdf
https://bellona.org/about-bellona
https://bellona.org/about-bellona
https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/datacard/bellona-europa?rid=29934726424-76&sid=192555
https://www.lobbyfacts.eu/datacard/bellona-europa?rid=29934726424-76&sid=192555
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CCS Institute and Open Grid Europe. It counts a whopping 13 lobbyists with access passes for the European Par-

liament, and it hosted a pro-CCS event there in 2023. 

Despite their links to and history of collaboration with the fossil fuel industry, it is notable that press coverage 

of the Forum tends to refer to CATF and Bellona as evidence of support for CCUS by environmental NGOs. For 

example, Euractiv’s coverage of the 2022 CCUS Forum claimed that “a growing number” of environmental NGOs 

“now believe action is needed to get CCS technology off the ground”, though only CATF was named and quoted. 

Meanwhile, the Commission is desperate to portray the CCUS Forum as a multi-stakeholder platform rather than 

the fossil fuel and polluting industry club that it is. The Commission’s website says the CCUS Forum’s working 

groups are “organised by the Commission and moderated and supported by co-chairs selected from partici-

pating stakeholders, ensuring balanced representation (NGOs, think tanks, public administration, academia and 

industry associations).” Similarly, its Industrial Carbon Management Strategy (ICMS) proposal refers to the “CCUS 

Forum stakeholder coalition (industry, NGOs)”. 

These descriptions are extremely misrepresentative. The proportion of NGOs involved in the CCUS Forum is in-

credibly small; in the working groups, NGOs range from 2% to 5% of members, and many of them have fossil fuel 

links. Meanwhile, the fossil fuel industry is the single largest sector in every working group, represented by between 

19% and 28% of the total members (with industry as a whole forming the overall majority). Furthermore, the working 

group on industrial partnerships argues that only pro-CCUS NGOs should be given a role in shaping and imple-

menting CCUS policy and funding via a future CCUS Industrial Partnership (which the fossil fuel-steered group has 

been given a role in designing, as detailed in Section II). 

Groups like the Florence School of Regulation, CATF and Bellona – alongside other players such as the University 

of Stavanger, which receives millions in funding from Equinor7 and is a member of both the infrastructure and 

public perception working groups – illustrate that the dominance of the fossil fuel sector in the CCUS Forum is 

even greater than direct fossil fuel industry participation suggests. Because this doesn’t include the Trojan horses: 

the seemingly neutral academic organisations and NGOs that, on closer inspection, turn out to have ties or links 

of some kind with the fossil fuel industry.

7	 Equinor granted the University of Stavanger 42.5 NOK (approx. €3.7 million) in February 2024, following previous grants in 2019. 

CCUS Forum Working Groups
dominated and steered by oil and gas

The fossil fuel industry has been the single largest sector represented in the membership of every single CCUS 

Forum working group. And every working group has been co-chaired by the fossil fuel industry, or organisations 

with links to it. 

Public Perception
Members

28 of 14519%
are fossil fuel industry

Co-chairs

are fossil 
fuel industry

1/3

Industrial Partnership
Members not listed,but…

60%
of named contributors 
are fossil fuel industry

Co-chairs

are fossil 
fuel industry

1/3

Members

28% 24 of 86

are fossil fuel industry
have fossil fuel 
industry links

Co-chairs

2/3
Vision

Infrastructure

43 of 20022%
are fossil fuel industry

Members Co-chairs
2/3 are fossil 
fuel industry
1/3 have fossil 
fuel industry links

https://transparency-register.europa.eu/searchregister-or-update/organisation-detail_en?id=29934726424-76
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meps/en/search-meetings?transparencyRegisterIds=29934726424-76
https://www.euractiv.com/section/energy-environment/news/eu-energy-chief-announces-strategic-vision-for-ccus-in-2023/
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/topics/oil-gas-and-coal/carbon-capture-storage-and-utilisation/ccus-forum-and-working-groups_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2024%3A62%3AFIN&qid=1707312980822
https://www.equinor.com/news/20240314-record-high-funding-for-basic-research
https://cdn.equinor.com/files/h61q9gi9/global/562aa00207da26577f1f5eba15108d9584cd4b37.pdf?akademiaavtale-2024-2028-equinor-uis-signert.pdf
https://www.equinor.com/news/archive/2019-02-01-ntnu
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CCUS Forum vision working group 

Among this group’s three co-chairs, none directly represent the fossil fuel industry (i.e. companies that ex-
tract, transport, store, refine, sell or burn fossil fuels to produce electricity, and the groups they belong to). 
However, on closer inspection it is clear that two of the co-chair organisations have ties to the fossil fuel in-
dustry and are strong proponents of CCUS:8 the Florence School of Regulation and the Clean Air Task Force 
(CATF, see Box 3). Within the working group’s 86 members, at least 24 represent the fossil fuel industry – 
including Shell, BP, Chevron, Snam, Repsol, RWE, TotalEnergies, Wintershall, Eni, Equinor, Uniper, IOGP, the 
Global CCS Institute, the European Roundtable on Climate Change and Sustainable Transition (ERCST, see 
below) and CCSA/ZEP (see below). The fossil fuel industry is by far the largest single sector represented. 

Among the other members, nine represent ministries or public bodies, two are from universities or research 
institutions, and there are two NGOs. At least 17 members are from other polluting industries, ranging from 
steel and cement to chemicals and shipping. Many other members that don’t fit the narrow definition of the 
fossil fuel industry nonetheless serve or are integral to its interests. These range from oil and gas service 
companies like Baker Hughes to the eight additional CCUS industry actors or projects.9 What’s more, some 
of the ‘NGO’ or ‘research institution’ members also have fossil fuel links (see Box 3).

In the spotlight: Carbon Capture and Storage Association (CCSA). 
The membership of this major lobby group for CCUS is heavily populated by fossil fuel companies, including BP, Eni, ExxonMo-

bil, GRTgaz, Shell, Snam and TotalEnergies. CCSA runs the secretariat for ZEP (see page 7), and has been pushing for financial 

and policy support for CCS at least as far back as the Copenhagen climate talks in 2009.

CCUS Forum infrastructure working group

The main paper published by this working group reveals that two of its three co-chairs represent the fossil 
fuel industry: IOGP and ZEP (see page 7). The third co-chair, Bellona, is an NGO with a long history of work-
ing with the fossil fuel industry to promote CCS (see Box 3). Of the 200 contributing organisations named in 
the paper, at least 43 represent the fossil fuel industry – by far the largest single sector represented. These 
include TotalEnergies, Shell, BP, Chevron, Snam, Uniper, Repsol, Eni and CCSA, as well as multiple represen-
tatives of ExxonMobil, Equinor, RWE and Wintershall. By comparison, 27 contributors were from ministries or 
public bodies, 22 from universities or research institutions, and just seven from NGOs (see Box 3). At least 40 
contributors came from other polluting industries, and many of the other representatives are not classified 
as fossil fuel industry but nonetheless uphold its continuation. These include 13 additional CCUS industry 
actors or projects, numerous oil and gas services, and engineering and infrastructure firms.

A second paper from the infrastructure working group – coordinated by ZEP on the topic of CO2 specifi-
cations – also names three co-chairs. Two of these represent the fossil fuel industry: oil and gas producer 
Wintershall and Progressive Energy, which is involved in “low carbon hydrogen” and CCS projects including 
a joint venture with Essar Oil UK and EET Hydrogen. According to DG Energy’s CCUS Forum team, the mem-
bers of the infrastructure working group “drafted both papers”.10

In the spotlight: The European Roundtable on Climate Change and Sustainable Transition (ERCST). 
The members of this Brussels-based ‘think tank’ include TotalEnergies, Shell, PGE, ExxonMobil, Enel, Eni, BP and Fu-

elsEurope, whilst its project funders include ExxonMobil, FuelsEurope, Enel, and the Oil and Gas Climate Initiative (OGCI). 

ERCST – which is the brainchild of influential fossil fuel industry ally and carbon market zealot Andrei Marcu – has been 

pushing for a carbon removals market (see Box 4).

Public perception working group: 

One of this group’s three organisational co-chairs represents the fossil fuel industry, namely ERCST (see 
above). One of the ERCST staff named as co-chair is its founder Andrei Marcu, a long-time proponent of 
false solutions like CCUS and carbon markets (see Box 4). Of the working group’s 145 members, at least 28 
represent the fossil fuel industry – the largest proportion of any sector represented. These include Chevron, 

8	 The third co-chair, who withdrew on 5 October 2022, was from the Danish Ministry of Climate, Energy and Utilities.
9	 Where the fossil fuel industry is e.g. a project partner in a CCUS project, it is counted as fossil fuel industry. See Annex 2 on methodology for more details.
10	 Based on correspondence with ENER-CCUSFORUM@ec.europa.eu in March/April 2024.

https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://www.ccsassociation.org/membership/our-members/
https://www.ccsassociation.org/about-us/who-we-are/
https://corporateeurope.org/en/news/corporate-lobbies-copenhagen
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/435ae9cd-1cb6-49a9-9311-f77c21c64d82/details
file:https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/13c2a475-c705-432d-8ca3-17ce799ba502/details
https://www.progressive-energy.com/projects
https://www.progressive-energy.com/projects
https://ercst.org/membership-and-financing/
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/ad3aab68-e28b-4fb6-82ff-524f88b0b8b5/details
mailto:ENER-CCUSFORUM@ec.europa.eu
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Eni, Equinor, ExxonMobil, Gasunie, Neptune Energy, Repsol, Shell, Snam, Wintershall, IOGP, ZEP and CCSA. 
17 members come from ministries or public bodies, 21 from universities or research institutions, and seven 
from NGOs (see Box 3). A further 26 are from other polluting industries, and additional members that whilst 
not categorised as fossil fuel industry but nonetheless facilitate its existence include eight additional CCUS 
industry actors or projects, various engineering firms, and oil and gas service companies.

In the spotlight: Eni and Snam / Ravenna. 
The joint CCS project of Italian oil giant Eni and gas infrastructure company Snam near Ravenna, Italy aims to transport 

25,000 tons of CO2 captured at Eni’s Casal Borsetti gas power plant each year. After being liquefied, the CO2 would be 

moved to the Porto Corsini Mare Ovest offshore platform, where it would be injected into an exhausted offshore gas field. 

The Ravenna CCS project is described as ‘phase 1’ (due to start up in 2024) of a much larger cross-border project: the 

Callisto (CArbon LIquefaction transportation and STOrage) Mediterranean CO2 Network. The development of ‘phase 2’ – 

the liquefaction, transport and storage of CO2 originating in the Marseille-Fos industrial district in France – is expected 

to start in early 2027 and aims to store up to 4 million tons (Mt) of CO2 per year by 2030. Eni and Snam say that further 

expansion could allow up to 16 Mt of CO2 per year to be stored (to a maximum capacity of 500 Mt). 

Callisto’s promoters – Snam, Eni and French company Air Liquide – say it will be the “biggest open access multi-mod-

al CO2 Hub in the Mediterranean”. The Commission has rewarded this ambition by including it in its most recent list of 

Projects of Common Interest (PCI), meaning it could access public funding through the EU’s Connecting Europe Facility. 

Amazingly, however, information about the economic sustainability and safety of the project remain unclear, and accord-

ing to ReCommon are not in the public domain. This lack of transparency over safety, feasibility and cost is accompanied 

by a complete blank around the market ‘demand’ for CO2 transport and storage. Snam launched its survey on the po-

tential market for CO2 transport and storage at the Ravenna site only in February 2024 (and at the time of publication had 

already extended the deadline by a month, to give companies “more time”...).

Industrial partnership working group: 

Unlike the publications of the other working groups, the paper published by the industrial partnership group 
does not list its members or contributors. Instead, it names the group’s three co-chairs, all of whom rep-
resent polluting industry organisations,11 and one of whom is also a vice-chair of the influential fossil fuel 
industry-dominated group ZEP. The paper also names five organisations from which “specific input” was 
received, amongst “many others”. Of these five groups, three represent the fossil fuel industry, namely ZEP, 
ERCST (see page 11), and CO2 Value Europe (whose members include gas transmission and storage compa-
ny Teréga, Mitsubishi Corporation – which has an oil and gas division – and Engie – whose fossil gas interests 
include growing LNG imports and the development of new gas-fired power plants). 

II. Mirroring strategies: 
Commission’s CCUS policy reflects CCUS Forum demands

Numerous proposals and entire sections of wording in the European Commission’s February 2024 Industrial 
Carbon Management Strategy (ICMS) proposal – essentially a strategy outlining large-scale regulatory and 
financial support for CCS, CCU and carbon removals, as well as the creation of a single market for CO2 – 
closely resembles the recommendations in the papers published by the CCUS Forum’s influential and fossil 
fuel-dominated working groups (see Annex 1). As Energy Commissioner Kadri Simson, an established fossil 
fuel industry ally, told the 2023 CCUS Forum, “you called for a specific and verifiable target for storage ca-
pacity, industrial support, and structural solutions… And this proposal does exactly that... And I do believe that 
this is an opportunity for EU oil and gas producers.”

The ICMS proposal mentions the CCUS Forum by name ten times, from citing its views to explicitly giving 
it an even bigger role in shaping EU CCUS policy and allocation of public funding down the road. It refers 
to the Commission’s intention to “continue drawing on” the CCUS Forum in future work on industrial carbon 
management, with specific references to areas where the “CCUS Forum will provide input”, will work “in co-
operation with” the Commission, and will be ‘used’ to ensure “good coordination”. The mechanism that will 
allow the CCUS Forum – an annual event that forms its own working groups – to play this role is unclear; the 
lack of democratic legitimacy in giving such power to a corporate capture club could not be more plain. We 
have asked DG Energy the crucial question of how the ICMS envisages its cooperation with the CCUS Forum: 

11	 The European Lime Association, the European Cement Association (CEMBUREAU), and Heidelberg Materials/ZEP.

https://www.snam.it/en/media/news-and-press-releases/comunicati-stampa/2024/Snam-SoutH2-Corridor-Callisto-CO2-Network-confirmed-PCI.html
https://www.snam.it/en/media/news-and-press-releases/comunicati-stampa/2024/Snam-SoutH2-Corridor-Callisto-CO2-Network-confirmed-PCI.html
https://www.snam.it/en/media/news-and-press-releases/comunicati-stampa/2024/Snam-SoutH2-Corridor-Callisto-CO2-Network-confirmed-PCI.html
https://www.eni.com/en-IT/media/press-release/2023/11/eni-ravenna-ccs-project.html
https://www.eni.com/en-IT/media/press-release/2023/11/eni-ravenna-ccs-project.html
https://www.snam.it/en/our-businesses/hydrogen/survey-on-potential-market-for-hydrogen-and-CCS.html
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/47b3e680-5efa-49a7-ac2d-3524da6dc01d/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/47b3e680-5efa-49a7-ac2d-3524da6dc01d/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/47b3e680-5efa-49a7-ac2d-3524da6dc01d/details
https://zeroemissionsplatform.eu/members-area/advisory-council-executive-committee/
https://co2value.eu/our-members/
https://www.mitsubishicorp.com/gb/en/bg/natural-gas-and-petroleum-division/
https://reclaimfinance.org/site/en/2024/02/23/engie-prioritizes-shareholders-over-fossil-gas-phase-out/
https://reclaimfinance.org/site/en/2024/02/23/engie-prioritizes-shareholders-over-fossil-gas-phase-out/
https://corporateeurope.org/en/2022/05/repowereu-plans-misleading-and-heavily-influenced-fossil-fuel-industry
https://corporateeurope.org/en/2022/05/repowereu-plans-misleading-and-heavily-influenced-fossil-fuel-industry
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/SPEECH_23_6086
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2024%3A62%3AFIN&qid=1707312980822
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The influence of the fossil fuel industry-dominated CCUS Forum on EU climate policy results in the 

channelling of public money and support towards false solutions that delay the phase out of fossil fuels. The 

ultimate goal of this ‘carbon coup’ is to secure a profitable future for the very same industry that is responsible 

for the climate crisis. But emptying the public purse into a risky and repeatedly failed technofix will have 

catastrophic consequences for the climate and communities.

Corporate capture = More fossil fuels

CO₂
infrastructure

Carbon
removals market

�

�

�

CO 2

�

CCUS
Projects

CO₂ 

Public money
& policy support for

CCS-dependant 
‘Carbon removals’

An enormously costly, 
dangerous and repeatedly 
failed technology, Carbon 

Capture, Utilisation and 
Storage (CCUS) prolongs 

dependence on fossil fuels.

Building a vast, expensive 
network of dangerous high 
pressure CO2 pipelines will 

bring numerous environmental, 
health and safety risks, while 

locking us into fossil fuels.

Future carbon removal 
technologies that incorporate 
Carbon Capture and Storage 
(CCS) pose huge risks, such 
as land grabbing, and are a 
dangerous excuse to keep 

polluting now.

Trading ‘carbon removal’ 
credits would multiply 
the dangers of carbon 
offset markets, which 
already fuel carbon 

colonialism, land grabs, 
and human rights abuses.

CCUS  FORUM

Will it be with the working groups? Their co-chairs? Or any company or organisation that attends a CCUS 
Forum or takes part in a working group? To date, we have not received an answer.12 

A vision for the fossil fuel industry’s future: 

At the inaugural CCUS Forum in 2021, a working group was set up to create a vision for CCUS. Ultimately, 
the paper published by the vision working group became the blueprint for DG Energy’s subsequent ICMS 
proposal, which picks up all of the working group’s main proposals and cites it directly no less than three 
times. This carbon copy of the fossil fuel industry-dominated group’s desires occurred despite the fact that 
the vision working group’s paper is based a number of false premises: for example, that without large-scale 
CCUS – and CCUS-based carbon removals – the EU cannot meet its climate targets (“no CCUS, no net zero”), 
and furthermore that CCUS fossil power stations can “support” renewables. Although these assumptions 
are far from unassailable (see Box 6), they have been to a large extent embraced by the Commission. For 
example, Kadri Simson noted at the third CCUS Forum that “we will have to scale up CCS under all scenarios”. 
Having invited the fossil fuel industry to serve as its advisers, it is inevitable that the Commission is hearing 
the message that the prevailing fossil fuel-dependent system must be preserved at any cost. As a result, the 
voices of those calling for the necessary transformation to a system that is better for both people and planet 
are being weakened and marginalised. 

The ICMS proposal follows the vision paper’s recommendations to a staggering degree (see Annex 1). It in-
cludes major plans to channel public funding into fossil fuel industry pockets and to give them more power 
over planning CCUS infrastructure build-out in the following ways:

12	 As of 15 April 2024 (our requested date for a reply). 

https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://www.catf.us/2023/12/five-things-learned-eus-third-ccus-forum/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2024%3A62%3AFIN&qid=1707312980822


Th
e 

Ca
rb

on
 C

ou
p

14

	› By including CO2 transport and storage infrastructure projects in the Important Projects of Com-
mon European Interest (IPCEI), which removes key EU exemptions for state aid. In other words, this 
makes CCUS infrastructure eligible for public money from Member States’ national budgets. These 
funds could be better spent on real solutions like scaling up renewable energy and energy efficiency 
measures, rather than on risky, fast-tracked infrastructure that supports a technology promoted by the 
fossil fuel industry to allow the continuation of its climate-catastrophic business model.

	› By giving industry a central role in designing an EU-wide CO2 transport infrastructure network, 
modelled on the gas sector. This approach in the gas sector, however, enabled the European Network 
of Transmission System Operators for Gas (ENTSO-G) to predict future gas use and to propose gas 
infrastructure projects. As a result, ENTSO-G’s members – companies like Enagás, Snam, Gasunie, 
Fluxys and GRTgaz – received public money to build and profit from the gas pipelines and LNG termi-
nals they proposed. Unsurprisingly, giving companies with a vested interest in building infrastructure 
the role of deciding upon what is needed has resulted in consistent over-estimates of gas demand, 
leading to the lock-in of fossil gas and creating ‘stranded assets’ whereby public money is wasted on 
infrastructure we cannot use. Notably, ENTSO-G was a member of the CCUS infrastructure working 
group and a speaker at the 2023 CCUS Forum.

	› Through the creation of a carbon removals market, which the ICMS promises to consider. This would 
allow polluters to keep emitting CO2 so long as they purchase removal credits from ‘offset’ projects, 
such as those that involve speculative CCS-dependent carbon removal technologies. This demand 
has been repeatedly pushed by Big Oil (see Box 4).

It is both astonishing and appalling that an official Commission proposal for an EU strategy mirrors the ‘vision’ 
of an undemocratic, illegitimate and fossil fuel-dominated ‘working group’ set up by the CCUS Forum. 

A ‘vision’ based on folly: 

Two other elements of the vision working group paper illustrate why it should have no role in influencing EU 
policy. First, its characterisation that “a ‘chicken and egg’ problem exists” whereby it is “impossible” to know 
how much and when demand for CO2 transport and storage will develop. And, in addition, it is “not possible 
to wait until the demand develops to build the pipelines and storage required”. In other words, even though 
there is currently no demand for CO2 transport and storage (as the CCUS industry barely exists), Europe 
should throw vast amounts of public money towards the building of speculative and risky infrastructure on a 
scale that will dwarf the current oil industry (see Box 6). The outcome of this vision is the preservation of the 
fossil fuel industry’s business model, rather than the transformation of our economy to one that is fossil free. 

The second element, equally as absurd, is the paper’s assertion that the “multiple billions of euros” of need-
ed investment will not flow unless the Commission acts to “catalyse the development of markets” for carbon 
capture and utilisation (CCU) products. In other words, industry wants the Commission to artificially cre-
ate markets for a so far non-existent commodity – CO2 – as a feedstock for chemicals, fertilisers, plastics, 
building materials, synthetic fuels. This in turn would incentivise the creation of so far non-existent CCUS 
infrastructure. This folly rests on the back of an even bigger folly: the major shortcoming of CCU, which is 
that captured CO2 is often released back into the atmosphere at the end of a product or material’s life. Put 
plainly, CCU fails to keep CO2 permanently out of the atmosphere (see Box 6). 

Although the CCUS working group’s vision paper wasn’t published until April 2023, a draft version was pre-
sented at the 2022 CCUS Forum, the “most important outcome” of which was the “Commission’s commit-
ment to issue a communication in 2023 setting out the strategic vision for CCUS”. Summarising the draft 
paper, ERCST explains that it called on the Commission “to play a coordinating role at EU and Member 
State level to ensure the acceleration of CCUS deployment” through “clear communication, setting concrete 
targets, creating a transparent and predictable regulatory framework, and increasing funding for these proj-
ects”. This ‘vision’ quite clearly became the template for the Commission’s promised CCUS communication, 
the ICMS proposal. 

The vision paper sets out industry’s wish for the Commission to push Member States to embrace CCUS, and 
there is no doubt that the CCUS Forum itself has played a strategic role in getting governments on board the 
CCUS train. Following the 2022 Forum’s announcement that 73 CCUS projects were being developed across 
Europe, the 2023 Forum saw the signing of the ‘Aalborg Declaration by Denmark, France, Germany, Sweden 
and the Netherlands (the EU countries leading the CCUS drive). This declaration recognises CCS as a “cli-
mate tool” and calls for a European CO2 network and market. Oil and gas lobby IOGP praised the signatories 
of the declaration, adding that the “political momentum for CCUS must now be accompanied by pragmatic 
enabling measures (and we happen to have some ideas 😉😉)”.

https://www.corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2022-10/A 'Gastastrophic' Mistake_0.pdf
https://corporateeurope.org/en/climate-and-energy/2017/10/great-gas-lock
https://corporateeurope.org/en/climate-and-energy/2017/10/great-gas-lock
https://www.corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2022-10/A 'Gastastrophic' Mistake_0.pdf
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://ercst.org/ercst-reflection-note-2022-ccus-forum-an-overview/
https://ercst.org/ercst-reflection-note-2022-ccus-forum-an-overview/
https://ercst.org/ercst-reflection-note-2022-ccus-forum-an-overview/
https://www.catf.us/2022/12/six-things-we-learned-2022-ccus-forum/
https://www.catf.us/2022/12/six-things-we-learned-2022-ccus-forum/
https://www.catf.us/2023/12/five-things-learned-eus-third-ccus-forum/
https://kefm.dk/Media/638366861585598350/EU CCUS Aalborg declaration 231127 SEFR.pdf
https://www.linkedin.com/posts/iogp-europe_aalborg-ccus-declaration-activity-7135556815882194944-P9Mi/
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There are, it should be noted, clear parallels between the fossil fuel industry’s push for CCUS and the “ex-
aggerated claims around the need for hydrogen and LNG infrastructure in recent years”, as IEEFA points out: 
“An industry push for business case development means maximising the potential size of the market, in or-
der to drive investment and profits, rather than allowing a more holistic, systems-level approach to planning 
for the energy transition, which might leave a smaller role for certain industries and technologies. Such an 
industry-led approach can drive vast sums of public and private resources into inefficient projects, wasting 
time and budgets and creating stranded assets”.

Box 4: The push for a ‘carbon removals’ market – and some of the key figures behind it

Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) is a key component of speculative carbon removal technologies like Bioen-

ergy with Carbon Capture and Storage (BECCS) and Direct Air Carbon Capture and Storage (DACCS). CDR is a 

greenwashing fantasy for fossil-entrenched governments and corporate interests who claim that their pollution 

can someday be compensated for by sucking equal amounts of carbon back out of the atmosphere. The fossil 

fuel industry uses the promise of these problematic, risky and colossally expensive future technofixes to justify 

the immediate prioritising (and public funding) of CCUS infrastructure.

A key element on industry’s agenda to further profit from this flawed approach is the push for a Carbon Dioxide 

Removals (CDR) market. This would involve the trading of ‘carbon removal’ credits – or ‘negative emissions’ al-

lowances – in new or existing carbon markets, such as the EU’s Emissions Trading System (ETS). Certificates for 

‘carbon removals’ from technologies like BECCS and DACCS would be traded as a form of carbon offsetting; in 

other words, polluters would be allowed to keep emitting CO2 so long as they purchase removal credits. In the 

last two years, the EU has prepared major regulations that will likely turn this nightmare scenario into a reality.

For a start, the EU’s recently approved Carbon Removal Certification Framework (CRCF) gave offsets a cred-

ibility boost and will extend their scope and use. In 2022, more than 200 groups within the Real Zero Europe 

campaign had called for the EU to scrap the CRCF proposal, asking instead for actual reductions in carbon 

emissions and real solutions to the climate crisis. Meanwhile, fossil fuel industry players including Shell, Eni, 

Repsol, E.ON, IOGP Europe and Eurogas have been using the CRCF to push for a carbon removals market (for 

details, see Deadly Climate Gamble). Emerging discussions about integrating CRCF credits into the EU’s Emis-

sions Trading System and endorsing voluntary ‘net zero’ claims in the Green Claims Directive are harbingers of 

dangers to come. The threat is real; both the EU and the fossil fuel industry see these developments as building 

blocks in the construction of rules for global carbon removals markets, allowing polluters to keep profiting while 

the crisis gets worse.

One particularly influential figure in this area is Andrei Marcu, the founder of think tank ERCST (which has nu-

merous fossil fuel members, see page 11) and chair of the CCUS Forum’s public perception working group. 

Marcu has had a long career within fossil fuel lobby groups that push false solutions to the climate crisis, like 

CCS and carbon markets. His CV includes stints at the World Business Council for Sustainable Development 

(WBCSD), which counts BP, Chevron, Eni and Equinor among its ranks, as well as the influential pro-carbon 

market think tank CEPS, whose members include ExxonMobil and Shell. No stranger to the revolving door, 

Marcu has also worked for the World Bank and the UN Development Programme and has served as a negoti-

ator for various countries at the UNFCCC climate talks. In fact, he used his role as a negotiator for Papua New 

Guinea during COP16 in 2010 to push for CCS. Perhaps most significantly, Marcu was the founder, president 

and CEO of the International Emissions Trading Association (IETA), whose membership includes fossil fuel 

majors ranging from BP, Chevron and ExxonMobil to Repsol, Shell and TotalEnergies. IETA has been incredibly 

influential in pushing carbon markets globally, and was instrumental in establishing Article 6.4 on carbon mar-

kets in the Paris Agreement. 

Marcu’s latest venture, ERCST, argues that the EU should allow “certificates generated by the CRCF into the 

ETS”. In other words, this would mean that the ETS – which for years has provided windfall profits to polluters 

whilst blocking more effective policies – would be expanded to include the trading of carbon removal certifi-

cates. ERCST has also presented the idea that this would fit in with the Paris Agreement’s Article 6.4 on global 

carbon markets, thereby paving the way for an international removals market. The CCUS Forum’s vision work-

ing group – of which ERCST is a member – likewise promotes the creation of a carbon removals market. These 

demands have been incorporated into the ICMS proposal, in which the Commission promises to consider how 

the EU ETS could help to support carbon removals (see Annex 1). 

https://ieefa.org/articles/eu-bets-unproven-technology-high-risk-carbon-capture-plan
https://www.realzeroeurope.org/
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/eu-action/certification-permanent-carbon-removals-carbon-farming-and-carbon-storage-products/certification-permanent-carbon-removals-carbon-farming-and-carbon-storage-products_en
https://www.realzeroeurope.org/
https://www.realsolutions-not-netzero.org/real-zero-europe
https://www.corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2022-09/Deadly climate gamble layout_3.pdf
https://www.carbonfuture.earth/magazine/putting-the-net-in-net-zero-carbon-removals-and-the-eu-emissions-trading-system
https://www.carbonfuture.earth/magazine/putting-the-net-in-net-zero-carbon-removals-and-the-eu-emissions-trading-system
https://carbonmarketwatch.org/2024/03/12/green-claims-directive-european-parliament-votes-to-ban-carbon-neutrality-for-products-but-not-companies/
https://www.wbcsd.org/Overview/Our-members/Members
https://www.ceps.eu/corporate-membership/
https://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/cop19_guide_to_corporate_lobbying-with_references.pdf
https://www.ieta.org/memberships/?_members_filter=energy-power-providers
https://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2021-06/The-Big-Con_EN.pdf
https://ercst.org/ercst-feedback-to-the-commissions-public-consultation-for-industrial-carbon-management-carbon-capture-utilisation-and-storage-deployment-2/
https://ercst.org/ercst-feedback-to-the-commissions-public-consultation-for-industrial-carbon-management-carbon-capture-utilisation-and-storage-deployment-2/
https://www.corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2022-09/Deadly climate gamble layout_3.pdf
https://z7r689.n3cdn1.secureserver.net/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/20221119-ERCST-CCUS-Industrial-partnership-what-next-v2.pdf
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2024%3A62%3AFIN&qid=1707312980822
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Locking-in a fossil-fuelled future with CO2 infrastructure: 

The push for CCUS and CO2 infrastructure hasn’t only come from the CCUS Forum’s vision working group. A 
dedicated working group on infrastructure was also set up at the 2021 Forum and has been renewed each 
year since. The two papers it has published to date (more are in the pipeline, as the group’s mandate is on-
going) have both had significant influence on the Commission’s plans. Its cross-border CO2 infrastructure 
paper, published in September 2023, calls on the Commission to “develop a strategy and clear targets for a 
common European CO2 transport network” – which the Commission’s ICMS proposal and 2040 targets went 
on to do. 

A huge number of the paper’s more specific recommendations were also taken on board in the Commis-
sion’s ICMS proposal (see Annex 1). These major demands from the fossil fuel industry and its allies – which 
want public support to build the infrastructure needed to establish a CO2 market, regardless of the likeli-
hood that such a market will never take shape due to the high risks and great expense – have thus been 
seamlessly translated into official EU plans. This will have major impacts, including the following: 

	› The funnelling of EU and national public funding towards CO2 pipelines and storage sites (despite 
the conclusion of the European Court of Auditors that previous such transfers were a waste of public 
money; see Box 6).

	› The undemocratic and fossil fuel-dominated CCUS Forum will be given an official role in planning this 
‘CO2 network’.

	› Provisions will be made to ensure that fossil fuel companies won’t have to bear the costs, risks or liabil-
ities when things go wrong (or when a CO2 market fails to take shape). These risks will be exacerbated 
by speeded-up permitting processes.

The infrastructure working group’s second paper concerns technical specifications for CO2 transport. It ar-
gues that safe transport of impure CO2 streams “is possible today”, but at the same time lists at least 12 
research questions that must still be answered, among them the risks linked to chemical reactions resulting 
from “the mixing of different impurities from different CO2 streams”. It gets around this contradiction by argu-
ing that wherever “fundamental understanding of processes is incomplete”, the design of CO2 transport net-
works will follow common engineering safety practices to ensure they are “on the safe side”. In other words, 
the message is: go ahead and build the infrastructure, regardless of the fact that we don’t yet know what the 
safety risks might be. The paper implies that answering these questions is merely about improving future 
infrastructure design so that it is more economical (as “less conservative” safety margins will be needed once 
we have a better understanding of e.g. how different CO2 impurities interact). At the same time, however, the 
working group argues against prohibitive costs for industry when building CO2 networks. This desire to mini-
mise costs for polluters is in turn reflected in the ICMS proposal (see Annex 1). 

The whole approach of the CO2 specifications paper – which the Commission has taken on board – is more 
broadly indicative of the fossil fuel industry’s strategy: go full steam ahead with building massive, multi-bil-
lion euro transport and storage infrastructure for CO2 that has not yet been captured, for a CO2 market that 
doesn’t currently exist. Furthermore, this market may remain too risky and too costly to ever exist; technical 
and safety questions are unknown, and there no guarantees that CO2 storage will keep ‘captured’ CO2 un-
derground forever. All of this is part of a huge gamble on a fossil-fuel prolonging technology that has a long 
history of over-promising and under-delivering (see Box 6).

Box 5: Lock in CO2 infrastructure, secure the future of fossil fuels

The fossil fuel industry places great importance on the securing of public finance and regulatory support for the 

cross-border CO2 transport infrastructure needed to facilitate its CCUS vision. The reasoning is simple: if you 

can secure the infrastructure, you’ve locked in continued dependence on the fossil fuel industry. Why is that? 

Because you only need to capture, transport, store or use the CO2 from burning fossil fuels if you’re still burning 

them. And if you’ve spent billions of public money building CO2 infrastructure (rather than transforming the econ-

omy away from fossil fuel dependence), then you have a serious sunk investment to recoup. And what if CCUS 

continues to over-promise and under-deliver? Well, the fossil fuel industry still gets additional time to carry on 

with business-as-usual under the (erroneous) assumption that CCUS (and subsequent carbon removals) will sort 

it all out. Put plainly, throwing vast amounts of scarce public resources into building CO2 transport infrastructure 

is a trap we cannot afford to fall into. 

The scale of the infrastructure needed to support the fossil fuel industry’s vision for CCUS cannot be understated: 

it has been estimated that by 2050, the CCUS industry and associated CO2 infrastructure would need to be two to 

four times larger than the current global oil industry. This infrastructure includes high-pressure, low temperature 

https://energy.ec.europa.eu/topics/oil-gas-and-coal/carbon-capture-storage-and-utilisation/ccus-forum-and-working-groups_en
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/435ae9cd-1cb6-49a9-9311-f77c21c64d82/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/435ae9cd-1cb6-49a9-9311-f77c21c64d82/details
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2024%3A62%3AFIN&qid=1707312980822
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/13c2a475-c705-432d-8ca3-17ce799ba502/details
https://www.ciel.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Confronting-the-Myth-of-Carbon-Free-Fossil-Fuels.pdf
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CO2 pipelines to transport the captured carbon to geological storage sites; these can leak or rupture, potentially 

explosively. In addition, the release of compressed CO2 can result in the asphyxiation of humans and animals. In 

April 2024, for example, leakage from an ExxonMobil-owned CO2 pipeline in the US state of Louisiana resulted in 

the issuance of a shelter-in-place order for local residents to avoid the risk of asphyxiation. This followed a similar 

pipeline rupture in Mississippi, which necessitated evacuations and medical treatments. Underground storage, 

meanwhile, comes with the dangers of potential leakage, contamination of drinking water, and stimulation of 

seismic activity. Furthermore, by prolonging the extraction of fossil fuels rather than leaving them in the ground, CCUS 

would be responsible for negative impacts on communities and their environments along fossil fuel supply chains. 

These include oil spills, habitat destruction, soil and water contamination, air pollution and severe health impacts, all 

of which tend to fall disproportionately on marginalised communities. 

As well as the dangers, there are also huge uncertainties about the feasibility of large-scale CO2 infrastructure 

– with particular concerns coming from engineering firms. In its greenwashing PR, Italian gas infrastructure giant 

Snam (see page 12) refers to developing “future proof multi-molecule infrastructure” –i.e., pipelines suitable for 

fossil gas, biomethane, hydrogen, and CO2 for example. From an engineering perspective, however, these gases 

have very different requirements. Hydrogen is a much smaller molecule than fossil gas (methane), for example, 

and therefore cannot be transported in fossil gas pipelines (unless blended with methane, and then containing 

only around 5% hydrogen). As one engineering consultancy points out, transporting hydrogen or CO2 requires 

the “use of different materials, methods of construction, quality control testing and operational procedures than 

traditional hydrocarbon pipelines”. 

Furthermore, the concept of ‘repurposing’ existing gas pipelines for CO2 doesn’t match up with industry’s expec-

tations. At a 2023 gas industry event, for example, gas infrastructure operator Gasunie candidly stated: “Most of 

the assets are not available because gas production is still going on. We will need a lot of new infrastructure for 

CCUS”. In other words, CO2 pipelines will neither replace nor repurpose gas pipelines, precisely because CCUS 

is about giving a lifeline to the fossil gas industry to continue business as usual. Additionally, despite its green-

washing, Snam’s 2023-2027 investment plan shows that the vast majority of the €11.5 billion it plans to spend on 

‘multi-molecule infrastructure’ will actually go towards more gas infrastructure (approx. €10.3 billion), while its 

‘energy transition’ investments amount to a mere €1.2 billion (including €350 million for CCS and €100 million 

for hydrogen). 

“Developing CCUS infrastructure speculates on the (promised) potential to capture, transport, and store CO2 in 

future – but no corporation can say for how long that CO2 will stay put. 50 years, 100 years? Forever? Snam and 

its peers are exposing us to an unbearable uncertainty for the planet and for society as a whole,” concludes Elena 

Gerebizza of ReCommon. 

A pipeline for pro-CCUS propaganda:

The working group on public perception, which was created at the 2022 CCUS Forum, produced its first 
paper in September 2023. The paper reveals just how formalised the role of CCUS working groups has be-
come; this group describes its main objective as to “contribute to” the upcoming ICMS proposal “by providing 
the Commission with recommendations on accounting for public perception of CCUS in the Strategy”. Given 
this working group’s influential role, it is particularly worrying that there is a major contradiction at the core 
of the paper. It recommends both that:

A.	 “As a first step, it is crucial to establish the legitimacy of CCUS technology among the public”; and

B.	 Communication on CCUS needs to provide audiences with “information on which they can formulate an 
opinion” including “clear and transparent presentation of the benefits, costs, and risks associated with 
CCUS”, and that all stakeholders (“citizens, organisations and institutions”) have the proactive “opportuni-
ty to be informed and to participate in discussions on CCUS”, whilst “avoiding one-way dissemination of 
information and facts”.

The goal of establishing the legitimacy of CCUS in the eyes of the public is in clear contradiction with the 
goal of allowing the public to form an opinion based on all of the costs, benefits and risks. As long as estab-
lishing a CCUS-favourable outcome is the pre-determined end game, the public perception working group 
is nothing less than a pro-CCUS propaganda shop: steered by the fossil fuel industry and other big polluters, 
yet nonetheless given the Commission’s ear.

https://www.ciel.org/issue/carbon-capture-and-storage/
https://progressivereform.org/publications/la-co2-leak-ccs-dangers-pr/
https://www.npr.org/2023/05/21/1172679786/carbon-capture-carbon-dioxide-pipeline
https://www.npr.org/2023/05/21/1172679786/carbon-capture-carbon-dioxide-pipeline
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6344296/
https://www.ciel.org/issue/carbon-capture-and-storage/
https://www.ciel.org/issue/carbon-capture-and-storage/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/dipkabhambhani/2024/04/12/biden-wants-pipelines-for-ccs-hydrogen-and-fast/
https://www.snam.it/it/investor-relations/investire-in-snam/debito-e-credit-rating/sustainable-finance.html
https://climate.mit.edu/ask-mit/can-we-use-pipelines-and-power-plants-we-have-now-transport-and-burn-hydrogen-or-do-we-need
https://www.trccompanies.com/insights/adapting-old-pipelines-for-new-products-how-the-energy-industry-is-addressing-the-drive-for-decarbonization/
https://www.entsog.eu/sites/default/files/2023-08/Key take-aways from the 10th meeting of Advisory Panel for Future Gas Grids_.pdf
https://www.snam.it/en/media/news-and-press-releases/comunicati-stampa/2024/snam-2023-2027-Strategy-plan.html
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/ad3aab68-e28b-4fb6-82ff-524f88b0b8b5/details
https://www.npr.org/2023/05/21/1172679786/carbon-capture-carbon-dioxide-pipeline
https://www.npr.org/2023/05/21/1172679786/carbon-capture-carbon-dioxide-pipeline
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The fossil fuel industry is helping Commission to create a 
‘CCUS Industrial Partnership’: 

The Commission has open ears for industry’s demands for a CCUS Industrial Partnership that would give the 
fossil fuel and polluting industries an even more formalised role in shaping future CCUS projects, funding 
and regulations. For example, at a November 2022 event run by ERCST (see page 11), the Commission pre-
sented the results of its survey on a CCUS Industrial Partnership; the findings were that 100% of the (unspec-
ified) 14 responding participants believed that the partnership was needed. 

This followed the setting up of a fossil fuel-dominated working group on industrial partnership at the 2021 
CCUS Forum, to work towards “better industry involvement in technology deployment”. In August 2023, the 
group published a paper calling for a CCUS Industrial Partnership that would support the current and future 
Commission in “developing and implementing” the ICMS. Notably, the paper says the partnership should 
involve “all relevant stakeholders” including “environmental NGOs, R&D institutes... and social partners”. 
However, it also stipulates that its task forces, which would organise the Industrial Partnership’s activities, 
should only be open to applicants that “subscribe to the goal of accelerating the deployment of CCUS” in 
line with NZIA targets. In other words, only pro-CCUS NGOs should be allowed to participate in these task 
forces. The devil is in the details: by ensuring that only NGOs, academia and unions that already support the 
massive build-out of CCUS infrastructure are allowed any influence, this ‘inclusive’ partnership is anything 
but inclusive. 

This trend is further exemplified by the paper’s proposals that the CCUS Industrial Partnership be funded by 
its corporate members; that its Secretariat be run by the fossil fuel-dominated Zero Emissions Platform (ZEP, 
one of the organisations that gave “specific input” on the paper); and that members of its governing board 
could include “civil society representatives” from “ETIP CCS”. That last proposal may sound obscure, but it 
is significant in that it attempts to portray ZEP (which is the European Technology and Innovation Platform 
(ETIP) on CCS) as a civil society organisation, despite its heavy fossil fuel membership (see page 7) and the 
fact that ETIPs are recognised as “industry-led communities”. The history of similar such structures, like the 
EU’s industrial alliances, also bodes ill. Take for example the European Clean Hydrogen Alliance, which was 
critiqued by Friends of the Earth Europe as a “self-regulation project, giving companies with a vested interest 
yet another avenue to advocate for public money for the recovery and just transition to go to false solutions 
like carbon capture and storage and fossil-based hydrogen”.

It is small wonder, then, that the paper focuses on creating business models for CCUS and its associated 
CO2 infrastructure that ‘de-risk’ investment for companies and transfer liability from industry to regulators. 
In other words, even as the fossil fuel industry pushes CCUS as the magic solution that enables companies 
to continue extracting, using and profiting from fossil fuels, it does not want to be liable for the risks inherent 
in the technology. Although this is a clear breach of the EU’s Polluter Pays Principle, the Commission’s ICMS 
proposal, published in February 2024, takes these demands on board and emphasises the need for “part-
nership with industry” (see Annex 1).

Box 6: Betting on a repeatedly failed technology is a risk we cannot afford to take

As we noted in the 2022 report Deadly Climate Gamble, the fossil fuel industry has been promising for the last 

three decades that commercially viable, at scale carbon capture and storage (CCS) is ‘just around the corner’. But 

we don’t have time to wait. The IPCC warns that the world’s cumulative emissions each year up to 2030 will deter-

mine if we stay within 1.5ºC of warming – and CCS cannot be expected until at least the 2030s (if it ever emerges 

at scale). Even the CCUS Forum’s vision working group recognises that “timelines for building such infrastructure 

are long”, citing a CO2 storage project with a seven-year timeline. Only real emissions cuts at source – through a 

swift, equitable and just phase out of fossil fuels – can help us to avoid catastrophic climate change. Ultimately, 

CCUS is an escape hatch for the fossil fuel industry. It is designed to give companies the license to continue 

polluting, while at the same time distracting and redirecting funding from real climate solutions – including 

renewables and energy efficiency – and delaying the energy transformation. Arguments that CCUS will help to 

decarbonise hard-to-abate industrial sectors do nothing to change the reality that CCUS will act as a lifeline for 

– and lock-in future dependence on – fossil fuels.

The IPCC does not herald CCUS as the solution: The CCUS Forum’s vision working group invokes the 

IPCC’s Sixth Assessment Report as evidence that without CCUS, the EU cannot meet its 2050 climate goals. This 

is disingenuous, however, as the emissions reduction pathway in the IPCC’s report that gives the best chance 

of staying within 1.5°C actually makes limited to no use of engineered carbon capture technologies. Instead, it 

focuses on a rapid phase out of fossil fuels, and a limited amount of carbon removal by natural sources.13 What’s 

13	 Such as reforestation and enhanced soil carbon uptake. For more information, see Deadly Climate Gamble.

https://ercst.org/event/ccus-industrial-partnership-what-next/
https://z7r689.n3cdn1.secureserver.net/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/20221121-EC-Survey_Industrial-Partnership.pdf
https://z7r689.n3cdn1.secureserver.net/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/20221121-EC-Survey_Industrial-Partnership.pdf
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/topics/oil-gas-and-coal/carbon-capture-storage-and-utilisation/ccus-forum-and-working-groups_en
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/47b3e680-5efa-49a7-ac2d-3524da6dc01d/details
https://zeroemissionsplatform.eu/about-zep/members/
https://www.etipbioenergy.eu/supporting-initiatives-and-platforms/related-european-technology-platforms-and-jtis/etp-overview
https://friendsoftheearth.eu/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/The-EUs-Industrial-Alliances.pdf
https://www.era-comm.eu/Introduction_EU_Environmental_Law/EN/module_2/module_2_11.html
https://www.corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2022-09/Deadly climate gamble layout_3.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/assessment-report/ar6/
https://foe.scot/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/CCS-Research-Summary-Briefing.pdf
http://bit.ly/3bUvHGV
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://www.ciel.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Confronting-the-Myth-of-Carbon-Free-Fossil-Fuels.pdf
https://www.corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2022-09/Deadly climate gamble layout_3.pdf
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more, the IPCC points to “uncertainty in the future deployment of CCS” and cautions against reliance on the 

technology, given “concerns about storage safety and cost” and the “non-negligible risk” of CO2 leakage from 

geological storage and transport infrastructure (see Box 5).

A waste of public money: In 2018, the European Court of Auditors criticised the EU for channelling €424 

million into unsuccessful CCS projects, public money that failed “to deploy CCS in the EU.” Real Zero Europe have 

noted that although €587 million in subsidies went to EU CCS initiatives between 2007 and 2016, this did not re-

sult in a single demonstration plant. Nonetheless, in November 2022 the EU Innovation Fund doubled the finance 

available for large-scale proposals to decarbonise Europe to €3 billion, much of which is expected to fund more 

CCS projects (based on the first call for proposals). 

CCUS projects have a history of spiralling costs and project delays; many of them ultimately do not even materialise. 

Indeed, Commissioner Simson noted at the first CCUS Forum that none of the 12 large-scale CCS projects planned 

to be completed by 2015 has been built – despite the EU providing “enabling legislation” and significant econom-

ic resources. Yet the fossil fuel industry is trying to rewrite history: the CCUS Forum infrastructure working group 

claims that “While industry is ready to deploy, political support has not always been sufficient, leading to uncer-

tainty and delays.” The industrial partnership working group, meanwhile, says that CCUS deployment should 

have started “some time ago” yet “only a handful of projects are under construction and with heavy involvement 

of state or EU resources.” Despite hinting at this history of false starts and failures (that have nonetheless depend-

ed on public funds), the paper says the EU must “significantly accelerate these investments by 2030” if it is to 

meet its 2050 climate targets. This conclusion from the industry – and the EU’s willingness to dole out yet-more 

taxpayers money to it – brings to mind the well-known saying that insanity is doing the same thing over and over 

and expecting different results. 

The fossil fuel industry is the first to point out that scaling up CCUS isn’t viable without public funding, but the 

reality is that it is often cheaper to generate a unit of electricity by using wind or solar than by using natural gas 

(and that’s without the vast expenses associated with CCUS on top). At the same time, using CCUS to mitigate 

emissions in hard-to-abate industries “overlooks or downplays considerations like cost, alternatives to fossil fuel 

inputs, and the risks posed by transporting and storing captured carbon underground”, explains the Center for 

International Environmental Law (CIEL). Due to the array of emission sources in these industries, it is even more 

complex and costly for them to be fitted with CCUS than it is in the power sector. And while using renewable 

sources for electricity and heat can dramatically reduce industrial emissions, so can the reduction, reuse, and 

recycling of steel, aluminium, plastics, and so on. Critically, this reduces the need for these industrial emissions 

in the first place.

CCS has done little to reduce emissions: The CCS projects implemented to date have systematically 

over-promised and dramatically under-delivered on emissions reductions. Combining CCS with fossil fuel power 

plants has been an abject failure; despite receiving hundreds of millions in subsidies, very few are in operation. 

The two existing CCUS coal plant projects in North America have been plagued by problems, including the fail-

ure to capture the promised rates of CO2 due to frequent breakdowns; requiring far more energy than anticipated 

to run; and even being mothballed for years on end in response to plunging oil prices. As CIEL noted in 2021, the 

28 CCS facilities operating around the world (at industrial sites as well as power plants) have the capacity to cap-

ture just 0.1% of fossil fuel emissions. Furthermore, the vast majority (81%) of CO2 captured globally has been used 

to pump out previously unreachable oil (a process called Enhanced Oil Recovery), adding yet more emissions. 

What’s more, it is irresponsible to assume that any CO2 injected underground (CCS) or used in the manufacture of 

other products like plastics or cement (CCU) will be permanently kept out of the atmosphere. As CIEL points out, 

this approach “merely kicks the can down a very short road, to be a burden to the next generation”.

https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/sites/2/2019/06/SR15_Full_Report_High_Res.pdf
https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/publications?did=47082&utm_source=POLITICO.EU&utm_campaign=172e6636e5-EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_2018_10_23_10_32&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_10959edeb5-172e6636e5-190128777
https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/publications?did=47082&utm_source=POLITICO.EU&utm_campaign=172e6636e5-EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_2018_10_23_10_32&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_10959edeb5-172e6636e5-190128777
https://www.realzeroeurope.org/s/RZE-Briefing-Tech-Removals-DACCS-and-BECCS.pdf
https://www.realzeroeurope.org/s/RZE-Briefing-Tech-Removals-DACCS-and-BECCS.pdf
https://www.corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/2022-09/Deadly%20climate%20gamble%20layout_3.pdf
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/435ae9cd-1cb6-49a9-9311-f77c21c64d82/details
https://foe.scot/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Watershed-Report_final_web.pdf
https://foe.scot/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Watershed-Report_final_web.pdf
https://www.ciel.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Confronting-the-Myth-of-Carbon-Free-Fossil-Fuels.pdf
https://www.ciel.org/
https://www.ciel.org/
https://www.spglobal.com/marketintelligence/en/news-insights/latest-news-headlines/only-still-operating-carbon-capture-project-battled-technical-issues-in-2021-68302671
https://www.spglobal.com/marketintelligence/en/news-insights/latest-news-headlines/only-still-operating-carbon-capture-project-battled-technical-issues-in-2021-68302671
https://www.biofuelwatch.org.uk/2022/beccs-factsheet-march-2022/
https://www.biofuelwatch.org.uk/2022/beccs-factsheet-march-2022/
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/carbon-capture-project-back-texas-coal-plant-after-3-year-shutdown-2023-09-14/
https://www.ciel.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Confronting-the-Myth-of-Carbon-Free-Fossil-Fuels.pdf
https://www.ciel.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Confronting-the-Myth-of-Carbon-Free-Fossil-Fuels.pdf
https://thebulletin.org/2022/09/plagued-by-failures-carbon-capture-is-no-climate-solution/
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Conclusion

The CCUS Forum is an archetypal example of corporate capture. Worse, it is fully endorsed – and increasingly 

institutionalised – by the European Commission. This is a major coup for the fossil fuel industry. The unaccount-

able and fossil fuel-dominated CCUS Forum has been given a huge role in shaping DG Energy’s vision for CCUS, 

and its recommendations have been consistently followed in the new ICMS proposal. This proposal gives the 

Forum an official role in developing further CCUS-enabling legislation and finance, in planning CO2 infrastructure 

needs, and in designing an internal market for CO2 – currently a non-existent ‘commodity’ for which there is 

no demand.

Despite the Commission’s efforts to present the CCUS Forum as a multi-stakeholder group, the reality is very 

different. The fossil fuel industry has been the single biggest sector represented on the agenda of every annu-

al CCUS Forum (aside from the public sector) – and that proportion is growing each year. What’s more, every 

working group that has so far published a paper has been co-chaired by the fossil fuel industry (or organisa-

tions with ties to it), and the membership of each working group is dominated by the fossil fuel industry (the 

single largest sector represented in each working group). And while there are plenty of other polluting industry 

players involved – from steel to cement to chemicals companies – the number of NGOs and research organi-

sations involved is proportionally tiny, and some of them have their own links to oil and gas. Not that ‘balance’ 

is the issue: the fossil fuel industry’s history of climate denial and lobbying to delay, weaken and sabotage 

climate action, along with its vested interest in keeping fossil fuels flowing, means it should have no place 

influencing climate policy. 

The corporate capture of the EU’s climate, energy and industrial agenda by the fossil fuel industry is no less 

than a coup over our democracy, and the political prioritisation of CCUS is an assault on rational climate policy. 

By giving the CCUS Forum so much influence, the Commission is falling into a costly and dangerous trap. Rath-

er than prioritising a swift, just and equitable phase out of fossil fuels and the transformation of our economy to 

one that is fairer, greener and less resource and energy intensive, fossil fuel interests are ensuring that Europe 

throws even more public support at a technology that has drained public funds while failing to progress for 

decades. The Commission is blindly supporting CCUS on a scale that will lock Europe in to continued fossil fuel 

dependence in the vain hope that this time it will work (and that future carbon removals can undo all the dam-

age of continued fossil fuel use). The renewed push for large-scale CCUS, CO2 infrastructure and a CO2 market 

is about only one thing: providing an escape hatch for the fossil fuel industry – at the taxpayer’s expense – that 

allows it to preserve and prolong the business model that has enabled it to profit from causing climate change.

The EU’s tight embrace of oil and gas companies and their lobby groups gives them a more explicit role in 

steering policymaking to suit their own interests. When the well-polished PR is stripped away, the danger and 

ludicrousness of this approach is plain. The CCUS Forum can have no place in a democratic European Union 

that is capable of meeting its climate justice responsibilities. Instead, we need fossil free politics. Cleaning up 

our democracy is vital if the EU is to deliver real solutions to the climate crisis and bring carbon emissions down 

to real zero, instead of the corporate greenwashed ‘net zero’ that relies on fossil fuel industry delay tactics like 

CCUS. Only then can we decarbonise our energy system in line with climate science, with a planned phase-out 

of all fossil fuels and associated infrastructure, and a just transition that puts communities and workers over 

corporate profits.

https://www.fossilfreepolitics.org/
https://www.fossilfreepolitics.org/
https://www.realzeroeurope.org/
https://www.realzeroeurope.org/
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Annex 1. How the Industrial Carbon Management Strategy (ICMS)  
mirrors fossil fuel wish list as set out by the CCUS Forum’s working groups

CCUS Forum 
Working 
Group

Working group’s recommendations Commission’s ICMS proposal

Vision working 
group paper

Calls for a CCUS Important Project of Common 
European Interest (IPCEI) Framework.

Regarding the setting up of a CO2 transport and storage infrastructure 
IPCEI, foresees using “the existing CCUS Forum platform to ensure good 
coordination, set the timing, monitor progress and maintain the pace of 
the project. Consider establishing a dedicated high-level platform to 
work beyond 2030.”

Asks for “CO2 Network Plan” to be “developed by 
a wide consortium of companies”.

Foresees designing “EU-wide CO2 transport infrastructure” in coopera-
tion with the CCUS Forum, and “network planning” based “on a participa-
tory approach, as taken in the electricity and gas sectors”.

Wants a “compliance market for permanent and 
measurable CO2 removals”.

Promises to “develop policy options and support mechanisms for indus-
trial carbon removals, including if and how to account for them in the 
EU ETS”.

Calls for the launch of “platforms for greater 
knowledge sharing and collaboration between 
Member States, relevant authorities, and industry”.

Plans to create a “knowledge-sharing platform to facilitate the collec-
tion and sharing of information and best practices on and between CCUS 
projects in the EU”.

Infrastructure 
working group 
paper on CO2 
transport and 
storage  
infrastructure

Wants a regulatory framework to support “the 
development of a non-discriminatory, open-ac-
cess, multimodal CO2 transport network”.

Refers to developing “a non-discriminatory, open-access, transparent, 
multimodal, cross-border CO2 transport and storage infrastructure”.

Says “a European Storage Atlas” of information 
about “areas where CO2 storage sites can be 
permitted” is needed.

Promises to “kickstart work to create an EU-wide investment atlas of po-
tential CO2 storage sites”.

Says that the Commission must keep “engaging 
with industry players to create favourable condi-
tions” for CCUS infrastructure projects.

States that the Commission will “work towards proposing an EU-wide 
CO2 transport infrastructure planning mechanism in cooperation with… 
the CCUS Forum stakeholder platform”, and that the “CCUS Forum will 
provide input” on CO2 network planning.

Emphasises the need for de-risking invest-
ments, risk-sharing and “transfer of liabilities” 
between the storage developer and the regula-
tory authority/state.

Promises to help member states tackle “CO2-specific cross-value-chain liabili-
ty risks for operators”, describes methods to “de-risk investment” (such as 
‘Carbon Contract for Difference’ (CCfD), and suggests the combined use 
of various public funding streams to compensate for the “higher-risk na-
ture of CCS and CCU projects”. Plans to develop guidance for permitting 
processes for ‘net-zero strategic projects’ for CO2 storage that include 
the “the transfer of responsibility from operators back to the competent 
authorities and the corresponding financial security and financial mech-
anism requirements” and transparency on the “risk-based approaches to 
facilitate final investment decisions by storage operators”.

Says EU and national funding programmes 
should be “adapted to maximise their poten-
tial to fund CO2 infrastructure projects” so as to 
avoid the “chicken and egg” challenge whereby 
CO2 storage is ready before CO2 transport infra-
structure is built to fill it.

States that the Commission will “facilitate investment needs in industrial 
carbon management up to 2040 and 2050, including by making smart 
use of public funding to leverage private investment”, and recognis-
es that “CO2 transport infrastructure is the key enabler” of CCS, CCU 
and carbon removals (see Box 4). Also lists numerous EU funding pro-
grammes for CCUS projects and infrastructure, including InvestEU and 
the Connecting Europe Facility.

Argues for a “value chain approach” to “ensure 
that the CO2 capture and transport infrastructure 
are developed in parallel with storage”, includ-
ing “facilitated provisions regarding infrastruc-
ture planning and permitting” for CO2 transport 
as well as CO2 storage (which should both be 
classed as “net zero strategic projects”).

Says that developing CO2 infrastructure “requires coordination across 
the value chain” and “timely permitting,” and that Member States “should 
recognise and support storage sites and related capture and transport 
infrastructure as net-zero strategic projects under the NZIA”. It adds that 
to “support early CO2 (cross-border) infrastructure projects, the Com-
mission will consider, in close engagement with industry, nominating 
European coordinators to address issues such as particular difficulties 
or delays and to inform the development of fit for purpose regulatory 
framework. The CCUS Forum will provide input to this work.”

Infrastructure 
working group 
paper on CO2 
specifications

Warns that higher CO2 purity levels for pipelines 
and storage “may impose prohibitive costs on the 
emitters, since purity comes with additional ener-
gy requirements and higher costs”.

On the subject of minimum CO2 stream quality standards, refers to the 
need for “balance between cost effectiveness and risks, as different CO2 
purity levels come with different costs”.

Public  
Perception 
working group 
paper

Says it is “crucial to establish the legitimacy of 
CCUS technology among the public” and that 
the ICMS should “commit to enhancing public 
understanding and awareness of CCUS”.

Promises to “use the CCUS Forum” to “stimulate public debate and 
increase public understanding and awareness on industrial carbon 
management”.

Industrial 
Partnership 
working group 
paper

Calls for a new CCUS Industrial Partnership that 
would support the Commission in “developing 
and implementing” its ICMS strategy “beyond this 
legislative term” and would focus on creating busi-
ness models for CCUS and CO2 infrastructure that 
“de-risk” investment for companies and transfer 
liability from the industry to regulators. Warns that 
“Uncertainties and changes in legislation” are bad 
for CCUS projects’ longer-term feasibility.

States that achieving a “well-functioning and competitive market for 
captured CO2 requires partnership with industry” and “resources to de-
velop a coherent policy framework that provides regulatory certainty 
and incentives for investments” in CCUS. Adds that the “Commission 
intends to continue drawing on this platform [the CCUS Forum] in the 
future work on industrial carbon management”, as well as making sev-
eral references to ways to de-risk CCUS and address liability risks for 
industry (see above).

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2024%3A62%3AFIN&qid=1707312980822
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/594e5e2f-1d3b-4e9d-afaa-6f6657c7ee3a/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/435ae9cd-1cb6-49a9-9311-f77c21c64d82/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/435ae9cd-1cb6-49a9-9311-f77c21c64d82/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/435ae9cd-1cb6-49a9-9311-f77c21c64d82/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/435ae9cd-1cb6-49a9-9311-f77c21c64d82/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/13c2a475-c705-432d-8ca3-17ce799ba502/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/13c2a475-c705-432d-8ca3-17ce799ba502/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/ad3aab68-e28b-4fb6-82ff-524f88b0b8b5/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/75b4ad48-262d-455d-997a-7d5b1f4cf69c/library/47b3e680-5efa-49a7-ac2d-3524da6dc01d/details
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Annex 2: Methodology

The ‘fossil fuel industry’ in this report refers to companies that extract, transport, store, refine, sell or burn 
fossil fuels to produce electricity, as well as to the groups they are members of.

Entities that do not meet the above definition may still:

	› have various types of links, ties or relationships (to various degrees) with the fossil fuel industry, e.g. 
through funding, board members, or a joint lobbying history;

	› serve the interests, continuation or business model of the fossil fuel industry, e.g. by providing oil and 
gas or offshore engineering services, or ‘escape hatches’ that justify the continued use of fossil fuels, 
such as CCUS projects, carbon offsets, etc.

Neither of the above, however, are included in our calculations that refer to ‘fossil fuel industry’ – although 
some organisations with fossil fuel links are explored further in the text.

Regarding calculations relating to entities that are listed on the agendas of the annual CCUS Forums:

	› if an organisation features as a speaker/moderator/reception host more than once in a CCUS Forum 
agenda, it is counted more than once;

	› ‘public sector’ refers broadly to representatives of ministries, public bodies, intergovernmental organi-
sations, politicians, etc.;

	› ‘other polluting industry organisations’ refers to heavy industries/major polluters such as steel, cement, 
chemicals, shipping, et al.;

	› ‘university/research institutions’ refers to those or similar;

	› ‘NGOs’ refers to non-governmental organisations or similar;

	› ‘mixed other sectors’ refers to the remaining entities, which broadly range from consultancies, think 
tanks and financial actors to energy infrastructure (including oil and gas services), Direct Air Capture, 
other energy industry actors (e.g. district heating, solar), et al. If an entity’s affiliation/interests are not 
clear, it is included in this category.

Regarding calculations relating to members of, or contributors to, the CCUS Forum working groups:

	› each entity is classified in one category only, with the fossil fuel category taking precedence if an entity 
fits in to multiple categories including the fossil fuel industry. For example, if a CCUS project involves 
fossil fuel companies it will be classified as fossil fuel industry only to avoid double counting;

	› reference to ‘additional CCUS industry actors/projects’ refers to CCUS industry actors/projects that do 
not appear (based on e.g. their project partners) to be directly fossil fuel industry linked (whereas, as 
noted above, CCUS ventures clearly involving fossil fuel companies are counted as fossil fuel industry);

	› categories as above for annual CCUS Forums. The remaining entities that would fit into ‘mixed other 
sectors’ broadly includes those noted above (in the CCUS Forums themselves), as well as e.g. offsetting 
companies, bioenergy firms, business groups, etc. 

The same system of categorisation was also used for the calculation of MEP meetings. 

All such categorisations and calculations should be considered subject to reasonable human error. 



Th
e 

Ca
rb

on
 C

ou
p

23

Written by Rachel Tansey with contributions  
from Belén Balanyá and Elena Gerebizza

Edited by Ann Doherty 

Designed by Lucía Armiño 

With thanks to Joanna Cabello

Published by Corporate Europe Observatory  
and ReCommon, Brussels, April 2024.

Contents of this report may be quoted or reproduced for noncommercial 
purpose, provided that the source of information is acknowledged. 

Corporate Europe Observatory (CEO) is a research and campaign group 
working to expose and challenge the disproportionate influence that cor-
porations and their lobbyists exert over EU policy-making. CEO works in 
close alliance with public interest groups and social movements in and 
outside of Europe to develop alternatives to the dominance of corporate 
power. 

www.corporateeurope.org

ReCommon is an Italian, non-for-profit organization. It conducts investiga-
tions and promotes campaigns that challenge corporate and state power 
responsible for the plunder of territories, and works to create spaces for 
change in society.

www.recommon.org

mailto:www.corporateeurope.org?subject=
mailto:www.recommon.org?subject=

	Summary and key findings 
	Introduction
	Box 1: Fossil-friendly policy developments in the EU
	I. Institutionalised Corporate Capture:
	2021: First CCUS Forum
	Box 2: A recurring role for the fossil fuel industry’s MEP allies
	2022: Second CCUS Forum
	2023: Third CCUS Forum 
	Box 3: ‘Neutral’-sounding research institutions and NGOs with fossil fuel ties
	CCUS Forum vision working group
	CCUS Forum infrastructure working group 
	Public perception working group: 
	Industrial partnership working group:  
	II. Mirroring strategies:
	A vision for the fossil fuel industry’s future: 
	A ‘vision’ based on folly:
	Box 4: The push for a ‘carbon removals’ market - and some of the key figures behind it
	Locking-in a fossil-fuelled future with CO2 infrastructure:
	Box 5: Lock in CO2 infrastructure, secure the future of fossil fuels
	A pipeline for pro-CCUS propaganda:
	The fossil fuel industry is helping Commission to create a ‘CCUS Industrial Partnership’:
	Box 6: Betting on a repeatedly failed technology is a risk we cannot afford to take
	Conclusion
	Annex 1. How the Industrial Carbon Management Strategy (ICMS)  mirrors fossil fuel wish list as set 
	Annex 2: Methodology and disclaimer

