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The Carbon Capture and Storage Association (CCSA) brings together a wide range of specialist 

companies across the spectrum of Carbon Capture, Utilisation and Storage (CCUS) technology, as 

well as a variety of support services to the energy sector. The CCSA  promotes the acceleration of 

commercial deployment of CCUS in the UK, EU and internationally through advocacy and 

collaboration to achieve net zero emissions by 2050.

 

Introduction  

We thank Green Alliance for sharing the breifing . We  welcome the fact that Green Allia nce recognise 

a role for CCUS and the  CCSA  are open to cons ideration of mechanism s that reduce government 

spend on CCU S, increase private investment  and transition to a  self - sustaining,  market - led sector.  

We , however , do  not agree with  how  some of the recommendations  are positioned and the overall  

characterisation  of the sector , primarily:  

• Delivery of the next transport and storage networks should not be delayed until the Track 1 

clusters are fully utilised. Work is already well advanced to maximise capacity at HyNet and 

the East Coast Cluster, while new clusters are needed to support indust rial regions across 

the country. Given development lead times and the substantial private investment already 

committed, government must provide a clear route forward for the next clusters. Further 

delay risks undermining investor confidence and losing significant investment across UK 

regions.  

• The breifing  mischaracterises existing CCUS investment  by focusing on Power and 

Hydrogen. Out of the five FIDs reached to date, two are Transport & Storage infrastructure, 

one is  an Energy from Waste  project , one is cement  and the other is Power. The published 

Project Negotiation List for HyNet Expansion also shows the diversity of sectors.  

• The production of low - carbon electricity or CCUS - enabled (blue) hydrogen  are important 

uses of CCUS and  can provide sufficient volumes of low - carbon energy to enable activities 

such as industrial dec arbonisation and support as secur e low carbon energy s ystem .  

• The paper is inconsistent with the Climate Change Committee’s pathways to net zero and 

the carbon budgets, which assign important roles to CCS across industry, power, low -

carbon hydrogen and greenhouse gas removals (GGR s).  

• The report  does not include the critic al role of CCS in delivering  GGRs  in the transition to net 

zero,  both in terms of delivering net zero and providing a market  to that  enables the  industry 

to transition  to a self - sustaining  sector . 

• The paper has broadly ignored  the significant private capital and industry contribution 

towards construction costs  of projects made to date , including the regional job growth and 

economic benefits that have occurred.  

Further , more detail ed , responses to the recommendations are outlined in detail below.  

Response to Recommendations  



 

 

1. “Maximise the capacity of the Track - 1 clusters . Before going ahead with Track - 2 

clusters .”  

- We disagree  with this assertion . Given  the lead times required to bring  projects into 

operation,  industry needs  confidence now with a  clear  route forward  for future clusters.  

- Selection processes are already under way  to maximise the capacity of both HyNet and the 

East Coast Cluster , including through the Te esside selection  process 1 and Non - Pipeline 

(NPT) 2 Pathfinder process at ECC . These are designed  to ensure that the available  capacity 

of both networks  is fully utilised . 

- The Seventh  Carbon Budget highlights the need for 73 MtCO₂pa required by 2050 . The 

CCSA 2025 Delivery Plan 3 demonstrates that we will need the full current pipeline of projects 

if we are to meet this ambition. This will only be achieved if we avo id delay and ensure  clear 

route to market for future stores . 

- CCUS Clusters  are  by definition localised to certain  areas . The development of additional 

C CUS Clusters  and  the  related  regional economic growth, job  creation  and  industrial  

de carbonisation  can  be delivered in conjunction with maximis ing  of  the Clusters  selected in 

Track - 1. 

- Projects such as  Viking  and Acorn , alongside others across  the country , have already 

committed  billions of pounds in development expenditure. Further  delay risks stranding this 

investment, weakening investor confidence and increasing future delivery costs.  

 

2.  “ Rebalance policy support.  Review the value for money of Track - 1 CCS projects, 

compared to other decarbonisation options and prioritise government funding towards 

the best value for money. This should include policy and funding support for industrial 

electrification , at least equivalent to the support offered  for  CCS and hydrogen ”  

- Electrification and CCUS must advance  in parallel to meet  carbon budgets cost - effectively. 

The Climate Change Committee identifies both  as essential components  of the pathway to 

decarbonisation . They  are complementary  and policy support should reflect the distinct role 

each plays . 

- In considering policy costs , the debate  need s to factor in deliverability , industrial 

competitiveness , the decarbonisation of hard - to - abate sectors,  energy security , supply 

chains, skills , export opportunities  and the importance of maintaining  multiple 

decarbonisation pathways. Failing to account for these wider factors will increase delivery 

risks and ultimately raise  costs for  consumers and taxpayers.  

- CCUS is already delivering substan tial regional growth. The first projects in HyNet and the 

East Coast Cluster have already delivered over £4 billion in supply chain contracts and are 

supporting approximately 5,500 construction jobs.  

- CCUS infrastructure also has a strategic role in establishing the UK as a regional hub for 

carbon management. The UK's extensive offshore geological storage resources provide an 

opportunity to offer long - term CO₂ storage services to domestic and internatio nal emitters, 

supporting inward investment, export revenues and economic growth. These wider benefits 

are not typically captured in simple cost - per - tonne comparisons but should form part of any 

assessment of value for money.  

 

 
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ccus-east-coast-cluster-updated-selection-process 
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ccus-east-coast-cluster-npt-pathfinder-selection-process 
3 www.ccsassociation.org/resources/ccsa-ccus-delivery-plan-update-2025-executive-summary/ 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ccus-east-coast-cluster-updated-selection-process
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ccus-east-coast-cluster-npt-pathfinder-selection-process
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ccus-east-coast-cluster-npt-pathfinder-selection-process
https://www.ccsassociation.org/resources/ccsa-ccus-delivery-plan-update-2025-executive-summary/


 

 

3. “ Apply producer responsibility principles.  The government rapidly needs to review 

alternative funding options for CCS and should not commit to any agreements that put 

the costs onto household energy bills instead of the fossil fuel producers. It should also 

set out a clear timeline for this review ”  

 

- The CCSA is open to considerations of  alternative funding models for CCUS . However, any  

reform must  maintain  investor confidence and provide the long - term  certainty needed to 

develop  new storage sites and capture projects.  Failure to do so will result in the closure of 

foundational industries looking to invest in their future in the UK, and risk energy and 

product security in the UK.  

4. “Prioritise funding .  Direct any support for CCS towards applications where there are no  

better  alternatives in the short and medium term, such as cement and chemicals, rather 

than prioritising projects that prolong fossil fuel use such as power CCS and blue 

hydrogen production .  “  

- The breifing  is inconsistent with the Climate Change Committee’s pathways to  net zero and 

the carbon budgets, which assign important  roles to  CCS across industry, power, low -

carbon hydrogen and greenhouse gas removals  (GGR s). 

- The CCSA fully support the briefings  recogni tion of the  importance of CCUS in 

decarbonising  industrial sectors , such as cement  and chemicals , but this should not be 

presented as instead  of also recognising  its role in contributing  to energy security and wider 

industrial decarbonisation .   

- Expansion of renewable energy generation capacity such as wind and solar is crucial to 

meeting the  increasing UK electricity demand . However, variable renewable technologies are 

inherently intermittent and can’t always be relied on to generate when the electricity 

demand is high.  Government, the NESO, the CCC and others agree that strong growth in 

power generation from a diverse range of clean sources will need to be deployed on a 

sustained basis through the 2030s and 2040s, including CCS - enabled power technologies 

which will be cr itical to:  

o Ensure system adequacy, security, and resilience, while reducing the carbon impact 

of doing so to near - zero; including:  

▪ Maintaining supplies of electricity to maintain adequacy across all periods ; 

▪ Responding to market and system signals to balance supply and demand ; and  

▪ Providing resilient capacity that can buffer against system shocks.  

o Help to lower the costs to consumers, and enable accelerated deployment of 

renewables and other clean energy technologies . In its Clean Power 2030 advice to 

Government, the NESO noted the that dispatchable low - carbon technologies “add 

significant value to the system” 4, with even relatively small levels of operational 

capacity materially reducing the overall challenge for the rest of the clean power 

programme, including the roll - out of renewables . 

o Provide wider socio/economic benefits, including supply chain investment, jobs 

creation  and  d elivering engineered removals alongside energy generation  (e.g., 

Power BECCS and WECCS technologies ).  

 

 
4 NESO’s Clean Power 2030: Advice on achieving clean power for Great Britain by 2030,  
 

https://www.neso.energy/document/346651/download


 

 

- The production of low - carbon electricity or CC US - enabled (blue) hydrogen can provide 

sufficient volumes of low - carbon energy to enable activities such as manufacturing, heat 

generation, and transport to switch away from direct use of fossil fuels.  

o Blue hydrogen production at GW scale will become operational sooner than 

comparable electrolytic production projects, enabling the decarbonisation of hard -

to - abate sectors and baseload volumes of hydrogen from an earlier date . 

 

- The briefing paper also  overlooks the critical contribution of GGRs to achieving net zero  and  

the role of CCUS in decarbonising energy - from - waste facilities.  GGR technologies such as 

Direct Air Carbon Capture and Storage (DACCS), Bioenergy with Carbon Capture and 

Storage (BECCS) and Waste - to - Energy Carbon Capture and Storage (WECCS) are enabled 

by CO 2 transport and storage (T&S) infrastructure to permanently remove CO 2 from the 

atmosphere.  

- GGRs are identified as a critical growth industry in the UK’s Modern Industrial Strategy and 

will be crucial to not only decarbonise hard - to - abate industries in the most cost - effective 

way, but also to address residual emissions in 2050 and beyond, as note d by both the CCC 

and the Government’s Carbon Budget and Growth Delivery Plan  2025 .  

- The Independent Review of Greenhou se Gas Removals (2025), led by Dr Alan Whitehead 

CBE, also highlighted that GGRs will be required to address where emission reductions 

cannot be achieved in alternative ways, such as in the aviation sector.  Balancing residual 

emissions and deploying GGRs is not possible without associated CCUS infrastructure. 

Importantly, the additional revenue provided to GGR projects, either via the voluntary or 

compliance carbon markets, also reduces the cost and liabilit y to the UK government of 

developing this infrastr ucture, helping to move towards a self - sustaining CCUS market.  

 

Further points  of clarification :  

Page 4. “Most of the selected projects are in the power and hydrogen sectors ”  

- This misrepresents  how CCUS support is currently allocated.  

- The assertion that most selected projects are in the power and hydrogen sectors overlooks 

the fact that the majority  of government support is being directed towards the development 

of shared carbon transport and storage infrastructure. These networks are foundational 

assets that can be utilised by a wide range of industrial sectors and should not be viewed as 

support for an y single type of  capture  project.  

- The support provided to  develop the HyNet and East Coast Cluster transport and storage 

infrastructure is a prerequisite for decarbonising hard - to - abate industries such as cement, 

lime, chemicals and energy - from - waste , as much as it is for p ower and  hydrogen . The value 

of these investments extends beyond the individual projects currently connected to the 

network and creates the basis for future industrial decarbonisation across entire regions.  

- As part of Track - 1, three capture projects have reached final investment decision : one power 

CCUS project , one  energy - from - waste facility and one  cement plant. Of the eight remaining 

projects on the HyNet Project Negotiation List  in bilateral discussions with government, only 

three are power or hydrogen projects.  

- It is therefore simp ly incorrect to suggest  that most selected projects are in the power or 

hydrogen sectors.   

- This again also underplays the role that p ower and CCUS enabled hydrogen projects have to 

play in enabling industrial decarbonisation  and delivering energy security , t hey support 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/hynet-track-1-expansion-selected-projects/hynet-expansion-project-negotiation-list


 

 

security of supply, provide firm low - carbon power to complement intermittent renewables, 

and produce low - carbon fuels for sectors that cannot easily electrify  (see points made 

above ). 

- Moreover, the inclusion of power and hydrogen projects can strengthen the economics of 

early CCUS networks by increasing utilisation rates and providing the scale required to justify 

investment in shared infrastructure.  This can ultimately lower costs for future industrial users 

seeking access to carbon transport and storage services.  

Pg.  5 “These two subsidy mechanisms mean that, for the first 25 years, the allowed revenues for 

Track - 1 carbon storage networks will largely be publicly funded”  

- This mischaracterises  how the support mechanisms operate. Payments  are designed to pay 

back once projects are operational, enabling substantial  private capital  to be committed 

upfront  and invested at risk  during development and construction.  

Pg. 5 “non - pipeline transport is more expensive than pipelines, participation is likely to skew 

towards well - capitalised sites (for example, data centres), rather than the foundational 

industries with unavoidable process emissions ”  

- More than one - third of the Projects identified in the  CCSA UK Delivery Plan 2025 5 state that 

th ey expect  to require NPT . Far from sk ewing towards  data centres , these  are projects 

across  sectors including GGR, bioenergy, energy from waste, power and dispersed industry. 

Government likewise identifies NPT as necessary where pipelines are technically or 

economically unviable, noting that roughly half of UK industrial emissions sit outside th e main 

clusters and that industry, waste, power and engineered removals are likely users.    The issue 

is therefore the design of appropriate early - market frameworks , not an inherent bias 

towards data centres.  

Pg.6 “How allowed revenue is paid for by government subsidies (illustrative)”  

- There are  different  funding routes involved in sup porting capture projects. Given that the 

DPA is funded by the electricity supplier obligation  levy and the ICC and GGR Busi ness 

models  are exchequer funded, grouping them together as 75% paid for by bill payers and 

25% taxpayers is misleading.  

- The graph, and paper more broadly, also ignores the significant contribution private 

financing and industry make for costs of construction of CCUS projects.  

Pg.  8 “While their technical expertise in enhanced oil recovery is now indispensable to the 

development of carbon storage, their commercial incentives do not align with the public 

interest”  

“Indeed, the argument for CCS has been used to expand extraction through enhanced oil 

recovery, in the face of increasing pressure to reduce their emissions”  

- The  UK and EU CCUS industries do not plan to use captured CO₂ for enhanced oil recovery , 

b ut purely  for storage . It is therefore inaccurate to portray  enhanced oil recovery as either 

indispensable to carbon storage development or central to  the sector’s future.  These 

sentences  should be amended for accuracy.  

 
5 https://www.ccsassociation.org/resources/publication-ccsas-ccus-uk-delivery-plan-update-2025/ 



 

 

Pg 10. “Beyond subsidies, the only potential return for developers is through carbon pricing 

under the UK emissions trading scheme (ETS).”  

This is incorrect  for example : 

- Industrial CCUS and hydr ogen projects can receive a cost - premium from low - carbon 

products.  

- GGR projects can receive additional income from the production and sale of GGR credits. 

This is an important feature in transitioning to a self - sustaining market.   

- CCUS stores are looking to receive  revenue  through the ex port of storage facilities, 

seeing EU emissions sto red in UK stores.  

 

- These  should also be reflected  in the table : 

Policies  Examples of measures  
Enable a well - functioning GGR market 
for carbon removals  

Developing demand for voluntary carbon credits 
through a buyers ’ club or sector mandates.  
 
Ensuring inclusion of GGRs with the UK ETS i s legislated 
in good time to meet intended start in 2029.   

Enable cross -  border CO2 storage, 
exporting UK storage potential  

Ensuring cross border CO2 storage is enabled as part 
of the linkage of the EU –  UK ETS discussions  
 
Enable London Protocol amendments with member  
states to allow for the international transport of 
carbon.  

 

Appendix:  

Companies listed as involved in different projects should be reviewed as currently inaccurate.  

Track  Cluster name  
(Consortium name)  

Location  Companies (T&SCos)*  

1  East Coast Cluster 
(Northern Endurance 
Partnership)  

North East England  BP, Shell and, Equinor,  
TotalEnergies  

 HyNet  
(Liverpool Bay T&S)  

North West 
England, North 
Wales  

Eni  

2 Acorn (unannounced)  North East 
Scotland  

Pale Blue Dot Energy , 
Storegga,  Shell and 
Harbour Energy  

Viking (unannounced)  East England  Harbour Energy, BP  
 


