
COP30’s Carbon Capture Frenzy – Lobbyists Pushing
False Solutions Are Distracting From Real Climate
Action
December 18, 2025

By Rachel Kennerley, Senior International Carbon Capture Campaigner, Center for International Environmental Law

The 2025 UN climate talks in Brazil were marked by massive hype around Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) and
carbon removal geoengineering approaches—technologies that delay real climate action.

At the COP30 climate summit, a record 531 Carbon Capture and Storage lobbyists—from oil giants like Exxon and
Shell to CCS trade groups—were registered. If counted as a single national delegation, they would have been the
second largest at the entire summit.

For the first time, the geoengineering industry secured a presence in the UN’s official “blue zone” with a
US$500,000 Carbon Dioxide Removal (CDR) pavilion, signaling a major push to frame their dangerous distractions
as climate solutions.

The growing number of CCS lobbyists and the substantial marketing spend of the CDR industry demonstrate the
significant energy and influence the fossil fuel industry and carbon-capture advocates are investing in promoting
CCS and CDR.

Behind this surge in lobbying and marketing is the misleading claim that coal, oil, and gas can be made “clean”
through carbon capture and that emissions already released can be removed later. These claims distract
governments and industries from the urgent phaseout of fossil fuels and the transformation of carbon-intensive
sectors such as cement, plastics, and chemicals.

CCS and CDR technologies claim to be a climate solution but studies and real-world
experience prove that they fail to significantly reduce emissions, face fundamental
economic and technical challenges and are dangerous not just for the climate but for
people and ecosystems as well. 

CCS promises to capture carbon dioxide and store it underground or reuse it in industrial processes (Carbon
Capture Use and Utilisation or CCUS). In reality, it props up fossil fuel dependence and risks extending the use and
production of fossil fuels for decades to come. 

Carbon capture technology fails to deliver. The International Energy Agency has halved its forecast for CCS in
association with fossil fuel use in just two years due to the technology not being financially competitive, according
to the Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis. In December 2025, biomass power station owner Drax
reportedly halved its CCS unit, dramatically retreating from carbon capture plans in the USA as well as the UK.
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Previously Drax claimed Bioenergy with CCS was the ‘most scalable and affordable’ CDR technology.  Last year,
energy company Equinor admitted to over-reporting capture rates at its Sleipner CCS project: its own data shows it
captured about half the carbon it originally advertised. Across the sector, this pattern is common: most projects fall
far short of the 90–95% capture rates advertised.

Even if CCS worked as promised, it would still drive up emissions, because it is used to justify continued fossil fuel
use. Shell openly markets its CCS technology for Enhanced Oil Recovery, and more than 70% of captured carbon
today is used to pump out additional oil. In the UK, CCS is being used to justify new gas power plants—despite the
fact that roughly 88% of CCS projects fail and 90% of planned CCS power projects never got built. Banking on CCS
to clean up new fossil fuel infrastructure is, ultimately, a fairytale.

Engineered Carbon Dioxide Removal (CDR) techniques are a type of geoengineering that is highly speculative,
extremely risky, and would need to be deployed at a massive scale for any meaningful climate impact. Engineered
CDR approaches include technologies like Direct Air Capture, Biomass Sinking, Enhanced Rock Weathering, Biochar
and Ocean Alkalinity Enhancement. These approaches are often prohibitively expensive, very energy intensive and
technically speculative, as well as being associated with significant risks for land use, water supply, local
biodiversity, human rights and the rights of Indigenous Peoples. 

Due to their risks, these technologies are subject to restrictive governance frameworks, including a moratorium
under the UN Convention on Biological Diversity, although proponents often disregard or downplay these
restrictions. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) warns that reliance on future CDR risks
delaying urgently needed emissions reductions. Pathways that rely on large amounts of CDR are, by and large,
“overshoot pathways”, which the IPCC makes clear will lead to irreversible impacts. Despite this, proponents still
spent US$500,000 alone on a pavilion aimed at ‘Centering Carbon Removal in Climate Policy at COP30’ and
advocating for scaling investment and CDR projects worldwide.

Increased attention on false solutions such as CCS and CDR risks distracting policy-makers from pursuing an urgent
fossil fuel phaseout—the only scientifically credible pathway to keeping global warming below 1.5°C. Some
countries are now building these unproven technologies into theirParis Agreement climate plans (NDCs), creating
the illusion of progress. Nine percent of all NDCsmention Direct Air Capture—a technology that has yet to deliver
real emissions cuts. Countries like the UK and Brazil are relying on CCS in their NDCs. The UK alone is putting £22
billion into CCS, despite its long track record of failure. Every dollar spent on CCS is a dollar diverted from real
climate solutions.

By blurring the line between real emissions reductions and speculative “carbon management,” CCS and CDR make
it politically easier to delay the urgently needed phaseout of fossil fuels. The science is clear: nothing can replace
the rapid decline of fossil fuels. It’s time for governments to drop CCS and engineered CDR, exclude fossil
fuel and false-solutions lobbyists from climate decision-making, and rapidly phase out fossil fuels.

https://www.geoengineeringmonitor.org/technologies/beccs
https://www.drax.com/bioenergy-with-carbon-capture-and-storage-beccs/
https://www.desmog.com/2024/10/28/norways-equinor-admits-it-over-reported-amount-of-carbon-captured-at-flagship-project-for-years/
https://ieefa.org/ccs
https://ieefa.org/ccs
https://www.shell.com/business-customers/catalysts-technologies/licensed-technologies/emissions-standards/tail-gas-treatment-unit/cansolv-co2.html?hsa_acc=2377408393&ha_cam=22830752545&hsa_grp=1302922506216711&hsa_ad=&hsa_src=a&hsa_tgt=kwd-81432953584174#iframe=L2NvbnRlbnQvZXhwZXJpZW5jZS1mcmFnbWVudHMvc2hlbGwvY29ycG9yYXRlL2J1c2luZXNzLWN1c3RvbWVycy9zcGVhay10by1hbi1hZHZpc2VyL19qY3JfY29udGVudC9yb290L3dlYl9jb21wb25lbnQvbGlua3MvaXRlbTAuc3RyZWFtLzE3MzQ3MTk3NDU0NTUvYjIyMmMyOWJiYjVkZjE1ZTExMTEzMDBlMTFlNTE4NDkxMDI4Y2ZkNi9ib2R5LXVwZGF0ZWQuaHRtbA==
https://ieefa.org/resources/carbon-capture-remains-risky-investment-achieving-decarbonisation
https://www.netzeroteesside.co.uk/
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41558-024-02104-0
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/abd19e/pdf
https://www.ciel.org/issue/geoengineering/
https://www.ciel.org/issue/geoengineering/
https://www.geoengineeringmonitor.org/technologies/direct-air-capture
https://www.geoengineeringmonitor.org/technologies/seaweed-farming-and-biomass-sinking
https://www.geoengineeringmonitor.org/technologies/enhanced-weathering
https://www.geoengineeringmonitor.org/technologies/biochar
https://www.geoengineeringmonitor.org/technologies/ocean-alkalinity-enhancement
https://www.ciel.org/reports/risks-of-geoengineering/
https://www.ciel.org/govern-geoengineering/
https://www.ciel.org/reports/lost-in-translation-lessons-from-the-ipcc-sixth-assessment/
https://cdr30.org/about/
https://unfccc.int/documents/650664
https://unfccc.int/documents/650664
https://climateactiontracker.org/countries/uk/policies-action/
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/2024-11/Brazil_Second%20Nationally%20Determined%20Contribution%20%28NDC%29_November2024.pdf
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/cy4301n3771o
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/cy4301n3771o

