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Background
01 · Some emissions are hard to abate

Paris Agreement → Net-Zero 
Emissions

→ Deep Industrial 
Decarbonization

CCUS complements electrification by addressing process 
emissions from cement, steel and chemicals that 
renewable electricity alone cannot eliminate (IPCC, 2022; 
IEA, 2025a).

02 · Yet it is not being built

≈377 Mt CO₂/yr potential capacity by 2030

63 52 262 Mt planned

Nearly 70% of the 2030 pipeline exists only as plans (IEA, 2025b). 
Technical readiness alone does not guarantee deployment.

03 · Deployment also depends on public acceptance

63%
worried about 
CO₂ storage 
within 5 km of 
home

83%
wanted direct 
consultation 
on a nearby 
site

<50%
global CCUS 
awareness in 
recent reviews

54%
supported 
funding for 
large-scale 
capture

Concern concentrates on leakage, groundwater, and 
whether public money subsidizes profitable operators. At 
Weyburn-Midale, independent noble-gas testing found no 
conclusive evidence of injected CO₂ in the groundwater, 
yet perceived risk persisted (Gilfillan et al., 2017). At 
Ravenna, the fight was over who benefits (ReCommon, 
2024). Neither dispute was settled by better science.

The acceptance challenge extends beyond awareness 
to trust, governance, fairness and visible benefits.

Research Question and Objectives
To what extent, and in what form, can the drivers of 
public acceptance for wind energy and electric vehicles 
inform efforts to strengthen public acceptance of CCUS in 
North America and Europe?

Object ives

1 Identify the key drivers of public acceptance for wind 
energy and electric vehicle deployment in selected 
North American and European cases.

2 Examine the current state of public acceptance of CCUS 
and the determinants that shape it.

3 Assess whether, and how, the acceptance drivers from 
wind energy and electric vehicle deployment transfer to 
CCUS, distinguishing the broad drivers from the specific 
instruments used to deliver them.

4 Develop evidence-informed recommendations for 
policymakers and industry actors seeking to strengthen 
public acceptance of CCUS.

Interdisciplinary Scope
Energy Environment Policy and Society

Target 9.4 retrofitting industry with clean, 
sustainable technologies

Target 13.3 awareness-raising and institutional 
capacity for mitigation

Methodology
Qualitative comparative case study: document analysis with deductive thematic analysis across four comparator cases.

Wind ·  Germany Community ownership Wind ·  Texas Lease compensation

EV ·  Norway Durable incentives EV ·  Ontario Political reversal

Quest and Petra Nova ground the analysis as real CCUS projects, not acceptance cases.

Analytical Framework
Dimensions: where acceptance happens— the four arenas a project must satisfy.

Political Social Market

Drivers: what shapes acceptance — six conditions read across all four dimensions.

Trust Procedural fairness Distributive fairness

Policy stability Benefit perception Communication

Transferability Assessment: the tier each instrument is scored into.

Directly Transferable Transferable with Adaptation Not Transferable

Findings

01 ·  Trust  
Trust requires visible accountability
Comparator evidence
German wind: participation and credible information 
beat financial stakes (Langer et al., 2017).

CCUS evidence
Safety is verified, not seen. Quest formalizes accountability 
through monitoring and public reporting (IPAC CO₂, 2011; 
Shell Canada Limited, 2024).

With adaptation
Finding: make trust visible — independent expertise, transparent monitoring, accessible 
reporting, real engagement.

02 ·  Fairness
Fairness requires visible local value

Comparator evidence
Texas: support tracked local gains — 69% county 
benefit, 71% jobs (Slattery et al., 2012).

CCUS evidence
Capture plants and pipelines are industrial assets — residents 
cannot buy a share as in a wind co-op (IPAC CO₂, 2011).

With adaptation Finding: early consultation, benefit agreements, municipal revenue, local hiring, land 
compensation.

03 ·  Pol icy  stabi l i ty
Stable policy requires a CCUS-specific support model

Comparator evidence
Norway sustained exemptions (84% of owners decisive); 
Ontario's ended with political change (Bjerkan et al., 
2016; Erutku, 2020).

CCUS evidence
No household buys a capture system; Petra Nova shut 
down when oil prices fell (Patel, 2023).

With adaptation Finding: policy durability — stable funding, transparent regulation, clear storage responsibility.

Not transferable Not the mechanism: EV consumer purchase rebates do not carry over.

Results: Cross-Case Transferability

Directly transferable (top tier): no mechanism 
qualified.

Acceptance drivers transfer. The instruments 
require adaptation.

Recommendations in Priority 
Order
1 · Make accountability visible
Plain-language monitoring · independent review · emergency 
planning · annual CO₂ reporting

2 · Stabilize policy and funding
Durable, performance-based support · verified emissions 
reductions · clear long-term storage responsibility

3 · Create visible local value
Benefit agreements · municipal revenue · local hiring and 
procurement · land compensation

Conclusion
Wind and EV mechanisms depend on conditions CCUS 
does not share

Industrial

Not 
community-
or household-
owned

Less-visible
benefits

Harder for 
the host 
community 
to see

Verified
safety

Technically 
confirmed, 
not directly 
observable

Carbon capture can play its net-zero role only if the 
public trust required for deployment is built 

deliberately.

Limitations and Future Research
Limitat ions

• Secondary sources only; 
no primary interviews.

• Canadian opinion data 
dates to 2011.

• Recommendations are 
strategic, not empirically 
tested.

Future research

• Refresh Canadian 
awareness and trust 
data.

• Interviews near 
operating projects.

• Test which instruments 
move trust and fairness.
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Finding Mechanism Driver level
Instrument 

tier

1 · Trust Engagement and 
communication for trust Highly relevant With 

adaptation

2 · Fairness Community ownership Highly relevant With 
adaptation

2 · Fairness Shared local value and benefit-
sharing Highly relevant With 

adaptation

2 · Fairness Lease and land compensation Highly relevant With 
adaptation

3 · Stability EV consumer incentives Highly relevant Not 
transferable

3 · Stability Predictable long-term policy 
support Highly relevant With 

adaptation
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Data adapted from Bloomberg NEF (2023). CCUS leads the projected contribution, just ahead of 
electrification.
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