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Abstract

Hydrogen and carbon dioxide transport can both play
an essential role in climate-neutral energy systems.
Hydrogen networks help serve regions with high en-
ergy demand, while excess emissions are transported
away in carbon dioxide networks. For the synthesis of
carbonaceous fuels, it is less clear which input should
be transported: hydrogen to carbon point sources or
carbon to low-cost hydrogen. We explore both net-
works’ potential synergies and competition in a cost-
optimal carbon-neutral European energy system. In
a direct comparison, a hydrogen network is more cost-
effective than a carbon network, as it serves to trans-
port hydrogen to demand and to point source of car-
bon for utilization. However, in a hybrid scenario
where both networks are present, the carbon network
effectively complements the hydrogen network, pro-
moting carbon capture from distributed biomass and
reducing reliance on direct air capture. The layouts of
the hydrogen and carbon dioxide networks are robust
if the climate target is tightened to be net-negative.

1 Introduction

The transition to a climate-neutral European econ-
omy is a pressing challenge that demands coordinated
action across various energy sectors. While manage-
ment of both carbon dioxide (CO2) and hydrogen
(H2) is considered a critical component of this tran-

sition, a gap exists in understanding how new hy-
drogen infrastructure effectively interacts with car-
bon management technologies, including carbon cap-
ture, transport, storage, utilization, and sequestra-
tion. Hydrogen is being considered in several indus-
tries that are not eligible for electrification. It of-
fers an efficient way to transport and store energy
over long distances and periods and can be produced
from electrolysis or steam methane reforming (SMR),
for example. Captured carbon can be stored in ge-
ological formations permanently, a process known as
carbon sequestration (CS). Additionally, carbon can
be combined with hydrogen to produce carbonaceous
fuels, such as synthetic kerosene for aviation, syn-
thetic methanol for shipping or synthetic methane for
industrial feedstock or synthetic naphtha as a feed-
stock for high value chemicals. The production of
these carbonaceous fuels is jointly referred to as Car-
bon Utilization (CU). Carbon can be effectively cap-
tured from industrial processes and the combustion
of biomass, fossil fuels, or synthetic carbonaceous fu-
els through point-source carbon capture (CC) tech-
niques, or harvested from the atmosphere using direct
air capture (DAC). Both CO2 and H2 networks are
likely to play a crucial role in the cost-effective inte-
gration of these carbon management technologies to
enable net-zero economies.

In line with the climate neutrality target by 2050 of
the European Union (EU) under the European Green
Deal [1], numerous programs, financial models, and
initiatives have been launched to support the ramp-
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up of the hydrogen and carbon economy. The Renew-
able Energy Directive III [2] aims to produce 10 Mt
hydrogen from renewable energy sources domestically
in the EU. The Net-Zero Industry Act [3] proposes
a CO2 injection target of 50 Mt/a by 2030, which
will be sequestered within the European Union. The
European Commission’s 2024 industrial carbon man-
agement strategy [4] plans for capture of 450 Mt/a
by 2050 in the EU, of which almost 250 Mt/a is se-
questered. The European Innovation Fund [5] sup-
ports carbon management technologies to enhance
the global competitiveness of European industries.
At the same time, collaborative industry initiatives

like the European Hydrogen Backbone [6] or the Hy-
drogen Infrastructure Map [7] showcase the poten-
tial of hydrogen as a fuel and energy carrier. Busi-
ness models from companies like Tree Energy Solu-
tions [8], Carbfix [9], and Equinor [10] advertise car-
bon management hubs that provide green hydrogen,
methane, and synthetic fuels on the one hand and of-
fer to purchase CO2 on the other hand. The Northern
Lights project in Norway [11] is planning a transport
and sequestration capacity of 1.5 Mt/a CO2 to be
operative in 2024, expanding to a targeted scale of
5 Mt/a of sequestration by 2030. The market poten-
tial for carbon capture and sequestration in Europe is
underscored by the Capture Map’s estimated poten-
tial of 1.7 Gt carbon annually from point sources [12],
accounting for about half of the continent’s emissions,
as well as estimated sequestration capacity potentials
of up to 3 Gt/a [13]. However, it is important to note
that carbon sequestration technology, unlike carbon
capture, is not yet fully mature and its full poten-
tial and implications remain to be explored in depth.
To advance the carbon economy, the Clean Air Task
Force emphasizes the importance of developing a car-
bon transport system in Europe alongside a hydrogen
network [14]. Carbon pipelines, considered a mature
technology, have seen widespread installations in the
United States and Canada, primarily to supply CO2

to enhanced oil recovery [15], [16].
Despite the abundance of policies and initiatives,

up to this point, it remains unclear how the two trans-
port systems of hydrogen and carbon may comple-
ment or even compete with each other. Both can
bridge the misalignment of sources and sinks for car-

bon and hydrogen. A hydrogen network can supply
regions with geographically fixed hydrogen demand,
such as for steel production, with hydrogen from re-
gions with the best renewable resources as well as en-
able CU at the site of point-source CC. On the other
hand, the carbon transport system allows transport-
ing captured carbon to regions with sequestration po-
tentials or high-quality renewable resources, the lat-
ter enabling cost-effective CU.

In the literature, the two network approaches and
underlying technologies have been discussed in sev-
eral publications [17]–[28]. Such techno-economic
models, in contrast for example to integrated Assess-
ment Models, can account for the spatial distribu-
tion of carbon sources and sinks, which are crucial to
provide a holistic view of the energy system and its
technological interactions. However, all the techno-
economic studies have only dealt with isolated as-
pects of hydrogen and carbon networks. Neumann et
al. [28] demonstrated the extent to which hydrogen
and electricity grid expansion is interchangeable in a
climate-neutral European energy system at the ex-
pense of higher investments. The underlying, highly-
resolved model encompasses the most relevant sec-
tors, however it neglects the infrastructure required
to transport carbon across regions. Morbee et al. [18]
optimizes the topology and capacity of a CO2 net-
work in Europe, but only considers the power sector
without co-optimizing renewable deployment. This
limited sectoral scope cannot capture important dy-
namics of carbon management, since it neglects sec-
tors like industry that will need to handle most CO2

in the future. The European Commission’s Joint Re-
search Center analyzed the possible topology of a
CO2 network in 2024 [29], but did not include the in-
teraction of CO2 sources and sinks with the rest of the
energy system. Becattini et al. [27] present a mixed-
integer model to optimize the time-evolution of a CO2

transport system in Switzerland, connected to a re-
mote sequestration site in Norway. However, this
limited spatial scope fails to consider other seques-
tration sites and the co-benefits from connecting the
CO2 network to neighboring countries. Other high-
resolution energy system models do not feature de-
tailed CU technologies and CO2 transport. In Picker-
ing et al. [30], the Euro-Calliope model, for example,
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features neither carbon nor hydrogen transport, and
thus forces generic synthetic fuel production to rely
on locale electrolysis and DAC in the same region.

No study has yet considered the co-optimization
and comprehensive assessment of both CO2 and H2

networks in a fully sector-coupled energy system.
Such an assessment is strongly needed to identify
realms of competition and synergy between hydro-
gen and carbon management technologies. In this
paper, we present a detailed study of the European
energy system for 2050, which includes high geo-
graphical resolution and a comprehensive representa-
tion of carbon management technologies. The study
is conducted using the PyPSA-Eur energy system
model [31] which optimizes operations and invest-
ments in all relevant energy sectors to supply pro-
jected energy demands for 2050 (see Fig. 1). It is
assumed that Europe is self-sufficient in energy and
does not import any fuels. This drives carbonaceous
fuel production to be located at sites where both CO2

and H2 can be provided at low cost.

To investigate the competing transport dynamics
between CO2 and H2 networks, we contrast the fol-
lowing four scenarios with different sets of networks
present:

Scenario CO2 Network H2 Network

Baseline – –
CO2-Grid ✓ –
H2-Grid – ✓
Hybrid ✓ ✓

Table 1: Set of transportation networks in the developed
scenarios.

We analyze how the option to deploy carbon and
hydrogen networks affects different decarbonization
strategies in the scenarios and how investments in
none or only one of the transport technologies lead
to inefficient infrastructure layouts. Initially, we fo-
cus on a net-zero carbon emissions target, limiting
carbon sequestration to 200 Mt/a. This constraint
ensures that carbon sequestration is reserved for the
hardest-to-abate emissions, while avoiding reliance
on sequestration where other mitigation options are

Figure 1: Assumptions on exogenous demand, derived
from [32]–[37]. The figure shows total annual energy
demands for each energy source, which determine the
model’s endogenous investments and operation. En-
dogenous processes can lead to higher total production
volumes of some energy carriers, e.g., the demand for
methanol requires more hydrogen and carbon as sec-
ondary (energy) inputs, which are not considered here.
In the model, demands are defined per region and time
stamp.

feasible. We give a detailed description of the dif-
ferent technological and geographical impacts of the
transportation systems. Subsequently, our analysis
demonstrates the extent to which different deploy-
ment strategies remain robust under a tightened tar-
get with net CO2 removal.

2 Results

All scenarios share key characteristics but differ in
system costs and technology use (Fig. 2). Costs in
the Baseline scenario are the highest at 764 bn€/a.
Scenarios with carbon and hydrogen networks are
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more cost-effective, reducing costs by 3.1% in the
CO2-Grid, 4.7% in the H2-Grid, and 5.3% in the Hy-
brid scenario.

Figure 2: Total annual system cost, subdivided into
groups of technologies for the different models of the Eu-
ropean energy system with a net-zero emission target.
While in the Baseline scenario, the model has neither a
carbon nor a hydrogen network, it can expand both in
the Hybrid scenario. “Gas Infrastructure” combines gas
facilities for transport, power and heat production, “CO2

Infrastructure” and “H2 Infrastructure” combine trans-
port and storage for each carrier. “Carbon Capture at
Point Sources” combines all technologies with integrated
carbon capture, including the cost of the main facility
(e.g., Combined Heat and Power units) and the carbon
capture application.

System cost differences between the scenarios are
driven by investments in wind and solar, as well as
carbon capture technologies. In scenarios with car-
bon and hydrogen networks, the model primarily re-
duces the reliance on costly DAC, from 365 Mt/a
carbon capture in the Baseline scenario to 113 Mt/a
in the Hybrid scenario (see Fig. 3). At the same time,
carbon capture from biomass combustion, gas-based
industry processes and biogas upgrading increase.

The latter lowers the need for synthetic methane pro-
duction.

Figure 3: Balance of captured carbon for all scenarios
assuming net CO2 neutrality. Positive values indicate
carbon capture and negative values indicate carbon con-
sumption. By integrating hydrogen and carbon networks,
the predominant method for carbon removal shifts from
Direct Air Capture (DAC) to bio-energetic processes with
capture. At the same time, the reliance on methanation
decreases.

In the Baseline scenario, where there is no carbon
and hydrogen transport, hydrogen must be produced
where it is consumed. For CU, either hydrogen must
be produced where carbon is cheap at point sources,
or DAC must be used at sites with low-cost hydrogen.
Where fossil carbon from point sources cannot be se-
questered, it has to be compensated elsewhere by neg-
ative emissions from DAC or biomass capture with
sequestration. To provide hydrogen in some regions
with poor renewable resources the model resorts to
SMR with either green or fossil methane transported
in the gas grid. All of these options are suboptimal
from a cost perspective.
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Networks unlock low-cost H2 and CO2

Both a carbon network and a hydrogen network can
help alleviate these inefficiencies. On the one hand,
a carbon network allows carbon from point sources
to be transported to low-cost hydrogen as well as to
sequestration sites. On the other hand, a hydrogen
network allows low-cost hydrogen to be transported
from regions with good renewable resources to point
sources for CU. This results in fundamentally differ-
ent network flows in each scenario (see Fig. 4).

In the CO2-Grid scenario, there are three main
transport purposes of the low-cost carbon captured in
Central and Eastern Europe (see Fig. 4, top left). A
large part of the carbon is transported to the Iberian
Peninsula (avg. 9.8 kt/h) and the British Isles (avg.
11.8 kt/h), where it is used along with low-cost elec-
trolytic hydrogen to produce Fischer-Tropsch fuels
and methanol. In Italy and Greece, a portion of the
carbon (avg. 3.3 kt/h) is directed to methanation
facilities where the synthetic methane is fed into the
gas grid at key terminals that also receive fossil gas
imports. Finally, a third part of captured carbon is
transported directly to sites in the North Sea, Baltic
Sea and Mediterranean Sea where it is sequestered.
Almost none of the captured carbon is used locally
at the point source. In addition to electrolysis in re-
gions with good renewable resources to supply CU
(∼125 GWel), the model places smaller amounts of
electrolyzers where hydrogen is needed for indus-
trial processes across Central Europe (∼8 GWel) (see
bottom left). Hydrogen prices vary widely across
the continent, with low price “valleys” at around
60 €/MWh, where the CU is located, and high price
“peaks” in Central Europe at around 95 €/MWh.
Despite the transport system, marginal cost of car-
bon capture still vary from 105 €/t in Central Europe
to 160 €/t at sequestration sites.

In the H2-Grid scenario, the main hydrogen trans-
portation route goes from Spain (66 GW) to Cen-
tral Europe to supply local carbonaceous fuel produc-
tion with captured carbon from point sources, since
CO2 can no longer be transported (see Fig 4, bottom
right). Also, the hydrogen network supplies spatially
fixed hydrogen demand for industry in Central Eu-
rope (2.5 GW in total) at much lower costs than lo-

cal electrolysis or SMR. Carbon sequestration takes
place at several coastal sites with local DAC facili-
ties. The largest carbon sink is located in Portugal
(3.5 kt/h, see Fig 4, top right). Marginal costs of car-
bon capture are low in Central Europe (110-120 €/t)
and highest in sequestration regions (160 €/t). Hy-
drogen prices have flattened out at a relatively low
level of €60 /MWh in all regions.

In both scenarios, CU is placed where material in-
puts, CO2 and H2, are provided at minimal cost,
i.e., in price valleys of hydrogen and carbon in the
CO2-Grid and H2-Grid scenario respectively. In the
CO2-Grid scenario, CU co-locates with low-cost hy-
drogen production and uses transported carbon from
the inland. In the H2-Grid scenario, CU co-locates
with carbon point sources and uses transported low-
cost hydrogen.

We conclude, there are individual cost-benefits of
the transport networks. On the one hand, the car-
bon network enables the transport of low-cost cap-
tured carbon to sequestration sites, reducing the de-
pendence on high-cost DAC near the coast which is
present in the H2-Grid scenario. On the other hand,
the H2-Grid is able to supply the spatially-fixed hy-
drogen demands in Central Europe with low-cost hy-
drogen imports, while the model in the CO2-Grid sce-
nario is forced to deploy electrolysis in regions with
poor renewable resources. The latter aspect finally
leads to lower system costs in the H2-Grid scenario
than in the CO2-Grid scenario.

Hybrid configuration combines advan-
tages

The Hybrid scenario combines the advantages of hy-
drogen and carbon networks, resulting in the highest
system cost reduction of 5.3% (41 bn€/a) compared
to the Baseline scenario. Again, the model trans-
ports low-cost hydrogen to the point sources in Cen-
tral Europe to supply CU, but also transports low-
cost carbon from point sources close to the shore to
sequestration sites (see Fig. 5). This provides low-
cost hydrogen across the regions and reduces reliance
on more expensive DAC.

For the carbon network, the model employs short
and direct pipeline routes to transport carbon from
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Figure 4: Average production, consumption, flows and prices of the carbon (top line) and hydrogen (bottom line)
sectors in the CO2-Grid (left) and the H2-Grid scenario (right). For each region, upper semicircles show the average
production per technology, lower semicircles the consumption, and colors the average marginal prices. Lines and
arrows show the interregional transportation. Carbon sequestration offshore is drawn in full circles.

inland point sources to nearby sequestration sites, for
example in Northern Germany, Italy and Greece (see
Fig. 5, left). In addition, pipelines transport rather

small amounts of carbon from spatially fixed point
sources to CU facilities. A notable outlier is the route
from the Netherlands via the UK and France to large
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Figure 5: Average operation, flows and prices of the carbon (left) and hydrogen (right) sectors in the Hybrid scenario
assuming net CO2 neutrality. For each region, upper semicircles show the average production per technology, lower
semicircles the consumption, and colors the average marginal prices. Carbon Sequestration offshore is drawn in full
circles. Lines and arrows show interregional transportation volume. Carbon from point-source in the inland either
supplies local CU with imported hydrogen or facilitates sequestration in nearby offshore regions.

methanolization and Fischer-Tropsch plants in north-
ern Spain. The hydrogen routes are similar to those
in the H2-Grid scenario with transports fromWestern
regions (the Iberian Peninsula and the British Isles)
to distributed CU production sites across the conti-
nent (see Fig. 5, right). While the topology of the hy-
drogen network (1.2 bn€/a) roughly corresponds to
that of the H2-Grid scenario and is primarily driven
by CU, the carbon network (0.6 bn€/a) plays a sec-

ondary role and is driven by CS (compare Fig. A.17a).

In this setup, the networks enable all carbon-
emitting technologies that operate at a high average
capacity factor, i.e., above 70%, to capture most of
their carbon (see Fig. 6). More than 90% of emissions
are captured for most technologies. The exceptions
are SMR and gas-fired CHP plants, which operate
only a few weeks annually, making carbon capture
units economically unfeasible for these applications.
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Figure 6: Proportion of plants with integrated carbon
capture for scenarios. The size of the dots corresponds to
the average capacity factor of the respective technology.
While peak load technologies such as gas-fired combined
heat and power (CHP) plants, which are only in oper-
ation a few weeks a year, are not expanded for carbon
capture, point sources with base load characteristics such
as biomass CHP and process emissions from industry are
fully (partially) developed as soon as the transport of car-
bon (hydrogen) is permitted.

Due to the better integration of point sources, only
a few DAC facilities are installed, such as those used
for methanolization in Spain. This, in turn, leads to
reduced power consumption and less wind and solar
power deployment than in the other scenarios.

Network layouts are robust against
tighter emission targets

In a further set of scenarios, we apply a stricter
CO2 emissions target and force the model to remove
460 Mt of CO2 in one year (equivalent to 10% of
1990 CO2 emissions) while sequestering a maximum
of 660 Mt. There are additional system costs of 78–
82 bn€/a in all scenarios, of which the largest propor-
tion is the investment in DAC and associated solar
and wind power and heat supply (see Fig. 7). In the
Hybrid scenario, this share is 78%, while new carbon
capture at point sources accounts for only 4% of in-

Figure 7: Net change in system cost when tightening the
CO2 emission target from net-zero to net-negative 10%
of 1990s emissions. Each cost bar is split into contribu-
tions of the same technology groups as used in Fig. 2,
except for carbon sequestration costs, which are now dis-
played separately. For all models, Direct Air Capture
(DAC) contributes the most to additional CO2 removal,
requiring further solar, wind and heat pump capacities
for electricity and heat input.

cremental system costs. This shows that point source
carbon capture is already almost exhausted in the
net-zero case. The additional sequestration is mainly
provided by large DAC facilities near the coast. To
a much lesser extent, carbon captured from inland
bioenergy sources, which would provide CU under a
net-zero assumption, is instead transported and se-
questered (see Fig. A.21). Some of the CU located
in Central Europe in net-zero scenarios is instead di-
verted to Spain, where it uses carbon from new DAC
facilities.

These changes have little effect on the layout of the
CO2 and H2 networks (see Fig. A.18 and Fig. A.21).
The slight shift in CU deployment results in less hy-
drogen pipeline construction in some parts of the
system. Nevertheless, 80% of the hydrogen topol-
ogy built under the net-zero emissions assumption is
also built under the net-negative target. The CO2
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network partially extends routes from Central and
Eastern Europe to the coasts. The relative bene-
fits of CO2 transport and sequestration with tighter
emissions targets are evident when compared with
the other scenarios. The carbon network in the net-
negative CO2-Grid scenario is larger than in the net-
zero CO2-Grid scenario and transports more carbon
from point sources to sequestration sites than to CU
facilities. In the H2-Grid scenario, where all carbon
for CU and CS must come from DAC, the hydrogen
transport topology remains almost identical to the
net-zero scenarios (for detailed cost contributions see
sections A.5 and A.6 in the Appendix).

Overall, this leads to the net cost increases of
78 bn€/a in the CO2-Grid scenario, by 80 bn€/a
in the H2-Grid scenario, and by 78 bn€/a in the Hy-
brid scenario. The resulting cost-benefit of the Hy-
brid scenario in comparison to the other scenarios is
6 bn€/a.

3 Discussion

Our study assesses the roles of hydrogen (H2) and
carbon dioxide (CO2) networks in Europe’s future
energy system under net carbon neutrality and net-
removal targets. We show that both networks
strongly impact the optimal deployment of carbon
capture, carbon utilization and sequestration. A CO2

network reduces costs by transporting low-cost car-
bon from distributed point sources to sequestration
sites and sites with low-cost hydrogen production to
produce carbonaceous fuels. A hydrogen network
provides greater cost savings as low-cost hydrogen
can be transported to regions with high demand, al-
lowing carbon utilization at point sources. A com-
bination of both networks emphasizes the strengths
of each infrastructure. In the hybrid configuration,
the H2 network supplies low-cost hydrogen to spa-
tially fixed hydrogen demand and carbon utilization
at point sources across regions. At the same time, the
CO2 network transports low-cost carbon captured
from point sources near the coast to sequestration
sites, reducing the reliance on direct air capture. This
results not only in the lowest system cost but also in a
system robust to tightening the target to net-negative

emissions.

Limitations of the study, such as the neglect of syn-
thetic fuel imports and assumptions on biomass po-
tentials, are discussed in the Appendix in Section A.1.
The Appendix in Section A.3 provides an analysis of
the model’s sensitivities. Notably, relaxing the limit
from 200 to 800 Mt/a reduces system costs by 9.1%
in the hybrid scenario. This reduction is achieved
by replacing the production of synthetic e-fuels with
fossil fuels that are either captured and sequestered,
or left unabated and compensated by carbon dioxide
removal. Investments in renewable power assets and
hydrogen infrastructure which serve the synthetic fuel
production for the aviation, shipping and industry
sectors drop by roughly a third. A similar effect
on synthetic fuel production in Europe would be ex-
pected if synthetic fuels were instead imported from
outside Europe. Smaller effects can be seen from re-
ducing capital costs for CO2 pipelines and costs of
electrolyzers.

For policymakers these results show the need for
coordinated planning across sectors like carbon, hy-
drogen and synthetic fuels since they are strongly in-
teracting, as well as across borders because of the
localized nature of good renewable resources and se-
questration potentials. Deploying multiple networks
offers some robustness should unforeseen problems
arise with one of them, and our results show that
the system can even cope with neither a CO2 nor H2

network for a cost penalty. Many of the technologies
have not yet been deployed at scale before and will
need support for financing, regulation and gaining
the acceptance of local populations.

In summary, our study highlights the benefits of
strategic planning and integration of both CO2 and
H2 networks in the European energy landscape. The
flexibility and cost-efficiency offered by these net-
works can make a significant contribution to achiev-
ing the EU’s climate targets, in particular by re-
ducing dependence on technologies that are still in
the early market phase, such as Direct Air Capture.
Leveraging the synergies between H2 and CO2 trans-
portation and management, Europe can effectively
reduce system costs while ensuring a robust and sus-
tainable energy system.
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Methods

The study is conducted based on the open-source,
capacity expansion model PyPSA-Eur [38]–[40].
The model uses the open-source software tools
PyPSA [41] and Linopy [42] for modeling and cost op-
timization. The model optimizes the design and op-
eration of the European energy system, encompassing
the power, heat, industry, agriculture, and transport
sectors, including international aviation and ship-
ping. All technology cost assumptions are taken
for the year 2040 and sourced from an open-source
database [43]. The database applies a discount rate
of 7% for all major technologies, accounting for the
weighted average costs of capital (WACC) of invest-
ments. Many of the assumptions contained therein
are based on the technology catalogs published by
the Danish Energy Agency [44], [45]. Endogenous
model results include expansion of renewable energy
sources, storage technologies, Power-To-X conversion
and transmission capacities, heating technologies,
peaking power plants, and the deployment of gray,
blue or green hydrogen production facilitates, among
others. The model considers various energy carriers
like electricity, heat, hydrogen, methane, methanol,
liquid hydrocarbons, and biomass, together with the
corresponding conversion technologies.

In our configuration, the model’s time horizon
spans one year, with a 3-hourly temporal resolution
and a spatial resolution of 90 regions. Each of the
regions consists of a complex subsystem with tech-
nologies for supplying, converting, storing and trans-
porting energy. Exogenous assumptions on energy
demand and non-abatable emissions are taken from
various sources [32]–[37] (see Fig. 1). The energy de-
mand for electricity, transport, biomass, heat and gas
is defined per region and time-step. Land transport
demand is exogenously assumed to be fully electrified,
including heavy-duty vehicles. Demands for kerosene
for aviation, methanol for shipping, and naphtha for
industry are not spatially resolved and assumed to be
constant throughout all time steps. Heat demand is
regionally subdivided into shares of urban, rural and
industrial sites. The system exogenously produces
633 Mt/a CO2 from industry, aviation, shipping and
agriculture, 153 Mt of which are fossil-based process

emissions. Locations for industrial clusters are taken
from [46]. Energy demand for industries is calculated
from [34].

Low-carbon electricity is provided by wind, so-
lar, biomass, hydroelectricity and nuclear power
plants. Hydroelectric and nuclear plants cannot be
extended beyond their currently installed capacities.
Weather-dependent power potentials for solar, wind
and hydro-electricity are calculated from the reanaly-
sis and satellite data sets, ERA5 and SARAH-2, [47],
[48] per region and time-stamp, using the open-source
tool Atlite [49]. Solar and wind power can be ex-
panded in alignment with land-use restrictions cal-
culated, taking into account land usage classes and
natural protection areas [50], [51]. We restrict the
total volume of power transmission expansion to 20%
of its current capacity, acknowledging the challenges
in inaugurating new transmission projects. For the
use of biomass, we consider only residual biomass
products and no energy crops. We limit regional
biomass use to the medium-level potentials from the
JRC-ENSPRESO database [52], [53]. Interregional
biomass transport is permitted, with transport costs
of ∼0.1 €/MWh/km considered.
The topology and capacities of the electricity trans-

mission system are taken from the ENTSO-E trans-
parency map [54] and selected Ten Year Network De-
velopment Plan (TYNDP) projects. The power flow
is based on the linearized power flow approximation
assuming a linear transport efficiency of 95.75% per
1000 km accounting for resistive losses on the power
lines. The topology of the H2, CO2 and gas net-
work is identical to the topology of the electricity
network, connecting all neighboring regions. For hy-
drogen pipelines an average loss of 1.2% per 1000 km,
aligning with industry estimates that account for hy-
drogen’s high permeability and small molecular size,
which can lead to higher losses compared to other
gases. The electrical demand for compression sta-
tions is assumed to be 1.8% per 1000 km of the trans-
ported energy. For CO2 pipelines an average loss rate
of 0.8% per 1000 km is reflecting a generally low leak-
age rate observed in supercritical or dense phase CO2

transport [55], [56]. The compression energy needed
is set to 250 kWh per 1000 km and tonne CO2 to
maintain a supercritical state for efficient transport.
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For natural gas pipelines, the model assumes a 1%
loss rate per 1000 km, accounting for typical leakage
and operational losses in well-maintained natural gas
infrastructure as reported in [57]. The electrical de-
mand for compression is set at 1% per 1000 km of
the transported energy, which falls within the com-
mon range for natural gas pipeline operations [58].
Liquid fuels like oil, methanol and Fischer-Tropsch
(FT) fuels are not spatially resolved, since transport
costs per unit of energy are negligible due to their
high energy density. Throughout this study, we fo-
cus on CO2 and H2 networks because of their high
relevance to infrastructure investments and thus pub-
lic policy decisions. The electricity network and gas
network are both included in the model with full ge-
ographical detail, but are not further analyzed. Elec-
tricity networks are already in place, and we restrict
further extension to 25% due to concerns about pub-
lic acceptance. Gas networks also already exist, and
will most likely experience decreased use in the fu-
ture, removing any bottlenecks or constraints on the
optimal system buildout or operation. If enabled,
hydrogen can be transported via pipelines between
regions which can be expanded without limits, con-
sidering costs for pipeline segments and compressors.
Pipeline flows are modeled using net transfer capac-
ities and without flow dynamics, pressure valves, or
energy demand for compression. No retrofitting of
gas pipelines is considered.
In our model, we consider green, blue and gray hy-

drogen from electrolysis and steam methane reform-
ing (SMR), the latter of which may be equipped with
CC technology. The geographical distribution of un-
derground hydrogen storage potentials in salt caverns
is derived from Caglayan et al. [59]. Re-electrification
of hydrogen is possible via fuel cells.
We argue that it is crucial for proper modeling to

consider CC, CU and CS as separate technologies,
rather than grouping them under the often-used but
misleading umbrella term “carbon capture, utiliza-
tion and storage” (CCUS), to allow for independent
optimization and adequate representation of each
function in the carbon management system. Our
model features three drop-in fuel production tech-
nologies for CU: methanation, methanolization, and
Fischer-Tropsch synthesis. The processed fuels are

not limited in their total quantity of use or produc-
tion. Methane is transported through the gas net-
work, while methanol and FT fuel can be transported
between regions without additional costs or capacity
constraints. Synthetic methane substitutes natural
gas or upgraded biogas, serving combined heat and
power plants, residential heating gas boilers, or indus-
trial process heat. Synthetic methanol decarbonizes
marine industry fuel demands, and FT fuels replace
fossil oil for naphtha production for high-value chem-
icals, aviation kerosene, or agricultural machinery oil.

To supply carbon needed for CS and CU, the sys-
tem can choose to deploy carbon capture (CC) tech-
nologies at various point sources of fossil or biogenic
origin (see below), or through DAC facilities. The
concept of a merit order for capturing carbon plays a
pivotal role in optimizing the deployment of carbon
capture technologies based on their economic feasi-
bility. This merit order ranks all CC technologies
according to their relative costs to capture an addi-
tional marginal ton. The cost value for a technology
depends on the exact system configuration and oper-
ation and may vary by scenario and even by region
since many technologies produce other (primary) out-
puts such as electricity and heat. The costs to cap-
ture an additional marginal ton of carbon may also
be different from the average cost of capture. At
the lower end of the cost spectrum, CC technologies
applied to process emissions, such as those from ce-
ment, offer a cost-effective starting point. Following
this, biomass combined heat and power (CHP) sys-
tems provide the dual benefit of energy production
and carbon capture. Moving up the scale, gas used
in industrial applications and biomass employed in
industrial processes represent more costly yet viable
options to capture carbon. DAC, an emerging tech-
nology capable of extracting CO2 directly from the
atmosphere, stands at a high-cost level due to its cur-
rent high capital costs and energy demand. Finally,
based on our model results, biogas upgrading, a pro-
cess that refines biogas to natural gas quality, incurs
the highest costs in the merit order per marginal ton
of captured CO2. Biogas input is a high-cost fuel that
based on endogenous modeling decisions is not used
in large quantities. To the extent that biogas-to-gas
facilities are used by the model to supply additional
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(carbon-neutral) gas as fuel, adding CC infrastruc-
ture incurs low costs (and thus ranges on the left-
hand side of the merit order curve). However, the
price of capturing additional CO2 from biogas-to-gas
upgrading is high because a substantial amount of
the biogas fuel costs factors into the marginal cost of
captured CO2. This merit order framework is crucial
for strategically deploying necessary carbon capture
solutions while balancing economic considerations. If
we consider the spatial aspect of distributed carbon
capture potentials, the CO2 network can exploit com-
parative cost advantages between CO2 bidding zones
to utilize the lowest-cost CC facilities across the con-
tinent. We assume a capture rate of 90% for CC on
process emissions, SMR, biogas-to-gas, as well as gas
and biomass used in industry, and 95% for CC on
biomass and gas CHPs.

Figure 8: Maximal sequestration potential per offshore
region used as input for all models. Note that in most
model runs the regional sequestration potentials are not
exploited due the the global limit on sequestration.

To store carbon, we differentiate between short-
term storage in steel tanks without permanent con-
tainment and long-term, irreversible sequestration in
underground sequestration sites such as porous rock
formations or depleted gas reservoirs. Costs for both
options are included in the model. For carbon se-
questration, we only consider offshore sites as poten-

tial sinks (see Fig. 8). We make this choice because
offshore sequestration sites typically have a larger
capacity compared to onshore sequestration sites in
saline aquifers and due to concerns over public safety
for infrastructure near populated areas. Our esti-
mates for carbon sequestration potentials are restric-
tive, limiting the annual sequestration potential to
25 Mt per region and constraining it further such that
it provides enough volume to allow for 25 years of se-
questration. Furthermore, we decided to limit the
total amount of sequestered CO2 to 200 Mt/a for our
net-zero CO2 emission target and 660 Mt/a for our
net-negative emission target. This constraint is delib-
erately implemented to avoid over-reliance on carbon
capture and sequestration as a backstop technology,
which could otherwise offset fossil emissions instead
of prioritizing the reduction of fossil fuel use where
technologically feasible. By capping the sequestra-
tion at 200 Mt/a, we aim to promote a balanced en-
ergy transition, where sequestration is used to offset
hard-to-abate fossil process emissions (e.g., calcina-
tion of limestone in cement manufacturing) but does
not become a substitute for more sustainable miti-
gation measures. The implications of this choice are
discussed in the Appendix in Section A.3.

Data availability

All input, processed and resulting data is avail-
able or can be generated via the workflow
github.com/FabianHofmann/carbon-networks and
the underlying workflow github.com/pypsa/PyPSA-
Eur. Data on the optimized energy system models
analyzed throughout the study was made publicly
available under 10.6084/m9.figshare.24923028.

Code availability

The code to reproduce all figures and numbers
is available at github.com/FabianHofmann/carbon-
networks.
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open sector-coupled optimisation model of the
European energy system, Zenodo, Jul. 2023.
doi: 10 . 5281 / ZENODO . 8189026. [Online].
Available: https : / / zenodo . org / record /

8189026 (visited on 12/21/2023).

[32] T. F. Pia Manz, Georeferenced industrial sites
with fuel demand and excess heat potential,
Mar. 2018. doi: 10.5281/zenodo.4687147.
[Online]. Available: https : / / zenodo . org /

record/4687147 (visited on 03/03/2023).

[33] J. Muehlenpfordt, Time series, Jun. 2019. doi:
10.25832/TIME_SERIES/2019- 06- 05. [On-
line]. Available: https://data.open-power-

system- data.org/time%5C_series/2019-

06-05 (visited on 11/14/2023).

[34] L. Mantzos, N. A. Matei, E. Mulholland, M.
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A Appendix

A.1 Limitations

While the model is comprehensive, it has certain limitations that affect the validity of its results. Addi-
tionally, there are important aspects of the findings that require further context and discussion. In reality,
energy demand and renewable supply can only be estimated for the next few hours/days. The model’s
perfect foresight may lead to non-reproducible technology dispatch which neglects uncertainties from long-
term predictions and necessary reserve margins. Demand and emissions from industrial clusters heavily
drive the modeling results. Allowing the model to relocate these, incorporate flexibility measures or alter
underlying processes, may lead to less dependency on CO2 and H2 networks than with the static industry
locations assumed in this study. The transport of fuel (FT, gas, oil) between the regions is not limited which
may overestimate their flexibility. However, the distributed CU systems, as enabled through the hydrogen
network, align well with today’s distributed locations for oil refineries, providing kerosene for aviation and
naphtha for industry. Our assumption to run Fischer-Tropsch facilities on baseload with at least 90% of their
nominal capacity is likely shaping the deployment of CU, underestimating potential important flexibilities.
The assumed cost projections on technologies are subject to uncertainties. As shown in A.3.1, the effect of
a 50% cost reduction on CO2 pipelines alters total system costs to a small extent (below 1%). However,
a different set of costs on DAC and electrolysis may well impact the model results. Considering different
strategies for carbon removal, DAC deployment could be in parts replaced if larger sustainable biomass
sources are assumed or imported, as shown in [60] and [61] respectively.

Finally, our energy system model assumes total autarky of the European system and neglects potential
imports from elsewhere. Depending on the type of energy carrier and whether it is CO2 neutral or not,
allowing imports can change the optimal design and operation of the system quite significantly, as discussed
in [62]. In our model, we see that when higher sequestration rates are allowed, the model imports more fossil
oil, which reduces the use of CU in Central Europe and thus the hydrogen transport from South to Central
Europe (see Section A.3). While this substitution reduces the need for Fischer-Tropsch fuel production, it
also requires significant carbon sequestration within Europe to offset the emissions from fossil oil use. If the
imported oil were carbon-neutral or green, there would be no need for dedicated sequestration infrastructure
as the emissions would already be accounted for. In such a case, the overall energy infrastructure would
remain largely the same, minus the additional carbon sequestration capacity needed to offset the emissions
from fossil imports. Thus, both the H2 and CO2 networks would be less relevant. In the context of
green hydrogen imports, as highlighted by [62], the model is expected to reduce the use of electrolysis and
methanolization in southern European countries, as well as hydrogen transport routes from there to central
Europe. However, the deployment of CU near point sources of CO2 would still be as in our scenario. The
same applies to the deployment of a carbon network driven by fixed sequestration sites. A disadvantage
of importing synthetic fuels would be that the significant CO2 available in sustainable biomass sources
in Europe would be underutilized, and there would be an additional burden of regulating the sourcing of
sustainable CO2 outside of Europe.

A.2 Technologies with Carbon Capture

In the following, we give a more detailed description of technologies that are upgraded to integrate carbon
capture. In the Baseline scenario, the capture share is highest for biogas-to-gas facilities, followed by process
emissions, biomass for industry, biomass CHPs, gas for industry, SMR and gas CHPs. For models with addi-
tional transport systems, we observe a correlation between CC share and capacity factors of the underlying
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technologies: Process emissions as well as gas and biomass for industry have high capacity factors (above
80%), and CC shares close to 100%, the only exception being gas for industry in the H2-Grid scenario.
Biomass CHPs have a capacity factor of around 50%, and CC shares of 50% in the H2-Grid scenario and
97% in the CO2-Grid scenario. SMR and gas CHPs have capacity factors around 15%, and CC shares at
nearly 0% for the Baseline scenario. The capacity factor and CC share of SMR increase to around 20% and
50ß-65%, respectively, in the other models. Gas CHPs serve as peak load electricity production technology,
and with very few operating hours, thus the high investment costs into CC applications are not efficient.
Similarly, SMR serves as a “peak-load” hydrogen production technology in regions with poor renewable
resources for electrolysis.
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A.3 Sensitivities

Higher sequestration limits

Carbon management in the optimized energy system, particularly in the hard-to-abate sectors, is heavily
influenced by the model’s sequestration potential, which is capped at 200 Mt/a. Lifting the sequestration
limit leads to cost benefits and a shift in primary energy supply and its implications (see Fig. A.9a). With
higher sequestration rates, more fossil fuels are used in the aviation, heating, and industry sectors in land-
locked regions where hydrogen is expensive. This reduces the reliance on carbon utilization (CU) and,
therefore, the production and transport of hydrogen. At the same time, the carbon network is expanded to
transport more carbon from inland point sources to sequestration sites. Sequestration is further supported
by large DAC facilities near coastal areas to offset additional emissions from fossil fuels. These effects
lead to significant changes in investments when increasing sequestration from 200 Mt/a to 800 Mt/a. Due
to reduced hydrogen production, investments in wind and solar drop by a third. Total system costs are
reduced by 9.1%, primarily due to lower renewable energy investments. Regarding transport networks,
hydrogen network capacity is halved, while the carbon network quadruples (see Fig. A.9b). These findings
are consistent with the effects discussed in [63].

(a) (b)

Figure A.9: System costs for the Hybrid scenario as a function of the sequestration limit (a). The transmission
system cost for the Hybrid scenario as a function of the sequestration limit (b).

As sequestration capacity increases, the cost savings from additional sequestration begin to plateau. At
200 Mt/a, the shadow price of the sequestration constraint shows that each additional tonne saves 225 €/t,
but at 800 Mt/a, this saving drops to 51 €/t. Extrapolating this behavior, saturation of sequestration can
be expected around 1200 Mt/a.
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While increasing sequestration capacity offers economic benefits, it poses potential risks. Over-reliance on
sequestration may delay necessary investments in cleaner technologies and renewable energy. Additionally,
the large-scale expansion of carbon storage infrastructure may encounter public opposition due to concerns
about the long-term stability of CO2 storage sites and possible leakage risks. Furthermore, the focus on
sequestration could perpetuate the use of fossil fuels in sectors where decarbonization alternatives, such as
electrification or green hydrogen, may offer more sustainable solutions. In particular, if sequestration sites
are overused for compensating continuing unabated fossil emissions, they become unavailable for net-negative
targets necessary to compensate historical emissions. Thus, careful consideration must be given to avoid
locking in fossil fuel usage and undermining the broader energy transition goals.

A.3.1 Lower CO2 pipelines costs

The effect of a 50% cost-reduction on CO2 pipelines, such as through subsidies, impacts the optimal tech-
nology deployment to a small extent. Fig. A.10a shows the corresponding total system cost of all scenarios
with a net carbon neutrality target. Fig. A.10b shows the net change in system cost between non-subsidized
and subsidized models, showing only the CO2-Grid and Hybrid scenario where changes occur.

(a) (b)

Figure A.10: System costs for all models in the net-zero emission scenario with 50% subsidy of CO2 pipelines (a)
and change in system cost for the CO2-Grid and Hybrid scenario when subsidizing CO2 pipelines by 50% (b).

A.3.2 Higher Electrolysis Costs

The effect of a 50% increase in electrolysis investment costs on the optimal technology deployment is shown
in Fig. A.11 for the CO2-Grid scenario, Fig. A.12 for the H2-Grid scenario, and Fig. A.13 for the Hybrid
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scenario. The total system costs increase by 1.7% in the CO2-Grid scenario, by 1.8% in the H2-Grid scenario
and the Hybrid scenario.

Figure A.11: System costs for the CO2-Grid scenario when increasing electrolysis investment costs by 50%.
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Figure A.12: System costs for the H2-Grid scenario when increasing electrolysis investment costs by 50%.

Figure A.13: System costs for the Hybrid scenario when increasing electrolysis investment costs by 50%.
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A.4 Other sectors in the energy system

The following maps show the optimal supply, demand, transport and prices of energy carriers in the Hybrid
scenario not covered in the main text.

(a) Optimal supply, consumption, transport and prices of elec-
tricity in the Hybrid scenario.

(b) Optimal supply, consumption, transport and prices of heat
in the Hybrid scenario.
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(a) Optimal supply, consumption, transport and prices of gas in
the Hybrid scenario.

(b) Optimal supply, consumption, transport and prices of biogas
in the Hybrid scenario.
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A.5 Cost comparison across net-zero scenarios

The following figures show further comparisons of total system costs and cost contributions of single tech-
nologies across the models and scenarios.

Figure A.16: Total annual system cost for the different network models and CO2 targets, net-zero (NZ) left, net-
negative (NN) right.

(a) (b)

Figure A.17: Annual transmission system costs for different models and scenarios for net CO2 neutrality (a) and net
CO2 negative (NN) scenario (b).
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Figure A.18: Difference in regional costs between when tightening the emission target in the Hybrid scenario from
CO2 net-neutrality to net-removal. The left figure shows higher spending per technology and region and transport
system net-neutrality case, the right shows higher spending net-negative (NN) case.
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Figure A.19: Difference in regional costs between when tightening the emission target in the CO2-Grid scenario from
CO2 net-neutrality to net-removal. The left figure shows higher spending per technology and region and transport
system net-neutrality case, the right shows higher spending net-negative (NN) case.
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Figure A.20: Difference in regional costs between when tightening the emission target in the H2-Grid scenario from
CO2 net-neutrality to net-removal. The left figure shows higher spending per technology and region and transport
system net-neutrality case, the right shows higher spending net-negative (NN) case.
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A.6 Operation in Net CO2 Removal Scenarios

The following figures display the optimal operation of the hydrogen and carbon sector for all models in the
net CO2 removal scenario.

Figure A.21: Optimal operation, flows and prices of the carbon (left) and hydrogen (right) sectors for the H2-Grid
scenario in the net CO2 removal scenario. For each region, upper semicircles show the average production per
technology, lower semicircles the consumption, and colors the average marginal prices. Carbon Sequestration offshore
is drawn in full circles. Lines and arrows show the interregional transportation. With the tightened emission target,
the model decreases the H2-Grid layout in comparison to the net carbon neutrality scenario and increases CO2

transport from inland point sources to the sequestration sites.
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Figure A.22: Optimal operation, flows and prices of the carbon (left) and hydrogen (right) sectors in the CO2-Grid
scenario for net-negative emission targets. For each region, upper semicircles show the average production per
technology, lower semicircles the consumption, and colors the average marginal prices. Carbon Sequestration offshore
is drawn in full circles. Lines and arrows show the interregional transportation. The CO2-Grid reveals a fundamentally
different layout than with the net carbon neutrality target.
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Figure A.23: Optimal operation, flows and prices of the carbon (left) and hydrogen (right) sectors in the H2-Grid
scenario for net-negative emission targets. For each region, upper semicircles show the average production per
technology, lower semicircles the consumption, and colors the average marginal prices. Carbon Sequestration offshore
is drawn in full circles. Lines and arrows show the interregional transportation. With the tightened emission target,
the H2-Grid expands the H2-Grid layout from the net carbon neutrality target results while increasing DAC facilities
at the coast.
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