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Decarbonizing the EU cement industry under
technology and policy uncertainty

Paul Tautorat1, Darius Sultani 2,3, Natalija Ljubic1, Michael Pahle 2,
Bjarne Steffen 1,4 & Tobias S. Schmidt 1,4

Cement production is amajor source of CO2 emissions. In the EuropeanUnion,
the Emissions Trading System is the cornerstone instrument to incentivize
industry decarbonization, including cement. However, major uncertainties
prevail regarding allowance prices, carbon-capture investment costs, and the
availability of CO2 pipelines and storage sites. These uncertainties affect real-
world investment decisions, but are not yet well represented in models. Here,
we develop a real options valuation model to assess how 179 cement plants
across Europe respond to these uncertainties. Our results show that uncer-
tainty perception strongly influences the timing and geography of invest-
ments. High confidence in favorable investment determinants could lead to
widespread deployment of carbon capture and storage and biomass use,
turning the cement industry into a carbon sinkwith 0.6 gigatons CO₂ removed
between 2025 and 2050 in total. Low confidence, however, could lead many
cement producers to delay action, resulting in cumulated emissions of 0.8
gigatons CO₂ over the same time frame. Biomass availability, financing con-
ditions, and plant location further shape investment behavior, underscoring
the need for credible energy and climate policy.

Cement is one of the most produced commodities worldwide. Due to
its high carbon intensity, the industry contributes 8% of the global
carbon emissions, making its fast and deep decarbonization impera-
tive for reaching internationally agreed climate goals1. Cement pro-
duction is particularly difficult to decarbonize due to its high
temperatures and process emissions, making the use of carbon cap-
ture and storage (CCS) a likely option to achieve climate neutrality1.
Combining CCS with a fuel switch to biogenic energy (BECCS) can
permanently remove CO2 from the atmosphere. Therefore, cement
production could become an important contributor to carbon dioxide
removal (CDR), which would be in line with top-down models
expecting BECCS to deliver most of the CDR by 21002.

In the European Union (EU), the EU Emissions Trading System
(ETS) sets the path to decarbonize the industrial sector by around
2040, when the final emission allowances will be issued3. Until then,
the allowance capwill continue to gradually decline every year,making

EU carbon pricing increasingly onerous for emitting installations. To
help industry decarbonize, the EU is committed to supporting
domestic investments through its recent Clean Industrial Deal, which
foresees policies towards more affordable energy, demand side
incentives, and over €100 billion in financing4. Nevertheless, key
investment determinants for decarbonization remain uncertain5. They
include future ETS allowance prices6, investment costs for low-carbon
solutions7, andCO2pipeline and storage site availability8. After years of
incremental efficiency gains1, substantial decarbonization requires
bulky, irreversible investments9, that may lead cement producers to
delay investments amid uncertainty10.

While the major role of uncertainty in investment decisions is
widely recognized11, insights into how uncertainty shapes temporal
and geographical investment patterns related to decarbonizing the
cement industry remain limited. Existing bottom-up investment
models feature a detailed representation of technology, sector
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structure, costs, and policy12–18. They base investment decisions on
criteria like payback times or total costs and incorporate uncertainty
through (global) sensitivity analyses19. However, none of these models
explicitly accounts for decision-making under (policy) uncertainty20.
This gap leaves important questions unanswered.

First, given the landscape of cement plants today, it remains
unclear to what extent the sector overall can contribute to mitigating
climate change, both through emissions reductions and the potential
to deliver CDR. To answer this question, the timing of investments is of
particular interest. For the EU to meet its 2050 net-zero target, near-
term investments are needed to comply with the steadily reducing ETS
cap. Cement production is particularly affected by increasing ETS
allowance prices caused by the cap reduction, due to cement’s high
emissions intensity relative to its low general cost21. However, a lack of
credibility of EU climate policy6 may lead cement producers to delay
investments. A lack of investments could lead to the perpetuation of
emissions, increased allowance prices, and eventually political oppo-
sition to the ETS system.This political opposition couldultimately lead
to the EU weakening its climate policy ambition22.

Second,more clarity is neededon thedistributional implications
of a “new economic geography of decarbonization”23—the spatial
redistribution of low-carbon production capacities across regions—
in the European cement industry. For this, it is relevant to consider
which regions in Europe are well-positioned to host future low-
carbon cement plants, benefiting from favorable biomass and CO2

transport conditions, and which plants may struggle to transition in
time. Today, cement production is more geographically dispersed
than other carbon-intensive industry sectors, such as steel or che-
micals, due to regionally distributed demand and high transport
costs relative to the value of the product21. Beyond transport costs,
there is substantial variation in the locational factors across Eur-
opean cement plants. Against this background, there is limited
understanding of how accounting for decision-making under
uncertainty influences the geographical aspects of the cement
industry’s decarbonization24,25.

Third, the choice of decarbonization option—particularly whether
including a fuel switch to biomass or not—affects both potential
deliveries of net-negative emissions and the extent to which biomass
demand from low-carbon cement would put pressure on agriculture
and further ecosystem services. While competition for biomass and
the risk of excessive biomass use have been widely discussed in the
literature2, dedicated analyses on potential biomass demands from the
cement industry are still lacking.

We address these questions by modeling the investment deci-
sions of the European cement industry at the plant level, considering
how uncertainties in the investment landscape around the dec-
arbonization options CCS, biomass (BIO), and their combination
(BECCS) influence low-carbon investment. We do so by developing a
pure jump real options valuation (ROV) model20,26,27 to assess the
decarbonization investment behavior of 179 integrated cement plants
across Europe, more specifically across all countries that are regulated
under the EU and the Swiss ETS. In the model, plant characteristics are
varied across four dimensions: production capacity28, CO2 transport
and storage costs –whichwe refer to as transport costs fromhere on29,
financing costs30, and local biomass costs (“Methods”)31. Our plant-
level focus allows us to evaluate geographical patterns of low-carbon
cement investment, but requires us to abstract from additional
abatement options in the construction value chain such as Supple-
mentary Cementitious Materials or demand-side reduction13. In addi-
tion, we exclude kiln electrification from the analysis because of its
inability to address process emissions, as well as its relative techno-
logical immaturity32. The chosen real-options approach enables us to
estimate the value of waiting with an irreversible investment, and to
identify the effect of key uncertainties on timelines for decarboniza-
tion investments in the EU cement industry, including variations in

producers’ expectations about the future development of key invest-
ment determinants.

With ETS allowance prices being a key driver of investment deci-
sions, 17%of cementproduction is expectednot to bedecarbonizedby
2050, amid concerns about a potential weakening of EU climate policy
stringency. However, we also show that the ETS has the potential to
fully decarbonize the cement industry early on and deliver substantial
negative emissions. For this to happen, policymakers would need to
reinforce the credibility of the CO2 price signal and associated reg-
ulations, while also considering the impact on biomass demand.

Results
Uncertain investment determinants
Weconceptualize uncertainty for Europe’s cement industry through (i)
alternative values for three key investment determinants and (ii)
cement producers’ probability ratings for these alternative values to
materialize: ETS allowance prices3, location-specific CO2 transport
costs29, and specific CCS investment costs33. For each of these deter-
minants, we introduce a set of (high) reference and another set of (low)
alternative price/cost values as depicted in the upper row of (Fig. 1a–c,
and “Methods”), covering a wide but realistic range. The combination
of these alternative values for the three determinants results in eight
(23) different investment environments (Fig. 1d). As these can change
over time, and as we cover 25 years in five-year time steps, our model
considers 216 potential developments of the investment environment
(Fig. 1e and “Methods”). These are probability-weighted to incorporate
cement producers’ perception regarding the probability that the
determinants change between the alternative values in each time step.
In expert interviews, ETS participants and stakeholders from the Eur-
opean cement industry rated the respective probabilities of a change
in each of the three investment determinants over time (“Methods”
and Supplementary Methods). For the three uncertainties repre-
sented, we hence elicit firms’ expectations of the future investment
environment from interviews with industry practitioners. Figure 1f–h
shows the results of these interviews, where probability ratings are
differentiated into two scenarios. The Net Zero 2050 (NZ2050) sce-
nario represents the probability that the respective determinant has a
favorable value for decarbonization at each point in time (e.g., high
ETS allowance prices); the Delayed scenario represents the probability
that the respective determinant has an unfavorable value for dec-
arbonization (e.g., low ETS allowance prices).

Investment patterns and emissions trajectories
To illustrate the range of possible investment patterns, we present two
alternative scenarios. The NZ2050 scenario assumes that the EU will
adhere to its 2050net-zero target, reflecting investors’highprobability
ratings of favorable investment determinants, i.e., high ETS allowance
prices, the availability of CO2 infrastructure (i.e., pipelines and storage
sites), and reductions in CCS investment cost. In contrast, the Delayed
scenario represents high probability ratings of lower ETS allowance
prices, delayed or no CO2 infrastructure, and no progress in CCS
investment costs. In sum, these scenarios highlight the divergent
perceptions of uncertainty among industry practitioners, which lead
to different investment behavior, emissions pathways, and conse-
quently the sector’s long-term role as an emissions source or sink.
More specifically, low-carbon investmentpatterns of European cement
plants are predominantly driven by producers’ confidence in high ETS
allowance prices, as well as in the (future) development of CO2 trans-
port infrastructure (Fig. 2a, b).

In the NZ2050 scenario, where confidence in EU climate policy is
high, producers swiftly opt forCCS, and thengradually combine itwith
a fuel switch to biomass to generate negative BECCS emissions
thereafter. In this more optimistic scenario, the model fully retrofits
the sector to CCS by 2030 already. The fact that we do not nearly
observe such investment activity in the real-world could—aside from
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with technology projections from the industry33. d Investment decisions are
modeled across eight investment environments, which are characterized by the EU
ETS allowance prices, CO2 transport costs, and CCS investment costs. e Investment
decisions are modeled between 2025 and 2050 using a pure jump ROV model,

which allows for the investment environment to change every five years along a
lattice through a combination of three events: First, a reduction of the ambition
level of the ETS; second, the buildout ofCO2 transport infrastructure in Europe; and
third, the reduction of CCS investment costs. At the start in 2025, the ETS is
ambitious, there is no CO2 transport infrastructure, and CCS investment costs are
high. f–h ETS participants and cement producers have different perceptions of the
probability of the investment environment changing. The probability ratings from
the interviews are differentiated into the two scenarios, NZ2050 and Delayed. The
NZ2050 scenario combines low probability ratings for a less ambitious ETS with
high ratings for an infrastructure buildout and reduced investment costs. The
Delayed scenario combines high probability ratings for a less ambitious ETS with
low ratings for infrastructure buildout and investment cost reductions.
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supply-side limitations—reflectproducers’ lackof confidence in a steep
and sustained rise in ETS allowance prices, as well as in the timely
deployment of the required CO2 infrastructure.

In the Delayed scenario, where confidence in EU climate policy is
lower, producers amounting to 17% of overall clinker capacity choose
not to invest at all, opting instead to continue purchasing ETS allow-
ances even in 2050. Producers with favorable conditions regarding
financing, biomass, and CO2 transport transition to CCS as early as
2035. The remaining producers delay CCS/BECCS investments until

later in the transition, waiting for higher ETS allowance prices and less
uncertainty.

The scale and timing of low-carbon investments have a critical
influence on the cement industry’s emissions and CDR until 2050, and
therefore impact whether its cumulative emissions over the next three
decades are positive or negative34,35. In our NZ2050 scenario, the
cement industry transitions to a sink in the early 2030 s already and
contributes 57.1 megatons (Mt) of annual CDR by 2050 (Fig. 2c). This
means the cement industry alone could deliver half of the EU’s annual
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Fig. 2 | Temporal deployment patterns by technology and respective emissions
trajectories.Temporal development of technology stocks in the European cement
industry for NZ2050 (a) and delayed (b) scenario. The indicated clinker production
capacities are the sum of probability-weighted nameplate capacities for all 216
conceivable developments of the investment environment. Displayed0%-labels are
rounded. Yearly (c) and cumulative (d) emissions from the European cement
industry for the NZ2050 and Delayed scenarios compared to emissions following
business as usual (BAU). For 2050 in (c), theminimumestimate for requiredCarbon
Dioxide Removal (CDR), including bioenergy with carbon capture and storage
(BECCS) and direct air carbon capture and storage (DACCS), from the European

Scientific Advisory Board on Climate Change (ESABCC) is indicated, exceeding net-
negative emissions in the NZ2050 and Delayed scenarios by factors of 4 and 10,
respectively34. In (d), emissions for NZ2050are further broken down into emissions
from 2025 to 2030 and CDR from 2030 to 2050, allowing for a better comparison
with literature estimates of CDR. The indicated CO2 emissions are the sum of
probability-weighted emissions for all 216 conceivable developments of the
investment environment. Additionally, emissions were normalized using the aver-
age of allowances surrendered by the cement plants in the sample between 2020
and 2023, to account for plant utilization.
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industrial CDR in 2050 as projected by the EU Commission’s 2040
target Impact Assessment36. In sum, it would then generate net-
negative emissions of 0.6 gigatons (Gt) by 2050, with 1 Gt being CDR
(Fig. 2d). If EU climate policy is weakened or lacks confidence (Delayed
scenario), on the other hand, the European cement industry would
cumulatively emit 0.8 Gt of CO2 by 2050 (Fig. 2d). This is despite its
transition fromanemissions source to a sinkof 22.8MtofCO2 annually
in 2050 (Fig. 2c), which comes too late to compensate previous
emissions during the period from 2025 to 2045.

We lack installation-specific data on plant age, but conduct a
stylized sensitivity analysis in Supplementary Note 1. The
NZ2050 scenario results are robust both for older and newer plant
fleets, indicating that high confidence in the investment environment
provides plant operators with a compelling business case regardless of
plant age. In theDelayed scenario, however, an initially older plantfleet
both accelerates the transition slightly and lands at a lower overall
emission level; a newer plant fleet shows the opposite effect.

Investment by country and plant
From a geographical perspective, our results highlight the risk of
smaller and landlocked plants being left behind due to a combination
ofmodeled uncertainties and adverse locational factors in aworldwith
ambitious carbon management. In other words, the observed invest-
ment probabilities allow us to derive regions with favorable conditions
for a low-carbon cement industry in Europe.While in ourmodel CCS is
deployed in all plants by 2030 under the NZ2050 scenario (upper half
of each panel in Fig. 3), the timing of biomass integration depends on
(country-specific) biomass costs. As a result, countries in Northern

Europe experience an early transition, while countries like Spain, Italy,
and France undergo a later transition.

In the Delayed scenario, countries with close carbon sinks and low
biomass costs gain a stronger competitive edge over the rest of Eur-
ope, and the variation between countries becomes more pronounced
(Fig. 3). Among the 83% of producers that invest in CCS or BECCS
(Fig. 2b), those that switch early in 2035 andwith a high probability are
typically located in countries with both low CO2 transport costs, even
without dedicated pipelines and additional storage sites, and compe-
titive biomass costs.

Additionally, we observe considerable within-country variance
of investment decisions in theDelayed scenario. This ismainly driven
by locational factors, which play a relatively larger role in the
investment decision vis-à-vis low ETS allowance prices. At the plant
level, notable clusters with higher (purple in Fig. 4) and lower prob-
abilities (blue in Fig. 4) emerge. For example, producers in Greece are
projected to invest with the highest probability. These plants benefit
from large production capacities (0.7–3.4 Mt of clinker per year),
which generate scale effects for CCS investment costs. Additionally,
they face low financing costs (6–7%), and their coastal location
enables low-cost CO2 transport by ship. The availability of offshore
storage at the Prinos oil field in the nearby Aegean Sea29 further
supports investment in these plants. In contrast, plants in landlocked
regions in countries such as Switzerland, Austria, Poland, Hungary,
and Romania are less likely to invest due to their dependence on
uncertain ground-based CO2 transport infrastructure. Smaller plants
with higher investment and financing costs also have lower invest-
ment probabilities. Our results align well with the current
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decarbonization plans announced by major European cement pro-
ducers like Heidelberg Materials and Holcim37.

Biomass demand for cement decarbonization
Cement decarbonization may use a substantial portion of Europe’s
locally available biomass, depending on the country. BECCS could
enable a net-zero and net-negative future for the cement industry
and unlock the carbon (removal) value of biomass, which is con-
sidered higher than its energetic value from a societal perspective38.
BECCS deployment under the EU ETS, such as in the case of cement,
would come with the additional advantage that the compliance
market mechanism would allocate biomass to the activity that

achieves a unit of mitigation, both abatement and removal, at the
lowest cost. However, switching large parts of cement production
capacity to BECCS will put pressure on European biomass supply,
warranting a comparison of future biomass demand and potential.
Assuming a current biomass use from cement of approximately 90 PJ
per year across Europe, we project a potential eight- to nine-fold
increase until 205013,39,40. In ourmodel, the switch to BECCS results in
the cement industry demanding a substantial share (8% in sum) of the
European local biomass potential (NZ2050 for the top line in Fig. 5).
However, there are major differences between countries: In the
Northern European countries Denmark (DK), Lithuania (LT), Latvia
(LV), Norway (NO), and Sweden (SE), switching all cement plants to
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Fig. 4 | Investment patterns for the delayed scenario in 2040 at the plant level.
Each icon represents one cement plant. The color of each icon indicates the
probability of the producer investing in carbon capture and storage (CCS) or
bioenergy with carbon capture and storage (BECCS) by 2040. The shape of each
icon indicates the producer’s weighted average cost of capital (WACC). The size of
the icons indicates the plant’s nameplate capacity. The different shades of green
indicate the 2050 biomass price per country. Map data copyrighted to Open-
StreetMap contributors60. The Netherlands and Estonia are grayed out because
there is no integrated cement plant in these countries. The United Kingdom is
grayedout as its emissions trading system is not linked to the EUETS yet. Labels are
assigned to those plants for which HeidelbergMaterials and Holcim,major cement
producers, announced CCS installations by 2030. Heidelberg Materials aims to

achieve net zero by 2050 and plans to install most of its European CCS facilities
before 2030 at coastal plants in Slite (SE), Brevik (NO), and Devnya (BG), or near
waterways, such as in Antoing (BE), which aligns with our model’s plant-level
results37. As afirst step, the companyhas installed a pilotCCSunit at its Brevik plant,
targeting a 50% reduction in emissions37. These sites all benefit from low CO2

transport and biomass costs. Similarly, Holcim plans to install its first six CCS units
by 2030, at plants in Koromačno (HR), Milaki (GR), Le Teil (FR), Obourg (BE),
Lägerdorf (DE), and Kujawy (PL). For the Kujawy plant only, the model projects an
investment probability below 50%, likely because it is the only plant not located
near the sea or major waterways. However, Kujawy is the largest cement plant in
Poland, making it an interesting location because of scale-effects.
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BECCS (as the case for NZ2050) would demand only 2% (SE) to 11%
(DK) of their estimated national biomass potentials. However, in
Southern European countries, demand would increase to 20% of the
national potential of Spain (ES) and 24% of Portugal (PT), respec-
tively. For Greece (GR), this share would rise to 72%, even exceeding
the low estimate for the biomass potential in the ENSPRESO
database31.

For the Delayed scenario, the overall demand from the cement
industry would be smaller but still considerable (7% in sum). Here, the
variation between countries is even larger, with some fully transition-
ing to BECCS and others only deploying CCS without biomass use
(Latvia; 0% of potential). Deploying less mature oxyfuel CCS or direct
capture instead of the modeled amine scrubbing technology, which
cement producers are also considering, would enable a shift from
biomass to electricity, reducing pressure on biomass supply41. While
the cement industry will inevitably compete for this biomass with
other sectors, cement producers have the advantage of being able to
handle different types of (low-quality) biomass33.

Discussion
Our results highlight that confidence in favorable investment deter-
minants is essential to develop the European cement industry into a
carbon sink quickly. We find that the industry should favor locations
with low CCS and biomass costs; however, actual distributional out-
comes depend on producers’ confidence in the transition. Addition-
ally, biomass demand from cement plants could reach critical levels in
the EU, and there are large differences between Member States’ abil-
ities to meet this demand with sufficient local supply. The removal

volumesobserved in theNZ2050scenario amount to roughly a quarter
of annual CDR (BECCS +DACCS), which the European Scientific Advi-
sory Board on Climate Change considers necessary to reach the 2 °C
target34. However, forwidespreadBECCSdeployment to occur, several
conditions must be met.

First, policies need to be put in place to incentivize first waves of
CCS deployment in the cement sector now. Since EU ETS prices can
only provide sufficient incentives in the mid to long term, ambitious
Member States should facilitate early abatement through theprovision
of instruments likeCarbonContracts forDifference (CCfDs)42,43, aswell
as a coherent long-term strategy for CO2 infrastructure. Such policies
could be complemented by regulatory requirements to install CCS on
new cement plants, as well as additional measures to increase biomass
supply. To provide a long-term perspective for investors, the EU also
needs to uphold and strengthen the credibility of its carbon market44,
particularly by maintaining an ambitious ETS allowance price in the
face of political resistance45. To safeguard the integrity of the ETS, the
EU should reach consensus on a clear target picture for the time after
an “ETS endgame.”46 One recently proposed alternative foresees the
international linking of industry-specific trading systems, which could
provide a more targeted approach for specific sectors such as
cement47. Additionally, the EU needs to uphold a functioning regime
against carbon leakage48,49, more specifically, to support the ETS
credibly through the implementation of the Carbon Border Adjust-
ment Mechanism (CBAM)50,51.

Second, clearer political guidance is needed on the role of cement
in delivering negative emissions, as a complete transformation would
place considerable pressure on European biomass markets. Even
under the Delayed scenario, substantial BECCS deployment and bio-
mass demand remain plausible (7% of the medium estimate). This
demand would inevitably lead to rivalry with other sectors (e.g.,
heating or sustainable aviation fuels). The simplest economic solution
to handle tradeoffs between CDR, agriculture, and ecosystem services
would be to price biomass externalities appropriately, ensuring it is
used where it has the highest societal value. While such a policy could
change the picturewehavedrawn, further analysis is required,which is
beyond thiswork’s scope. An initial analytical step could bedeveloping
a “biomass ladder,” following the example of the well-established
hydrogen ladder52, which could serve as a starting point for prior-
itization discussions and eventually lead to a European biomass
strategy.

Third, it is essential to consider the geographical aspects of dec-
arbonization. Under the Clean Industrial Deal and Just Transition
Mechanism, the EU has two options for supporting the cement
industry. A biggest-bang-for-the-buck approach would focus support
on large plants near carbon sinks and affordable biomass, which
already have competitive advantages. Future work can contribute to
more accurately identifying such competitive plants by increasing
installation-specific data transparency, specifically on OPEX and plant
age. Yet these sites would likely be prioritized by international multi-
plant producers anyway, and such concentration risks geographical
restructuring, potentially undermining cohesion and provoking
backlash53. Alternatively, supporting also higher-cost locations, such as
through de-risking grants or concessional loans, could help preserve
the industry structure and reduce risks to the ETS and the broader
policy framework. The EUcould also fundpipelines and storage sites in
regions with high CO2 transport costs

8. We do not propose awhatever-
it-takes approach, as due to cement production overcapacities, some
consolidation remains unavoidable, as recent plant closure
announcements indicate54.

Beyond these policy implications, our ROV model showcases
more generally how uncertainty and investors’ confidence in climate
policy influence bulky, irreversible investments, as applicable in a wide
range of other industries and countries55,56. However, cement, being
easier to decarbonize than other industries, such as aviation or
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Fig. 5 | Biomass demand from cement production vs. country-level biomass
potentials. Comparison of the biomass demand of the European cement industry
in 2050 (for bioenergywith carbon capture and storage (BECCS) deployment in the
Delayed andNZ2050 scenarios) with national biomass potentials (low andmedium
estimates from the ENSPRESO database31). The modeled cement plants are located
across 24 countries, which are clustered into four country groups: Northern,
Western, Eastern, and Southern Europe. Per country, the absolute values for the
medium estimate of the biomass potential are indicated on the right (equivalent to
100%). The top line, “Europe,” indicates demand and potential summed for all
countries and normalized using the average of allowances surrendered by the
cement plants in the sample between2020 and 2023 to correct for plant utilization.
Values for Luxembourg were removed due to the country’s limited biomass
potential of 8 PJ y−1.
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chemicals57, is expected to decarbonize relatively early, serving as a
litmus test for the credibility of EU climate policy.

Methods
This study first compiles plant-level data of all 179 integrated
cement plants regulated under the EU and Swiss emissions trading
systems. The plants differ with regard to production capacity28, CO2

transport and storage costs29, financing costs30, and country-
specific biomass costs31. Second, we develop a real options valua-
tion (ROV) model that accounts for investment flexibility in the face
of uncertain policy, technology, and infrastructure developments
to assess low-carbon investment dynamics in the European cement
industry under uncertainty. Third, we perform two rounds of expert
interviews: the first to validate our investment assumptions and to
identify relevant technological and policy uncertainties, and the
second to quantify perceived uncertainties and inform scenario
probabilities in the model. The Methods section is structured along
these three steps.

Plant and techno-economic data
Cement plants in Europe. We compiled a plant-level dataset of
cement production installations regulated under the EU and Swiss
emissions trading systems. Starting with the “List of operators in the
EU” from the Union Registry (June 2022), we filtered installations by
activity type (“Production of cement clinker”) and status (“ACTIVE”),
resulting in a list of ETS-regulated clinker producers. While some
individual cement plants report under different activity codes and are
therefore not part of the data set (e.g., the Finnsementti plant in Lap-
peenranta, Finland), this approach provides us with a systematic and
reproducible selection algorithm that avoids contaminating the sam-
ple with non-cement producers. This list was complemented with
emissions data from the EU ETS transaction log (April 2025), yielding
232 active installations with associated information on installation
names, registry member state, ETS ID, and historical CO₂ emissions.
We then integrated six additional Swiss cement plants, which are
covered by the EU ETS-linked Swiss ETS, based on publicly available
information. After merging both datasets, we applied a final round of
filtering to exclude and correct installations that had closed, did not
produce ordinary Portland cement (OPC), or operated multiple kiln
lines under a single ETS ID. The final sample includes 179 integrated
cement plants.

Plant locations, CO2 transport costs, and production capacities.
Based on available data regarding plant characteristics, we distinguish
between cement facilities across four dimensions:CO2 transport costs,
production capacities, cost of capital, and country-specific biomass
cost. All other techno-economic parameters, both in terms of cost and
technology-specific operating parameters, are assumed to be homo-
genous across all plants. To capture site-specific cost heterogeneity,
we manually matched ETS installation names with facility names in a
dataset provided by the non-governmental organization CATF in May
202329, which includes georeferenced data on CO₂ transport and sto-
rage costs across Europe. This allowed us to assign location coordi-
nates and CATF transport cost estimates to each plant. Using plant
locations, we thenmatched each facilitywith the geoasset database for
cement from the Spatial Finance Initiative (SFI)28 to retrieve nameplate
production capacity. Reported capacities were cross-validated against
past emissions to flag implausible values, which were manually
checked and corrected via desk research. Future changes in produc-
tion capacities, driven by shifts in cement demand and current over-
capacity, would add another layer of complexity to investment
decisions, but are not explicitlymodeled. Final capacity estimateswere
used to adjust investment cost assumptions based on economies of
scale, and technology learning was assumed in line with literature
values to reflect incremental innovation over time (Fig. 1c)58,59. More

detailed information on our data is provided in Supplementary
Methods 2.

Cost of capital. Financing conditions were derived using a multi-step
approach, resulting in a plant-level distribution of the weighted aver-
age cost of capital (WACC) ranging from 4% to 14%. First, we searched
for Bloomberg tickers associatedwith each plant’s installation name. If
a ticker was found, we extractedWACC data for the period 2013–2022
using Bloomberg’s BDH function and calculated the meanWACC over
the period. For plants lacking a direct ticker, we identified the global
ultimate owner (GUO) via theOrbis database andusedBloombergdata
for the parent company. In the 85 caseswherenoplant- orfirm-specific
WACCwas available, a fallback estimate based on country averages—or
the sample average—was applied. These values were further validated
through desk research.

Biomass cost per country. Biomass costs were determined on a
national level to reflect current and future biomass costs. We used
long-term biomass price projections from the REMIND integrated
assessment model developed at the Potsdam Institute for Climate
Impact Research (PIK), which are used as input to the LIMES-EUmodel.
To introduce geographical differentiation, we combined these with
country-level biomass cost estimates from the ENSPRESO database,
which aggregates costs across 17 biomass feedstocks at the national
level31. We refer the reader to Supplementary Figs. 4 and 5, as well as
Supplementary Table 5 for additional information on our biomass
assumptions.

Other techno-economic data. Investment and operational para-
meters for amine-based CCS were sourced from the European Cement
Research Academy. The default ETS allowance price values (“high ETS
allowance price values”) and the alternative (“low ETS allowance price
values”) are based on the LIMES-EU model, assuming different linear
reduction factors for the ETS cap3. Technical specifications for kiln fuel
mixes, potential for biomass substitution, and thermal efficiency were
assumed to be technology-specific but homogenous across plants and
based on academic and gray literature33. CO₂ transport and storage
costs are plant-specific and reflect estimates from the CATF data29,
under the “short-term infrastructure” scenario in which only limited
onshore and offshore storage capacity is assumed to be available. The
alternative case assumes dedicated pipelines have been built and
additional storage sites have been developed, significantly reducing
transport and storage costs.

Real options valuation (ROV) model
Model overview. We developed an ROV model to assess the timing
and probability of low-carbon investment decisions by individual plant
operators under uncertainty, which is largely based on the model
introduced by Tautorat et al.20. The model is separately applied to
cement plants across 24 European countries, each defined by plant-
specific techno-economic parameters, including nameplate produc-
tion capacity, CO₂ transport and storage costs, biomass costs, and the
WACC. Unlike traditional discounted cash flow approaches, which
select technologies based on static net present value (NPV) compar-
isons, our model captures the value of flexibility in delaying or
adjusting investments in response to evolvingpolicy and technological
conditions. For eachplant, the producer can choose between investing
in CCS, biomass combustion (BIO), their combination (BECCS), or
continuing with the incumbent fossil-based setup. Decisions are taken
at five-year intervals from 2025 to 2050, with investment cash flows
evaluated through 2079 to reflect technology lifetimes.

Uncertainty structure. To reflect structural uncertainty and informed
byour expert interviews,wemodel three sourcesof uncertainty: (1) the
ambition level of EU climate policy (affecting ETS allowanceprices), (2)
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the availability of CO₂ transport infrastructure (affecting transport
costs), and (3) deployment of and innovation aroundCCS technologies
(affecting CCS investment costs reductions). To reflect producers’
perceptions of uncertainty, each of these factors has a specific prob-
ability of changing froma referencevalue (R) to analternative value (A)
at each time step, but not back. At each point in time, a producer’s
investment environment is thus characterized by a specific combina-
tion of values for the three investment determinants, resulting in eight
(2³) possible combinations. Starting in 2025, the ETS allowance prices
are high, CO₂ transport costs are high, and CCS investment costs are
high. The investment environment can change through changes from
these reference values to the alternative values for each of the three
uncertain investment determinants. Assuming these events are irre-
versible, five junctures and three events lead to 216 (63) possible
combinations (or potential developments of the investment
environment) between 2025 and 2050, each with varying probability
ratings.

Cash flow and emissions. Cash flows are modeled relative to a fossil-
based baseline and include five components: investment costs
(CAPEX), operation andmaintenance (O&M) costs, fuel costs (FU), and
(where applicable) CO₂ transport and storage costs (ST). Emissions
reductions contribute to the investment case by sparing the producer
from having to surrender Allowances at the current ETS allowance
price, ultimately reducing emissions costs (EM). An additional green
premium—i.e., a higher willingness to pay for low-carbon cement
downstream the value chain—is not considered. Negative emissions
from BECCS generate an additional revenue stream from removal
credits, which are also valued at the respective ETS allowance price at
each time step.While this couldbe achieved bymaking carbon dioxide
removal (CDR) eligible within the ETS35, other policy instruments that
value a permanent removal accordingly would lead to the same
financial outcome.

Calculation of net present values. The expected NPV of a decision is
calculated by summing discounted future cash flows over all future
periods and possible state transitions as Eq. (1) (Supplementary
Methods 3). For example, in the last time step, no further uncertainty
exists, and the NPV simplifies to the sum of discounted deterministic
cash flows. For earlier periods, future states are weighted using tran-
sition probabilities surveyed through interviews. Discounting of cash
flows is based on the plant-specific WACC as described above.

NPV =ΔEM � Δ CAPEX +O&M + FU + STð Þ+ option values ð1Þ

Option values. The model incorporates two types of real options: the
option to delay (or wait) and the option to follow up with additional
investments. Option values are calculated recursively and discounted
using plant-specific WACCs to the respective decision point using
future state transition probabilities.

Payback and NPV criteria. Investment options are only considered if
they satisfy a maximum payback period, reflecting investor pre-
ferences for near- tomid-term returns. Specifically, only opportunities
with a positive cumulative NPV over the first 15 years (including con-
struction time) are eligible, which is slightly higher than the numbers
reported for less transformative investments, e.g., into energy effi-
ciency. Additionally, from the set of eligible investment options at each
decision point, the plant selects the one with the highest total NPV,
which includes both the expected cash flows and any option values for
future follow-on actions.

Interviews with industry experts
Technologies and investment determinants in the cement industry.
To inform our model design and parameterization, we conducted a

first round of semi-structured interviews with 13 experts from across
the European cement industry between 2021 and 2024. Interviewees
were selected based on their expertise in investment planning, tech-
nology deployment, and participation in the carbon market. Partici-
pants were contacted with a short project summary and invited to
participate voluntarily. Those who agreed received an interview guide
in advance. Interviews were conducted online or in person by mem-
bers of the research team (PT, DS, NL, BS, TS), and each interview’s
duration ranged from 16 to 120minutes, with a median of 45 to
60minutes. The Chatham House Rule was followed to ensure open
discussion. The interviews focused on identifying the most salient
investment uncertainties from an industry perspective—such as car-
bon pricing, infrastructure availability, and capital costs—as well as
validating and refining the techno-economic assumptions used in the
ROV model.

Alternative ETS allowance price values and probability ratings. A
second round of semi-structured interviews was conducted with 14
experts in 2023 and 2024 to quantify their probability ratings for key
events modeled in the ROV framework. Specifically, interviewees were
asked to assess the probability of three developments: (1) a reduction
in EU ETS allowance prices due to weakening policy ambition, (2) the
availability of dedicated CO₂ transport infrastructure, and (3) a decline
in capital costs of CCS technologies. Alternative ETS allowance price
values under a less ambitious climate policy scenario were also sur-
veyed (Supplementary Table 4). However, due to a large variance in
surveyed ETS allowance price values, we instead base the alternative
(lower) ETS allowance price values in ourmodeling on the same source
(i.e., the LIMES-EU model) as the reference values3. The alternative
values are based on a scenario that resembles the ETS before the 2023
reform and ismore consistent with price levels observed at the time of
writing. These ETS price values are substantially lower, allowing for a
more comprehensive price range. Participants were contacted in
advance with a project summary, and the interviews were structured
along an interview guide. Interviews were conducted by members of
the research team (PT, DS, BS, TS) and lasted between 30 and
60minutes, either online or in person. The Chatham House Rule was
followed to ensure open discussion. Interviewees were encouraged to
comment only on those uncertainties where they felt confident.

Data availability
The data used for Fig. 1a–c of this study are publicly available from
Pahle et al.3 (a), CATF29 (b), and ECRA33 (c), respectively. The data used
for Fig. 1f–h are assumptions informed through expert interviews and
are included in the Supplementary Information. Map data for Fig. 4
copyrighted OpenStreetMap contributors and are available from
https://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright.60 The data generated in
this study for Figs. 2–5 have been deposited in GitHub at https://
github.com/paultautorat/cementROV61.

Code availability
The code to reproduce the analysis is available via GitHub at https://
github.com/paultautorat/cementROV61.

References
1. Tautorat, P., Lalin, B., Schmidt, T. S. & Steffen, B. Directions of

innovation for the decarbonization of cement and steel production
—A topic modeling-based analysis. J. Clean. Prod. 407,
137055 (2023).

2. Braun, J. et al. Multiple planetary boundaries preclude biomass
crops for carbon capture and storage outside of agricultural areas.
Commun. Earth Environ. 6, 102 (2025).

3. Pahle, M., Quemin, S., Osorio, S., Günther, C. & Pietzcker, R. The
emerging endgame: The EU ETS on the road towards climate neu-
trality. Resour. Energy Econ. 81, 101476 (2025).

Article https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-026-76611-3

Nature Communications |         (2026) 17:9862 9

https://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright
https://github.com/paultautorat/cementROV
https://github.com/paultautorat/cementROV
https://github.com/paultautorat/cementROV
https://github.com/paultautorat/cementROV
www.nature.com/naturecommunications


4. European Commission. A Clean Industrial Deal for competitiveness
and decarbonisation in the EU. Press release (2025). https://ec.
europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_25_550

5. Chiappinelli, O. et al. A green COVID-19 recovery of the EU basic
materials sector: identifying potentials, barriers and policy solu-
tions. Clim. Policy 21, 1328–1346 (2021).

6. Sitarz, J., Pahle, M., Osorio, S., Luderer, G. & Pietzcker, R. Policy
credibility is a key component for an effective and efficient EU
emissions trading system. Nat. Energy 9, 637–638 (2024).

7. Huisman, K. J. M. & Kort, P. M. Strategic technology adoption taking
into account future technological improvements: A real options
approach. Eur. J. Oper. Res. 159, 705–728 (2004).

8. Sievert, K., Stefanescu, A. S., Oeuvray, P. & Steffen, B. The impact of
financing structures on the cost of carbon dioxide transport. Energy
Econ. 108253 https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENECO.2025.
108253 (2025).

9. Bernanke, B. S. Irreversibility, uncertainty, and cyclical investment.
Q. J. Econ. 98, 85–106 (1983).

10. Hoffmann, V. H., Trautmann, T. & Hamprecht, J. Regulatory Uncer-
tainty: A Reason to Postpone Investments? Not Necessarily. J.
Manag. Stud. 46, 1227–1253 (2009).

11. Fleiter, T. et al. CO2-neutral process heat using electrification and
hydrogen: Technologies, barriers and required action. Policy Brief
01/2024, Fraunhofer ISI, https://doi.org/10.24406/publica-
3488 (2024).

12. Kermeli, K. et al. The scope for better industry representation in
long-term energy models: Modeling the cement industry. Appl.
Energy 240, 964–985 (2019).

13. Cavalett, O., Watanabe, M. D. B., Voldsund, M., Roussanaly, S. &
Cherubini, F. Paving the way for sustainable decarbonization
of the European cement industry. Nat. Sustain. 7, 568–580
(2024).

14. Fleiter, T. et al. A methodology for bottom-up modelling of energy
transitions in the industry sector: The FORECAST model. Energy
Strategy Rev. 22, 237–254 (2018).

15. Stehfest, E. et al. Integrated Assessment of Global Environmental
Change with IMAGE 3.0. (2014).

16. Obrist, M. D., Kannan, R., Schmidt, T. J. & Kober, T. Decarbonization
pathways of the Swiss cement industry towards net zero emissions.
J. Clean. Prod. 288, 125413 (2021).

17. Pardo, N., Moya, J. A. & Mercier, A. Prospective on the energy effi-
ciency and CO2 emissions in the EU cement industry. Energy 36,
3244–3254 (2011).

18. Neuwirth,M., Fleiter, T. &Hofmann, R.Modelling the transformation
of energy-intensive industries based on site-specific investment
decisions. Sci. Rep. 14, 1–19 (2024).

19. Yliruka, M., Moret, S. & Shah, N. Detail or uncertainty? Applying
global sensitivity analysis to strike a balance in energy system
models. Comput. Chem. Eng. 177, 108287 (2023).

20. Tautorat, P., Iversen, J., Schmidt, T. S. & Steffen, B. Real options
analysis of decarbonization investments in the chemical industry.
Appl. Energy https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2025.
126238 (2025).

21. Stede, J., Pauliuk, S., Hardadi, G. & Neuhoff, K. Carbon pricing of
basic materials: Incentives and risks for the value chain and con-
sumers. Ecol. Econ. 189, 107168 (2021).

22. Pahle, M. et al. Safeguarding the energy transition against political
backlash to carbon markets. Nat. Energy 7, 290–296 (2022).

23. Zachmann, G. & McWilliams, B. A new economic geography of
decarbonisation? Blog post at https://www.bruegel.org/blog-post/
new-economic-geography-decarbonisation (2021).

24. Bridge, G., Bouzarovski, S., Bradshaw, M. & Eyre, N. Geographies of
energy transition: Space, place and the low-carbon economy.
Energy Policy 53, 331–340 (2013).

25. Amendola, M. Winners and losers of the EU carbon border adjust-
mentmechanism.An intra-EU issue?EnergyEcon. 142, 108139 (2025).

26. Fuss, S., Johansson, D. J. A., Szolgayova, J. &Obersteiner,M. Impact
of climate policy uncertainty on the adoption of electricity gen-
erating technologies. Energy Policy 37, 733–743 (2009).

27. Nadarajah, S. & Secomandi, N. A review of the operations literature
on real options in energy. Eur. J. Oper. Res. 309, 469–487 (2023).

28. Tkachenko, N. et al. Global database of cement production assets
and upstream suppliers. Sci. Data 10, 1–9 (2023).

29. Carbon Limits & Clean Air Task Force. The cost of carbon capture
and storage in Europe (2022).

30. Bloomberg L.P. Financial data for various companies. Bloomberg
Professional (2023).

31. Ruiz, P. et al. ENSPRESO - an open, EU-28 wide, transparent and
coherent database of wind, solar and biomass energy potentials.
Energy Strategy Rev. 26, 100379 (2019).

32. Ellis, L. D., Badel, A. F., Chiang, M. L., Park, R. J.-Y. & Chiang, Y.-M.
Toward electrochemical synthesis of cement—An electrolyzer-
based process for decarbonating CaCO3 while producing useful
gas streams. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 117, 12584–12591 (2020).

33. European Cement Research Academy. The ECRA Technology
Papers 2022 - State of the Art Cement Manufacturing - Current
Technologies and Their Future Development (2022).

34. European Scientific Advisory Board on Climate Change. Scaling up
Carbon Dioxide Removals: Recommendations for Navigating
Opportunities and Risks in the EU (2025).

35. Sultani, D. et al. How the EU can utilize its carbonmarket to scale up
carbon dioxide removal. Joule 102395 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
joule.2026.102395 (2026).

36. EuropeanCommission. SecuringOur Future Europe’s 2040Climate
Target and Path to Climate Neutrality by 2050 Building a Sustain-
able, Just and Prosperous Society, SWD(2024) 63 Final (2024).

37. Heidelberg Materials. Annual and Sustainability Report
2022. (2023).

38. Millinger, M. et al. Diversity of biomass usage pathways to achieve
emissions targets in the European energy system. Nat. Energy 10,
226–242 (2025).

39. Marmier, A. Decarbonisation Options for the Cement Industry.
https://doi.org/10.2760/174037 (2023).

40. Cement Europe. Cembureau Key Facts & Figures (2025).
41. Glenk, G., Meier, R. & Reichelstein, S. Assessing the Costs of

Industrial Decarbonization. https://doi.org/10.2139/SSRN.
4998042 (2024).

42. Richstein, J. C. & Neuhoff, K. Carbon contracts-for-difference: How
to de-risk innovative investments for a low-carbon industry?
iScience 25, 104700 (2022).

43. Richstein, J. C. et al. Catalyzing the transition to a climate-neutral
industry with carbon contracts for difference. Joule 8,
3233–3238 (2024).

44. Emanuelsson, A. H., Rootzén, J. & Johnsson, F. Deployment of car-
bon capture and storage in the cement industry – Is the European
Union up to shape? Int. J. Greenh. Gas. Control 146, 104442 (2025).

45. Pahle, M. & Edenhofer, O. Discretionary intervention destabilizes
the EU emissions trading system: evidence and recommendations
for a rule-based cap adjustment. CESifo Forum 22, 41–46 (2021).

46. Kyriazi, A. & Miró, J. Towards a socially fair green transition in the
EU? An analysis of the Just Transition Fund using the Multiple
Streams Framework. Comp. Eur. Politics 21, 112–132 (2023).

47. Haites, E. Using linked emissions trading systems to transform
difficult-to-abate industries. WIREs Energy Environ. 15,
e70022 (2026).

48. Overland, I. & Sabyrbekov, R. Know your opponent: Which coun-
tries might fight the European carbon border adjustment mechan-
ism? Energy Policy 169, 113175 (2022).

Article https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-026-76611-3

Nature Communications |         (2026) 17:9862 10

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_25_550
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_25_550
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_25_550
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENECO.2025.108253
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENECO.2025.108253
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENECO.2025.108253
https://doi.org/10.24406/publica-3488
https://doi.org/10.24406/publica-3488
https://doi.org/10.24406/publica-3488
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2025.126238
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2025.126238
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2025.126238
https://www.bruegel.org/blog-post/new-economic-geography-decarbonisation
https://www.bruegel.org/blog-post/new-economic-geography-decarbonisation
https://www.bruegel.org/blog-post/new-economic-geography-decarbonisation
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joule.2026.102395
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joule.2026.102395
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joule.2026.102395
https://doi.org/10.2760/174037
https://doi.org/10.2760/174037
https://doi.org/10.2139/SSRN.4998042
https://doi.org/10.2139/SSRN.4998042
https://doi.org/10.2139/SSRN.4998042
www.nature.com/naturecommunications


49. Allevi, E., Oggioni, G., Riccardi, R. & Rocco, M. Evaluating the car-
bon leakage effect on cement sector under different climate poli-
cies. J. Clean. Prod. 163, 320–337 (2017).

50. Polish Cement Association. Call for help: Eastern cement imports
are killing EU industry. Politico https://www.politico.eu/sponsored-
content/call-for-help-eastern-cement-imports-are-killing-eu-
industry/ (2024).

51. Cembureau. EU Cement Industry Trade Statistics - Full Year
2023. (2024).

52. Johnson, N. et al. Realistic roles for hydrogen in the future energy
transition. Nature Reviews Clean Technology 2025 1–21 https://doi.
org/10.1038/s44359-025-00050-4 (2025).

53. Zaussinger, F., Schmidt, T. S. & Egli, F. Skills-based and regionally
explicit labor market exposure to the low-carbon transition in Eur-
ope. Joule 9, 101813 (2025).

54. Ramirez, D. Heidelberg to shut some plants on lower 1Q
results, (2024).

55. Ministry of Ecology & Environment of the People’s Republic of
China. Notice on the Issuance of the National Carbon Emissions
Trading Management Measures (Trial Implementation) (2025).

56. Wang, K. et al. Optimizing the rolling out plan of China’s carbon
market. iScience 26, 105823 (2023).

57. Bachorz, C., Verpoort, P., Ueckerdt, F. & Luderer, G. Exploring
techno-economic landscapes of abatement options for hard-to-
electrify sectors. https://doi.org/10.21203/RS.3.RS-4241841/
V1 (2024).

58. Malhotra, A. & Schmidt, T. S. Accelerating low-carbon innovation.
Joule 4, 2259–2267 (2020).

59. Beiron, J. & Johnsson, F. Progressing from first-of-a-kind toNth-of-a-
kind: Applying learning rates to carbon capture deployment in
Sweden. Int. J. Greenh. Gas. Control 137, 104226 (2024).

60. OpenStreetMap contributors. Planet dump retrieved from https://
planet.osm.org. https://www.openstreetmap.org (2017).

61. Tautorat, P. et al. Code Repository: Decarbonizing the EU cement
industry under technology and policy uncertainty. GitHub https://
github.com/paultautorat/cementROV (2026).

Acknowledgements
The authors thank Yash Dubey for his excellent contribution as a
research assistant, and participants of SAEE’s 15th Student Chapter
Workshop in Zurich 2024, IAEE’s 18th European Conference in Milan
2023, IAEE’s 17th European Conference in Athens 2022, the 11th Inter-
national Ruhr Energy Conference (INREC) in Essen 2022, as well as
members of ETH’s CFP and EPG groups for valuable feedback. Finally,
the authors would like to thank Sebastian Osorio from PIK and Prof.
ChristophWeber fromUniversity Duisburg Essen for their valuable input
during the study design.

Author contributions
The authors jointly conceptualized the study. P.T. and D.S. conducted
the interviews. P.T. andN.L. developed themodel. P.T. handled the input
data. P.T. and D.S. validated the results. P.T., D.S., M.P., B.S., and T.S.S.
conducted the analysis. P.T. visualized the results. P.T. and D.S. wrote

the original draft. P.T., D.S.,M.P., B.S., and T.S.S. reviewed andedited the
study. The work was supervised by M.P., B.S., and T.S.S.

Funding
The research underlying this publication was supported by the Swiss
Federal Office of Energy [contract number: SI/502114–01]. However, the
authors bear full responsibility for the content, conclusions, andfindings
presented. Darius Sultani andMichael Pahle acknowledge funding from
the German Federal Ministry of Research, Technology and Space under
the Kopernikus-Projekt Ariadne (FKZ 03SFK5A0-2). Darius Sultani
acknowledges additional funding from the Foundation of German
Business (sdw).Openaccess fundingprovidedbySwiss Federal Institute
of Technology Zurich.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary information The online version contains
supplementary material available at
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-026-76611-3.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to
Tobias S. Schmidt.

Peer review informationNature Communications thanks Johan Rootzén
who co-reviewed with Anna Hörbe Emanuelsson and the other
anonymous, reviewer for their contribution to the peer review of this
work. A peer review file is available.

Reprints and permissions information is available at
http://www.nature.com/reprints

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as
long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if
changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article's Creative Commons licence, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article's Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2026

Article https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-026-76611-3

Nature Communications |         (2026) 17:9862 11

https://www.politico.eu/sponsored-content/call-for-help-eastern-cement-imports-are-killing-eu-industry/
https://www.politico.eu/sponsored-content/call-for-help-eastern-cement-imports-are-killing-eu-industry/
https://www.politico.eu/sponsored-content/call-for-help-eastern-cement-imports-are-killing-eu-industry/
https://www.politico.eu/sponsored-content/call-for-help-eastern-cement-imports-are-killing-eu-industry/
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44359-025-00050-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44359-025-00050-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44359-025-00050-4
https://doi.org/10.21203/RS.3.RS-4241841/V1
https://doi.org/10.21203/RS.3.RS-4241841/V1
https://doi.org/10.21203/RS.3.RS-4241841/V1
https://planet.osm.org
https://planet.osm.org
https://planet.osm.org
https://www.openstreetmap.org
https://www.openstreetmap.org
https://github.com/paultautorat/cementROV
https://github.com/paultautorat/cementROV
https://github.com/paultautorat/cementROV
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-026-76611-3
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
www.nature.com/naturecommunications

	Decarbonizing the EU cement industry under technology and policy uncertainty
	Introduction
	Results
	Uncertain investment determinants
	Investment patterns and emissions trajectories
	Investment by country and plant
	Biomass demand for cement decarbonization

	Discussion
	Methods
	Plant and techno-economic data
	Cement plants in Europe
	Plant locations, CO2 transport costs, and production capacities
	Cost of capital
	Biomass cost per country
	Other techno-economic data

	Real options valuation (ROV) model
	Model overview
	Uncertainty structure
	Cash flow and emissions
	Calculation of net present values
	Option values
	Payback and NPV criteria

	Interviews with industry experts
	Technologies and investment determinants in the cement industry
	Alternative ETS allowance price values and probability ratings


	Data availability
	Code availability
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Competing interests
	Additional information




