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ABSTRACT

Carbon capture and storage (CCS) Is considered a
promising strategy to significantly reduce carbon

Regional Impact Areas Evaluated
— RESULTS and CONCLUSIONS

CCS Cost Analysis for the Cement Plant in South Dakota
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or geological impacts of a region. The Central United
States Is home to several types of CO, generating sources
that would likely require tailored approaches to CO,
management, and many states in this region have or are
moving toward favorable regulatory requirements for CO,
storage operations.

« The closest storage  reservoir
(Minnelusa 2 [MI2]) is the lowest
cost CCS option in the dedicated
pipeline network.

« The furthest storage reservoir (Maha
01 [MAO1]) becomes the lowest cost

$135 CCS option in the trunkline network.
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For this analysis, the Central United States was divided
Into three regional impact areas and used NETL-developed
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 Cost of Capturing CO, from Industrial Sources (2014) — 2022 version now available
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