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Abstract: The decarbonization of energy matrices is crucial to limit global warming below 2 ◦C this
century. An alternative capable of enabling zero or even negative CO2 emissions is bioenergy with
carbon capture and storage (BECCS). In this sense, the Brazilian sugar–energy sector draws attention,
as it would be possible to combine the production of fuel and electricity from renewable biomass.
This paper is the final part of a study that aimed to research carbon capture and storage (CCS) in
energy systems based on sugarcane. The case studied is CCS in thermal power plants considering two
different technologies: the steam cycle based on the condensing–extraction steam turbine (CEST) and
the combined cycle integrated to biomass gasification (BIG-CC). The results for the thermal power
plant indicate that the CO2 capture costs may be lower than those in cogeneration systems, which
were previously studied. The main reasons are the potential scale effects and the minimization of
energy penalties associated with integrating the CCS system into the mills. In the best cases, capture
costs can be reduced to EUR 54–65 per ton of CO2 for the CEST technology and EUR 57–68 per ton of
CO2 for the BIG-CC technology.

Keywords: BECCS; bioelectricity; carbon capture and storage; carbon sequestration; climate change;
negative emissions

1. Introduction

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) [1] recently confirmed the
alarming levels of greenhouse gases (GHGs) in the atmosphere, concluding that climate
change is already affecting all regions of the planet, and that continued GHG emissions
will cause further global warming and irreversible changes in the main components of the
climate system. In most proposed mitigation pathways to limit global warming, carbon
removal is strictly required, and it is estimated that about 110 to 1100 gigatons of CO2 must
be removed from the atmosphere by 2100 [2].

The Paris Agreement, adopted in 2015, was hailed as a watershed for climate action in
international policy. It is based on commitments to nationally determined contributions
(NDCs) which should result in a consistent global response to climate change, keeping
warming well below 2 ◦C this century. In fact, the long-term goal is to keep warming
to 1.5 ◦C [3]. Following the NDCs, many countries included carbon capture and storage
(CCS) in their long-term strategies to reduce emissions from the energy and industrial
sectors [4]. Global emissions of GHGs need to reach net zero by 2050, which requires the
contribution of significant negative emissions to offset the remaining ones [5,6]. In the
energy sector, there is a portfolio of alternatives for reducing net GHG emissions, such as
the decarbonization of electrical matrices, fuel switching, the electrification of industrial
processes and transport systems, in addition to carbon capture and storage [2].
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Regarding CCS in power plants, the database of projects provided by the Global CCS
Institute [7] lists three commercial facilities: one with suspended operation (Petra Nova, in
the USA, with a capacity of 1.4 million tons of CO2 per year—MtCO2), one in operation
(Boundary Dam, in Canada—1 MtCO2), and one under construction (Guodian Taizhou
Power Station, in China—0.3 MtCO2). A similar database from the International Energy
Agency (IEA) [8] lists the same three projects and includes two smaller CCS facilities in
the operational stage: one in China (China Energy Jinjie Power—0.15 MtCO2) and one in
Japan (Mikawa Power Plant—0.18 MtCO2). All these power plants burn coal, except for
the Japanese unit (the fuel is palm kernel shells) [9]. In recent years, assessments have been
carried out on carbon capture in power plants [10–14], and, in particular, the specificities of
some countries have been addressed [15–17].

The sustainable use of biomass for energy and CCS are two alternatives for mitigating
emissions, and they can be combined in BECCS systems. Biomass-to-energy is reasonably
common in electricity and heat generation; in general, feedstock could include agricultural
and industrial residues, sewage sludge, and forest waste [18]. The most recent goal for
BECCS, mentioned by the IEA [8], is that almost 3000 MtCO2 must be annually captured
by 2070. By 2022, BECCS systems have contributed to the effective capture of only about
1 MtCO2 per year [8].

Currently, most active BECCS projects are in ethanol plants, with seven operational
facilities and thirty-nine facilities in advanced development, expected to be operational
by 2024–2025. Most corn ethanol plants are concentrated in the United States, accounting
for approximately 95% of such facilities. In Brazil, there is an early development project
centered around corn ethanol production. Additionally, Canada has a project known as
the CCUS Hub in southeast Saskatchewan which involves the collection of CO2 emissions
from various sources in the Moose Jaw to Regina corridor [7].

In the power sector, only three projects were reported [7]. The Mendota BECCS project
is based on oxycombustion technology to capture CO2 from the synthesis gas combustion,
produced by waste biomass gasification [19]. The Drax project is expected to be the first
large-scale project operating 100% on wood-pellet biomass feedstock. The pilot plant
started capturing one ton of CO2 per day, and the aim is to capture 4.3 MtCO2 per year by
2027 [7]. The Cyclus Project is currently under evaluation, with no information available
regarding its operational status. A power plant based on biomass (various fuel sources such
as wood chips, wood waste, bagasse, or other available alternative fuels) with a capacity
of 200 MW, located in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, US, would have a negative net carbon
impact [20].

Critics point out that, for the large-scale deployment of BECCS, it is necessary to
overcome challenges throughout the supply chain, such as in the production of biomass,
the impacts associated with land-use change (e.g., the risk of deforestation), the potential
impact on the prices of food, the implantation of biorefineries, the transport and injection
of CO2, and the monitoring of potential risks involved with CCS [21,22].

To make BECCS economically viable, it is necessary to tax fossil emissions and/or
remunerate stored biogenic CO2 [23]. The IEA estimates that CO2 capture from fermentation
in association with ethanol production is currently the cheapest option, with costs ranging from
20 to 30 EUR2020/tCO2 [24]. Likewise, capture costs in biomass-based electricity generation
vary from 50 to 70 EUR2020/tCO2 [25]. According to Tanzer et al. [23], fossil fuel emissions
need to be taxed by an estimated 70 EUR2020/tCO2 for BECCS processes to be competitive.

The sugarcane sector in Brazil has a large amount of residual biomass available, and
this suggests a significant BECCS potential. Brazil is responsible for 27% of the global
production of ethanol [26], which is the most consumed biofuel in the world. Brazil
currently has about 360 operating mills [27], emitting million tons of CO2 per year, both
from fermentation and biomass burning in the cogeneration processes. Moreira et al. [28]
estimate a potential removal of 28 MtCO2 per year through CCS, accounting only for the
CO2 from ethanol fermentation in the production of ethanol. Mills already use residual
sugarcane biomass—bagasse and, more recently, straw—in conventional combined heat
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and power (CHP) stations, and, if CO2 were captured and stored permanently, this would
significantly improve the potential of BECCS in Brazil.

The traditional use of only bagasse has provided energy self-sufficiency to the mills.
The recent transition from manual to mechanized harvesting has made straw available,
and its most obvious use is also in the generation of electricity, which would allow an
increase in the surplus for commercialization [29]. In the recovery of straw from the field,
the agronomic effects must be considered, and the removal depends mainly on climate and
soil conditions [30]. In the sugar–energy sector, bagasse and straw can be stored for use as
fuel throughout the year, which would benefit the facility’s capacity factor.

Considering the importance of BECCS technology to achieve global goals and, in
addition, the potential for sustainable biomass production in Brazil, this paper presents
the final part of a study that aimed to research the capture and storage of carbon in the
combined production of liquid fuels and electricity, using the already-available biomass.
The authors’ first study was an evaluation of the performance and feasibility of BECCS
in the Brazilian sugar–energy sector, with the CCS of carbon emitted in steam-based
CHP systems, together with the capture of CO2 produced in fermentation, in ethanol
production [31]. In a second study, the BECCS technology was evaluated in a sugarcane
mill considering electricity generation based on the still noncommercial biomass-integrated
gasification to combined cycle (BIG-CC) technology. Both pre- and postcombustion capture
routes were considered in this case [32].

Since the previous results indicated the feasibility of carbon capture, this paper
presents the assessment of BECCS in a thermal power plant that would use residual
sugarcane biomass. The scope includes three main assessments: (i) comparison with the
results from previous studies, (ii) a biomass cost impact analysis, and (iii) an analysis of the
scale effects.

2. Materials and Methods

The previous results indicate the technical and economic feasibility of capturing carbon
in sugarcane mills, although it was not possible to achieve an optimized arrangement due
to the high demand for steam both in the industrial process and for regeneration of the
solvent used in the capture process. This had a negative impact on capture and was the
first motivation to seek an alternative configuration, assuming a thermal power plant that
operates with residual sugarcane biomass—bagasse and straw—obtained from a nearby
plant and/or from neighboring sugarcane fields. In order to maintain consistency with
previous studies and enable the comparison of results, the same two power generation
technologies (based on steam cycles and BIG-CC) were considered.

The technical results are based on a computer simulation of a biomass-based power
plant with an attached carbon capture system. Data of an existing mill were obtained con-
sidering the criteria described below. This choice was also based on making the comparison
with previous results possible. Economic results are based on information available in the
open literature.

2.1. Plant Localization

To assess the possible location of the thermal power plant, the basic condition is the
proximity to the high availability of residual sugarcane biomass; that is, areas with plants
and extensive sugarcane plantations. In this sense, data from sugarcane mills in Brazil were
obtained [27] and combined with data of suitable sinks for CO2 injection. A report known as
the Brazilian Carbon Capture Atlas indicates that one of the most promising sites for geological
storage is the sandstones of the Rio Bonito Formation located in the Paraná Basin in the southeast
and south of Brazil [33]. Sugarcane mills located in the Paraná Basin total 247 plants, as shown
in Figure 1. It was also assumed that the thermal power plant should be located close to the
existing electricity grid, considering the aim of reducing connection costs [33].
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Figure 1. Sinks for CO2 injection and the location of existing sugarcane mills in the Paraná Basin, as
well as the location of the mill selected for the case study [27,33,34].

The straight-line distances from the mills to the potential sinks were calculated using
geoprocessing techniques. Only mills within a circle with a maximum radius of 100 km
were preselected, with the aim of reducing CO2 transport costs through pipelines. Among
the existing sugarcane mills, the selection was limited to those with a crushing capacity
(in 2020) above 4.5 Mt crushed per year to maintain consistency with the previous studies.
Data on the spatial distribution of sugarcane crops in 2019 [34] were used to estimate the
availability of straw around each mill. Two mills meet all the criteria, and they have a
sugarcane-planted area of over 150,000 ha within a 30 km radius around them; the one
closest to the sink was chosen.

Thus, a sugarcane mill in the municipality of Planalto was selected, with 4.8 Mt
crushed in 2020 (Figure 1). (The assumed industrial parameters are hypothetical and do
not correspond exactly to the actual parameters of the mill.) The unit is located 51 km
from the nearest sink (well 2-AR-1-SP, according to the nomenclature presented by the
Agência Nacional do Petróleo, Gás Natural e Biocombustíveis—ANP), and it is 15 km from the
transmission lines and 43 km from the nearest substation facility. More specifically, in 2019,
sugarcane plantations occupied approximately 160,000 hectares within a radius of 30 km
centered on the mill.

2.2. Biomass

It was assumed that the thermal power plant would operate with surplus biomass
from the nearest sugarcane mill, with the possibility of obtaining straw from nearby
plantations. The base case is the operation with surplus biomass only, and the contribution
of additional biomass was considered in the scale effects analysis. The sugarcane mill was
considered self-sufficient in energy and it was assumed that, in order to maximize the
biomass surplus, electricity generation would only be to meet the internal consumption.
The internal consumption of electricity was set at 30 kWh per ton of sugarcane [28]. To
calculate surplus biomass, it was assumed that the mill operates with a conventional
cogeneration system, i.e., with a back-pressure steam turbine, and only during the harvest
season; Table 1 presents the main parameters assumed. In addition, aiming to maximize
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the biomass surplus, the cogeneration system operates with most common parameters for
live steam (i.e., 65 bar; 480 ◦C) and the process steam demand would be reduced. The fiber
content of the sugarcane plant determines the on-site availability of bagasse; in this case,
14%, which results in 280 kg of bagasse per ton of cane with a 50% moisture content [35].
The assumed lower heating value (LHV) for bagasse is 7.52 MJ/kg.

Table 1. Characteristics of the mill [28,34,35].

Parameter Value

Milling capacity (t/h) 931
Annual harvest season (h) 5184

Mill capacity factor during harvest season 90%
Total annual milling capacity (Mt/y) 4.8

Bagasse availability per ton of sugarcane (kg) 280 (50% moisture content)
Energy demand

Steam process requirement per ton of
sugarcane (kg) 340

Electricity consumption per ton of sugarcane
(kWh) 30

Steam-generation system
Boiler efficiency (base LHV) 85%

Live steam parameters 65 bar/480 ◦C

Straw Availability

The straw availability was estimated based on sugarcane production within a radius
ranging from 15 to 50 km around the mill, using spatialized information. The planted area
of sugarcane was calculated based on the spatial distribution of sugarcane crops in 2019,
according to Mapbiomas [34], and one-sixth of the area was assumed to be destined for the
renovation of sugarcane plantation. For each pixel occupied by sugarcane, the SAFmaps
platform database was adopted to predict the sugarcane yield, originally estimated based
on historical investments in sugarcane production [27]. (The assumed values are slightly
higher than the current average values due to the lack of investments in recent years in the
sugarcane sector.) A total of 140 kg (on a dry basis) of straw availability in the field per ton
of sugarcane was assumed [35].

On average, an amount of 4 tons of straw per hectare (dry basis) should be left in
the soil for this study region, taking into account climatic conditions, soil conservation
requirements, and the expected benefits for the sugarcane yield [36,37].

Two possible straw-recovery routes were considered and costs were estimated according
to the distance from the cane field to the mill or to the thermal power plant. For simplicity,
and to maximize the availability of biomass at the power plant, it was considered that integral
harvesting takes place within a circle with a radius of up to 20 km centered on the mill, with
the straw being transported together with the sugarcane. The baling system was assumed for
longer distances, considering the straw would be transported directly to the power plant. The
vegetable impurity in the sugarcane stalks and straw was disregarded, and no losses during
the straw harvesting and transport operations were considered. Table 2 shows the estimated
amount of straw available around the mill as a function of the distances.

Table 2. Amount of straw available (tons per year) for power generation according to the recovery routes.

Harvest Radius; Center at the
Thermal Power Plant

Total Amount of Straw
Available a Integral Baling System

(km) (t) (t) (%) (t) (%)
20 489,011 489,011 100 - -
30 990,409 489,011 49 501,398 51
40 1,677,613 489,011 29 1,188,602 71
50 2,465,390 489,011 20 1,976,379 80

a Assumed properties for straw: 15% moisture and LHV 12.96 MJ/kg [35].
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2.3. Power-Generation Technology

The operation of the thermal power plant was evaluated for an annual capacity factor
of 90%. Two power technologies were considered: the steam cycle based on the condensing–
extraction steam turbine (CEST) and the integrated biomass gasification to combined cycle
(BIG-CC). The former is very common in sugarcane mills that sell surplus electricity, and
the latter is a promising technology but still far from being commercial.

2.3.1. Combustion and Condensing–Extraction Steam Turbine (CEST)

In Brazilian sugarcane mills, a more advanced variant of the CEST technology has been
used to generate electricity, using as fuel bagasse and straw (in relatively small amounts).
In practice, the use of straw can cause serious problems in boiler operation, as its physical
and chemical properties can cause fouling, slagging, and corrosion. However, here the
hypothesis of the unrestricted use of straw as fuel to be burned in boilers was considered,
assuming that the burning problems can be solved until the BECCS system enters the pilot
and demonstration phases. This hypothesis is supported by the efforts made in recent
years to understand and minimize such problems so that the continuous operation of steam
generators is possible, such as the SUCRE project [30].

For the CEST technology, it was assumed that the boiler operates with the highest live
steam parameters for biomass-fueled steam generators (i.e., 120 bar; 535 ◦C). The steam turbine
has three bodies, as presented in Table 3; in the simulation procedure, it was assumed that each
stage has an isentropic efficiency of 74%. Extraction takes place at the end of the intermediate
pressure body, at 2.5 bar, to supply the steam required by the CO2 capture unit.

Table 3. Assumed operating parameters of the steam turbine.

Steam Turbine Bodies Pressure (bar)

High pressure—HP 120
Intermediate pressure—IP 21

Low pressure—LP 2.5
Condensing pressure 0.0959

The carbon content in the dry fuel was assumed to be 46.3% for bagasse and 45% for
straw [38]. The CO2 emission from combustion was estimated with the assumption of the
full combustion of the biomass, and the flow of gases corresponds to the hypothesis of 30%
excess air [39].

2.3.2. Biomass-Integrated Gasification to Combined Cycle (BIG-CC)

Basic information about the biomass gasification process was taken from [40]; details
of the adaptation that was made are presented in [32]. A pressurized oxygen-blown gasifier
was assumed to operate under the same conditions with bagasse, straw, or a mixture of
them. The required oxygen was assumed to be provided by an air separation unit (ASU)
integrated with the gas turbine. A low calorific gas with an assumed composition, as is
shown in Table 4, is the biomass-derived gas (BDG). After the gasifier, the BDG is cooled
and cleaned, and then is ready to feed in the turbine combustion chamber.

Table 4. BDG composition—gas turbine fuel (% mol).

Component % mol
H2 20.3

CH4 8.1
CO 15
CO2 23.1
N2 4.7
Ar 0.4

H2O 28.1
Others 0.3

LHV (MJ/kg) 7.1
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The gas turbine simulation is based on the characteristics of the GT11N2, which
produces 117 MW under ISO conditions. Gas turbine operation with LCV fuel corresponds
to off-design conditions. In this sense, based on [41], two strategies were adopted to
estimate the gas turbine operation: derating and blast-off air from the compressor. The
derating corresponds to the reduction of the firing temperature to adjust the operation, and
the air blast-off corresponds to an extraction at the compressor discharge (already required
to feed the ASU). Table 5 summarizes the resulting main gas turbine operation parameters
when the BDG is burned and compares them with its operation with natural gas on an
ISO basis.

Table 5. Gas turbine (GT11N2) main parameters operating with natural gas and BDG.

Parameter Natural Gas on an ISO Basis
(LHV: 47.75 MJ/kg)

GT Operation with BDG
(LHV: 7.1 MJ/kg)

Blast-off (kg/s) - 35.42
Derating (◦C) - 37

Compressor pressure ratio 15.03 15.5
Compressor isentropic

efficiency 0.907 0.901

Combustion temperature (◦C) 1191 1154
Exhaust gas temperature (◦C) 530.86 516

The simulation of the gas turbine and the combined cycle was performed using
noncommercial software developed by the authors. The calibration of the simulation
procedure was performed by comparing the results with those of the GateCycle software
version 6.1.4; for more details, see [42]. Considering the fuel composition and the total
carbon oxidation, the CO2 flux in the exhaust gases was estimated.

Steam is raised in two pressure levels in a heat-recovery steam generator (HRSG); the
remaining exhaust gas energy is then used to dry the biomass. Steam at 31.65 bar was
required by the gasifier, and the second pressure level was set to maximize the flow that
was expanded in the steam turbine. The steam required for the CO2 capture process is
extracted at 2.5 bar from the steam turbine.

2.4. Capture Unit

For both power technologies, postcombustion capture based on chemical absorption was
considered. A conclusion from a previous paper [32] is that the precombustion capture is
not viable compared to the postcombustion case. The capture efficiency was set at 90% in
relation to the processed CO2 flow [43,44]. The amine solvent Cansolv would be used for CO2
removal. The postcombustion capture based on chemical absorption is the current benchmark
and is used, for instance, in the Boundary Dam plant [45]. This solvent has been compared to
conventional amines and showed superior kinetics, advanced absorption capacity, and lower
regeneration energy [46]. Cansolv is usually blended with primary amines and additives. The
solvent is recovered using steam at 2.5 bar and 140◦C. The regeneration heat is estimated at
2.56 GJ per ton of CO2 [47], corresponding to 1163 kg of steam per ton of CO2 processed. This
technology is similar to the one used by the authors in previous studies [31,42] (2.6 GJ per ton
of CO2) based on the absorption process with the MEA [48].

To maintain consistency with the authors’ previous studies, and allow for the com-
parison of results, the CO2 flow from the ethanol fermentation at the nearby sugarcane
plant was included in the assessment. It was assumed that the combustion flow was
mixed with the CO2 stream from the fermentation and further sent to the final CCS stages:
compression, transport, and storage. The CO2 from fermentation can be considered a pure
stream; therefore, no penalty was assigned because of its capture. The main considerations
for estimating the amount of CO2 from fermentation are presented in Table 6. A sugar mill
with an annexed distillery (i.e., 50% of the sugarcane would be used to produce ethanol)
was assumed. Energy penalties for exhaust gas treatment include pumping and blowing on
all processes and auxiliaries; they were estimated at 25.84 kW per kg/s of exhaust gas [49].
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Table 6. Parameters considered for estimating the CO2 flow from fermentation.

Parameter Value Source

Ethanol production per ton of sugarcane (L) 86.3 [50]
Ethanol density (kg/L) 0.809 [28]

CO2 production per kg of ethanol (kg) 0.96 [28]
Emission index per liter of ethanol (kg) 0.78

2.5. Compression Unit

The model was proposed by Mccollum and Ogden [51]. In the first step, CO2 was
compressed from one bar to its critical pressure (73.9 bar); conservatively, an ideal gas
compression divided into five stages with intermediate cooling and an isentropic efficiency
of 85% per stage was assumed. In the second step, the CO2 was already in the liquid phase,
and a pump (with assumed isentropic efficiency of 85%) would be used to raise the CO2
final pressure to 150 bar.

2.6. Transport and Storage

The transport of captured and compressed CO2 was assumed to be via a pipeline
to the nearest sink for storage, 51 km away. It was assumed that, at this distance, no
recompression facility would be required.

2.7. Economic Performance Assessment

Information available in the literature was used in the economic assessment. Estimates
include the investment and operation and maintenance (O&M) costs for the power unit
of both technologies, for the postcombustion capture with Cansolv and the CO2 compres-
sion; transport and storage costs at a nearby potential sinkhole were estimated from the
DOE/NETL guidelines [52]. All costs are presented in Euros (EUR2020). The discount
rate assumed here was 8%, and the useful life of all facilities was 25 years, considering a
straight-line depreciation. All capital costs refer to turn-key prices, and a location factor
of 1.14 was assumed for all imported devices [53]; it was assumed that all the necessary
equipment for the CEST technologies were built in Brazil.

In practice, it was assumed that the minimum selling price (MSP) of electricity from the
thermal power plant should be the same as the CHP unit of the neighboring mill, without
CCS, if it sold surplus electricity. The hypothesis is that the competition between electricity
suppliers from biomass would impose a benchmark. Given the electricity MSP, the cost of
storing and capturing CO2 is estimated to cover all expenses (i.e., capture, compression,
transport, and storage).

2.7.1. Capital Costs

Due to the information available in the literature for single capacities, the capital costs
were estimated according to scaling, indicated by Equation (1); C represents the cost of
capital to be estimated, Q is the capacity of the case under evaluation, α is the scale factor,
and the zero subscript indicates the reference case. Unless there are specific indications,
below, the scale factor used was 0.6.

C =C0·
(

Q
Q0

)α

(1)

For the power generation technology based on CEST, capital costs were estimated in
Brazilian currency (BRL) from an updated function presented in [54]. Equation (2) presents
the function, already in Euros (2020), which allows to estimate turn-key investments in
Brazil, including the storage of biomass and the connection to the grid (up to 40 km away).
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In the equation, C represents the capital costs, in EUR/kW installed, while capacity is the
total installed capacity, in MW.

CCEST= 2726· (capacity)−0.334 (2)

The capital cost for the power plant based on biomass gasification was estimated
from [40]. The reference costs were assumed to be those of the nth unit, and the scale
factor had values ranging from 0.5 to 0.7 according to the plant area. The estimated value
includes the gasification section (gasifier island, gas clean-up, and ASU) and the HRSG
(heat exchangers and steam turbines). Details for other devices are presented in [55].

A machine equivalent to the GT11N2 (i.e., same capacity—117 MW—and same net
thermal efficiency—34%) was assumed to estimate the gas turbine cost. Quotes for different
years [47–51] were taken and an adjusted function was used to estimate the cost in US
dollars in 2020. The value was then converted to Euros [56–60].

The capital costs for the capture and compression devices were estimated from [61].
The assumed scaling factor in this case was 0.6.

2.7.2. Fuel Costs

Different hypotheses were used to assign costs to sugarcane bagasse and straw. Initially,
no cost was defined for bagasse; for straw, its cost corresponded only to harvest and
transport, as shown in Table 7. Further on, cost was assigned to biomass per unit of energy,
as will be presented in Section 2.9.

Table 7. Biomass costs in the base case.

Biomass Source Harvest Radius (km) Harvest Harvesting and Transport Costs (EUR/GJ)

Bagasse Surplus biomass - - -
Straw Surplus biomass 20 Integral 1.26
Straw Collected straw 30 Bales 1.33
Straw Collected straw 40 Bales 1.37
Straw Collected straw 50 Bales 1.39

Sources: Adapted from OKUNO et al. [62].

2.7.3. Operation and Maintenance costs

Annual O&M costs were estimated for the gasification, electricity generation, CO2
capture, and compression stages as a function of the total investment. These assumptions
coincide with those made by the authors in previous studies [31,32]. Table 8 summarizes
the assumed percentages.

Table 8. Assumptions for operation and maintenance costs [31,32].

Parameter Annual Value

Gasification 4% of total investment
Power plant 2% of total investment
Capture unit 5.8% of total investment

Compression unit 4.6% of total investment
Transport Calculated from [52]

In the case of CO2 transport and storage stages, the DOE/NETL guidelines for costs
estimates [52] were followed. The transport cost per ton was estimated from the reference
with adaptations to maintain coherence with the cases presented here. The storage costs
were directly taken in the range of EUR 7 to 18 per ton of CO2 due to lack of information
on geological storage sites in Brazil, especially for onshore options.
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2.8. Comparison with Results for Cogeneration Plants

The assessment of CO2 capture integrated into sugarcane plants (i.e., CHP plus CO2
from fermentation) was discussed in [31,32], and those results were used in comparison
with the results presented here. To make the comparison possible, the results previously
presented were re-estimated to maintain consistency with the assumptions of this study.
Thus, in all cases, the sugarcane mill was assumed to be an annexed distillery. All economic
parameters were updated when the results were originally presented in values different
from 2020. The exchange rate of 6.15 BRL/EUR for 2020 was used to convert values from
Brazilian currency (BRL) to Euros.

2.9. Fuel Cost Sensitivity

Due to commercial electricity generation, it must be considered that biomass suppliers
would charge more than just harvesting and transport costs, which resulted in a biomass
sensitivity analysis. Thus, this impact on CO2 abatement costs was explored. The sensitivity
analysis was performed for biomass costs in the range from EUR 0.0 to 4.0 per GJ, as
suggested by [63], plus the cost of harvesting and transport in the case of straw. According
to [23], biomass market prices range from EUR 0 to 8.6 per GJ for planted wood residues,
while in the case of residual biomass from sugarcane in Brazil, opportunity costs range
from EUR 0.79 to EUR 1.37 per GJ [64,65].

3. Results and Discussion

The results presented are divided into three subsections. First, a comparison with
carbon capture in a sugarcane mill is presented. Second, a sensitivity analysis on the cost of
fuel was performed. Finally, the impact of scale effects was analyzed.

3.1. Comparison with Capturing in a Sugarcane Mill

Next to a sugarcane plant with a capacity equal to 4.8 Mt crushed per year, a thermal
power plant would be installed. The sugarcane plant would have a cogeneration unit just
to ensure self-sufficiency, and the surplus biomass would be transferred to the power plant.
The results show that the mill can operate with 58% of available bagasse, not requiring straw.
Thus, the surplus bagasse (42%) and all the straw available at the mill site are transferred
to the thermal power plant. Table 9 presents the estimates of the surplus biomass.

Table 9. Annual surplus biomass from sugarcane mill.

Biomass Amount (t)

Bagasse (50% moisture content) 563,201
Straw (15% moisture content) 489,011

Comparison with previous results [22,23] requires that the annual capture of CO2 be
equal, and then the amount of biomass required by the power plant was calculated. In both
cases, the CO2 stream from the fermentation in the neighboring mill was added. Table 10
presents the simulation results for both thermal power plant technologies operating with
CO2 capture.

Table 10. Technical performance of the thermal power plant.

Parameter

Power plant technology BIG-CC CEST
Biomass used as fuel
Bagasse (t/year) 563,203 563,203
Straw (t/year) 477,844 394,250

CO2 captured per year (sources)
Combustion (MtCO2) 1.12 0.93
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Table 10. Cont.

Parameter

Fermentation (MtCO2) 0.16 0.16
Total CO2 captured (MtCO2) 1.28 1.09

Global CCS efficiency 91% 91%
Net CO2 emission 0.12 0.10

Power results
Gas turbine net power (MW) 116.8 -

Steam turbine (MW) 19.7 99.7
Own power system’s consumption (MW) 6.2 a 1.6

Gas flow treatment (MW) 10.4 17.4
CO2 compression (exhaust gases) b (MW) 13.1 10.9

Electricity generation (MWh/y) 842 550
CO2 compression (fermentation) c (MW) 2.9 2.9

Total electricity output (GWh/y) 827 535
Net electric thermal efficiency 29% 21%

a Includes gasifier consumption (ASU, O2 and N2 compression and boosting, fuel handling, and lock hopper).
b Corresponding to the compression of CO2 from the combustion flow of the thermoelectric. c Corresponding
to the compression of CO2 from fermentation at the neighboring ethanol plant. This stream only exists during
harvest season.

Results from previous studies have been updated to allow for the proper comparison
of the results. The mill has an annexed distillery and sugarcane is used in equal amounts to
produce ethanol and sugar (i.e., 50% of the cane is used for ethanol).

In the BIG-CC case, almost all available biomass would be consumed, being all bagasse
and 98% straw. In this case, the total annual capture would be 1.28 MtCO2, and this
corresponds to 91% of the total CO2 flow. The power required for compression was
estimated separately: the compression of CO2 from biomass combustion in the thermal
power plant and the compression of CO2 produced during fermentation. The annual net
electricity output would be 827 GWh.

In the CEST case, the thermal power unit would consume all available bagasse and
81% of straw. The comparison with previous results requires the consideration of a lower
carbon-capture capacity (1.09 MtCO2 per year), since the BECCS system previously studied
in the CEST case would be installed in a mill with a lower crushing capacity (4.0 Mt of cane
crushed per year). The global capture efficiency would also be 91%. The net electricity
generation would be 535 GWh, which is 35% lower than in the BIG-CC case.

For simplicity, the economic assessment was performed considering a single flow of
investments in year 0. Table 11 presents the cost estimates and economic results for the BIG-
CC and the CEST technologies. The costs per year, except for CO2 transport and storage
(these were taken from NETL, 2019), were calculated assuming 25 years of useful life. The
total investment in the BIG-CC case (nth unit of the power plant) would be equivalent to
EUR 3860 per installed kW, or 11% more expensive than in the CEST case (EUR 3492 per
kW). In the BIG-CC case, the gasification island (gasifier plus clean-up gases and auxiliaries)
represents 25% of the total capital costs and 12% of the O&M costs. The capture unit has a
significant impact on the economic performance, representing 60% of the total investment
in the BIG-CC case and 83% in the CEST one. For the O&M, capture expenses represent
67% of total operation costs in the BIG-CC case and 61% in the CEST case.

Table 11. Cost and economic results for the thermal power plant with CO2 capture.

Parameter

Power plant technology BIG-CC CEST
Capital cost

Gasifier island (M EUR) 132 -
Power unit (M EUR) 79 58
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Table 11. Cont.

Parameter

CO2 capture unit (M EUR) 275 246
CO2 compression unit (M EUR) 42 38

Fuel costs (M EUR/y) 7.8 6.4
O&M costs

Gasification (M EUR/y) 5.3 -
Power plant (M EUR/y) 1.6 1.2
Capture unit (M EUR/y) 16.0 14.4

Compression unit (M EUR/y) 1.9 1.7
Transport (M EUR/y) 3.1 3.0
Storage (M EUR/y) 9–23 8–19

Performance indicators
Electricity price (MSP) (EUR/MWh) 42 22

CO2 abatement cost (EUR/tCO2) 62–73 61–76

Table 12 compares the results for the thermal power plant that operates with residual
sugarcane biomass, with CO2 capture, with the results of previous studies [22,23] in which
cogeneration systems installed in sugarcane mills were evaluated. These have been updated
and adjusted for correct comparison.

Table 12. Main results for CO2 capturing in sugarcane mill or in a thermal power plant.

Parameters This Study [32] [31]

Thermoelectric Cogeneration

Power plant technology BIG-CC CEST BIG-CC CEST
Mill capacity (Mt/y) - - 4.9 4.0
Biomass used as fuel
Bagasse (t/year) 563,203 563,203 1,372,000 1,120,000
Straw (t/year) 477,844 394,250 403,529 321,839

CO2 captured per year (sources)
Combustion (MtCO2) 1.12 0.93 1.12 0.96
Fermentation (MtCO2) 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.13

Total CO2 captured MtCO2) 1.28 1.09 1.28 1.09
Global CCS efficiency 91% 91% 65% 79%

Performance and economic results
Total electricity output (GWh/y) 827 535 936 236

Electricity price (MSP) (EUR/MWh) 42 22 42 29
CO2 abatement cost (EUR/tCO2) 62–73 61–72 60–71 68–79

For the BIG-CC technology (CHP and power plant), the MSP of surplus electricity
was estimated at 42 EUR/MWh, which is in line with the prices paid for bioelectricity in
recent auctions in Brazil [66]. For the CEST technology, the estimated MSP of electricity
is 22 EUR/MWh in the thermoelectric case and 29 EUR/MWh for cogeneration. The
difference can be understood mainly as result of the larger electricity output, almost
300 GWh per year, and to a lesser extent due to the lower consumption of straw (which has
a cost) in the thermal power plant.

For the thermoelectric cases, CO2 abatement costs per ton of CO2 stored ranges from
EUR 62 to 73 for the BIG-CC and EUR 61 to 72 for the CEST. Comparing with the estimated
(and adjusted) costs of carbon capture and storage for cogeneration cases, there is a small
increase for the power plant based on the BIG-CC technology, while for the cases based
on the CEST technology, the thermoelectric configuration represents an advantage. These
results lead to the conclusion that the capture in thermal power plants based on residual
sugarcane biomass, in principle, makes sense, which justifies further in-depth analysis.
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3.2. Impact of Fuel Costs

The owners of the sugarcane mill and the thermoelectric plant are expected to be
different agents, which raises the question of the impact of biomass costs on the economic
results of capturing and storing carbon. This was explored by repeating the procedure that
led to the results presented in Table 12 (where only the costs of harvesting and transporting
the straw were considered, i.e., which are equivalent to 0.75 EUR/GJ for the BIG-CC case
and 0.67 EUR/GJ for the CEST case), now varying the energy cost in the range from 0 to
EUR 5 per GJ. In the case of straw, the costs of collecting and transporting (see Table 7) were
added, resulting in higher values compared to bagasse.

Figure 2 shows the variation in estimated costs of CO2 captured for different average
biomass costs (bagasse and straw). Here, it was arbitrarily assumed that costs over EUR
90 per ton of CO2 stored would lead to a noncompetitiveness scenario compared to other
mitigation alternatives. This premise regarding the threshold value is also motivated by
the expectation that CO2 capture costs will decrease in the coming years [67]. In this sense,
it can be concluded that the maximum (average) cost of sugarcane biomass for a BECCS
thermal power unit to be feasible is 3 EUR/GJ (in the case of maximum CO2 storage costs).
This value also serves as a reference for a future feasibility analysis in the case of using
other biomasses.
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Figure 2. CO2 abatement costs as function of biomass costs for BIG-CC and CEST technologies; Op
refers to the costs of collecting and transporting straw.

3.3. Scaling Effects

Another important aspect in the analysis is the consideration of the scale effects of
BECCS systems, assuming greater capacity to generate electricity and, consequently, greater
capture of carbon dioxide. Electricity-generation capacity was increased by collecting the
straw available in the field in a circle with a maximum radius of 50 km, centered on the
thermoelectric (see Table 2). The spatial distribution of sugarcane cropping in 2019 was
assumed for estimating straw availability and its location. In this case, it was assumed that
the straw would be transported in bales.

Here, for simplification, it was assumed that the energy component of biomass costs
is EUR 1 per GJ, and this value was added to the operating and transporting costs for
straw, as reported in Table 7. The same technical parameters previously mentioned were
considered both for the thermal power plants and CO2 capture, while the costs were
corrected considering the scale effect both in the power plant and in the capture unit.

3.3.1. CEST Technology

Table 13 presents results for different capacities of electricity generation based on the
CEST technology. As can be seen, CO2 abatement costs are reduced with scale effects. The
increase in the cost of biomass, due to the longer transport distance, has a tiny impact on the
abatement cost. Annual carbon capture is three times greater in the case of straw collection
within a radius of 50 km (3.70 MtCO2) in relation to the situation in which collection is
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restricted to a radius of 20 km (1.21 MtCO2). In the best case, the abatement cost could
be reduced to EUR 54–65 per ton of CO2, which is almost 20% lower compared to the
reference case.

Table 13. Results for different CO2 capture capacities for the CEST technology.

Parameters
Biomass used as fuel

Collecting straw radius (km) 20 30 40 50
Bagasse used (t/year) 563,203 563,203 563,203 563,203
Straw used (t/year) 489,011 990,409 1,677,613 2,465,390

CO2 captured per year (sources)
Combustion (MtCO2) 1.05 1.68 2.55 3.54
Fermentation (MtCO2) 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16

Total CO2 captured (MtCO2) 1.21 1.84 2.71 3.70
Global CCS efficiency 91% 91% 91% 90%

Performance and economic results
Total electricity output (GWh/y) 608 994 1522 2128

Electricity price (MSP) (EUR/MWh) 22 22 22 22
CO2 abatement cost (EUR/tCO2) 69–79 63–74 59–69 54–65

3.3.2. BIG-CC Technology

Table 14 presents the results of scaling effects when electric generation is based on
the BIG-CC technology. As a single gas turbine model was considered, the analysis was
performed by increasing the number of modules (the same gas turbines plus the gasifier
inland). The amount of biomass needed to operate two or more power modules was
estimated from the requirements of the gasification unit. The same trend of reduction of
CO2 abatement costs can be observed with the scale. When straw is collected within a
radius of 45 km, and the thermoelectric plant has three BIG-CC modules, the annual CO2
capture (3.50 MtCO2) is almost three times greater than when straw collection does not
exceed a radius of 20 km (1.28 MtCO2) and the power plant has only one module. To make
a power plant with four BIG-CC modules viable, it would be necessary to collect straw
beyond the 50 km radius. The CO2 abatement cost could be reduced to EUR 57–68 per ton
of CO2, which is slightly higher than best figure for the CEST technology.

Table 14. Results for different CO2 capture capacities for the BIG-CC technology.

Parameters
Biomass used as fuel

Collecting straw radius (km) 20 34 45
Bagasse used (t/year) 563,203 563,203 563,203
Straw used (t/year) 477,844 1,286,984 2,096,124

CO2 captured per year (sources)
Combustion (MtCO2/y) 1.12 2.23 3.34
Fermentation (MtCO2/y) 0.16 0.16 0.16

Total CO2 captured (MtCO2/y) 1.28 2.39 3.50
Global CCS efficiency 91% 91% 90%

Performance and economic results
Total electricity output (GWh/y) 827 1669 2511

Electricity price (MSP) (EUR/MWh) 42 42 42
CO2 abatement cost (EUR/tCO2) 71–81 62–73 57–68

3.4. Feasibility in a Themal Power Plant

The comparison of the results of capturing CO2 in thermoelectric plants burning
residual sugarcane biomass with those of cogeneration systems show that the costs are not
higher, and may even be lower.

Finally, a case of a stand-alone thermal power plant, without including the CO2 from
fermentation, was assessed. Tables 15 and 16 present results for the CEST and BIG-CC
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technologies, respectively. It can be seen that neglecting CO2 capture from fermentation
does not impact significantly the final cost. For both technologies, in the best cases, the
abatement cost is slightly higher than when fermentation flow is considered, and this could
be explained by the scale effects on CO2 capturing.

Table 15. Results for different CO2 capture capacities for the CEST technology without capturing
from the fermentation flow.

Parameters
Collecting straw radius (km) 20 30 40 50

CO2 captured per year (sources)
Combustion (MtCO2) 1.05 1.68 2.55 3.54
Fermentation (MtCO2) 0 0 0 0

Total CO2 captured (MtCO2) 1.05 1.68 2.55 3.54
Global CCS efficiency 90% 90% 90% 90%

Performance and economic results
Total electricity output (GWh/y) 623 1009 1537 2143

Electricity price (MSP) (EUR/MWh) 22 22 22 22
CO2 abatement cost (EUR/tCO2) 77–87 68–79 62–72 56–67

Table 16. Results for different CO2 capture capacities for the BIG-CC technology without capturing
from the fermentation flow.

Parameters
Collecting straw radius (km) 20 34 45

CO2 captured per year (sources)
Combustion (MtCO2/y) 1.12 2.23 3.34
Fermentation (MtCO2/y) 0 0 0

Total CO2 captured (MtCO2/y) 1.12 2.23 3.34
Global CCS efficiency 90% 90% 90%

Performance and economic results
Total electricity output (GWh/y) 842 1684 2526

Electricity price (MSP) (EUR/MWh) 42 42 42
CO2 abatement cost (EUR/tCO2) 78–89 65–76 59–70

The WGIII of the Sixth IPCC Assessment Report [1] presents costs for the BECCS
technology, with values between 13 and 355 EUR/tCO2. (Values in US dollars (USD)
were converted to Euro using the average exchange rate in 2020 (1.12 USD/EUR).) For
the minimum values in the range, only the rigorous capture of CO2 from fermentation in
ethanol production would be competitive: under Brazilian conditions, these costs were
estimated at 24 EUR/tCO2 [28] and 23 EUR/tCO2 [31]. However, the alternative of captur-
ing CO2 from fermentation at a sugarcane plant could be impacted by the scale, as CO2
transportation represents a considerable cost factor. In fact, Tagomori [44] showed that CO2
capture from ethanol production needs to be combined with cogeneration plants to enable
the implementation of CO2 transport infrastructure. Even so, this BECCS arrangement
may not be enough, and gains in scale and operational regularity, eventually, could only be
made possible with CO2 from fossil sources [68].

As the range indicated by the IPCC is very wide, all the results reported in this paper
are in the lower part. Nevertheless, as BECCS is not a mature technology (Technology
Readiness Level–TRL–5-6), and there is little information about suitable sites for geological
storage, there are significant uncertainties about the viability of the first units in Brazil.

CCS is one of the alternatives in the portfolio of actions for achieving climate goals.
However, for similar mitigation costs, capturing carbon in a thermoelectric plant that
operates with residual biomass is a more suitable option compared to capturing in a fossil
fuel plant, mainly because emissions can be negative.
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4. Conclusions

In this paper, the feasibility of CO2 capture in thermal power plants using residual
sugarcane biomass was analyzed, and comparisons were made with results previously
presented for capture in cogeneration facilities.

The first general conclusion is that the costs are not higher, and may be even lower
than when capturing in cogeneration systems. The main reasons are the potential effects of
scale and the minimization of energy penalties associated with integrating the CCS system
into the mills. Capture costs fall with the scale of capture, which justifies the collection of
biomass in the vicinity of the thermoelectric plant. The conclusion is valid for a maximum
collection radius of 50 km with the thermal power plant as the center.

The cost of biomass impacts the results, and the scenario in which residual sugarcane
biomass would be valued above 2 to 3 EUR/GJ, depending on CO2 storage costs, reduces
the attractiveness of the BECCS option studied here in relation to other mitigation alterna-
tives.

As the capacity of the thermoelectric increases, the contribution of CO2 from fermenta-
tion to the viability of the studied alternative decreases. Thus, at the limit, it would not be
necessary to define the location of the power plant due to the availability of CO2 from the
fermentation, which can give more locational flexibility to the thermoelectric. This raises
the issue that CO2 capture from fermentation, which is the most obvious opportunity, can
even be handled independently.

Although this study was carried out for the use of residual sugarcane biomass as
fuel, the conclusions are also valid for other biomasses provided that the distance from the
planting region—and the thermoelectric plant—to the injection sinks is equivalent to that
which was considered here.

Considering only the capture of CO2, the results obtained indicate that, even in the
future, assuming that they will become commercial, there should be no advantage of
BIG-CC systems in relation to conventional cogeneration systems.

Finally, it is important to point out that it was assumed here that it will be possible
to burn a large amount of straw to raise steam at high temperature, which today does not
occur without operational problems in steam generators, even in small fractions. In the
cases considered here, the amount of straw that would be burned is up to five times greater
than the amount of bagasse, which clearly indicates the dimension of the problem to be
faced. This is an additional challenge to overcome.

Author Contributions: S.R.-V.: conceptualization, methodology, software, investigation, data cura-
tion, writing—original draft, and visualization. A.W.: conceptualization, methodology, validation,
writing—review and editing, and supervision. All authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Data Availability Statement: Data sharing not applicable.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to acknowledge the support of CAPES (Coordenação de
Aperfeiçoamento de Pessoal de Nível Superior, Brazil).

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Masson-Delmotte, V.P.; Zhai, A.; Pirani, S.L.; Connors, C.; Péan, S.; Berger, N.; Caud, Y.; Chen, L.; Goldfarb, M.I.; Gomis, M.; et al.

IPCC Summary for Policymakers. In Climate Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Sixth
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2021.

2. Rogelj, J.; Shindell, D.; Jiang, K.; Fifita, S.; Forster, P.; Ginzburg, V.; Handa, C.; Kheshgi, H.; Kobayashi, S.; Kriegler, E.; et al.
Mitigation Pathways Compatible with 1.5 ◦C in the Context of Sustainable Development; Masson-Delmotte, V., Zhai, P., Pörtner, H.-O.,
Roberts, D., Skea, J., Shukla, P.R., Pirani, A., Moufouma-Okia, W., Péan, C., Pidcock, R., et al., Eds.; Cambridge University Press:
Cambridge, UK, 2018.

3. Kriegler, E.; Luderer, G.; Bauer, N.; Fujimori, S.; Popp, A.; Rogelj, J.; Strefler, J.; Van, D.P. Pathways Limiting Warming to 1.5◦C: A
Tale of Turning around in No Time? Philos. Trans. R. Soc. A 2018, 376, 457. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2016.0457


Energies 2023, 16, 4570 17 of 19

4. Turan, G.; Zapantis, A.; Kearns, D.; Tamme, E.; Staib, C.; Zhang, T.; Burrows, J.; Gillespie, A.; Havercroft, I.; Rassool, D.; et al.
Global Status of CCS 2021; Global CCS Institute: Melbourne, Australia, 2021.

5. Tanzer, S.E.; Ramirez, A. When Are Negative Emissions Negative Emissions? Energy Environ. Sci. 2019, 12, 1210–1218. [CrossRef]
6. Santos, F.M.; Gonçalves, A.L.; Pires, J.C.M. Negative Emission Technologies. In Bioenergy with Carbon Capture and Storage: Using

Natural Resources for Sustainable Development; Academic Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2019; pp. 1–13, ISBN 9780128162293.
7. Global CCS Institute’s CO2RE database Global CCS Institute’s CO2RE Database. Available online: https://co2re.co/FacilityData

(accessed on 8 May 2023).
8. IEA about CCUS. Available online: https://www.iea.org/reports/about-ccus (accessed on 14 April 2022).
9. Kitamura, H.; Iwasa, K.; Fujita, K.; Muraoka, D. CO2 Capture Project Integrated with Mikawa Biomass Power Plant. In

Proceedings of the 16th International Conference on Greenhouse Gas Control Technologies, GHGT-16, Lyon, France, 23–27
October 2022. [CrossRef]

10. Bui, M.; Adjiman, C.S.; Bardow, A.; Anthony, E.J.; Boston, A.; Brown, S.; Fennell, P.S.; Fuss, S.; Galindo, A.; Hackett, L.A.; et al.
Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS): The Way Forward. Energy Environ. Sci. 2018, 11, 1062–1176. [CrossRef]

11. Leung, D.Y.C.; Caramanna, G.; Maroto-Valer, M.M. An Overview of Current Status of Carbon Dioxide Capture and Storage
Technologies. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2014, 39, 426–443. [CrossRef]

12. Mondal, M.K.; Balsora, H.K.; Varshney, P. Progress and Trends in CO2 Capture/Separation Technologies: A Review. Energy 2012,
46, 431–441. [CrossRef]

13. Kanniche, M.; Le Moullec, Y.; Authier, O.; Hagi, H.; Bontemps, D.; Neveux, T.; Louis-Louisy, M. Up-to-Date CO2 Capture
in Thermal Power Plants. In Proceedings of the Energy Procedia; Elsevier Ltd.: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2017; Volume
114, pp. 95–103.

14. Roy, P.; Mohanty, A.K.; Misra, M. Prospects of Carbon Capture, Utilization and Storage for Mitigating Climate Change. Environ.
Sci. Adv. 2023, 2, 409–423. [CrossRef]

15. Chen, W.; Xu, R. Clean Coal Technology Development in China. Energy Policy 2010, 38, 2123–2130. [CrossRef]
16. Garg, A.; Shukla, P.R. Coal and Energy Security for India: Role of Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Capture and Storage (CCS). Energy 2009,

34, 1032–1041. [CrossRef]
17. Yoro, K.O.; Sekoai, P.T. The Potential of CO2 Capture and Storage Technology in South Africa’s Coal-Fired Thermal Power Plants.

Environments 2016, 3, 24. [CrossRef]
18. Kemper, J. Biomass with Carbon Capture and Storage (BECCS/Bio-CCS); IEAGHG: Cheltenham, UK, 2017.
19. Clean Energy Systems Projects. Available online: https://www.cleanenergysystems.com/MendotaBiCRS (accessed on

8 May 2023).
20. Kotrba, R. B&W, Kiewit Partner to Develop Biomass Power Plant for Fidelis’ Renewable Diesel, SAF Project. Biobased Diesel Daily,

31 March 2022.
21. Buck, H.J. Challenges and Opportunities of Bioenergy with Carbon Capture and Storage (BECCS) for Communities. Curr.

Sustain./Renew. Energy Rep. 2019, 6, 124–130. [CrossRef]
22. Silveira, B.H.M.; Costa, H.K.M.; Santos, E.M. Bioenergy with Carbon Capture and Storage (BECCS) in Brazil: A Review. Energies

2023, 16, 2021. [CrossRef]
23. Tanzer, S.E.; Blok, K.; Ramírez, A. Decarbonising Industry via BECCS: Promising Sectors, Challenges, and Techno-Economic

Limits of Negative Emissions. Curr. Sustain./Renew. Energy Rep. 2021, 8, 253–262. [CrossRef]
24. IEA. Is Carbon Capture Too Expensive? Available online: https://www.iea.org/commentaries/is-carbon-capture-too-expensive

(accessed on 20 October 2021).
25. IEA. Energy Technology Perspectives Special Report on Carbon Capture Utilisation and Storage. In Energy Technology Perspectives;

OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2020. [CrossRef]
26. Renewable Fuels Association Annual Ethanol Production. Available online: https://ethanolrfa.org/markets-and-statistics/

annual-ethanol-production (accessed on 15 April 2022).
27. Walter, A.; Seabra, J.; Rocha, J.; Guarenghi, M.; Vieira, N.; Damame, D.; Santos, J.L. SAFmaps—Infrastructure; Mendeley Data, V3.

2021. Available online: https://data.mendeley.com/datasets/kwdd5mbg4h/2 (accessed on 15 April 2022).
28. Moreira, J.R.; Romero, V.; Fuss, S.; Kraxner, F.; Pacca, S.A. BECCS Potential in Brazil: Achieving Negative Emissions in Ethanol

and Electricity Production Based on Sugar Cane Bagasse and Other Residues. Appl. Energy 2016, 179, 55–63. [CrossRef]
29. Sampaio, I.L.M.; Cardoso, T.F.; Souza, N.R.D.; Watanabe, M.D.B.; Carvalho, D.J.; Bonomi, A.; Junqueira, T.L. Electricity Production

from Sugarcane Straw Recovered Through Bale System: Assessment of Retrofit Projects. Bioenerg. Res. 2019, 12, 865–877.
[CrossRef]

30. Hernandes, T.; Leal, M. Project BRA/10/G31—SUCRE—Sugarcane Renewable Electricity. 2020. Available online: https:
//lnbr.cnpem.br/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/SUCRE-Project-Final-Report.pdf (accessed on 6 May 2023).

31. Restrepo-Valencia, S.; Walter, A. Techno-Economic Assessment of Bio-Energy with Carbon Capture and Storage Systems in a
Typical Sugarcane Mill in Brazil. Energies 2019, 12, 1129. [CrossRef]

32. Restrepo-Valencia, S.; Walter, A. BECCS Opportunities in Brazil: Comparison of Pre and Post-Combustion Capture in a Typical
Sugarcane Mill. Int. J. Greenh. Gas Control. 2023, 124, 103859. [CrossRef]

33. Ketzer, J.; Machado, C.; Camboim, G.; Iglesias, R. Brazilian Atlas of CO2 Capture and Geological Store; EDIPUCRS: Porto Alegre,
Brazil, 2016.

https://doi.org/10.1039/C8EE03338B
https://co2re.co/FacilityData
https://www.iea.org/reports/about-ccus
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4282099
https://doi.org/10.1039/C7EE02342A
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2014.07.093
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2012.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1039/D2VA00236A
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2009.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2009.01.005
https://doi.org/10.3390/environments3030024
https://www.cleanenergysystems.com/MendotaBiCRS
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40518-019-00139-y
https://doi.org/10.3390/en16042021
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40518-021-00195-3
https://www.iea.org/commentaries/is-carbon-capture-too-expensive
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264109834-en
https://ethanolrfa.org/markets-and-statistics/annual-ethanol-production
https://ethanolrfa.org/markets-and-statistics/annual-ethanol-production
https://data.mendeley.com/datasets/kwdd5mbg4h/2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.06.044
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12155-019-10014-9
https://lnbr.cnpem.br/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/SUCRE-Project-Final-Report.pdf
https://lnbr.cnpem.br/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/SUCRE-Project-Final-Report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/en12061129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijggc.2023.103859


Energies 2023, 16, 4570 18 of 19

34. Mapbiomas Project Web Page. Collection 5.0. Available online: https://mapbiomas.org (accessed on 31 March 2021).
35. Pedroso, D.T.; Machin, E.B.; Proenza Pérez, N.; Braga, L.B.; Silveira, J.L. Technical Assessment of the Biomass Integrated

Gasification/Gas Turbine Combined Cycle (BIG/GTCC) Incorporation in the Sugarcane Industry. Renew Energy 2017, 114, 464–479.
[CrossRef]

36. Hernandes, T.; Duft, D.; Bruno, K.; Henzler, D.; Luciano, A.; Leal, M. Agroclimatic Zoning of Straw Removal and Its Impacts
on Sugarcane Yield. In Proceedings of the 27th European Biomass Conference and Exhibition, Lisbon, Portugal, 27–30 May
2019; pp. 1520–1527.

37. De Souza, N.R.D.; Duft, D.G.; Bruno, K.M.B.; Henzler, D.d.S.; Junqueira, T.L.; Cavalett, O.; Hernandes, T.A.D. Unraveling the
Potential of Sugarcane Electricity for Climate Change Mitigation in Brazil. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2021, 175, 105878. [CrossRef]

38. Rodrigues, M.; Walter, A.; Faaij, A. Performance Evaluation of Atmospheric Biomass Integrated Gasifier Combined Cycle Systems
under Different Strategies for the Use of Low Calorific Gases. Energy Convers. Manag. 2007, 48, 1289–1301. [CrossRef]

39. Li, C.; Gillum, C.; Toupin, K.; Donaldson, B. Biomass Boiler Energy Conversion System Analysis with the Aid of Exergy-Based
Methods. Energy Convers. Manag. 2015, 103, 665–673. [CrossRef]

40. Jin, H.; Larson, E.D.; Celik, F.E. Performance and Cost Analysis of Future, Commercially Mature Gasification-Based Electric
Power Generation from Switchgrass. Biofuels Bioprod. Biorefining 2009, 3, 142–173. [CrossRef]

41. Rodrigues, M.; Faaij, A.; Walter, A. Techno-Economic Analysis of Co-Fired Biomass Integrated Gasification/Combined Cycle
Systems with Inclusion of Economies of Scale. Energy 2003, 28, 1229–1258. [CrossRef]

42. Restrepo-Valencia, S. Technical Assessment of BECCS Systems in Power Units in the Sugarcane Sector. Master’s Thesis, Univesity
of Campinas, Campinas, Brazil, 2018.

43. Oreggioni, G.D.; Brandani, S.; Luberti, M.; Baykan, Y.; Friedrich, D.; Ahn, H. CO2 Capture from Syngas by an Adsorption Process
at a Biomass Gasification CHP Plant: Its Comparison with Amine-Based CO2 Capture. Int. J. Greenh. Gas Control. 2015, 35, 71–81.
[CrossRef]

44. Tagomori, I.S.; Carvalho, F.M.; da Silva, F.T.F.; Paulo, P.R.; Rochedo, P.R.R.; Szklo, A.; Schaeffer, R. Designing an Optimum Carbon
Capture and Transportation Network by Integrating Ethanol Distilleries with Fossil-Fuel Processing Plants in Brazil. Int. J. Greenh.
Gas Control. 2018, 68, 112–127. [CrossRef]

45. James, R.; Zoelle, A.; Keairns, D.; Turner, M.; Woods, M.; Kuehn, N. Cost and Performance Baseline for Fossil Energy Plants.
NETL Report Pub-22638 2019, 1, 598.

46. Abu-Zahra, M.R.M.; Sodiq, A.; Feron, P.H.M. Commercial Liquid Absorbent-Based PCC Processes. In Absorption-Based Post-
Combustion Capture of Carbon Dioxide; Elsevier Ltd.: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2016; pp. 757–778. ISBN 9780081005156.

47. Neto, S.; Szklo, A.; Rochedo, P.R.R. Calcium Looping Post-Combustion CO2 Capture in Sugarcane Bagasse Fuelled Power Plants.
Int. J. Greenh. Gas Control. 2021, 110, 103401. [CrossRef]

48. Peeters, A.N.M.; Faaij, A.P.C.; Turkenburg, W.C. Techno-Economic Analysis of Natural Gas Combined Cycles with Post-
Combustion CO2 Absorption, Including a Detailed Evaluation of the Development Potential. Int. J. Greenh. Gas Control. 2007,
1, 396–417. [CrossRef]

49. Khorshidi, Z.; Florin, N.H.; Ho, M.T.; Wiley, D.E. Techno-Economic Evaluation of Co-Firing Biomass Gas with Natural Gas in
Existing NGCC Plants with and without CO2 Capture. Int. J. Greenh. Gas Control. 2016, 49, 343–363. [CrossRef]

50. Macedo, I.C.; Seabra, J.E.A.; Silva, J.E.A.R. Green House Gases Emissions in the Production and Use of Ethanol from Sugarcane in
Brazil: The 2005/2006 Averages and a Prediction for 2020. Biomass Bioenergy 2008, 32, 582–595. [CrossRef]

51. Mccollum, D.L.; Ogden, J.M. Techno-Economic Models for Carbon Dioxide Compression, Transport, and Storage & Correlations for
Estimating Carbon Dioxide Density and Viscosity; Institute of Transportation Studies: Berkeley, CA, USA, 2006.

52. Grant, Tim; DOE/NETL Quality Guidelines for Energy System Studies—Carbon Dioxide Transport and Storage Costs in NETL
Studies; United States. 2019. [CrossRef].

53. Towler, G.; Sinnott, R. Introduction to Design. In Chemical Engineering Design; Elsevier Ltd.: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2013;
pp. 3–32, ISBN 9780080966595.

54. Gouvello, C. Brazil Low-Carbon: Country Case Study; The World Bank Group: Washington, DC, USA, 2010.
55. Restrepo-Valencia, S.; Walter, A. Comparison of Pre and Post-Combustion Capture in a Typical Sugarcane Mill; Mendeley Data

V2. 2021. Available online: https://data.mendeley.com/datasets/vsfpptz5sw/1 (accessed on 15 April 2023).
56. Pequot Publishing Inc Gas Turbine World Handbook 23. 2003. Available online: https://www.standardsmedia.com/Gas-

Turbine-World-2003-GTW-Handbook-Volume-23-3672-book.html (accessed on 15 April 2023).
57. Pequot Publishing Inc Gas Turbine World Handbook 27. 2009. Available online: https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-

handbook/2009-handbook-volume-27/ (accessed on 15 April 2023).
58. Pequot Publishing Inc Gas Turbine World Handbook 29. 2012. Available online: https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-

handbook/2012-handbook-volume-29/ (accessed on 15 April 2023).
59. Pequot Publishing Inc Gas Turbine World Handbook 30. 2013. Available online: https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-

handbook/2013-handbook-volume-30/ (accessed on 15 April 2023).
60. Pequot Publishing Inc Gas Turbine World Handbook 32. 2017. Available online: https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-

handbook/2016-17-gtw-handbook-volume-32/ (accessed on 15 April 2023).

https://mapbiomas.org
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2017.07.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2021.105878
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2006.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2015.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1002/bbb.138
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0360-5442(03)00088-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijggc.2015.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijggc.2017.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijggc.2021.103401
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1750-5836(07)00068-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijggc.2016.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2007.12.006
https://doi.org/10.2172/1567735
https://data.mendeley.com/datasets/vsfpptz5sw/1
https://www.standardsmedia.com/Gas-Turbine-World-2003-GTW-Handbook-Volume-23-3672-book.html
https://www.standardsmedia.com/Gas-Turbine-World-2003-GTW-Handbook-Volume-23-3672-book.html
https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-handbook/2009-handbook-volume-27/
https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-handbook/2009-handbook-volume-27/
https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-handbook/2012-handbook-volume-29/
https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-handbook/2012-handbook-volume-29/
https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-handbook/2013-handbook-volume-30/
https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-handbook/2013-handbook-volume-30/
https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-handbook/2016-17-gtw-handbook-volume-32/
https://gasturbineworld.com/shop/annual-handbook/2016-17-gtw-handbook-volume-32/


Energies 2023, 16, 4570 19 of 19

61. Van der Spek, M.; Ramírez, A.; Faaij, A. Challenges and Uncertainties of Ex Ante Techno-Economic Analysis of Low TRL CO2
Capture Technology: Lessons from a Case Study of an NGCC with Exhaust Gas Recycle and Electric Swing Adsorption. Appl.
Energy 2017, 208, 920–934. [CrossRef]

62. Okuno, F.M.; Cardoso, T.D.F.; Duft, D.G.; Claudia, A.; Luis, J.; Neves, M.; Cesar, C.; Soares, P.; Regis, M.; Verde, L. Technical and
Economic Parameters of Sugarcane Straw Recovery: Baling and Integral Harvesting. BioEnergy Res. 2019, 12, 930–943. [CrossRef]

63. Rossi, W.; Lamparelli Camargo, R.A.; Seabra, J.E.A.; Junginger, M.; van der Hilst, F. Spatial Assessment of the Techno-Economic
Potential of Bioelectricity Production from Sugarcane Straw. Renew Energy 2020, 156, 1313–1324. [CrossRef]

64. JornalCana Quanto Custa o Bagaço? Available online: https://jornalcana.com.br/quanto-custa-o-bagaco-confira-aqui/ (accessed
on 12 August 2021).

65. Tapia Carpio, L.G.; Simone de Souza, F. Optimal Allocation of Sugarcane Bagasse for Producing Bioelectricity and Second
Generation Ethanol in Brazil: Scenarios of Cost Reductions. Renew Energy 2017, 111, 771–780. [CrossRef]

66. CCEE Resultado Consolidados Dos Leilões—December 2020. Available online: https://www.ccee.org.br/web/guest/dados-e-
analises/dados-leilao (accessed on 30 December 2020).

67. IEAGHG CCS Cost Network 2017 Workshop. In Proceedings of the IEAGHG Technical Report 2018-03; London, UK. 2018.
Available online: https://ieaghg.org/exco_docs/2017-07.pdf (accessed on 6 May 2023).

68. Formann, S.; Hahn, A.; Janke, L.; Stinner, W.; Sträuber, H.; Logroño, W.; Nikolausz, M. Beyond Sugar and Ethanol Production:
Value Generation Opportunities Through Sugarcane Residues. Front. Energy Res. 2020, 8, 579577. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.09.058
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12155-019-10039-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2019.11.151
https://jornalcana.com.br/quanto-custa-o-bagaco-confira-aqui/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2017.05.015
https://www.ccee.org.br/web/guest/dados-e-analises/dados-leilao
https://www.ccee.org.br/web/guest/dados-e-analises/dados-leilao
https://ieaghg.org/exco_docs/2017-07.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2020.579577

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Plant Localization 
	Biomass 
	Power-Generation Technology 
	Combustion and Condensing–Extraction Steam Turbine (CEST) 
	Biomass-Integrated Gasification to Combined Cycle (BIG-CC) 

	Capture Unit 
	Compression Unit 
	Transport and Storage 
	Economic Performance Assessment 
	Capital Costs 
	Fuel Costs 
	Operation and Maintenance costs 

	Comparison with Results for Cogeneration Plants 
	Fuel Cost Sensitivity 

	Results and Discussion 
	Comparison with Capturing in a Sugarcane Mill 
	Impact of Fuel Costs 
	Scaling Effects 
	CEST Technology 
	BIG-CC Technology 

	Feasibility in a Themal Power Plant 

	Conclusions 
	References

