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Introduction Case Study: Midwest CCS Projects

To meet emissions targets for CO2, the US must capture 100’s of millions of tons of CO2 each
year. According to the Net Zero America study [1], this would require a massive infrastructure
investment to develop more than 100,000 km of pipelines to transport CO2 from nearly 1000
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of the Cost Surface Multi-layer Aggregation Program (CostMAP) for 1dentifying optimal, low-
cost pipeline routes while assessing social, environmental, and community factors. We present
multiple case-studies highlighting the ability to develop pipeline routing networks while
incorporating real-world concerns of developers, stakeholders, and community advocates,
showing how user inputs and project specific concerns impact the optimal routes and cost.
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scenarios by adjusting the routing weights used by CostMAPPRO,
Figure 7 (above): CostMAP generated
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Figure 5 (below): The proposed Navigator CO2 CCS Network with alternative protected areas and slope data.

routing scenarios created using CostMAPPRO, Transportation costs are included
in $/ton CO2. Social Impacts: Incorporating social concerns and benefits into pipeline projects

Figure 3 (above): Two Proposed pipeline networks in the U.S. Midwest
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Table 1 (above): Transport costs for each routing scenario and network
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