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Carbon dioxide is the leading anthropogenic greenhouse gas in terms of emissions from carbon-intensive 
industries, such as cement plants, steel mills and refineries. The deployment of CO2 (carbon) capture and 
sequestration (CCS) technologies plays an important role in reducing CO2 emissions on a global scale. When 
optimizing the CCS supply chains for the Italian peninsula, additional complexity is brought up by the Country 
seismic profile. This contribution provides a techno-economic assessment and optimization of a comprehensive 
CCS from Italian industrial stationary sources by aim of a multi-objective mixed-integer linear programming 
modeling framework. In particular, the model is conceived to simultaneously optimize the economic (i.e., 
minimum cost) and seismic (i.e., minimum risk) performance of a CCS system in the geographic setting of Italy. 
In this work, a case study aiming at a carbon reduction target of 50 % is presented by discussing the 
corresponding set of Pareto optimal solutions. Results show a trade-off between the two conflicting objectives, 
where the configuration with the minimum specific CO2 avoidance cost (68.8 €/t) is characterized by the highest 
value of risk (13.5 ruptures/year). 

1. Introduction 

In the last decades, the atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide (CO2) has continued to increase, reaching 
annual averages of 410 parts per million (ppm), as stated in the IPCC (2021) special report. Human activities 
are clearly responsible for the observed increases in the greenhouse gases (GHG) concentrations and 
significantly contributed to global warming, causing one of the biggest environmental issues that needs facing 
nowadays. It has become an international goal to contain the global mean surface temperature below 2 °C 
during the 21st century, a scenario that would be possible if deep reductions in greenhouse gas emissions will 
occur in the coming years and, in particular, by reducing the anthropogenic CO2 emissions to net-zero (IPCC, 
2021). In the Global CCS Institute special report (2021), carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) technologies 
are described as essential climate mitigation tools and very attractive strategies that are able to decarbonize 
the industry and facilitate net zero CO2 emissions by 2050 (Global CCS Institute, 2021). In particular, CCS 
represents a suite of technologies, namely the capture, transportation and sequestration stages. Capture stage 
entails separating CO2 from a process stream by means of various methods depending on the industry and on 
the exploited technology, followed by transporting the captured CO2 to areas suitable for sequestration, where 
CO2 is permanently stored in deep underground geological formations (Bui et al., 2018). According to EEA 
(2020), cement plants, refineries and steel mills are among the largest stationary emitting sources of CO2 from 
the industrial sector. For this reason, the present contribution considers these sectors as part for the Italian 
industry to be decarbonized. Of fundamental importance in achieving a considerable level of decarbonization is 
the optimization of such complex and multi-stage CCS supply chains (SCs). When optimizing CCS SCs the 
complexity is given by the multitude of alternatives for the three stages that are part of the CCS technology. 
Moreover, additional complexity into the optimization of such SCs is brought when focusing on the Italian 
peninsula, where there is an important seismic activity. Under these circumstances, there is an additional 
requirement during the planning, installation, and operation of a CCS system, particularly with regards to 
transporting CO2 via pipelines, a situation that may raise public concern with respect to the possibility of 
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leakages (Psyrras and Sextos, 2018). Mixed integer linear programming (MILP) is a powerful methodology for 
solving large, complex problems and has been used for CCS SCs optimization in several scientific contributions. 
For instance, Tapia et al. (2018) provided a state-of-the-art review of the computational techniques for planning 
CCUS (carbon capture, utilization and storage) systems. Zhang et al. (2020) applied a MILP approach for 
optimizing CCUS supply chains in Northeast China, while Kalyanarengan Ravi et al. (2017) applied this method 
at a nation-wide level for the case of The Netherlands. d’Amore et al. (2021) proposed a MILP model for a 
continent-wide level optimization of CCS SCs at a European level. With concern to the problem of safety related 
to CCS chains, d’Amore et al. (2018) presented a MILP framework for the economical optimization of wide-scale 
CCS SC constrained by societal risk assessment. In the present contribution a multi-objective MILP model is 
proposed: the goal is to optimize a nation-wide CCS SC taking into account both economic performance and 
seismic risk. The study focuses on Italian emissions from the cement, steel, and oil refinery industries. 

2. Model 

For the economic part, the model mostly relies on the framework presented in d’Amore et al. (2021). The annual 
CO2 emissions referred to 2019, and the corresponding locations of industrial plants (cement plants, steel mills 
and refineries) in Italy are retrieved from the EEA (2020) database. In order to reduce the computational burden, 
only the most important emission points were kept in such a way to account for at least 80 % of the emissions 
from each industrial sector. In the model, the emitting nodes are defined as the set n that is subdivided into 23 
cement plants (c), 7 refineries (r) and 2 steel mills (s). In order to describe the capture stage, a set k={kc, ks1,2,3, 
kr1,2,3} was defined, which contains the components describing the different technologies for each industrial 
sector: kc refers to the capture plant for cement plants (oxy-fuel combustion capture plants), ks1,2,3 describing 
the three capture steps for steel mills (step1=ks1: absorption capture from power plant stack, step2=ks1+ks2: 
step1 and absorption from blast furnace stoves and coke oven flue gas, step3=ks1+ks2+ks3: step2 and 
absorption from sinter plant), and kr1,2,3 refers to the three capturing steps for refineries (step1=kr1: pre-
combustion capture from methane reformer, step2=kr1+kr2: step1 and post-combustion on power unit, 
step3=kr1+kr2+kr3: step2 and post-combustion capture from other sources at refinery). A comprehensive 
description of the modeling method, together with a detailed explanation of the capturing technologies and the 
methodology used to compute the CO2 avoidance costs (comprising the effect of capital cost) CCAk,n [€/t] of 
capture technology k used in the industrial node n can be found in d’Amore et al. (2021). Transportation occurs 
through either onshore or offshore pipelines (offshore transport cost is increased by a factor γn,n’=1.71), and to 
account for the scale effects on the Unitary Transport Cost UTCp [€/km/t] the CO2 flowrate was discretized into 
4 intervals defined in the set p. The sequestration stage considers both onshore and offshore sites and the 
Unitary Sequestration Cost USC [€/t] (offshore sequestration cost is increased by the factor θn=2.5) was 
retrieved from Rubin et al. (2015). The sequestration stage uses deep saline aquifers whose cost and capacity 
are evaluated in the study of Donda et. al (2011).The seismicity-related parameters over the entire Italian 
peninsula are obtained through a dataset containing the coordinates of polling points and are discretized into 
seismic areas and used to calculate the risk specific to each pipeline in the transport grid (Gehl et al., 2014). 
The pipeline costs can vary depending on the terrain they are installed in. The works by Herzog and Javedan 
(2009)  and Kim et al. (2018) are used to retrieve the cost factors to account for the increase in the pipeline 
installation costs when there are different obstacles along the path, such as high population density, high 
altitudes and protected areas. These obstacles were discretized and averaged on a square grid of 50 km size. 

2.1 Mathematical formulation 

The proposed MILP model is a multi-objective mathematical program that aims to simultaneously minimizing 
the Total Cost TC [€/year] of the CCS scheme and the total seismic risk TR [ruptures/year] associated with the 
pipeline network installation. 

𝑜𝑏𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 = min⁡{𝑇𝐶; 𝑇𝑅} (1) 

Total Cost of Eq. (1) is divided into the three components associated with the three stages of the CCS system, 
namely Total Capture Cost (TCC [€/year]), Total Transportation Cost (TTC [€/year]) and Total Sequestration 
Cost (TSC [€/year]): 

𝑇𝐶 = 𝑇𝐶𝐶 + 𝑇𝑇𝐶 + 𝑇𝑆𝐶 (2) 

TCC is computed taking into account the annual captured CO2 flowrate INk,n [t/year] though capture technology 
k in the industrial node n: 

𝑇𝐶𝐶 = ∑ (𝐼𝑁𝑘,𝑛 ∙ 𝐶𝐶𝐴𝑘,𝑛)
𝑘,𝑛

 (3) 
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TTC is calculated based on the transported CO2 flowrate Qq,n,n’ from node n to n’, the distance between nodes 
LDn,n’ [km], the unitary cost factors and the cost factor associated with the encountered obstacles fn,n’: 

𝑇𝑇𝐶 = ∑ (𝑄𝑝,𝑛,𝑛′ ∙ 𝐿𝐷𝑛,𝑛′ ∙ 𝑈𝑇𝐶𝑝 ∙ 𝛾𝑛,𝑛′ ∙ 𝑓𝑛,𝑛′)
𝑝,𝑛,𝑛′

 
 

(4) 

TSC is given by the annual sequestered quantity of CO2 OUTn [t/year]: 

𝑇𝑆𝐶 = ∑ (𝑂𝑈𝑇𝑛 ∙ 𝑈𝑆𝐶 ∙ 𝜃𝑛)
𝑛

 (5) 

The scenario analyzed imposes a carbon reduction target of 50 % of the annual emissions from the Italian 
industry; thus, the overall stored amount of CO2 is constrained to be larger than or equal to the imposed target. 
TR is evaluated as the sum over all the nodes of the Repair Rates RRn,n’ [ruptures/year] concerning the pipelines 
selected to be part of the transport grid. The selection of a pipeline is defined through the binary variable λp,n,n’ 
that takes the value of 1 if a pipeline of size p is installed between nodes n and n’: 

𝑇𝑅 = ∑ (𝜆𝑝,𝑛,𝑛′ ∙ 𝑅𝑅𝑛,𝑛′)
𝑛

 (6) 

The parameter RRn,n’ is proportional to the constant K1 that describes the contribution of transport characteristics 
and construction material, to the distance between the nodes LDn,n’, and to the maximum value of the peak 
ground velocity PGV of nodes n, n’ or mid-pipe n-n’, which is defined as the highest horizontal ground velocity 
during a seismic event expected in the next 50 years, with an exceedance probability of 10 % (USGS, 2021). 

𝑅𝑅𝑛,𝑛′ = 0.002416 ∙ 𝐾1 ∙ 𝐿𝐷𝑛,𝑛′ ∙ max{𝑃𝐺𝑉𝑛; 𝑃𝐺𝑉𝑛,𝑛′
𝑚𝑖𝑑; 𝑃𝐺𝑉𝑛′}⁡∀𝑛, 𝑛′⁡ (7) 

PGV was determined by evaluating the Spectral Acceleration SA [g] computed by the Istituto Nazionale di 
Geofisica e Vulcanologia – INGV (Stucchi et al., 2011), corresponding to the formulation proposed by Allen and 
Wald (2007). The Spectral Acceleration was evaluated in 16 852 points that were discretized into 280 squares 
of 50 km in size: 

𝑃𝐺𝑉 = (386.4 ∙ 𝑆𝐴)/(2𝜋 ∙ 1.65)⁡ (8) 

3. Results 

The multi-objective MILP model was implemented in the GAMS software and optimized using CPLEX solver. In 
order to solve the bi-objective problem, the following linear weighing formulation was adopted for combining the 
two conflicting objectives, where α ranges from 0 to 1: 

𝑜𝑏𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 = min⁡{𝛼 ∙ 𝑇𝐶 + (1 − 𝛼) ∙ 𝑇𝑅} (9) 

The resulting Pareto curve is presented in Figure 1 where results are represented in terms of both yearly Total 
Cost [M€/year] and Specific Total Cost [€/t of captured CO2]. 

 

Figure 1: Pareto Curve for a 50 % carbon reduction target, with the three instances discussed in this work. 
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Figure 1 shows a clear trade-off between the two conflicting objectives, and for the purpose of comparison, three 
points on the Pareto Curve were selected and discussed. They represent:  

• The economic optimum (Case A)  
• The minimum seismic risk solution (Case C)  
• a trade-off between the two objectives (Case B).  

The detailed results of the three selected scenarios are presented in Table 1 and Figure 2. The relative optimality 
gap is calculated as the absolute difference of the value of the objective function of the current best integer 
solution and the best possible integer solution, divided by the latter one. 

Table 1: Simulation results in terms of specific total costs (TC [€/t]), specific costs breakdown analysis (TCC, 

TTC, TSC [€/t]), total risk (TR [ruptures/year]), relative optimality gap (Opt. gap [%]) 

 TC 
[€/t] 

TCC 
[€/t] 

TTC 
[€/t] 

TSC 
[€/t] 

TR 
[rup/y] 

Opt. Gap 
[%] 

Case A 68.6 52.5 8.9 7.2 13.5 0.05 
Case B 76.2 60.2 8.8 7.2 4.4 < 0.01 
Case C 87.7 70.0 10.5 7.2 1.6 < 0.01 

From Table 1, it can be observed that Case A, i.e. the cheapest configuration in terms of Total Cost (68.6 €/t), 
gives the highest risk value (13.5 ruptures/y). Case C exhibits the safest infrastructure (1.3 ruptures/y), although 
characterized but the highest value of Total Cost (87.7 €/t), i.e. +28 % w.r.t. Case A. Case B is characterized by 
a reasonable balance between the two conflicting objectives functions, with a total cost of 76.2 €/t (+11 % w.r.t. 
Case A) and a total risk of 4.4 ruptures/y (over 3 times those predicted in Case C). The cost breakdown reveals 
that the biggest contribution to the total cost is due to the capture stage in all analyzed cases, representing 
around 76.5 %, 79 %, and 80 % of the total cost in Case A, Case B and Case C respectively. The transportation 
cost contributes to the total cost with about 13 % (Case A), 11.5 % (Case B) and 12 % (Case C), while the cost 
of the sequestration stage can range from 8.2 % (Case C) up to 10.5 % (Case A) of the total cost. 
Figure 2 shows the CCS supply chain configurations of the three analyzed cases. Figure 2a represents the best 
economic network, and it can be observed that the captured CO2 comes mainly from the cement plants, 
capturing around 85 % of the total CO2 emissions of cement plants. Captured CO2 from cement plants represent 
about 55 % of total CO2 avoided through all technologies. This is due to the fact that cement plants are 
characterized by the cheapest capture technology, followed by the steel mills capture plants. 65 % of CO2 
emissions coming from the steel sector are captured (around 26 % of the total CO2 avoided), while only 19 % 
of emissions for oil refineries are captured (18 % of the total CO2 avoided). In the case of the steel mill, a full-
scale capture plant is installed (ks1,2,3), while oil refineries are using only the first step of the capturing technology 
(kr1), i.e. the cheapest one, except for the refinery located in Sardinia, where also the second step of the 
capturing technology in applied (kr1,2). This configuration is characterized by the highest value of seismic risk, 
having a total length of 2535 km of pipelines installed and using transportation arcs that are crossing areas with 
high values of spectral acceleration. The total length of the system is also influenced by the fact that in 
Lombardia and Veneto regions, there is a higher population density and crossing these areas leads to higher 
transportation costs.  
On the contrary, Case C (Figure 2c), which represents the safest configuration characterized by the lowest value 
of seismic risk, increases the percentage of the CO2 captured from refineries up to 50 % of the total CO2 avoided 
through all the technologies, capturing more than 53 % of the yearly CO2 emissions of refineries and, in order 
to do so, full-scale capture plants are installed (kr1,2,3). Even though it is the most expensive one, it brings positive 
consequences in terms of seismic risk since the location of the largest refinery in Italy is on Sardinia island, 
where there is no seismic risk. In this case, the total length of the system is about 786 km, always selecting the 
fastest route from an emitting node to a sequestration site, even though this may cross a protected area, fact 
that is penalized in terms of installation costs of pipelines, and it is one of the causes for an increased unitary 
transportation cost. Transporting high CO2 flow rates using offshore pipelines is another contributing factor to 
higher total transportation costs. 
Case B, which is shown in Figure 2b, represents a trade-off between the two conflicting objectives. This 
case still considers the positive consequences on the performance of this network in terms of seismic risk by 
installing the capture plant at the refinery in Sardinia, an area with no seismicity, and also avoids areas with high 
values of spectral acceleration. In terms of cost performance, the percentage of CO2 emissions captured through 
the different technologies is more balanced: 39 % of the total CO2 avoided comes from cement plants, 35 % 
from refineries and 26 % from steel mills. The total pipeline length in this configuration is about 1383 km. It can 
be observed that, also in this case, the high population density area is avoided. 
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(a)  

             
(b) (c) 

Figure 2: CCS chain configuration for 50 % carbon reduction target considering a) Cost minimization – Case A, 

b) Trade-off scenario – Case B, c) Seismic Risk minimization – Case C 

4. Conclusions 

In this contribution a mixed integer linear programming model for optimizing a countrywide carbon capture and 
sequestration supply chain was presented. The model was formulated as a multi-objective optimization 
framework that aimed at minimizing simultaneously the total cost (economic objective) and the total seismic risk 
(risk objective). Results showed that for a carbon reduction target of 50 %, the cheapest infrastructure entailed 
a Total Cost of 68.6 €/t, being characterized by the highest value of risk (13.5 ruptures/y). When aiming at 
minimizing the Total Risk, the total cost increased up to 87.7 €/t, but the risk is greatly reduced (1.6 ruptures/y). 
The Pareto curve allowed assessing intermediate configurations that could present a sensible trade-off between 
the extreme solutions. For example, it was possible to identify a configuration that gives a reasonable balance 
in terms of the economic (76.2 €/t) and seismic risk (4.4 ruptures/y) performances. The proposed methodology 
can support investors and policy makers in finding the best solution for a CCS infrastructure in Italy. 
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