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Abstract 

Carbon dioxide removal (CDR) is expected to play an important role in climate change mitigation. Bio-energy carbon capture and 

storage (BECCS) is a form of CDR discussed in the Swedish district heating sector where large-scale point sources of biogenic 

CO2 emissions are found. This work investigates the retrofit of CO2 capture processes to combined heat and power (CHP) plants 

in a city energy system context, to examine the impact on CHP plant energy output and city energy balances, and the cost-optimal 

way to integrate and operate the capture processes. An energy system optimization model is applied to a case study of the city 

Västerås, Sweden, with scenarios involving the retrofit to two existing CHP plants in the city of either a heat-driven (MEA) or 

electricity-driven (HPC) carbon capture process. The results show that it is possible to retrofit the CHP plants with either of these 

options without significantly impacting the district heating system operation or the marginal costs of electricity and district heating. 

The MEA process mainly causes a reduction in district heating output (up to 30% decrease on an annual basis), which can be partly 

offset with heat recovery from the capture unit, or increased utilization of the CHP plants (if possible). The electrified HPC process 

does not impact the CHP plant steam cycle, but implies increased import of electricity to the city (up to 44% increase) compared 

to a reference scenario. 
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Nomenclature 

BECCS Bio-energy carbon capture and storage 

CCS Carbon capture and storage 

CDR Carbon dioxide removal 

CHP Combined heat and power  

COP Coefficient of performance 

DH  District heating 

HP Heat pump 

HPC Hot potassium carbonate 

MEA Monoethanolamine 

PtH Power-to-heat 

 
* Corresponding author. Email address: beiron@chalmers.se 

TES Thermal energy storage 

 

C Cost 

D Demand 

E Annual CO2 emissions 

i Technology in the set of technologies, I 

k CCS process in the set of processes, K 

m Mass flow of CO2 captured 

p Electricity 

q Thermal energy (heat, fuel, cooling) 
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s Capacity of investment 

t  Timestep in the set of timesteps, T 

TT Length of timestep 

w Imported electricity 

W Limit on electricity import 

z Stored energy 

 

Subscripts and superscripts 

bat Battery 

CC Carbon capture 

ch Charge 

comp Compression 

cool Cooling 

cycl Cycling 

dch Discharge 

el Electricity 

inv Investment 

recov Recovered heat 

run Running 

SC Steam cycle  

store Storage 

 

 

1. Introduction 

Carbon dioxide removal (CDR) is expected to play an important role in reaching climate change mitigation targets 

to limit the amount of CO2 in the atmosphere. The IPCC [1] include CDR in several of their scenarios to limit global 

warming to 1.5°C. Bio-energy carbon capture and storage (BECCS) is a technology with high maturity [2] that can be 

applied to biomass-combusting plants to achieve CDR. In Sweden, there is a proposed target [3] that BECCS should 

contribute with 3-10 MtCO2 of CDR annually by year 2045 to achieve net-zero and thereafter net-negative emissions. 

Rapid deployment of BECCS is needed to be able to scale up CDR to the levels required to meet climate targets [4] 

and business models and/or policy support are needed to incentivize CDR installations [5]. In response to this, The 

Swedish Energy Agency [6] has announced that a reversed auctioning system will be put in place by year 2023 to help 

financing CCS projects in Sweden that contribute to CDR.  

BECCS can be applied to large-scale point sources of biogenic CO2 emissions, that are found in the Swedish district 

heating sector and pulp and paper industry. Several Swedish municipal district heating companies have expressed their 

interest in retrofitting some of their combined heat and power (CHP) plants with carbon capture systems [7] and a 

number of feasibility studies have been conducted to investigate site-specific conditions for BECCS and to estimate 

costs [8]. The utility company Stockholm Exergi has received EU funding to support the construction of a full-scale 

BECCS unit at a biomass-fired CHP plant to remove 800 ktCO2 annually. If applied to all existing CHP plants in 

Sweden, the potential for BECCS amounts to at least 10 MtCO2 removed per year that might be captured to a maximum 

cost of 100 €/tCO2 [9], and an additional 15 Mt/year of biogenic CO2 could be available for capture in the pulp and 

paper sector [10].  

Although the interest for BECCS is large in the Swedish district heating sector, few studies have examined how 

BECCS could fit in with and impact the supply of district heating. It is established in the literature that absorption-

based carbon capture applied to flue gases has an energy penalty that impacts the overall energy performance and heat 

delivery of CHP plants [9,11–13], although the magnitude of this impact will depend on (i) the type of capture process, 

and (ii) the heat integration of the capture process [9,14]. Levihn et al. [15] discuss the operation of the Stockholm 

district heating system with the implementation of BECCS, while other studies focus mainly on how BECCS 

technologies interact with the electricity system at large or the competitiveness of BECCS compared to direct air 

capture of CO2 [16–20].   

This work compares the retrofit of two absorption-based carbon capture processes (one heat-driven, MEA, and one 

electricity-driven, HPC) to a waste-fired and a biomass (recycled wood) CHP plant in a city energy system context, 

considering the impact of the carbon capture process on CHP plant energy output and the city energy balance at large. 

Special attention is given to the possibility to recover low-grade heat from the capture process, and the heat integration 

of the capture process in the district heating system. An energy system optimization model is applied to study the 

optimal dispatch of the CHP plants with carbon capture, and the operation of the carbon capture process itself. To the 

best of our knowledge, this is the first energy system optimization model presented that considers in detail a city-level 

energy system with CDR applied to CHP plants, and the integration of these in the city energy system. Thus, the main 

novelty of the work lies in the modeling of carbon capture processes and heat recovery related constraints in a city 

energy system context.  
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2. Method 

The work applies a cost-minimizing energy system optimization model to study the impact of retrofitting CHP 

plants with BECCS in a city-level energy system context, including the district heating and electricity sectors. Two 

absorption-based carbon capture processes are compared – the monoethanolamine (MEA) process that is commonly 

used for benchmarking, and the hot potassium carbonate (HPC) process that will be installed at a CHP plant in 

Stockholm. The capture processes differ in energy performances and impact on the CHP plant electricity and district 

heating generation, as detailed in Section 2.1. The optimization model is described in Section 2.2. Section 2.3 presents 

the case study and the scenarios examined.  

2.1. Description of carbon capture processes 

Both the MEA and HPC processes are based on absorption of CO2 from flue gases. The CO2 is absorbed by a 

solvent (MEA or HPC) in the absorber column, from which CO2-lean flue gas exits. The solvent is regenerated (i.e., 

CO2 is desorbed) in the stripper column. The desorbed CO2 leaves the stripper column with high purity and is sent to 

compression and liquefaction processes prior to transport to a permanent storage site.  

In the MEA process, the absorption/desorption is driven by temperature differences (temperature-swing), where 

the absorption is carried out at low temperature, and heat is added for the desorption step (heat requirement). 

Condensing steam at around 120°C is typically used to supply the heat for solvent regeneration. In contrast, the HPC 

process uses a pressure-swing to drive the absorption/desorption. The absorption is carried out at elevated pressure, 

and the desorption at a lower pressure level. Thus, the flue gas needs to be compressed for the absorption, which 

implies an electricity demand. Heat is also needed for solvent regeneration in the HPC process, but in slightly lower 

quantities than the MEA process. An internal heat recuperation system with flash boxes can be applied to supply the 

heat without using external steam [21]. 

The capture processes have cooling demands at temperature levels that could be recovered for district heating 

generation, i.e., above 60°C, as well as cooling demands at temperatures lower than 60°C, that could be recovered by 

heat pumps. If not used for district heating, the low-grade heat must be cooled from the process.  

2.2. City energy system optimization model 

The city energy system model was first presented by Heinisch et al. [22] and has been extended with equations that 

enable flexible operation of CHP plants [23]. In the present work, equations for the implementation of carbon capture 

processes at CHP plants are added. The objective of the model is to minimize the total system cost of supplying 

demands for electricity and district heating, including investment and operating costs (Eq. 1-3), while complying with 

targets on CO2 capture from CHP plants (Eq. 4). Transmission between the regional electricity grid and the city is 

included, but with a limit on grid connection capacity, Eq. 5. For a description of terms, please refer to the 

nomenclature list. The available investment options and cost data can be found in [23]. The model is run for one year 

with a time resolution of three hours. 

 

𝑀𝐼𝑁: 𝐶𝑡𝑜𝑡 = ∑ (𝐶𝑖
𝑖𝑛𝑣𝑠𝑖 + 𝑇𝑇 ∑ (𝐶𝑖

𝑟𝑢𝑛𝑝𝑖,𝑡 + 𝐶𝑖
𝑟𝑢𝑛𝑞𝑖,𝑡 + 𝐶𝑖,𝑡

𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙
)𝑡∈𝑇 ) + ∑ 𝐶𝑖

𝑖𝑛𝑣𝑠𝑖𝑖∈𝐼𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒
+𝑖∈𝐼\𝐼𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑒

∑ (𝐶𝑡
𝑒𝑙𝑤𝑡 + 𝐶𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑞𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑙,𝑡)𝑡∈𝑇 + 𝐶𝐶𝐶

𝑖𝑛𝑣𝑠𝐶𝐶   

(1)  

𝐷𝑡
𝑃 + 𝑧𝑏𝑎𝑡,𝑡

𝑐ℎ + ∑ 𝑝𝑖,𝑡𝑖∈𝐼𝑃𝑡𝐻
+ 𝜔 ∑ ∑ 𝑚𝐶𝑂2,𝑖,𝑘,𝑡𝑖∈𝐼𝐶𝐻𝑃𝑘∈𝐾 + 𝑝𝐻𝑃𝐶,𝑡 ≤ ∑ 𝑝𝑖,𝑡𝑖∈𝐼𝐸𝑙

+ 𝑤𝑡 + 𝑧𝑏𝑎𝑡,𝑡
𝑑𝑐ℎ  , ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 (2) 

𝐷𝑡
𝐷𝐻 + ∑ 𝑧𝑖,𝑡

𝑐ℎ
𝑖∈𝐼𝑇𝐸𝑆

≤ ∑ 𝑞𝑖,𝑡𝑖∈𝐼𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑡
+ ∑ 𝑧𝑖,𝑡

𝑑𝑐ℎ
𝑖∈𝐼𝑇𝐸𝑆

+ 𝑞𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑣,𝑡 , ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 (3) 

∑ ∑ 𝑚𝐶𝑂2,𝑖,𝑘,𝑡𝑡∈𝑇 ≤ 0.9𝐸𝑖𝑘∈𝐾    , ∀𝑖 ∈ 𝐼𝐶𝐻𝑃       (4) 

𝑤𝑡 ≤ 𝑊  , ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 (5) 
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The carbon capture processes are considered as possible retrofits to CHP plants. The HPC process is assumed to 

be fully driven by electricity (pHPC,t) with an electricity consumption proportional to the amount of CO2 captured 

(mCO2,i,k,t), Eq. 6. The MEA process is assumed to be driven by heat, through the condensation of steam extracted from 

the CHP steam cycle. The MEA process is modeled as described in Equations 7 – 11. The steam extraction causes a 

reduction in CHP steam turbine electricity generation (Eq. 7) that also incurs a penalty on district heating delivery 

(Eq. 8). The electricity reduction is calculated assuming that 10% of the nominal electricity generation capacity is lost. 

A share of the energy used to drive the MEA and HPC capture and CO2 conditioning processes can be recovered as 

low-grade heat of sufficient temperature to be used for district heating [13], as stated in Eq. 9. The share of low-grade 

heat that cannot be recovered for district heating directly through heat exchanging must either be cooled from the 

process (Eq. 10) or recovered for district heating generation with a heat pump (Eq. 11, coefficient of performance 

(COP) = 3). A cooling cost of 5 €/MWh [24] is included in Eq. 1. The mass flow of CO2 captured is limited by the 

fuel load, the design capture rate of the CCS unit (assumed to be 90% of CO2 emissions at full load) and the carbon 

content of the fuel, σC, Eq. 12. The actual capture rate during operation is optimized by the model and can vary between 

0 – 90% of flue gas emissions. The parameters in Equations 6-12 are given in Table 1.  

 

𝑝𝐻𝑃𝐶,𝑡 = 𝜆𝐻𝑃𝐶 ∑ 𝑚𝐶𝑂2,𝑖,𝐻𝑃𝐶,𝑡

𝑖∈𝐼𝐶𝐻𝑃

   , ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 
(6) 

𝑝𝑖,𝑡 = 𝑝𝑆𝐶,𝑖,𝑡 − 𝜙𝑖𝑚𝐶𝑂2,𝑖,𝑀𝐸𝐴,𝑡      , ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑇, 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼𝐶𝐻𝑃 (7) 

𝑞𝑖,𝑡 = 𝑞𝑆𝐶,𝑖,𝑡 − 𝑚𝐶𝑂2,𝑖,𝑀𝐸𝐴,𝑡(𝜆𝑀𝐸𝐴 − 𝜙𝑖)    , ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑇, 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼𝐶𝐻𝑃  (8) 

𝑞𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑣,𝑡 ≤ ∑ ∑ 𝜆𝑘𝛾𝑘𝜃𝑘𝑚𝐶𝑂2,𝑖,𝑘,𝑡

𝑘∈𝐾𝑖∈𝐼𝐶𝐻𝑃

     , ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 
(9) 

𝑞𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑙,𝑡 = ∑ ∑ 𝜆𝑘𝛾𝑘𝑚𝐶𝑂2,𝑖,𝑘,𝑡𝑘∈𝐾 − 𝑞𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑣,𝑡 − 𝑞𝐻𝑃,𝐶𝐶,𝑡
𝐶𝑂𝑃𝐻𝑃−1

𝐶𝑂𝑃𝐻𝑃
𝑖∈𝐼𝐶𝐻𝑃

      , ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑇  (10) 

𝑞𝐻𝑃,𝐶𝐶,𝑡 ≤ ∑ ∑ 𝑚𝐶𝑂2,𝑖,𝑘,𝑡

𝑘∈𝐾

𝜆𝑘(1 − 𝛾𝑘𝜃𝑘)
𝐶𝑂𝑃𝐻𝑃

𝐶𝑂𝑃𝐻𝑃 − 1
𝑖∈𝐼𝐶𝐻𝑃

     , ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 
(11) 

∑ 𝑚𝐶𝑂2,𝑖,𝑘,𝑡𝑘∈𝐾 ≤ 0.9𝑞𝑓𝑢𝑒𝑙,𝑖,𝑡𝜎𝐶,𝑖       , ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑇, 𝑖 ∈ 𝐼𝐶𝐻𝑃  (12) 

 

In addition to the energy demand for carbon capture, the electricity consumption associated with CO2 compression 

and liquefaction (ω) is included in the modeling (Eq. 2). Costs for CO2 transport and storage are not included since 

these are assumed to be the same for both capture options, and the analysis of these costs is outside the scope of this 

work. CO2 capture and conditioning plant investment costs are included in the form of a linear term in Eq. 1. The 

biogenic share of waste is assumed to be 52% [25].   

 
Table 1. Parameters describing the carbon capture processes.  

Parameter MEA HPC Unit Reference 

Steam turbine electricity reduction, ϕ  0.31-0.37 - MJel/kgCO2  

Electricity for compression and liquefaction, ω  0.1 0.1 MWhel/tCO2 [13] 

CCS energy demand, λ  3.6 (heat) 0.85 (power) MJ/kgCO2 [26,27]  

Cooling demand factora, γ 1.1 1.4 MWcool/MWλ [28] 

Heat recovery factor,  0.64 0.67 [-] [13,28]  

 Biomass Waste   

CO2 emissions, σC 0.405 0.33 tCO2/MWhfuel  
a Cooling demand from CO2 capture, compression and liquefaction processes, relative to capture process energy 

demand.  
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2.3. Case study and scenarios 

The model is applied to a case study of the city Västerås in Southern Sweden (NordPool electricity price area SE3). 

A brownfield approach is chosen, in which current capacities of district heating production units are included in the 

system, but it is possible to replace existing capacity with new investments. It is unlikely that Swedish district heating 

companies will invest in fossil-based capacity (the exception being waste fuels of partly fossil origin), therefore, fossil-

fueled technologies are excluded from the investment options. Table 2 gives the current plant portfolio of the district 

heating system in Västerås, which is largely CHP-dominated. A long-term heat storage (up to 1 month storage 

capacity) is under construction in the city but is not included as existing capacity in the case study.  

Hourly demand profiles for district heating and electricity are adapted from data from the city of Gothenburg, 

Sweden, and scaled to fit the annual demand data in Table 2. The shape of the demand profiles can be seen in Ref 

[23].  

 
Table 2. District heating system plant portfolios of Västerås and annual electricity and district heating demand. Based on [29]. CHP heat generation 

capacity is exclusive of flue gas condenser heat.  

Plant type  Capacity Unit 

Waste CHP 48 / 98 MWel / MWheat 

Recycled wood CHP 53 / 92 MWel / MWheat 

Wood chip CHP 56 / 118 MWel / MWheat 

Heat pump 27a MWheat 

Tank thermal energy storage 2,100 MWhheat 

Annual electricity demand 1,248 GWhel 

Annual district heating demand 1,695 GWhheat 

        aCOP = 3.5 

 

The model is run for six scenarios, summarized in Table 3. Firstly, two electricity import price profiles are 

compared, based on historical price data in the SE3 area for year 2019 and the period July 2021 – June 2022. The 

electricity price profiles are plotted in Figure 1. Year 2019 had a relatively flat electricity price profile with an average 

value of 38 €/MWh, while the 2021/2022 profile is significantly more volatile and with higher price levels (on average 

95 €/MWh). We study ambitious scenarios in which either the MEA or the HPC process is installed at both the waste-

fired and the recycled wood CHP plants. For the plants that are retrofitted with BECCS, annual CO2 capture targets 

for each plant are derived from reference runs without carbon capture, and set to 90% of plant CO2 emissions in the 

reference run (i.e., corresponding to regular operation with a 90% carbon capture rate). The fuel costs in all scenarios 

are: waste: 1 €/MWh, recycled wood: 10 €/MWh, wood chips: 20 €/MWh. Biomass fuel costs are based on current 

price levels [30].  

 

 
Table 3. Scenarios studied. CO2 capture targets are based on the 2019-Ref scenario.  

Scenario 

Electricity price 

profile 

Carbon capture 

process CHPs with BECCS Carbon capture target [ktCO2/year] 

2019-Ref 2019 None  None 0 

2019-MEA 2019 MEA Waste CHP + Recyc. wood CHP 518 + 282 (waste CHP + wood CHP) 

2019-HPC 2019 HPC Waste CHP + Recyc. wood CHP 518 + 282 (waste CHP + wood CHP) 

2021/22-Ref 2021/22 None  None 0 

2021/22-MEA 2021/22 MEA Waste CHP + Recyc. wood CHP 518 + 282 (waste CHP + wood CHP) 

2021/22-HPC 2021/22 HPC Waste CHP + Recyc. wood CHP 518 + 282 (waste CHP + wood CHP) 
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3. Results and discussion 

3.1. Impact of carbon capture on CHP energy use and output 

The MEA and HPC carbon capture processes have different energy consumption requirements that impact the CHP 

energy balance. Figure 2 plots the modeled annual energy distributions of the waste-fired and recycled wood CHP 

plants in the scenarios studied. Compared to the reference scenario without carbon capture, retrofitting the MEA 

process causes a 30% reduction in district heating generation from the waste-fired steam cycle, while the electricity 

supplied is only slightly reduced (10% of reference electricity output). The electrified HPC process does not directly 

impact the steam cycle, but if the electricity consumption is provided by the steam turbine generator, the HPC process 

causes a 25% reduction in annual electricity supply for the waste-fired plant, compared to the reference scenario.  

The waste-fired plant is operated as baseload in the district heating system, with a high number of full load hours. 

Thus, the carbon capture retrofit does not significantly impact the overall energy use of the waste-fired plant, 

considering that the capture target is set based on a high plant utilization, i.e., the plant operates close to its maximum 

capacity in the reference scenario. In contrast, the recycled wood CHP plant (Fig. 2b) is operated as intermediate load 

in the 2019-Ref scenario, setting the capture target at a moderate level (i.e., significantly lower than what can be 

captured if the plant is operated with maximum utilization). Thereby, the total energy use of the recycled wood CHP 

plant increases with the retrofit of a carbon capture process, which allows the carbon capture to be scheduled for 

periods with favorable energy market conditions (see Section 3.3). The annual energy output from the recycled wood 

plant is higher in the 2021/22 scenarios than in 2019, which is explained by the significantly higher import/export 

electricity prices in 2021/22 (Fig. 1) that incentivize increased electricity generation from the CHP plants.  

With the increase in utilization for the recycled wood plant, the electricity supply in the MEA scenarios increases 

compared to the reference, and is in the HPC scenarios comparable to the reference. Thus, carbon capture retrofits do 

not necessarily decrease the electricity and district heating supply from intermediate load CHP plants, although the 

fuel use increases to cover the capture process energy demand. In absolute terms, the MEA process has a larger energy 

demand than the electrified HPC process, although the impact on electricity output is greater with the HPC process. 

However, there are alternative designs of the HPC process, involving use of steam rather than electricity, which would 

impact the CHP plant energy performance differently [11]. Research efforts are also made to reduce the energy 

consumption of the MEA process, with advanced solvents [31]. Such development of the carbon capture process 

would, of course, lead to a weaker impact on the CHP plant with higher retention of both electricity and district heating 

generation.  

Figure 1. Import electricity price profiles, based on price data for the SE3 area, for year 2019 and the period July 2021 – June 

2022.  
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3.2. Heat integration of carbon capture processes 

Figure 3 visualizes the cost-optimal share of heat recovered from the MEA and HPC processes in the modeled 

scenarios on an annual basis. Independent of electricity price levels, the share of heat recovered from the MEA and 

HPC processes equals the maximum recoverable share without applying heat pumps of 64% and 67%, respectively 

(Table 1). The recovered MEA process heat offsets a large share of the lost CHP district heating output (Fig. 1), which 

is also compensated by the increased utilization of the recovered wood CHP plant. Since the HPC process does not 

impact the district heating production from the steam cycle, the recovered heat from the HPC process does not 

compensate for any heat loss, as is the case for the MEA process, and represents a “new” heat production source in 

the district heating system. Depending on heat demand variations (mainly seasonal), the value of heat recovery 

changes over time. For instance, during summer when the heat demand is low, there is limited use for additional 

district heating supply from heat recovery, as the waste CHP plant can meet the heat demand on its own. Thereby, 

large-scale heat storage systems are needed to efficiently take advantage of larger shares of heat recovery, to be used 

at times with high heat demand.  

Heat pumps are not applied to increase the share of recoverable heat in any scenarios. Again, increased heat output 

is not necessarily valuable in the studied district heating system, making a heat pump installation redundant. The cost 

Figure 2. Modeled annual energy distributions from a) the waste-fired CHP plant, and b) the recycled wood CHP plant, with 

respect to electricity and district heating generation, and the steam or electricity consumption of the carbon capture processes. 

For the waste-fired plant, the 2019 and 2021/22 results are similar, hence, the 2021/22 scenarios are omitted in a). The sum of the 

energy outputs corresponds to the total thermal energy input to the steam cycle.   

Figure 3. Carbon capture process heat integration, with heat recovery to district heating and cooling demand. a) MEA 

process. b) HPC process. The numbers apply to both 2019 and 2021/22 scenarios. The same amount of CO2 is captured from 

both processes (800 ktCO2/year). The box “CO2 cond.” represents the CO2 compression and liquefaction process. 
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of cooling utility is set to 5 €/MWh in this work, which is relatively low-cost compared to the heat pump investment 

cost and the, occasionally high, electricity price that would be paid to operate a heat pump. However, in district heating 

systems with a need for increased heat production (increased demand or replacement of production units), heat pumps 

might be incentivized. 

3.3. Operation of carbon capture processes 

The operation of the capture plant is, of course, dependent on the CHP plant operation and the generation of CO2 

emissions. Figure 4 plots the load duration curves of the capture units retrofitted to the waste-fired and recycled wood 

CHP plants, as well as the duration of CO2 emissions generated by the recycled wood plant. The waste-fired plant 

operates at full load for most of the year. Thereby, the capture plant retrofitted to the waste CHP plant (Fig. 4a) is 

operated at maximum capacity (55 tCO2/h) for most of the year. The capture plant retrofitted to the recycled wood 

plant (Fig. 4b) has a lower utilization and operates at full capacity (58 tCO2/h) for slightly less than half the year.  

However, Figure 4c indicates that the optimal CHP-CCS plant dispatch captures significantly less CO2 than is 

being generated, in particular in the 2021/22 scenarios, due to the method applied to set CO2 capture targets (target 

based on 2019-Ref scenario). The high availability of generated CO2 relative to the capture target implies that the 

recycled wood capture plant can be dispatched flexibly, and the carbon capture is scheduled to hours with favorable 

market conditions. Figure 5 shows the marginal cost of electricity and the MEA and HPC loads when retrofitted to 

the recycled wood CHP plant, during four weeks in February/March in the 2021/22 scenarios. It is evident that 

variability in the marginal cost of electricity influences the dispatch of the carbon capture units. High electricity costs 

cause reduced energy supply (steam or electricity) to the capture processes, and vice versa. This also means that the 

electricity consumption of the CO2 compression and liquefaction processes is decreased. The same trends are visible 

also in the 2019 scenarios, even though the variability in marginal cost of electricity is significantly lower (Fig. 1).  

A second trend relating to the capture plant load is also found in the results (not shown in Fig. 5), in that when the 

district heating demand peaks, the capture plant load is reduced to avoid the loss of CHP plant heat output. District 

heating demand peaks might also coincide with electricity price peaks, resulting in double benefits of reduced capture 

plant load (increased supply of electricity and district heating).  

Flexible operation of the MEA carbon capture process, involving solvent storage in buffer tanks to decouple capture 

from solvent regeneration and CO2 compression, was studied by Castilla et al. [32] using dynamic process simulation, 

who concluded that such operation of the capture plant is feasible. Using solvent buffer tanks as a strategy to increase 

the flexibility of coal-fired CHP plant with CCS was shown to increase plant revenue [33], and could be an interesting 

aspect to further develop in the city energy system model. However, the CO2 emission market set-up might impact 

the incentives to operate CCS flexibly. With a market price on CO2 emissions (fossil and/or biogenic), it might be 

relevant to consider flexible operation of the carbon capture unit to match temporal price variations, while a reversed 

auctioning system, as is underway in Sweden, might inhibit flexible operation strategies and rather benefit 

Figure 4. Carbon capture plant load duration curves for the capture processes when applied to the a) waste-fired CHP plant, and 

b) the recycled wood CHP plant. Panel c) shows the duration curve of CO2 generated by the recycled wood CHP plant. The data 

are arranged from highest to lowest load, i.e., not in chronological order.  
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maximization of carbon capture. Additionally, to keep the specific cost of car on capture  €/tCO2] as low as possible, 

it is beneficial to capture as much CO2 as possible to make the capture plant investments worthwhile [9]. Thereby, the 

design of carbon capture targets might be adapted to suit either flexible carbon capture (target set lower than maximum 

capture rate) or cost-effective maximization of carbon capture.  

3.4. Energy system impact of carbon capture 

As shown in Figure 5, electricity price variability can impact the operation of the carbon capture plant. The retrofit 

of CO2 capture to CHP plants can also affect the electricity balance in the city. In particular, the HPC process causes 

reduced electricity generation (Section 3.1) that, together with the electricity consumption of the CO2 compression 

unit, must be compensated for. CHP plants can potentially increase their operation to supply more electricity (Fig. 2), 

but electricity import to the city also increases significantly. In the 2019-HPC scenario, electricity imports increase 

with 44% compared to the 2019-Ref scenario.  

With the current electricity demand and assumed grid connection capacity (83% of peak demand), the increased 

import is feasible (with new investments in solar PV being cost-effective in the modeling). However, electricity 

demand is expected to increase as the industry and transport sectors are electrified and can cause congestion in the 

city if transmission capacity is not also expanded. In the case of Västerås, the grid capacity situation is strained already; 

industries that request grid connections above 10-15 MW might need to be turned down due to grid limitations [34]. 

In this context, it is important to ensure that sufficient grid connection or local electricity generation capacity is 

available to power carbon capture installments while also meeting the city electricity demand.  

Figure 6 plots the duration curves of the marginal cost of electricity and district heating in the city for one year. 

The electricity cost does not differ significantly between the reference, MEA and HPC scenarios. That is, carbon 

capture can be expected to have a low impact on the marginal cost of electricity in the city. Figure 6b and 6c show 

that the marginal cost of heat is zero for many hours of the year in all scenarios, indicating that CCS does not 

significantly increase the marginal cost of heat supply compared to the reference scenarios for the case study in this 

Figure 5. a) Marginal cost of electricity in the 2021/22 scenarios with MEA and HPC. b) MEA process energy consumption in 

the 2021/22-MEA scenario, when retrofitted to the recycled wood CHP plant. c) HPC process energy consumption in the 

2021/22-HPC scenario, when retrofitted to the recycled wood CHP plant. The figure shows four weeks in winter 

(February/March).  
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work. The average marginal cost of electricity differs with less than 0.1 €/MWh in the 201  scenarios and up to 2 

€/MWh in the 2021/22 scenarios.  

The use of the two other heat production units in the studied district heating system (i.e., the wood chip CHP plant 

and the heat pump, Table 2) is affected by the retrofit of carbon capture to CHP plants. However, the wood chip CHP 

plant and heat pump are used sparingly in the reference scenarios (140 and 10 GWh of annual heat production, 

respectively, compared to the total demand of 1,695 GWh). Therefore, changes in the operation of these units have a 

small impact in the system as a whole. In the 2019-MEA scenario, heat supply from CHP plants with CCS decreases, 

and leads to larger heat production from the wood chip CHP plant and heat pump. In the HPC scenarios, wood chip 

CHP and heat pump operation decreases as extra heat is available to recover from the capture unit, reducing the need 

for additional heat production.   

3.5. Considerations for carbon capture applied to waste and biofuels 

In this work, the carbon in the municipal solid waste that is combusted in the waste CHP plant is assumed to be of 

52% biogenic origin. Thus, only half of the CO2 captured from the waste-fired plant can be credited as CDR, compared 

to the recycled wood CHP plant that only generates biogenic CO2. However, considering the larger utilization of the 

waste-fired plant, over a year, the waste-fired plant captures approximately the same amount of biogenic CO2 (242 

ktCO2/year) as the recycled wood plant capture target (254 ktCO2/year, although the capture could be increased, see 

Section 3.3). Considering that the specific cost of carbon capture decreases with increased utilization of the capture 

plant [9], the waste-fired plant should, thereby, be able to provide a similar amount of BECCS as the recycled wood 

plant, but to a lower cost. However, economic incentives must be in place for both the reduction of fossil CO2 

emissions and CDR for CCS to be competitive for a waste-fired CHP plant. Business models for CDR from waste-

fired plants are discussed in Ref [35].   

4. Conclusion 

This work investigates the cost-optimal operation of CHP plants retrofitted with a carbon capture process (heat-

driven, MEA, or electricity-driven, HPC) in a city energy system, considering the electricity and district heating 

sectors. A novel optimization model formulation, with a detailed representation of the carbon capture processes and 

their heat integration possibilities, is presented and applied to a case study of the city Västerås, Sweden. Based on the 

results, it is concluded that both the MEA and HPC processes can be integrated in the city energy system without 

significant impact on the dispatch of district heating production units or the marginal costs of electricity and heat. For 

the MEA process, there is a loss of CHP heat production when retrofitting the capture process, which can be partly 

offset by heat recovery from the capture plant. The electrified HPC process does not necessarily interfere with the 

CHP energy output, as grid electricity can power the process. While substantial heat recovery opportunities are 

Figure 6. Marginal cost duration curves for a) electricity, and b-c) district heating, for the scenarios studied. The x-axis covers 

all hours of the year, i.e., the data is not plotted in chronological order. Note that the marginal cost of electricity is essentially the 

same in all 2019 scenarios (only the red curve is visible).  

2019 scenarios 

2021/22 scenarios 
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considered a benefit of the HPC process, this possibility is only partially utilized in the studied system. The optimal 

choice of capture process might, thereby, be a result of other factors than the energy performance itself. For instance, 

local conditions, such as grid connection capacity or the existing portfolio of production units, might be important to 

consider. While the present work investigates the retrofit of carbon capture to both a baseload (waste-fired) and an 

intermediate load (recycle wood) CHP plant, further research might examine the financial viability of carbon capture 

installations at both plants, and how CO2 market designs (for fossil and biogenic CO2) impact the setting of carbon 

capture targets and capture plant operation.   

Acknowledgements 

This work is financed by the Swedish Energy Agency and Göteborg Energi AB. 

References  

[1] IPCC. Summary for Policymakers. In: Global Warming of 1.5 C. An IPCC Special Report on the impacts of global warming of 1.5C 

above pre-industrial levels and related global greenhouse gas emission pathways. 2018. 
[2] Kemper J. Biomass and carbon dioxide capture and storage: A review. Int J Greenh Gas Control 2015;40:401–30. 

doi:10.1016/j.ijggc.2015.06.012. 

[3] SOU. Vägen till en klimatpositiv framtid - Betänkande av Klimatpolitiska vägvalsutredningen. Stockholm: 2020. 
[4] Fuss S, Johnsson F. The BECCS Implementation Gap–A Swedish Case Study. Front Energy Res 2021;8:1–18. 

doi:10.3389/fenrg.2020.553400. 

[5] Zetterberg L, Johnsson F, Möllersten K. Incentivizing BECCS — A Swedish Case Study. Front Clim 2021;3:1–16. 
doi:10.3389/fclim.2021.685227. 

[6] Energimyndigheten. Första, andra, tredje... Förslag på utformning av ett stödsystem för bio-CCS. 2021. 

[7] Avfall Sverige, Borås Energi, E.ON, Energiföretagen Sverige, Göteborg Energi, Halmstads Energi, Karlstads Energi, Kraftringen, 
Mälarenergi, Renova, Stockholm Exergi, SYSAV, Söderenergi, Tekniska Verken, Vattenfall, Växjö Energi, Öresundskraft Ö. Så når vi 

negativa utsläpp från fjärrvärmesektorn - En strategi för bio-CCS. 2022. 
[8] Energimyndigheten. Från små steg till stora kliv – En syntes av Industriklivets projekt inom bio-CCS. 2022. 

[9] Beiron J, Normann F, Johnsson F. A techno-economic assessment of CO2 capture in biomass and waste-fired combined heat and power 

plants - A Swedish case study. Int J Greenh Gas Control 2022;118:103684. doi:10.1016/j.ijggc.2022.103684. 
[10] Johnsson F, Normann F, Svensson E. Marginal Abatement Cost Curve of Industrial CO2 Capture and Storage – A Swedish Case Study. 

Front Energy Res 2020;8:175. doi:10.3389/fenrg.2020.00175. 

[11] Gustafsson K, Sadegh-Vaziri R, Grönkvist S, Levihn F, Sundberg C. BECCS with combined heat and power: Assessing the energy 
penalty. Int J Greenh Gas Control 2021;110:103434. doi:10.1016/j.ijggc.2021.103434. 

[12] Hammar C. Heat integration between CO2 Capture and Liquefaction and a CHP Plant [MSc Thesis]. Chalmers University of 

Technology, 2022. 
[13] Ignell V, Johansson E. Local Infrastructures for CCS Clusters - A Case Study of Two CHP Plants in Gothenburg [MSc Thesis]. 

Chalmers University of Technology, 2021. 

[14] Magnanelli E, Mosby J, Becidan M. Scenarios for carbon capture integration in a waste-to-energy plant. Energy 2021;227:120407. 
doi:10.1016/j.energy.2021.120407. 

[15] Levihn F, Linde L, Gustafsson K, Dahlen E. Introducing BECCS through HPC to the research agenda: The case of combined heat and 

power in Stockholm. Energy Reports 2019;5:1381–9. doi:10.1016/j.egyr.2019.09.018. 
[16] Johansson V, Lehtveer M, Göransson L. Biomass in the electricity system: A complement to variable renewables or a source of 

negative emissions? Energy 2019;168:532–41. doi:10.1016/j.energy.2018.11.112. 

[17] Lehtveer M, Emanuelsson A. BECCS and DACCS as Negative Emission Providers in an Intermittent Electricity System: Why 
Levelized Cost of Carbon May Be a Misleading Measure for Policy Decisions. Front Clim 2021;3:647278. 

doi:10.3389/fclim.2021.647276. 

[18] Mac Dowell N, Fajardy M. Inefficient power generation as an optimal route to negative emissions via BECCS? Environ Res Lett 
2017;12:045004. doi:10.1088/1748-9326/aa67a5. 

[19] Beiron J, Karlsson S, Skoglund H, Svensson E. The role of BECCS in providing negative emissions in Sweden under competing 

interests for forest-based biomass. 2nd Int. Conf. Negat. CO2 Emiss., 2022, p. 1–17. 
[20] Creutzig F, Breyer C, Hilaire J, Minx J, Peters GP, Socolow R. The mutual dependence of negative emission technologies and energy 

systems. Energy Environ Sci 2019;12:1805–17. doi:10.1039/c8ee03682a. 

[21] CO2 Capsol. Frequently asked questions 2022. https://www.co2capsol.com/faq (accessed November 2, 2022). 
[22] Heinisch V, Göransson L, Odenberger M, Johnsson F. Interconnection of the electricity and heating sectors to support the energy 

transition in cities. Int J Sustain Energy Plan Manag 2019;24:57–66. doi:10.5278/ijsepm.3328. 

[23] Beiron J, Göransson L, Normann F, Johnsson F. A multiple system level modeling approach to coupled energy markets: Incentives for 

combined heat and power generation at the plant, city and regional energy system levels. Energy 2022;254:124337. 

doi:10.1016/j.energy.2022.124337. 

[24] Zhai H, Rubin ES. Carbon capture effects on water use at pulverized coal power plants. Energy Procedia 2011;4:2238–44. 
doi:10.1016/j.egypro.2011.02.112. 

[25] Statistics Sweden. Electricity supply, district heating and supply of natural and gasworks gas 2018. 2019. 



 GHGT-16 J. Beiron et al.   12 

[26] Gardarsdóttir SÓ, Normann F, Skagestad R, Johnsson F. Investment costs and CO2 reduction potential of carbon capture from 

industrial plants - A Swedish case study. Int J Greenh Gas Control 2018;76:111–24. doi:10.1016/j.ijggc.2018.06.022. 
[27] Beiron J, Svanberg Frisinger M-S, Holm J, Johnsson F, Unger T, Wolf J. Teknik, systemintegration och kostnader för bio-CCS. 2022. 

[28] Roshan Kumar T, Beiron J, Biermann M, Thunman H, Harvey S. Plant and system-level performance of combined heat and power 

plants integrated with different carbon capture technologies. Submitt Publ 2022. 
[29] Daraei M, Campana PE, Avelin A, Jurasz J, Thorin E. Impacts of integrating pyrolysis with existing CHP plants and onsite renewable-

based hydrogen supply on the system flexibility. Energy Convers Manag 2021;243:114407. doi:10.1016/j.enconman.2021.114407. 

[30] The Swedish Energy Agency. Trädbränsle-, torv- och avfallspriser 2021. https://www.energimyndigheten.se/statistik/den-officiella-
statistiken/statistikprodukter/tradbransle--och-torvpriser/ (accessed July 7, 2021). 

[31] Zheng RF, Barpaga D, Mathias PM, Malhotra D, Koech PK, Jiang Y, et al. A single-component water-lean post-combustion CO2 

capture solvent with exceptionally low operational heat and total costs of capture - Comprehensive experimental and theoretical 
evaluation. Energy Environ Sci 2020;13:4106–13. doi:10.1039/d0ee02585b. 

[32] Martinez Castilla G, Biermann M, Montañés RM, Normann F, Johnsson F. Integrating carbon capture into an industrial combined-heat-
and-power plant: performance with hourly and seasonal load changes. Int J Greenh Gas Control 2019;82:192–203. 

[33] Saint-Pierre A, Mancarella P. Techno-economic Assessment of Flexible Combined Heat and Power Plant with Carbon Capture and 

Storage. 2014 Power Syst Comput Conf 2014:1–7. doi:10.1109/PSCC.2014.7038449. 
[34] Tillväxt- och regionplaneförvaltningen Stockholm. Kraftförsörjning inom östra Mellansverige. 2019. 

[35] Torvanger A. Business Models for Negative Emissions From Waste-to-Energy Plants. Front Clim 2021;3:1–9. 

doi:10.3389/fclim.2021.709891. 

 

 


