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Power to gas is a novel energy storage concept that can help in providing energy storage and offer
sustainable and efficient alternative ways to utilize the surplus electricity generated by the provincial
grid of Ontario, Canada. This situation of ‘surplus electricity’ also exists elsewhere as there in increasing
intermittent renewable power on various grids. The ability of the power to gas energy hubs to utilize the
existing natural gas distribution and storage network (within the province) to distribute and store the
electrolytic hydrogen produced is one of its major advantages. In this study an optimization model of a
power to gas energy hub having a hydrogen production module capacity of 2 MW has been developed.
The goal of the optimization study is to carry out an economic feasibility of the energy hub under existing
pricing mechanisms for the three primary services that it provides, namely: 1) Offsetting CO, emissions
at natural gas end users by providing hydrogen enriched natural gas; 2) Providing demand response
when directed by the Independent Electricity System Operator of the province, and 3) Providing pure
hydrogen to a fuel cell vehicle refueling station. It is observed that current pricing mechanisms are not
valued high enough for the power to gas energy hub to be economically feasible and payback periods
longer than the project lifetime (20 years) have been observed. Therefore, through a post-processing
economic calculation, the additional monetary incentive required for the energy hub to achieve a NPV
equal to zero for shorter project lifetimes of 8, 9 and 10 years have been calculated. The required
additional monetary incentives (for the new project lifetimes) have then been split proportionally to the
share of the revenues earned by the energy hub while providing each of the three services. Through this,
the existing pricing mechanisms have been scaled up and a new pricing mechanism has been developed
that highlights the monetary requirements of a power to gas energy hub to be economically feasible. It is
seen that the required increase in the pricing of the three different services offered by the energy hub are
reasonable and lie within the ranges proposed for them in coming years.

© 2017 Published by Elsevier Ltd.

1. Introduction

whose generation profile at times do not match with the electricity
demand profile. Furthermore, due to the current electrical system's

With the ever increasing supply of electricity from green energy,
many jurisdictions including the province of Ontario must balance
an intermittent sources of renewable energy (wind and solar),
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high reliance on nuclear energy, there is a surplus of baseload po-
wer generated during certain off-peak periods. This surplus is often
sold to neighboring jurisdictions at a loss in order to balance the
power on the grid. One method for management of the supply and
demand is to operate the renewable generation assets by making it
dispatchable, as Ontario has had to do [1,2].

Research on potential implementations of large scale energy
storage technologies in countries with growing renewable energy
portfolio has been rigorous in the past few years. de Boer et al. [3]
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carry out a comparative analysis of the benefits of the integration of
large scale energy storage systems like pumped hydro storage,
compressed air energy system and power to gas energy hubs in an
electricity grid with growing penetration of wind farms. In their
rigorous analysis it is seen that the power to gas energy hub
concept can be effective energy storage systems in countries which
have existing natural gas systems that can act as a sink to store large
amounts of surplus electricity.

The Independent Electricity System Operator of Ontario has
been actively trying to procure energy storage technologies to help
alleviate the surplus electricity generation issue that it faces during
the power grids transition to a renewable energy economy. Power
to gas is one of the technologies procured by the IESO [4].

Power to gas proposes to utilize surplus electricity produced by
the power grid to produce hydrogen through electrolysis. The
hydrogen can be injected into the existing natural gas distribution
and storage system within the province and in this manner the
natural gas grid is used for energy storage which helps to support
renewable energy integration [5]. Linking the natural gas grid with
the power grid will enable Ontario to utilize the large storage ca-
pacity offered by the existing underground natural gas reservoir.
Walker et al. benchmark power to gas with respect to other existing
energy storage technologies (in the context of Ontario) and high-
light that the concept has a potential storage capacity that is orders
of magnitude greater than competing technologies [6]. They also
highlight the power to gas's ability to provide energy storage over a
longer time period (weeks or seasonally). The hydrogen injected in
to the natural gas grid can also find direct end use at natural gas end
users. Nastasi et al. [ 7] analyze the benefits of linking the power and
natural gas grids by suggesting an effective way of utilizing inter-
mittent power generated by renewable energy storage systems. In
their work Nastasi et al. look at the ‘greening’ of the natural gas grid
by injecting renewable hydrogen produced via electrolyzers into
the natural gas distribution network. The hydrogen enriched nat-
ural gas blend produced, helps in offsetting CO, emissions at the
natural gas end user and is seen as a more efficient way of using
hydrogen in comparison to its storage and re-use at a later time
point to produce electricity. The linking of the heating and the
electricity network is a potential solution for easing the transition
to a renewable energy economy and forming a seamlessly inter-
linked energy network or a ‘smarter energy network’. Collet et al.
[8] carry out an environmental and techno-economic analysis on
yet another potential energy recovery pathway of the power to gas
energy hub concept where, hydrogen produced from both renew-
able and non-renewable energy sources is combined with CO, from
biogas to produce bio-CH4. The bio-CH4 can then be injected in to
the natural gas distribution network once it meets the specific
standards set by natural gas utilities for it to be used by the end
user. Maroufmashat et al. look at the feasibility of incorporating a
Power to gas energy hub in an urban community and their analysis
shows how different energy vectors including hydrogen can be
exchanged between hubs, thus forming smart urban energy sys-
tems [9]. Although there are a number of pilot plants using power
to gas globally, few of these use the injection of hydrogen into the
natural gas system [10]. Only a small number of pilot plants
worldwide use natural gas pipelines or underground gas storage
reservoirs to distribute and store the gas. However, a power to gas
plant in Falkenhagen, Germany demonstrates that this type of
hydrogen injection is viable [11].

Also, the development of hydrogen generation capacity initiates
a transition to a ‘hydrogen economy’ where zero emission trans-
portation addresses both urban air pollution and climate change
issues.

The ancillary service market can provide additional revenues for
power to gas facilities with modern polymer electrolyte membrane

(PEM) electrolyzers which can alter their load and output quickly in
order to provide this service. To determine the appropriateness of
electrolyzers for offering regulation and load following services,
Eichman et al. [12] carried out ramping tests. The tests were carried
out on a 40-kW alkaline and a 40-kW PEM electrolyzer. The results
show that a polymer electrolyte membrane (PEM) electrolyzer
takes less than '; a second to complete almost all of a 25% ramp
down from its maximum operating level to a lower operating level.
Eichman et al.'s work also shows that it takes ' a second for the
PEM electrolyzer to complete a 75% ramp up from when the elec-
trolyzer was turned off, and restarted again within a quick suc-
cession. The alkaline electrolyzer lagged the PEM electrolyzer
significantly in the study and is thus less suitable for providing
demand response services. The provision of high value ancillary
services help to make the installation and operation of electrolysis
technology more economical.

There are a number of disturbances that can lead to a disjoint
between energy supply and demand [13]. To accommodate the
disturbances and manage the grid, the Independent Electricity
Systems Operator (IESO) purchases ancillary services from gener-
ators and consumers [ 14—18]. Ancillary services can be divided into
operating reserves (OR) and demand response (DR), as shown in
Table 1.

As can be seen from Table 1, the goal of the demand response
program is to procure loads which react to signals to modify their
energy use. One way to encourage a modification of energy use is to
provide a price-based program [19,20]. This system mimics the
nature of the Time of Use energy pricing for residential consumers
in Ontario, and of the wholesale Hourly Ontario Energy Price
(HOEP) for industrial and commercial consumers [13,21]. The
eventual goal in Ontario is to have various demand response con-
tractors bid through an auction to provide demand response ser-
vices, as laid out by IESO's pre-auction report [22,23].

Although there are costs from offering demand response ser-
vices, such as lost business and inconvenience, end users offering
the service may have reduced total electrical costs from the use of
low cost off-peak power [20,24,25]. When a high amount of energy
demand is shifted to off-peak periods, it becomes easier to utilize
renewable energy and manage the province's baseload nuclear
power and makes more efficient use of all generation assets. The
benefits are not only limited to the customers, but also extends to
the operator of the program. If the IESO purchases demand
response services from multiple loads, it will reduce electricity
prices and its own capital and operations costs [26]. The IESO hopes
to reach a demand response capacity of 80 MW through a number
of contracts for loads up to 35 MW [18].

Parra et al. [27] carry out a techno-economic evaluations of
power to gas energy hub systems with hydrogen production
(electrolyzer system) capacities in the MW scale. One of the con-
clusions of their study shows the benefit of developing power to gas
energy systems that can provide multiple services like: 1) Power to
Hydrogen, and 2) Power to Methane. By offering multiple services,
Parra et al. show that power to gas energy systems can become
more economically viable.

Therefore, this study focuses on modeling a 2 MW power to Gas
system, co-located at a natural gas pressure reduction station that
offers three services, namely: 1) Offsetting CO, emissions at natural
gas end users by providing hydrogen enriched natural gas; 2)
Providing demand response when directed by the Independent
Electricity System Operator of the province, and 3) Providing pure
hydrogen to a fuel cell vehicle refueling station. A mixed integer
non-linear programming problem has been formulated in the
General Algebraic Modeling System (GAMS). The objectives being
optimized are the economic performance, and the economic ben-
efits from curbing the emission of greenhouse gases from the hub,
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Table 1
Ancillary Services provided for IESO [17].

Type Service

Procured from Service Time

1. Operating Reserves

2. Demand Response

a. Regulation [18]

b. Load following [13,19]

Manipulation of consumption profile
Match fluctuations in demand and supply

Supplementary energy for unforeseen circumstances

Dispatchable loads and generators 2h[17]

Second-to-second
5-min to 1-h

End-users
Generators and loads can participate
directly or as aggregated load [20]

while participating in the future demand response auction program
[22]. In the auction program the power to Gas facility receives the
maximum demand response auction clearing price value [23].

The study also highlights the potential benefit of integrating the
power grid with the natural gas grid and also linking the power grid
to the future transportation sector that employs the use of zero-
emission vehicles like fuel cell vehicles. Schiebahn et al. [28]
carry out a techno-economic analysis of the potential energy re-
covery pathways of power to gas systems (e.g.: providing hydrogen
for fuel cell vehicles) in the context of Germany. Their economic
evaluation is based on a static electricity pricing. Zhao et al. [29]
develop a small scale refueling station solely dependent on
renewable energy generation sources. Their work focuses on a
decentralized energy system. In comparison to both Schiebahn
et al. and Zhao et al.’s work, the study presented here involves
development of a more rigorous optimization model that accounts
for the variation in the operating cost (dynamic electricity pricing)
of the power to gas system on an hourly time index over the course
of a year while satisfying hydrogen demand of a fuel cell vehicle
refueling station with a daily hydrogen demand capacity of 670 kg.
This work also looks at how a power to gas energy hub gains eco-
nomic incentives in offsetting CO, emissions by injecting hydrogen
into the existing natural gas infrastructure within the province of
Ontario. There is a realizable benefit in linking the power and
natural gas grid in Ontario as the electrolytic hydrogen produced
comes from a relatively clean energy supply mix (90% of annual
energy generation came from clean energy source in 2015) [30].
This in turn leads to a better utilization of the surplus power pro-
duced by the grid, in comparison to exporting electricity at a low
price to neighboring jurisdictions. Another novelty of this work is
the incorporation of ancillary services and analyzing the economic
benefits of participating in the provincial demand response auction
market. The high ramp up and ramp down rates of polymer elec-
trolyte membranes has been utilized to provide hourly demand
response services to provincial power grid of Ontario.

2. Problem definition

Polymer electrolyte membrane (PEM) electrolyzers are known
to have a higher durability (i.e. provide better functionality at
extreme operating conditions) and are quicker to complete to
changes in operating level in comparison to alkaline electrolyzers
over their lifecycle [12,31—33]. Therefore, the authors analyze the
potential benefits that the electrolyzers can provide through de-
mand response (DR) based on the load following requirements set
by the IESO. Natural gas pressure reduction stations serve as an
interconnection between the high-pressure transmission-lines
which operate at 42—84 bar and low pressure distribution pipelines
at 1.03—5.15 bar [34]. As PEM electrolyzers have the ability to
produce hydrogen at high pressures in the range of 10—30 bar, it is
safe to assume that injecting high pressure hydrogen in to the
distribution lines originating from the pressure reduction station
will only require pressure regulation through the infrastructure for
which is already available at the pressure reduction site. In this
study, it is assumed that the two PEM electrolyzer modules produce

hydrogen at 30 bar [35] and 21 °C. The safe injection limit of
hydrogen into natural gas systems is approximately 5 mol% [34]. In
addition to providing demand response services to the power grid,
and Hydrogen Enriched Natural Gas (HENG) to natural gas end
users, the potential economic and environmental benefits of
providing hydrogen for a refueling station has also been considered
in this energy hub simulation. The motivation behind this comes
from the shift towards a greener transportation sector [36], espe-
cially a transition towards a hydrogen economy. As of March 2016,
there are 644 fuel cell refueling stations worldwide [37], and a
number of different hydrogen fuel cell vehicles are now available
commercially. The provision of hydrogen for vehicles is the third
high value service (the other two services are: Offsetting CO,
emissions at natural gas end user and providing demand response
to power grid) that the electrolysis technology provides in this
study. Although this work is customized to the Ontario electrical
generation system, the model can be used use for various electrical
generation systems with various generation profiles.

2.1. Hydrogen demand

Pratt et al. [38] highlight three near-term hydrogen filling sta-
tion capacities: 100 kg per day, 200 kg per day, and 300 kg per day.
The filling stations having a capacity of 100 and 200 kg are suitable
for large city centers where the demand fits the ‘low use commuter
or intermittent station classifications’ [37]. The 300 kg per filling
station is better suited for an urban market with high demand, and
can be categorized as a ‘High Use Commuter’ fueling station.
However, the 2 MW PEM electrolyzer systems can meet a daily
hydrogen demand of 300 kg with sufficient capacity to spare.

The hydrogen vehicle demand curve in this paper is the ‘default
Chevron Demand Profile’ from the Hydrogen Refueling Station
Analysis Model (HRSAM) developed by the National Renewable
Energy Laboratory (NREL) [39]. In order to account for variations in
the total daily demand placed on the station over a period of one
week, variability data from a feasibility analysis of a hydrogen
fueling station in Honolulu is considered [40].

The hydrogen demand profile available in the Hydrogen Refu-
eling Station Analysis Model has been used for a refueling station
capable of handling 100 kg per day of hydrogen demand.
Mukherjee et al. develop a linear programming optimization
problem of a power to gas energy hub with fixed storage and
hydrogen production capacity (2 MW) [41]. The purpose of the
work was to assess the maximum daily hydrogen demand that can
be supplied by the 2 MW system while providing demand response
service to the power grid. The hydrogen demand profile of the
100 kg per day refueling station is scaled up manually until the
optimization problem gives an infeasible solution. In other words
this implies that the hydrogen demand placed on the energy hub
goes unsatisfied. The conclusion of their work shows that the 2 MW
power to gas energy hub can meet a maximum daily hydrogen
demand of 670 kg from a refueling station while also satisfying
demand response requirements placed on it by the power grid. To
improve on the model proposed by Mukherjee et al., the same
system configuration is utilized in the work presented here to
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provide the additional service of offsetting CO, emissions at the
natural gas end users by linking the power and natural gas grids.

2.2. Energy hub components: H, filling station infrastructure

The energy hub designed at the pressure reduction station, and
illustrated in Fig. 1, is comprised of:

- 2 x 1 MW PEM electrolyzers [35] for producing hydrogen;

- 1 storage tank with a maximum capacity of 89 kg at 172 bar [42];

- A three stage booster reciprocating compressor capable of
handling inlet pressures as low as 20 bar (compression ra-
tio ~ 21) and has a capacity of 87 kg per h; and,

- A pre-storage reciprocating compressor developed by RIX In-
dustries [39] that has a maximum flow handling capacity of
42 kg per h and can compress hydrogen gas from 3 bar to
310 bar.

As shown in Fig. 1, a fraction of the hydrogen produced by the
electrolyzer is sent directly to the pressure reduction station where
the gas is mixed with natural gas to form HENG and injected in to
low pressure distribution lines. The compressors and storage tank
unit are a part of an integrated system that provides pure hydrogen
to a hydrogen refueling station. Hydrogen produced for satisfying
fuel cell vehicle (FCV) fuel demand passes through a pre-storage
reciprocating compressor that compresses gas coming in at
30 bar and 21 °C to the storage tank pressure of 172 bar. The lower
limit of hydrogen inventory (Iy;,) within the tank is calculated at
30 bar using the ideal gas equation that has been modified to ac-
count for the compressibility factor of hydrogen at 30 bar and 21 °C.
The parameters V, Rand T are used as denotations for the volume
of tank (m?), the ideal gas constant (m> bar per K mol) and the
temperature (K) inside the tank (Appendix: A).

A Pangmin x V x z
Min — RXT

The booster compressor placed outside the tank is used to
compress hydrogen gas coming out of the tank to 350 bar, which is
considered to be the storage pressure of hydrogen gas on board fuel
cell vehicles [39]. The temperature assumed for calculating the

(1)

properties of hydrogen is taken to be 21 °C which is temperature at
which hydrogen is stored on board fuel cell vehicles [39].

2.3. Demand response

The energy hub provides hourly load following demand
response services through load reductions, as directed by the IESO.
The hourly load-following requirement of the grid is calculated via
the schematic shown in Fig. 2. Through the calculation of the hourly
load following requirement, the hours in which the grid has a
positive hourly load following most of which needs to be provided
from the generator side, demand response service provided by the
power to gas energy hub can offset a part of the concerned hour's
positive load following requirement.

The first step in developing the demand response data used in
this study involves normalizing the twelve 5-min provincial market
energy demands in an hour. The historical 5 min market demand
data has been provided by the IESO. The normalization is done by
calculating the 25 min rolling averages of each of the twelve 5-min
market demands. Subsequently, the maximum and minimum
rolling averages occurring in an hour are estimated. Following this
the difference between the maximum and minimum rolling
average is also determined (Differentialy, ).

Since the market demand data includes energy exchanges be-
tween the neighboring jurisdictions, the provincial imports and
exports of energy occurring in an hour need to be accounted for.
The hourly net interchange schedule is estimated by calculating the
difference between the hourly imports and exports of energy to and
from the province [43]. Upon the determination of the hourly net
interchange schedule the hourly load following is calculated by
calculating the difference between the terms Differential, and
Net Interchange Schedule,, [44]. The binary parameter ‘DR’ is ‘1’
when the electrolyzers need to provide demand response and it is
set as ‘0’ when there is no demand response action required.

3. Optimization model

Previous work by Mukherjee et al. [5] has focused on sizing the
components of the power to gas energy hub, specifically the
hydrogen production and storage systems. The optimization logic
to size the energy hub components have been based on the trade-
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Normalization of Data:

* Calculate 25 Minute Rolling Averages of the Twelve 5-minute Provincial Market demands in

an hour:
; Rolling Average of Demand;

= Average(Demand;_, + Demand;_; + Demand; + Demandy,; + Demand;, ;)

..........................................................................................

Calculate Hourly Net Interchange Schedule:
Net Interchange Schedulep, = Energy Imports, — Energy Exportsy,

If Load Following, > 0, DRy = 1
Else if Load Following, < 0, DR, =0

Load Followingy, = Dif ferential, — Net Intergchange Scheduley,

Fig. 2. Schematic showing the development of the demand response data.

off based ¢-constraint method [45], where the net cost of the overall
system has been minimized subject to emission offset constraints
applicable to CO, emissions offset from supplying HENG to natural
gas end users. While meeting the emission offset targets, the
installed system minimizes net cost by achieving energy arbitrage
across the two energy systems. The system decides to produce
surplus hydrogen and inject some of it in storage tanks when it is
inexpensive to buy electricity for producing hydrogen through the
electrolyzers. By doing so, when the electricity price peaks, the
storage systems can be used to withdraw hydrogen to inject it into
the natural gas system providing a uniform service and concen-
tration. In this way cost is reduced during peak electricity price by
operating electrolyzers at a lower level. The results from Ref. [5]
shows that selling hydrogen to natural gas end users at the en-
ergy value of natural gas (Henry hub natural gas spot price) is not
economical. However they propose that the energy hub may be
more economically feasible while providing ancillary services like
grid regulation (demand response), and Hj fuel supply for fuel cell
vehicle refueling stations.

Mukherjee et al. assess the ability of a power to gas system
with fixed hydrogen production capacity (2 MW nameplate ca-
pacity PEM electrolyzers) to provide demand response and offset
CO, emissions at natural gas end users by providing hydrogen
enriched natural gas [46]. They adopt a multi-objective (Economic
and Emissions) optimization approach using the e-constraint
method to model the power to gas energy hub and size a storage
and compressor module around the electrolyzer system. The
conclusion of their work shows that when 29 storage modules of
21.3 kg capacity each are co-located at the site of electrolyzer
system installation, a total of 1905 tonnes of CO, emissions can
be offset. However, the payback period is more than the project
lifetime of 20 years. When the minimum CO,. emissions to be
offset is lowered to 70% of the maximum value, the energy hub
can achieve this without any required storage and has a favorable
payback period of 11.7 years. Another work carried out by
Mukherjee et al. [47] looks at the ability of a 2 MW electrolyzer
system to provide hydrogen demand for a fuel cell vehicle refu-
eling station having a 428.6 kg daily demand while also offering
hydrogen to natural gas end users. The electroylzer system is also
setup to provide frequency regulation services to the power grid.

The hydrogen produced for the fuel cell vehicles is sent to the
refueling station via the natural gas pipeline network. The
hydrogen is separated from the natural gas via pressure swing
adsorption units sized at a downstream point in the gas distri-
bution network and then sent to the refueling station. The
conclusion of their work shows that the energy hub is economi-
cally attractive when on top of receiving incentive for providing
frequency regulation service, the hydrogen is sold at a premium
price ($ 8 per kg) to both the natural gas end user and the refu-
eling station. They draw this conclusion in comparison to a system
where hydrogen to the natural gas system is sold at the natural gas
spot price. In this case far less hydrogen is sold to the natural gas
end user and the total revenues earned are much lower.

The work presented by Mukherjee et al. in Ref. [46], and [47]
show the potential benefits of developing an energy hub with a
fixed electrolyzer capacity to provide ancillary services as well as
provide hydrogen to both the natural gas and the future trans-
portation sector in Ontario. Although, both articles show that po-
wer to gas energy hubs can be competitive in economic terms, the
articles base the valuation of the services provided by the energy
hub based on what is set either in neighboring jurisdictions (ex-
amples of values used: CO;. tax of Alberta, Canada, hydrogen fuel
price from developing US fuel cell vehicle markets, and regulation
service pricing from PJM, USA) or what has been set within the
province of Ontario without the consideration of power to gas as a
potential service provider (e.g. Demand response auction market
clearing price in Ontario). Therefore, in this study, the authors
utilize the existing pricing structures for each of the individual
services, namely: 1) CO,. emissions offset benefit; 2) Demand
response incentive, and 3) Hydrogen fuel price for transportation
sector (set as production cost of hydrogen for the energy hub
modeled, see section 3.1), as a baseline value and then develop a
premium pricing mechanism that give a clear idea on the valuation
of the services provided above. This in turn will help the policy
makers in the province of Ontario to develop programs for power to
gas energy hubs to be able to participate and compete in the energy
storage and service provider market. The optimization logic adop-
ted in this work and presented in section 3.1 moves away from the
previously adopted multi-objective optimization approach by the
authors in their work described above [46], [47]. In the multi-
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objective approach, the potential monetary incentive of offsetting
emissions were calculated post-optimization. In this study the
optimization problem is centered around a single objective which
incorporates the incentive received from CO, . emissions offset as a
revenue stream contributing to the cash flow objective (see section
3.1). In doing so, one can actually make a decision if the CO;e
emission offset credit adopted is high enough to warrant injection
of hydrogen in to the natural gas grid and offset emissions at the
end users of natural gas.

3.1. Mixed integer non-linear programming formulation

In this section, the calculations of the CO, credits and fuel
subsidization carried about by the optimization model are dis-
cussed. A mixed integer non-linear optimization problem is
formulated in the General Algebraic Modeling System. The opti-
mization problem is run for two scenarios, namely: 1) Scenario 1:
Baseline price mechanism, and 2) Scenario 2: Adjusted H; price
mechanism. The two scenarios are developed based on the
premise that hydrogen sold to the natural gas end user at the
natural gas spot price is not economical [5]. In scenarios 1 and 2,
selling price of hydrogen to natural gas end user is set at the
natural gas spot price. However, in scenario 2, to account for the
losses incurred in selling hydrogen to the natural gas end user, the
selling price of the hydrogen to fuel cell vehicle end users is
adjusted (or marked up). Scenario 1, does not mark up the price of
hydrogen sold to fuel cell vehicles. Equations ((5) and (8) and (12)
and (14)—(16) show the process of calculating this adjustment in
selling price of hydrogen.

It should be noted that the only difference between scenario 1
and 2 is that scenario 1 doesn't include equations (4), (12) and (15)
when modeled in the GAMS software. Every other equation is
included in both of the models prepared for scenario 1 and 2.

The symbols used in the equations described in this section are
defined in Appendix A and B. Equation (2), below, shows the cash
flow objective function formulated for the optimization problem.
The main goal is to maximize the cash flow function.

Maximize : CF

= _O&MElectrolyzer - CEIectrolyzer - (CBooster Compressor

X NBooster Compressor) - (CCompressorPre—Storage

X NCompresson Pre—Storage) - (CTank Storage X NTcmk>
+ NR
(2)

The cash flow function is comprised of terms that make up the
amortized investment including the capital (Cgecgropyzer) and oper-
ating and maintenance (O&Megiecgrolyzer) COSts of the PEM electro-
lyzers [37]. The objective function also includes the amortized
capital and installation costs of the compressor and hydrogen
storage system located at the energy hub. The capital cost data for
the hydrogen compression and storage system is retrieved from
literature examining the future hydrogen economy [39,42].
NBooster Compressor» NCompresson Pre—Storage» and NTank are parameters
that denote the number of booster compressors, pre-storage com-
pressors and tanks used in the energy hub. The coefficients of the
parameters: Cpooster Compressors CCompressorﬁPre—Storagev and CTank Storage
are the amortized capital costs for the booster compressor, pre-
storage compressor, and tank. The total capital costs of the com-
ponents of the energy hub were amortized over a period of (n)
20 years at an interest rate of 8%, which is considered to be the
lifetime of the project. The term NR in Equation (2) for scenario 1 is
expanded on in Equation (3).

H
NR = Z[_ (FHzAh x CRwater X UCWater) - [{Eh
h=1

+ Epooster compressor.h + (Fy in Tank,n

x ECFcompressor, Pre—Storage)} x (CElectricity,h + TCh)]

+ (FHZ,Pipe,h x HHV, % (Rygp — [y % 5])) + (Fh,,0ut,Tank h
x LPCy,) — Cpr + (LRh % Rioad Reduction * DRn)] + (EOnG

X RCOZ)
(3)

The variable NR is a net monetary stream that is the difference
between the earnings and the operating cost of the power to gas
energy hub. In addition to the operating and maintenance costs of
the PEM electrolyzers, the system also incurs the following oper-
ating costs:

- CRwater * UCwater» accounts for the cost ($) of water per kmol of
hydrogen produced;
- Chlectricity helps in estimating the cost incurred to run the two
compressors and the PEM electrolyzers installed in the energy
hub;
E is denoted as the energy consumed by the PEM electrolyzers
and it is calculated using Equation (17);
- The term Egooster compressor 1S the KWh of energy consumed by the
booster compressor and is calculated using Equation (28);
ECFCompressor. Pre—Storage (kWh per kmol HZ) is the energy
consumed by the pre-storage compressor per kmol of hydrogen
fed to it [39]. The term is pre-calculated because the pre-storage
compressor compresses gas coming in from the PEM electro-
lyzers at 30 bar and 21 °C to the tank storage pressure of 172 bar
and 21 °C;
- TC, is a fixed charge added to the total operating cost for using
the power transmission lines. It is calculated by multiplying a
charge factor by the energy consumed by the electrolyzers, and
the two compressors;
v ($ per MMBtu) is the rate charged by natural gas distribution
utility to supply fuel for compressors located along their pipe-
lines that help in maintaining the pressure of the flow within
the pipelines [48];
0 (%) is the amount of natural gas fuel required by natural gas
distribution utility to run their pipeline compressors, on top of
the gas is being transported. The requirement is expressed as a
percentage of gas to be transported [48], and
Cpg is a term defined to calculate the money owed by the energy
hub to the grid at times when the system is actually scheduled
to provide its entire contracted capacity for demand response
but chooses to offer a demand response curtailment lower than
the contracted amount. This term is calculated using Equation
(19).

The terms that comprise the earnings of the energy hub include:

Rnc($ per MMBtu) is the Henry Hub Natural Gas Spot Price that
is used as the selling price of hydrogen supplied to the natural
gas end users;

HHVy, (MMBtu per kmol) is the higher heating value of
hydrogen used in the study;

LPCy, denotes the levelized production cost of hydrogen in
scenario 1. The hydrogen is sold to the fuel cell vehicles at the
levelized production cost incurred by the energy hub to produce
the gas (see equation (5)).
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- Ryoad Reduction (3 per kWh) is the incentive that the power to gas
energy hub receives for reducing its load and provide the de-
mand response services to the grid [23];

- DR is a binary parameter which takes a value of ‘1’ when the
power to gas system is contracted to provide the demand
response service to the grid, and ‘O’ when it does not have to
provide the demand response service;

- LR (kWh) is the actual amount of curtailment provided by the
PEM electrolyzers at a particular hour;

- EONg is the amount of CO, emissions offset (kg) by sending
HENG in place of pure natural gas to the end users. Equation (15)
shows how the term is calculated;

- Reo, is the existing emission credit incentive given to services
that reduce their CO; emissions. For this study this value has
been set at the $ 15 per tonne of CO, emissions carbon tax value
used in Alberta, Canada [49]. Once again future analysis will
consider the potential for an increase carbon pricing structure,
which is likely.

Hourly energy demand data for the pressure reduction station
has been made available for the period of November 2012 to
October 2013 by Enbridge Inc. Therefore, the natural gas spot price
Ryc data (Henry Hub Natural Gas Spot Price) and the hourly Ontario
energy price (Cgpecrriciey) [50] for the corresponding timeline has
been used in the study.

Equation (4) shows the expression for the net revenue term (NR)
for scenario 2. The only difference between equations (3) and (4) is
the selling price of hydrogen to the fuel cell vehicles. In this case,
LPCy, is replaced by ASPy,.

H
NR =" = (Fiu,n x CRwater % UCwater) — [{En
h=1

+ Egooster compressor.h + ( Fry.in.Tank h

X ECFCompressor,Pre—Storage)} X (CElectricityh + Tch)]

+ (FHZ,Pipe,h x HHVy, x (Rygp — [ % 5D> + (Fu, out, Tank
x ASPi) = Cor + (LRh * Rioad Reduction * DRy)] + (EOng

X RCOZ)

(4)

ASPy, ($ per kmol) is the marked up or adjusted selling price at
which the hydrogen produced by the electrolyzers is sold to the fuel
cell vehicle end users and it is a variable that is calculated using
Equation (15).

The levelized production cost of hydrogen(LPCy, ) is calculated
by taking the ratio of total cost incurred in producing the gas
(denoted by Cy, ) over the total amount of hydrogen produced (Ty, )
over the course of the entire modeling timeframe (Nov 2012—0Oct
2013).

Ch,
H;

= LPCy, (5)

The variable Cy, accounts for both the amortized capital costs of
the energy hub infrastructure as well as the operating and main-
tenance cost incurred while operating the components of the hub.
The terms used to calculate Cy, is determined by using Equation
(5). The terms included in Equation (6) are a part of equations (2)
and (3) and have already been explained in detail.

CH; = O&MElectrolyzer + CElectrolyzer + (CBooster Compressor

X NBooster Compressor) + (CCompressorﬁPre—Storage

M=

[

X (FHzﬁh x CRwater x UCWater) + [{Eh + Eooster compressor,h

X NCompressor Pre—Storage) + (CTank Storage X NTank) +
h

Il
—_

+ ( FH2,In.Tank,h X ECFCompressor, Pre—Storage)} X <CElecm'city.h

+ TCh)] + (Fszpipeyh x HHVy, x v x (5)]
(6)

The hydrogen produced every hour is related to the energy
bought from the grid at the hourly energy price (HOEP) via Equa-
tion (7). The EFgecyolyzer coefficient on the right hand side in
Equation (7) is determined based on the ratio of the PEM electro-
lyzer efficiency and the higher heating value of hydrogen [35].

FHz,h = EFElectrolyzer x Ep (7)

The annual hydrogen production of the energy hub can be
calculated by summing the Fy,, over the entire year (Nov
2012—0ct 2013) or 8760 h (H), as seen in Equation (8) below.

H
T, = > Fu,n (8)
h=1

Since the energy hub provides hydrogen to both the natural gas
end users as well as the fuel cell vehicles at refueling station, the
hydrogen coming out of the electrolyzer (Fy,) is split in to two
streams, as in Equation (9), Fy, n 1ank @and Fy, pipe-

Fy, in1ank is the flow of hydrogen directed through the pre-
storage compressor and then sent to the tank storage unit. Fy, pipe
on the other hand is the hydrogen flow sent to the pressure
reduction station where it mixes with natural gas and is then
injected into the distribution pipelines which takes the HENG to the
natural gas end users.

FHz,h = FHZ JIn,Tank,h + FHzPipe,h (9)

At any given hour (h), the amount of hydrogen stored within the
tank is determined by doing a simple inventory balance as shown in
Equation (10).

In, h = I, ho1 + Fu, i Tankh — FH, 0ut Tankh (10)

The index h — 1 indicates the previous time point. Iy, denotes
the hydrogen inventory within the tank at the end of hour h.
Fy, out, Tank is the amount of hydrogen taken out of the tank and
sent to the booster compressor before being sent to the refueling
station. The maximum and minimum amount of hydrogen that can
be stored in the tank at any instant is set by the upper (Iy;.x) and
lower (Iy,) bounds shown in Equation (11) below.

IMin < IHz,h < IMax (1 1)

As the higher heating value of hydrogen is lower than the higher
heating value of natural gas, it is intuitive that selling hydrogen to
natural gas end user at a price set at the natural gas energy value is
going to be less economical. Also, since the levelized hydrogen
production cost calculated in Equation (5) accounts for both the
hydrogen produced for the natural gas end user and the refueling
station, hydrogen sold to the pipeline is undervalued. Therefore, the
monetary loss in selling hydrogen at a lower price to the natural gas
end user is used to adjust the selling price of hydrogen to fuel cell
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vehicles.

The monetary loss while selling hydrogen to the natural gas end
user on an energy basis (HHVyy) by using the Henry Hub Natural
Gas Spot Price ($ per MMBtu) is calculated from the difference
between the levelized production cost and the hourly spot price as
seen in equation (12) below.

H

L= {LPCH2 = (HHVy, x RNG,h)} x Fu, pipen (12)
h=1

The summation of all of the hydrogen sold to the fuel cell vehicle
over the course of a year is estimated by summing hydrogen
withdrawn from the tank storage as seen in Equation (13).

H

Tr,rcv = Y Fi, out, Tankh (13)
h=1

The variable Ry, ey in Equation (14), is used to estimate the
revenue earned if the hydrogen sent to the refueling station is sold
at levelized production cost determined from Equation (5).

Ry, rcv = Ty, Fov < LPCh, (14)

Using the values of Ty, rcy (kmol) and Ry, gcy ($) from Equations
(13) and (14), the adjusted selling price of hydrogen sent to refu-
eling station has been estimated in equation (15), below.

~ (L+ Ry, rev)
ASPr, = Ty, Fov

(15)
The total CO, emissions offset is calculated by adding the
emissions reduced at natural gas end users (EOpg).

H

EOnG :goh x (EMFG + EMFyG production ) 6

~ (Fu, pipen  EMFu, )|

Equation (16) outlines the process for calculating potential CO,
emissions offset by selling HENG to natural gas end user. The term
'O’ in the above equation denotes the amount of natural gas dis-
placed with hydrogen and is calculated by taking the difference of
natural gas flow when energy demand placed at the pressure
reduction is satisfied solely with natural gas (Xy¢) and natural gas
flow (Fng pipe) When HENG is used to satisfy the energy demand as
shown in Equation (17).

On = Xnc.n — FNG Pipe.n (17)

The calculated offset is then multiplied by the sum of the
emission factors of natural gas combustion and natural gas pro-
duction to get the actual emissions offset with the use of HENG as
an energy vector. Emission factor of natural gas (EMFyg, kg of CO,,
per kmol of NG burnt) is the amount of CO, emitted when natural
gas is burnt by its end user. The emissions associated with the
production of natural gas are given by EMFyg production (k& CO2e
per kmol of NG produced) [51].

The emission factor associated with using electricity in the
electrolyzers to produce hydrogen is that of the power grid (kg of
CO; per kWh of electricity produced). Using this value and multi-
plying it with the efficiency factor (kWh of electricity consumed per
kmol of hydrogen produced) of the PEM electrolyzers gives the
value for EMFy,.

The amount of energy consumed by the electrolyzers is gov-
erned by Equation (18). The parameter E;qx denotes the maximum
energy consumption possible by the electrolyzers at a given hour

(2000 kWh). In order to give the electrolyzers the flexibility to vary
their consumption from one hour to another, a variable named
Ereducey, is defined.

Ep < Emax — LRy, (18)

The variable LR in Equation (18) denotes the amount of load
reduction offered in hours when the electrolyzers are required to
reduce their energy consumption based on the load following de-
mand response logic described in Subsection 2.3. The contracted
curtailment amount (CCA) of the electrolyzers to offer demand
response is set at 2000 kW in an hour. The Independent Electricity
System Operator (IESO) sets the minimum amount of demand
response offered by a contracted facility to be 1000 kW in an hour
[52]. Equation (19) is used to limit the amount of load reduction
offered by the electrolyzers in a given hour to 1000—2000 kW
(CCA).

1000 x DRy, x a, < LR, < CCA x DRy, x ap, (19)

The term « is used as a binary variable that gives the optimi-
zation problem the flexibility to choose between either offering or
not offering the demand response service in a particular hour.

The IESO administers a clawback (Cpg) charge in hours where a
facility cannot provide the entire contracted curtailment amount.
Equation (20) is used to take into account this clawback charge
when the electrolyzers are not able to offer a demand response of
2000 kWh (CCA).

CDR,h = (UFy, X Rpoad Reduction < CCA) (20)

The clawback charge is calculated by initially multiplying the
unavailability factor (UF) with the contracted curtailment amount.
This product can also be defined as the difference between the
contracted curtailment amount and the actual load reduction
provided by the electrolyzers. The original incentive offered by the
IESO for providing the demand response service is then multiplied
to this difference to calculate the clawback charge. The unavail-
ability factor is an estimate of the fractional decrease in demand
response offered and is calculated by Equation (21).

CCA — LR,
CCA

The pure hydrogen demand from the refueling station that is
placed on the energy hub is determined using Equation (22), where
the flow of hydrogen coming out the tank storage unit (Fy, oy, Tank)
should be equal to the pure hydrogen demand (Dy, ).

UF, = x DRy, (21)

DHz,h = FHz,Out, Tank,h (22)

The energy demand placed at the pressure reduction station is
denoted by Dyg(MMBtu). Since the natural gas end users are sup-
plied with HENG, a heat content energy balance is used to make
sure that the total energy demanded by the natural gas end users is
satisfied. Therefore, the sum of energy content of hydrogen and
natural gas injected into the distribution lines should be equal to
Dyg, as illustrated in Equation (23).

(P, ipesn x HHVi, ) + (g pipesn x HHVnG ) = D (23)

Since natural gas pipelines can be subjected to hydrogen
embrittlement at high concentrations of hydrogen, a safe upper
limit on the hydrogen injectability has been set with the help of
Equation (24).

Fh, pipe.n < 0 X FNG pipe.h (24)
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The mole fraction factor in the above equation is set such that
hydrogen content in the HENG blend does not exceed 5 mol%. This
upper bound is set based on the analysis published in a report by
Melaina et al. on blending hydrogen in natural gas pipelines [34].

FHZ‘In‘Tank,h < NCompressor, Pre—Storage X FMax,Compressor«, Pre—Storage
(25)

Hydrogen sent to the tank needs is compressed to 172 bar. In
order to constrain the electrolyzer system from producing more
than the compressor can handle in a particular hour, as shown in
Equation (25), the hydrogen sent to the pre-storage compressor
(Fu, mn.Tank) should be less than or equal to the maximum flow that
the compressor can handle (Fyqx compressor, Pre—storage)- Similarly, the
hydrogen coming out of the tank that is sent to the refueling station
needs to be compressed to a pressure of 350 bar, which is the
vehicle tank storage pressure. Therefore the flow of hydrogen sent
to the booster compressor (Fy, oy 1ank) cannot exceed the
maximum flow capacity of the compressor (Fpax, Booster compressor)
itself, as illustrated in Equation (26).

FHZ‘Out,Tank‘h < NBouster Compressor X FMax, Booster compressor (26)

The energy consumed by the pre-storage compressor is fixed
per kmol of hydrogen passed through the compressor because the
compression ratio always remains the same (172:30). However, the
energy consumed by the booster compressor is subject to variation
because of the variation in the pressure of the incoming gas from
the tank. The hydrogen coming out of the tank is assumed to have
the same pressure as the gas pressure inside the tank.

The change in gas inventory also changes the pressure inside the
tank. This is monitored using modified gas law (Equation (27))
where the compressibility factor (z) of hydrogen is used to take in to
account its effect on pressure. The z for hydrogen in Equation (27) is
estimated at different pressure and temperature conditions using a
lookup table developed in Matlab Simulink model by Peng [33].
V, Rand T are set as parameters and denote the volume of tank
(m?), the ideal gas constant (m? bar per K mol) and the temperature
(K) inside the tank.

Iy, n xR xzp x T x 1000
Ptank,h =2 % (27)

The pressure inside the tank derived from equation (26) is then
assumed to be the pressure of the hydrogen flow going into the
booster compressor. Based on the formula given in a report pre-
pared by NREL [39], the theoretical work done by the booster
compressor (WBooster compressor theoretical > kj per kmol) is calculated
using Equation (28) below.

k1
w _ ZRcomka Pout ‘ 1
Booster compressor theoretical,h — k_1 -

Ptank,h
(28)

The parameters used in Equation (27) include: Reomp (KJ per
kmol — K), universal gas constant used for booster compressor; k,
heat capacity ratio of hydrogen; Poy (bar), outlet pressure of
compressor; z, the variable compressibility factor of hydrogen
going in to the booster compressor, as a function of
Pressure = @; and, Temperature, which is assumed to be a
constant set at tank storage temperature.

In Equation (29) the ratio of theoretical work and the efficiency
of the booster compressor, m, is multiplied with the incoming
hydrogen from the tank to estimate energy consumed in k] per hour
units. Therefore in order to have units of kWh, the k] per hour term

is divided by 3600, the number of seconds in an hour.

WBooster compressortheoretical,h X FHZ‘Out‘Tank,h
N x 3600

EBooster compressor,h =

x 1 hour
(29)

It should be noted that in work done by Mukherjee et al. [41],
the model was similar to what scenario 1 in this study looks like.
However, it did not include hydrogen injection into the natural gas
grid. Therefore, it did not have equations ((3), (9), (23) and (24), that
are the new additions in scenario 1. Scenario 2 presented in this
study is a new addition as well and was not included in Ref. [41].
Equations ((4) and (9) and (12)—(17) and (23) and (24) are the new
additions to the model developed for scenario 2.

4. Results and discussion

The results from the mixed integer non-linear optimization
model formulated in the previous section are presented here. The
model is run for the electricity pricing in the time period November
2012—October 2013. Solutions to the problem have been obtained
by using the mixed integer non-linear programming (MINLP) solver
DICOPT available in Version 22.6 of the General Algebraic Modeling
System (GAMS) software.

The results and discussion section here in are split into 3 sec-
tions. Section 4.1 discusses the pricing mechanisms at which sce-
nario 1 (Baseline price mechanism) and scenario 2 (Adjusted H;
price mechanism) are run at. Section 4.2 talks about the observed
operating characteristics of the energy hub, and section 4.3 pre-
sents the premium pricing mechanisms for the three services
offered by the energy hub.

4.1. Pricing mechanisms: scenario 1 and scenario 2

Scenario 1 sells hydrogen to the refueling station at the levelized
production cost (equation (5)). Hydrogen is sold to the natural gas
end user on an energy value basis (using the Henry Hub Natural Gas
Spot Price, $ per MMBtu) in scenario 1.

In scenario 2, the revenue lost in selling hydrogen to the natural
gas end user is recovered by adjusting the selling price of hydrogen
to the refueling station. The adjustment is estimated using equa-
tions ((5) and (8) and (12) and (14)—(16).

The values of the demand response incentive and the COje
emission offset benefit were kept the same for both scenarios 1 and
2. The only difference is in the selling price of hydrogen to the
refueling station. Table 2 shows the unit values of each of the po-
tential revenues of the energy hub for both scenarios.

As seen in Table 2, the levelized hydrogen production cost (LPC)
of hydrogen is estimated to be $3.006 per kg of hydrogen produced
for scenario 1. The annual monteary loss of selling hydrogen at the
natural gas energy value has been calculated to be $210,269 for
scenario 2 using equation (12). This value is used in adjusting the
selling price of hydrogen to fuel cell vehicles for scenario 2. The
consequent result shows a $0.66 per kg (of hydrogen) increase from
the value in scenario 1.

4.2. Operating regime of energy hub

Analyzing the variation in hourly energy consumption by the
electrolyzer system and the hourly hydrogen concentration levels
maintained within the natural distribution pipeline system are of
interest. However, the sheer size of the data makes it difficult to
capture the variations of these primary decision variables.
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Table 2
Pricing Mechanism for Scenario 1 and Scenario 2.
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Scenario # H; Selling Price to Refueling H; Selling Price to Natural Gas Demand Response Incentive €O, Emissions Offset
Station ($ per kg) End User ($ per MMBtu) ($ per kWh) Benefit ($ per kg)

1 3.006 Hourly Henry Hub Spot Price 0.0215 0.015

2 3.665 Hourly Henry Hub Spot Price 0.0215 0.015

Therefore, to better analyze this data, their weekly averages have
been calculated and shown in Figs. 3 and 4.

The weekly average of hourly energy consumption profiles of
the electrolyzer module while operating under scenario 1 (Baseline
Price Mechanism) and scenario 2 (Adjusted Hy Price Mechanism)
have been compared in Fig. 3. It is seen that the weekly average of
the Hourly Ontario Electricity Price is the primary parameter that
influences the energy consumption profiles for the electrolyzers in
the energy hub.

There is no significant variation in the energy consumption
profile for scenario 1 with respect to price of electricity. The reason
behind this trend can be attributed to the fact that the electrolyzers
in scenario 1 only run to meet hydrogen demand from the refueling
station. Since the energy consumption profile has been averaged
over a period of a week and there are only 801 h spread across the
year when the electrolyzer provides demand response, the drop in
energy consumption while providing demand response is not seen
in Fig. 3.

When the electrolyzer module runs under scenario 2 (Adjusted
H2 Price Mechanism), the revenue lost in selling hydrogen to the
natural gas pipeline on an energy basis is used to modify the selling
overall price of hydrogen sent to the refueling station. An inverse
relationship between the electricity price and the energy con-
sumption profile has been observed. This phenomena can be
termed as energy arbitrage where the electrolyzers run at
maximum capacity and produce excess hydrogen that is stored in
the on-site storage tank during low electricity prices. This enables
the system to lower its energy consumption during hours of high
electricity price and withdraw excess gas stored in the tank to meet
refueling station demands. Thereby, helping in lowering operating
cost of the energy hub. Another conclusion from Fig. 3 is that the
hourly average capacity factor of the electrolyzer system
throughout the year is lower in case of scenario 1 (66%) when
compared to its capacity factor in case of scenario 2 (94%). Injection

of hydrogen in to the natural gas pipeline contributes to scenario 2
having a higher capacity factor.

The variation in weekly average of hourly hydrogen concentra-
tion within the natural gas pipeline (for scenario 2) has been
plotted and shown in Fig. 4. The hydrogen produced by the elec-
trolyzer module changes with the variation in energy consumed by
the system. Hydrogen is sold on an energy value basis (Henry Hub
Spot Price, $ per MMBtu) to the natural gas end user. Since
hydrogen has a lower energy content in comparison to natural gas,
more hydrogen needs to be injected to make up for the energy loss.
In order to maximize the primary cash flow objective (equation
(2)), the energy hub tries to achieve energy arbitrage in this case by
making use of the price differential that exists between the cost of
electricity ($ per kWh) and the selling price of natural gas ($ per
MMBtu). The system reduces the amount of hydrogen injected in to
the pipeline when this price differential is not favorable.

The maximum amount of hydrogen that can be injected in to the
distribution lines in an hour cannot exceed 5 mol%. It is seen in
figure that the maximum weekly average of hourly hydrogen
concentration is 0.072 mol%. The corresponding maximum for all of
the hours in scenario 2 (Adjusted Hy Price Mechanism) is calculated
to be 0.546 mol%. This maximum concentration is well below the
5 mol% safety limit. It should be noted that in scenario 1 (Baseline
Price Mechanism), the optimization problem deems hydrogen in-
jection into the natural gas pipeline not economical because the
hydrogen is being sold at the natural gas energy price. However,
scenario 2 (Adjusted H, Price Mechanism) recovers the loss in
selling hydrogen injected into pipeline on an energy basis by
adjusting the selling price of hydrogen sold to the fuel cell vehicles.
So it produces hydrogen for injecting into the natural gas pipeline.
This indicates that a regulatory incentive pricing structure for the
hydrogen injected into the natural gas system would make the
overall system economical. Justification for such incentives could
be reduction of overall electrical system emissions, allowing for
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Fig. 4. Weekly Average of Hourly Hydrogen Concentration in Natural Gas Distribution Pipelines for Scenario 2 (Adjusted H, Price Mechanism).

increased penetration of wind and solar energy, reduction of the
losses associated with selling excess peak baseload power at a loss,
and promotion of the market penetration of zero emission vehicles.

Since a blend of HENG is sent to the natural gas end user, there
can be potential CO; emissions offset at the end user. The system
achieves a maximum CO, emissions offset of 427 tonnes at the
natural gas end user. The zero-emission fuel cell vehicles can offset
a total of 953 tonnes of carbon that would come from internal
combustion (ICE) vehicles. The value is calculated based the annual
driving distance of ICE vehicles in Ontario, and the emission factor
of gasoline vehicles as well as the emission factor of the hydrogen
fuel produced via electrolysis for the 254 fuel cell vehicles serviced
at the refueling station. However, this emission offset associated
with the fuel cell vehicles occurs outside the energy hub system
boundary and therefore is calculated after the optimization prob-
lem was run.

4.3. Development of premium pricing mechanisms

Fig. 5 shows the step by step procedure of determining the new
pricing mechanism for each of the three individual services that the
energy hub is designed to provide in this study. Note that the
equation in Fig. 5 is the same as equation (30). The following par-
agraphs describe this post-processing calculation in more detail.

The first step (second bubble) in the schematic in Fig. 5 shows
the estimation of the net present value and the payback period for
the optimization problem results from scenarios 1 and 2.

The net present value of the energy hub at the end of its 20 year
lifetime when operating under scenario 1 (Baseline Price Mecha-
nism) and scenario 2 (Adjusted Hy Price Mechanism) is calculated
to be -$263,222 and -$213,883, respectively. Upon projecting the
calculation beyond the twenty year time period, it is seen that
scenario 1 has a payback period of 26 years, whereas scenario 2 has
a payback period of 24 years. This implies that even after ac-
counting for the monetary loss incurred in hydrogen injection to
the natural gas pipeline, the pricing mechanism in scenario 2 is not
suitable for the project to have a positive net present value at the
end of its 20 year lifetime, and a modification of the incentive
pricing structure would be required.

The energy hub earns its revenue from providing: 1) Hydrogen
to fuel cell vehicles; 2) Demand response; 3) Hydrogen enriched
natural gas to natural gas end users, and 4) Offsetting CO, emis-
sions at natural gas end users. Out of these four revenue streams,
the price at which hydrogen is sold to the natural gas end user

cannot be changed. However, the remaining three services pro-
vided by the energy hub could have premium prices associated
with them.

The payback period for scenario 2 (Adjusted H; Selling Price
Mechanism) is shorter in comparison with what is observed for
scenario 1 (Baseline Price Mechanism). Therefore, in this study, the
premium pricing structure is developed with respect to scenario 2.
The pricing mechanism in scenario 2 is used as a basis for deter-
mining the additional incentive required. Three premium price
mechanisms have been proposed for scenario 2, each one used for
enabling the energy hub achieve an NPV equal to zero within a
shorter project lifetime. The project lifetimes of interest are 8, 9 and
10 years, respectively. The sum of the amortized capital costs of the
individual energy hub components shown in equation (2) is
$302,024. This value when multiplied by 20, gives the total in-
vestment ($6,040,478) over the course of 20 years. The term ‘Total
Capital Investment’ used in the equation shown in the third bubble
in Fig. 5 denotes this value.

The term ‘NRgequired’ 0N the right hand side of the equation in the
third bubble in Fig. 5 denotes the net annual revenue required for
the energy hub to have a NPV equal to zero at the end of shorter
project lifetimes of 8, 9 and 10 years, respectively. Current net
annual revenue (NR) for scenario 2 is $304,401 (determined from
equation (4)). r and n' denotes the discount rate (8%) and the
project lifetimes (n'), 8, 9 and 10 years, respectively.

The net annual revenue earned by the energy hub needs to be
much higher than the values observed from price mechanism used
in scenario 2. Required net annual revenue (NRgequireq) vValues of
$1,05,1132, $966,958, and $900,209 for project lifetimes of 8, 9 and
10 years, respectively, have been estimated. The difference between
NRReguired and NR is termed as the additional monetary incentive
required (bubble 4 in Fig. 5). Based on this logic, additional mon-
etary incentive requirements of $746,731, $662,557, and $595,808
with respect to a net annual revenue value of $304,401 for scenario
2 have been calculated.

Under scenario 2, 92.4% of the total revenues are earned via
selling hydrogen to the fuel cell vehicles, followed by a 1.7% and
0.7% contribution from providing demand response and offsetting
CO, emissions, respectively. The remaining 5.2% of the revenue
share is from selling hydrogen to natural gas end users. The selling
price of the hydrogen sold in the natural gas market cannot be
changed in the model as proposed. Therefore the percentage con-
tributions of the first three revenue streams are used to propor-
tionately split the additional monetary incentive requirements into
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i Decision Variable
. Results from MINLP :
i Problem for
i Scenarios1&2

{Determine:

i+ Net Annual Revenue (NR)

i« NPV
i* Payback Period

i+ Revenue share of hydrogen sold to FCV,
i Demand Response Incentive Received,
Emissions Offset Credits Earned.

: Post Processing Annuity (Periodic Payment) Calculation:

i Total Capital Investment = NRgequirea % (

@+ -1\
rx A+

r =8%, n' =8,9,and 10 years

iDetermine for Scenario 2:

Additional Monetary Incentive Required = NRg.g,ireq - NR (Scenario 2)

- split Additional Monetary |
Incentive Required Based on
Revenue Shares Obtained from

above in Case of Scenario 2

Develop Premium Price Mechanism |
for each Payback Period i

Fig. 5. Process schematic for determining premium pricing mechanism.

the hydrogen selling price, the demand response incentive and the
CO, emissions offset credit (bubbles 5 and 6 from Fig. 5).

Fig. 6 shows the required selling price of hydrogen to the fuel
cell vehicles to achieve the project lifetime of 8, 9 and 10 years,
respectively. In each of the three project lifetimes, a base selling
price of $3.66 per kg of hydrogen has been used (from the earlier
result of scenario 2). Based on this, a simple percentage increase in
required selling price of hydrogen shows that a project lifetime of 8
years requires the maximum percentage increase of 83% followed
by 74% and 66% increase for project lifetimes of 9 and 10 years,
respectively. Currently, the selling price of hydrogen in the US
ranges between $5—10 per kg of hydrogen as illustrated by the
National Hydrogen Association [53]. The maximum price of
hydrogen ($6.71 per kg) from the results presented in Fig. 5 is

L 6.71$ perkg

6.37 $ perkg 6.09$ perkg

Hydrogen Selling Price ($ per kg)
O = N W bh U1 OO N

8 9 10
Project Lifetime (Years)

Hydrogen Selling Price (S per kg, Scenario 2) [@ Increase in Hydrogen Selling Price ($ per kg)

Fig. 6. Premium Pricing for Hydrogen Sold to Fuel Cell Vehicles for Project Lifetimes of
8, 9 and 10 Years for Scenario 2.

therefore well within the price range existing in the North Amer-
ican market.

The IESO in its auction report [23] sets a demand response
incentive of $0.0215 per kWh or $516 per MW-day. This price is
used as a basis upon which the projected increase in the demand
response incentive has been estimated for each of the three project
lifetimes as seen in Fig. 7. A maximum demand response incentive
of $0.039 per kWh ($936 per MW-day) is required for the energy
hub to achieve a project lifetime of 8 years. The power to gas energy
hub is considered to be a novel concept and in future markets the
introduction of innovative technologies to provide grid support will
require a higher incentive price for them to be economically

0.039 $ per kWh

0.037 $ per kWh

0.035 $ per kWh

Demand Response Market Incentive ($ per kWh)

8 9 10
Project Lifetime (Years)

0 Demand Response Incentive ($ per kWh, Scenario 2) Increase in Demand Response Incentive (S per kWh)

Fig. 7. Demand Response Incentive for Project Lifetimes of 8, 9 and 10 Years in
scenario.
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feasible.

A COy credit value of $ 15 per tonne of CO; emissions currently
is used in the province of Alberta in Canada [49]. This serves as a
preliminary credit value and used as a basis in Fig. 8. The calculated
emission credit values in Fig. 8 range from $27.5 to $24.95 per tonne
of CO2.. The monetary value associated with offsetting CO,e
emissions and earning credits supports the industries making a
financial case for the use of green technology. The province of
Alberta plans to increase the carbon tax it charges to emitters to $
20 per tonne of CO,. at the beginning of 2017 and increase it
further to $30 per tonne of CO;¢ in 2018 [54]. On the other hand,
Ontario plans to implement the cap and trade program within the
province and the government has been seeking feedback from in-
dustry to determine cap levels and permit credit values. The
province has set a short term optimistic goal to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions by 15% by 2020. California already has a cap and trade
program and their program is being used as a reference to set up
the system within Ontario [55]. There is no set credit value
mentioned in Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change's
report. However, comparing current emission credit/tax values
from Alberta ($15 per tonne of CO,.¢) and California ($12.69 per
tonne of COze) [49,56], the carbon pricing structure required as
shown in Fig. 7 bodes well for the use of power to gas to offset CO, ¢
emissions at the natural gas end users.

The adaptability of power to gas energy systems is more favor-
able for countries undergoing a transition towards a renewable
energy economy and which also have an existing natural gas
infrastructure in place. This is validated by work done by de Boer
et al. [3].

The economics of the 2 MW plant modeled and optimized in
this study looks promising considering the fact that some of the
premium pricing mechanisms shown lie well within the ranges of
studies carried out internationally (e.g.: Hydrogen fueling price
analysis done by National Hydrogen Association, USA [53]). On the
other hand premium pricing structures for carbon emissions
adopted across the world have been variable. A 2013 report pub-
lished by ‘The Climate Group’ shows a wide variety of carbon prices
adopted across the world with values ranging from as high as $615
per tonne of CO, to as low as $3 per tonne of CO,. [57]. As more
countries adopt either strict carbon taxes or a cap and trade
mechanism, the experience of operating such programs might lead
to a standardization on the carbon pricing.

The pricing structure for energy storage systems capable of
providing ancillary services such as demand response to the power
grid in Ontario is relatively new and it will take more time to ac-
count for power to gas systems to be able to compete in the pro-
vincial demand response market. However, due to the use of PEM

w
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Project Lifetime (Years)
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Fig. 8. CO, Emission Offset Credit for Project Lifetimes of 8, 9 and 10 Years for Scenario
2.

electrolyzers that are able to regulate their operating levels in the
matter of milliseconds, participating in the higher value frequency
regulation market might be an attractive alternative. Mukherjee
et al. [47] have reported payback periods as low as 8 years for a
2 MW electrolyzer module providing frequency regulation to the
power grid and selling hydrogen to natural gas end user at a pre-
mium price. Therefore, it shows that it could be more economical to
participate in ancillary services markets that require faster
response in comparison to providing hourly demand response.

One of the potential applications of the power to gas energy
system could be to use hydrogen in the catalytic methanation
process. Gotz et al. and Ronsch et al. [58,59] conduct a review of
large scale power to gas systems that use electrolytic hydrogen
produced from renewable generation sources in methanation
plants. The methane produced from the plants can be injected in to
the natural gas grid for storage or to be used by the end user.
Although this energy recovery pathway has not been analyzed in
this work, the potential scalability of power to gas system is very
much a realizable goal as seen from literature. The scaling will also
enable such energy hubs to help in transitioning towards the
adoption of zero emission vehicles.

5. Conclusions

In this study, the potential benefits of the energy recovery
pathways of a power to gas energy hub of predetermined size has
been demonstrated through the development of a mixed integer
nonlinear programming (MINLP) problems. The 2 MW energy hub
modeled in this study earns revenue from providing: 1) Hydrogen
to 254 fuel cell vehicles on a daily basis; 2) Demand response
ancillary service to the power grid; 3) Hydrogen enriched natural
gas to the natural gas end user, and 4) Emission reduction service
credit at the natural gas end user from burning hydrogen enriched
natural gas, which is a cleaner fuel. The first MINLP problem (Sce-
nario 1) run under the baseline price mechanism where hydrogen
to natural gas end user and the fuel cell vehicles is sold at an energy
e equivalent value of the natural gas spot price ($ per MMBtu) and
the levelized hydrogen production cost ($ per kg), respectively. In
the second MINLP problem (Scenario 2), the selling price of
hydrogen to the fuel cell vehicle is adjusted to account for the loss
in selling hydrogen to natural gas end user at the natural gas spot
price, which is lower than the cost incurred in producing that
hydrogen. It is seen that hydrogen is injected in to the natural gas
pipeline only in scenario 2, where the optimization model is
allowed to adjust its selling price of hydrogen to fuel cell vehicles.
Therefore, the operating regime of the polymer electrolyte mem-
brane (PEM) electrolyzer system for scenario 1 remains less vari-
able, and they operate near 70% of full load, only to satisfy hydrogen
demand of the fuel cell vehicles. The energy consumption profile of
the electrolyzers in scenario 2 is, however, dependent on the hourly
Ontario electricity price. When the price of electricity increases, the
electricity consumption of the electrolyzers in scenario 2 decreases,
primarily in order to minimize the cost incurred in producing
hydrogen for both the fuel cell vehicle end users and the natural gas
end user. The selling price of hydrogen to fuel cell vehicles under
scenario 1 has been calculated to be $3.006 per kg, whereas the
adjusted selling price of hydrogen to the fuel cell vehicles in sce-
nario 2 is estimated to be $3.66 per kg. The adjustment in price is
not significant as the electrolyzers only produce hydrogen for direct
injection in to the pipelines when the electricity price is low.

In a post processing annuity calculation, the amount of annual
net revenues required for energy hub to have an NPV equal to zero
for a discount rate of 8% and project lifetimes of 8, 9 and 10 years,
have been determined. The net annual revenue of the energy hub
for scenario 2 is chosen as a basis to determine the additional
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revenues required for each of the three project lifetimes. The reve-
nue share from selling hydrogen to the fuel cell vehicles, providing
demand response and earning emission offset credits have been
estimated to be 92.4%, 1.7%, and 0.7%, respectively. Based on these
revenue shares, the additional revenue required for each of the
three project lifetimes has been split among these three concerned
revenue streams to develop the premium price mechanisms
required. The hydrogen selling price to fuel cell vehicles is estimated
to be between $6.09—6.71 per kg for the project lifetime range
considered in the study. The power to gas energy hub requires a
maximum demand response incentive of $0.039 per kWh ($936 per
MW-day) for a project lifetime of 8 years. Therefore, in order for the
energy hub to be competitive in the demand response auction, the
incentive required for demand response can be lowered at the
expense of increasing the hydrogen selling price to fuel cell vehicles
as the required hydrogen selling prices lie closer to the lower end of

the range given by the National Hydrogen Association. A maximum
CO, . emission credit incentive of $27 per tonne of CO; . emissions is
required for the shortest project lifetime of 8 years.
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Appendix A. List of parameters

Parameter

Value

Cpooster Compressor (8), Annual investment on total capital cost of booster compressor
Ccompressor,Pre—storage ($), Annual investment on total capital cost of compressor pre-storage

Celectricity ($ per kWh), Hourly Ontario energy price
Chlectrolyzer($), Annual investment on total capital cost of electrolyzer

CRwater (I of Water per kmol of H, produced), Water consumption rate of electrolyzer

Crank storage (3), Annual investment on total capital cost of tank storage
Dy, (kmol), Hourly hydrogen demand at a fuel cell vehicle refueling station

Dng(MMBtu), Hourly natural gas energy demand at a natural gas pressure reduction station.

37367.92334

25441.99036

Time series data of electricity price for a year (2012—2013).
Confidential

Confidential

30421.51423

Time series data of hydrogen demand over the course of a
year.

Time series data of varying natural gas energy demand for a
year (2012—2013).

ECFcompressor, Pre—storage (kWh per kmol Hy), Energy consumed by compressor per kmol of H compressed 2.5042

EFgjectrolyzer kmol of Ha produced per kWh energy consumed by electrolyzer Confidential

Emax(kWh), Maximum energy rating of electrolyzer 2000

Fhax.Booster compressor (kmol), Maximum inflow to the compressor 43.5

Fhax.compressor, Pre—storage (kmol), Maximum inflow to the compressor 21

Inax (kmol), Upper limit on hydrogen inventory inside tank 4539133304

Iniin (kmol), Lower limit on hydrogen inventory inside tank 8.516043857

NBooster Compressor» Number of booster compressors 1

Ncompressor, Pre—Storage» Number of compressors Pre-storage 1

Nryank» Number of tanks used for storing hydrogen 1

Pout(bar), Output pressure of booster compressor, based on refueling station requirements 350

Pyank min (bar), Minimum pressure level to be maintained in tank 30

Rco, ($ per kg of CO,), Emission credits for reducing a kilogram of CO, emissions 0.015

Rioad Reduction (3 per kWh), Monetary incentive provided per kWh of demand response offered 0.0215

Rnc ($ per MMBtu), Hourly Henry hub natural gas spot price. Time series data of natural gas price for a year (2012
—2013).

Recomp (k] per K — mol), Universal gas constant used for booster compressor 8.314

UCwater ($ per liter of Water), Unit cost of water 0.00314

n’, Set project lifetime (years) 8,9 and 10

1, Booster compressor efficiency 0.65

CCA (kWh), Contracted curtailment amount 2000

DR, Binary parameter denoting hours in which demand response needs to be provided. Oor1l

EMFy, (kg of CO, per kmol of H;), Emission factor of hydrogen produced via electrolysis.

EMFNG production (k& CO2.¢ per kmol of NG produced), Emissions incurred in producing a kmol of natural gas
EMFyg (kg of CO,, per kmol of NG), CO, equivalent emissions released per kmol of natural gas combusted

H, Total number of hours in a year

HHVy, (MMBtu per kmol) ), High heating value of hydrogen
HHVy¢ (MMBtu per kmol), High heating value of natural gas
O0&MeEiectrolyzer ($), Annual operating and maintenance cost of electrolyzer
R (m3 bar per K — mol), universal gas constant

T (K), Temperature inside tank

TC ($ per kWh), Fee charged for transmission of electricity
V (m3), Maximum volume capacity of tank

i (%), Discount rate

k, Heat capacity ratio of hydrogen

n, Project lifetime in years

v ($ per MMBtu), Rate charged by gas utility to supply fuel for operating pipeline compressors

Time series data that varies with emission factor of the
electricity produced by power grid.
12.074

42.129

8760

0.27176

0.8053

Confidential

8314 x 107°

294.15

0.008652778

7.0523

8%

1.4091

20

0.054839982

0 (%), The amount of natural gas fuel supplied to gas utility to run their pipeline compressors, on top of the gas 0.00844
being transported. Denoted as a ratio of fuel to gas being transported through pipelines.

#, Molar hydrogen injectability limit in natural gas (NG) grid
7($), Total investment needed for installing the energy hub

0.052632
5915379.754
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ASPy, ($ per kmol), Adjusted selling price of H; to fuel cell vehicles
Ch, ($), Annual cost of producing hydrogen

Cpg ($ per h), Amount of monetary clawback if the contracted curtailment amount (CCA) is not offered as demand response
Epooster compressor (KWh), Hourly energy consumption of booster compressor
EOnc (kg), Emission offset from combustion of hydrogen enriched natural gas compare to combustion of pure natural gas
Fy, in.1ank (kmol per h), Hydrogen injected in the tank

Fy, pipe.n (kmol per h), Amount of hydrogen injected in to the pipeline every hour
Fy, (kmol per h), Amount of H, produced every hour

Fy, out. Tank (kmol per h), Hydrogen withdrawn from the tank

Fne pipe,n (kmol per h), Amount of natural gas flowing through the pipeline every hour

Iy, (kmol), Amount of hydrogen in tank at a given time point
LPCy, ($ per kmol), Levelized production cost of H;

Pyank (bar), Pressure inside the hydrogen storage tank

Ry, rev ($), Annual revenue from selling hydrogen to FCVs
Ty, rcv. Total hydrogen sold to FCVs throughout the year

Ty, (kmol), Total annual hydrogen production

Whooster compressor theoretical (KI per kmol), Theoretical work required to operate the booster compressor
Xng (kmol per h), Flow of natural gas in pipeline when energy demand is satisfied with pure natural gas

z, Compressibility factor of hydrogen going in to booster compressor as function of Pressure = M. and Temperature (which is assumed to be constant).
CF, Annual cash flow of the energy hub

E (kWh), Hourly energy consumption level of electrolyzer

Ereduce (kWh), Hourly reduction in energy consumption of electrolyzer

L, Annual revenue lost in selling hydrogen at natural gas spot price ($)

LR (kWh), Hourly load reduction (demand response) offered by electrolyzer
NPV, Net present value

NR ($), Net annual revenue

O (kmol per h), Amount of natural gas replaced by hydrogen

UF, Unavailability factor, fraction of CCA not offered

z, Compressibility factor of hydrogen as a function of temperature and pressure inside tank

«, Binary variable to decide if a scheduled demand response signal is satisfied by the electrolyzers or not.
6 (%), New net annual revenue

References

(1]

(2]
(3]

(4]

[5

[6

[7

[8

(91

(10]

(11]

Ontario Society of Professional Engineers. Wind and the electrical grid -
mitigating the rise in electricity rates and greenhouse gas emissions. 2012.
Toronto.

North American Electric Reliability Corporation. Balancing and frequency
control: a technical document. 2011. Atlanta.

de Boer HS, Grond L, Moll H, Benders R. The application of power-to-gas,
pumped hydro storage and compressed air energy storage in an electricity
system at different wind power penetration levels. Energy 2014;72:360—70.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2014.05.047.

John J. Ontario to become energy lab with 34 MW of 'all-of-the-above' energy
storage. Greentech Media; 2014 [Online]. Available: https://www.
greentechmedia.com/articles/read/ontario-contracts-34mw-of-all-of-the-
above-energy-storage [Accessed 26 October 2014].

Mukherjee U, Elsholkami M, Walker S, Fowler M, Elkamel A, Hajimiragha A.
Optimal sizing of an electrolytic hydrogen production system using an
existing natural gas infrastructure. Int J Hydrogen Energy 2015;40(31):
9760-72.

Walker SB, Mukherjee U, Fowler M, Elkamel A. Benchmarking and selection of
power-to-gas utilizing electrolytic hydrogen as an energy storage alternative.
Int J Hydrog Energy 2016;41(19):7717—31. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
j-ijhydene.2015.09.008.

Nastasi B, Lo Basso G. Hydrogen to link heat and electricity in the transition
towards future smart energy systems. Energy 2016;110:5—22. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2016.03.097.

Collet P, Flottes E, Favre A, Raynal L, Pierre H, Capela S, Peregrina C. Techno-
economic and life cycle assessment of methane production via biogas
upgrading and power to gas technology. Appl Energy 2017. http://dx.doi.org.
proxy.lib.uwaterloo.ca/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.08.181.

Maroufmashat A, Fowler M, Sattari Khavas S, Elkamel A, Roshandel R,
Hajimiragha A. Mixed integer linear programing based approach for optimal
planning and operation of a smart urban energy network to support the
hydrogen economy. Int J Hydrogen Energy 2016;41(19):7700—16. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.08.038.

Gahleitner G. Hydrogen from renewable electricity: an international review of
Power-to-Gas pilot plants for stationary applications. Int J Hydrogen Energy
2013;38(5):2039—61.

Hydrogenics. Falkenhagen power-to-gas plant. 2013 [Online]. Available:
http://www.hydrogenics.com/about-the-company/news-updates/2013/06/
14/largest-Power-to-Gas-facility-in-the-world-now-operational-with-
hydrogenics-technology [Accessed 22 January 2015].

[12]
[13]

[14]

[15]
[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

Eichman ], Harrison K, Peters M. Novel electrolyzer applications: providing
more than just hydrogen (No. NREL/TP-5400-61758). Golden: NREL; 2014.
Albadi M, El-Saadany E. A summary of demand response in electricity mar-
kets. Electr Power Syst Res 2008;78(11):1989—96.

Independent Electricity Systems Operator. Demand response pilot: IESO. 2015
[Online]. Available: http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/participate/Demand-Response-
Pilot/default.aspx [Accessed 8 September 2015].

Kirby B. Demand response for power system reliability: FAQ (No. ORNL/TM-
2006/565). Oak Ridge: Oak Ridge National Laboratory; 2006.

IESO. Proposed market rule changes - ancillary service contract terms No. IESO
TP 257-3b. Toronto: IESO Technical Panel; 2012.

IESO. Operating reserve markets. 2015 [Online]. Available: http://www.ieso.
ca/Pages/Participate/Markets-and-Programs/Operating-Reserve-Markets.aspx
[Accessed 4 March 2015].

Independent Electricity Systems Operator. Demand response: a new form of
regulation service (IESO). 2015 [Online]. Available: http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/
Ontario's-Power-System/Reliability-Through-Markets/DR%20%26%
20Regulation%20Service.aspx [Accessed 10 September 2015].

IESO. Demand response in Ontario. 2015 [Online]. Available: http://www.ieso.
ca/Pages/Ontario's-Power-System/Reliability-Through-Markets/Demand-
Response.aspx [Accessed 4 March 2015].

Charles River Associates. Primer on demand side management with an
emphasis on price responsive programs. Washington DC: The World Bank;
2005.

Center for Energy, Economic, and Environmental Policy. Assessment of
customer response to real time pricing. Rutgers: State University of New
Jersey; 2005.

IESO. Demand response auction. 2015 [Online]. Available: http://www.ieso.ca/
Pages/Participate/Demand-Response-Auction/default.aspx ~ [Accessed 10
January 2015].

IESO. Demand response-pre auction report. 2015 [Online]. Available: http://
reports.ieso.ca/public/DR-PreAuction/PUB_DR-PreAuction.xml [Accessed 11
November 2015].

Kirschen D. Demand-side view of electricity markets. IEEE Trans Power Syst
2003;18(2):520—-7.

Jazayeri P, Schellenberg A, Rosehart W, Doudna ], Widergren S, Lawrence D,
Jones S. A survey of load control programs for price and system stability. IEEE
Trans Power Syst 2005;20(3):1504—9.

Chan S, Tsui K, Wu H, Yunhe H, Yik-Chung W, Wu F. Load/Price forecasting
and managing demand response for smart grids: methodologies and chal-
lenges. IEEE Signal Process Mag 2012;29(5):68—85.

Parra D, Patel MK. Techno-economic implications of the electrolyser


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2014.05.047
https://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/ontario-contracts-34mw-of-all-of-the-above-energy-storage
https://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/ontario-contracts-34mw-of-all-of-the-above-energy-storage
https://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/ontario-contracts-34mw-of-all-of-the-above-energy-storage
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.09.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.09.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2016.03.097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2016.03.097
http://dx.doi.org.proxy.lib.uwaterloo.ca/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.08.181
http://dx.doi.org.proxy.lib.uwaterloo.ca/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.08.181
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.08.038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.08.038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref10
http://www.hydrogenics.com/about-the-company/news-updates/2013/06/14/largest-Power-to-Gas-facility-in-the-world-now-operational-with-hydrogenics-technology
http://www.hydrogenics.com/about-the-company/news-updates/2013/06/14/largest-Power-to-Gas-facility-in-the-world-now-operational-with-hydrogenics-technology
http://www.hydrogenics.com/about-the-company/news-updates/2013/06/14/largest-Power-to-Gas-facility-in-the-world-now-operational-with-hydrogenics-technology
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref13
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/participate/Demand-Response-Pilot/default.aspx
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/participate/Demand-Response-Pilot/default.aspx
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref16
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/Participate/Markets-and-Programs/Operating-Reserve-Markets.aspx
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/Participate/Markets-and-Programs/Operating-Reserve-Markets.aspx
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/Ontario%27s-Power-System/Reliability-Through-Markets/DR%20%26%20Regulation%20Service.aspx
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/Ontario%27s-Power-System/Reliability-Through-Markets/DR%20%26%20Regulation%20Service.aspx
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/Ontario%27s-Power-System/Reliability-Through-Markets/DR%20%26%20Regulation%20Service.aspx
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/Ontario%27s-Power-System/Reliability-Through-Markets/Demand-Response.aspx
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/Ontario%27s-Power-System/Reliability-Through-Markets/Demand-Response.aspx
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/Ontario%27s-Power-System/Reliability-Through-Markets/Demand-Response.aspx
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref21
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/Participate/Demand-Response-Auction/default.aspx
http://www.ieso.ca/Pages/Participate/Demand-Response-Auction/default.aspx
http://reports.ieso.ca/public/DR-PreAuction/PUB_DR-PreAuction.xml
http://reports.ieso.ca/public/DR-PreAuction/PUB_DR-PreAuction.xml
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref26

462

[28]

[29]

[30]
[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

U. Mukherjee et al. / Energy 128 (2017) 447—462

technology and size for power-to-gas systems. Int ] Hydrogen Energy
2016;41(6):3748—61. http://dx.doi.org.proxy.lib.uwaterloo.ca/10.1016/j.
ijhydene.2015.12.160.

Schiebahn S, Grube T, Robinius M, Tietze V, Kumar B, Stolten D. Power to gas:
technological overview, systems analysis and economic assessment for a case
study in Germany. Int ] Hydrogen Energy 2015;40(12):4285—94. http://dx.doi.
org.proxy.lib.uwaterloo.ca/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.01.123.

Zhao L, Brouwer ]. Dynamic operation and feasibility study of a self-
sustainable hydrogen fueling station using renewable energy sources. Int ]
Hydrogen Energy 2015;40(10):3822—37. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhy-
dene.2015.01.044. UC Irvine: 885646. Retrieved from: http://escholarship.org/
uc/item/5jg089h3.

IESO. Energy output by fuel type in Ontario. 2016. Retrieved from: http://ieso-
public.sharepoint.com/Pages/Power-Data/Supply.aspx.

Carmo M, Fritz D, Mergel ], Stolten D. A comprehensive review on PEM water
electrolysis. Int ] Hydrogen Energy 2013;38(12):4901—34.

Hydrogenics. Electrolysis. 2013 [Online]. Available: http://www.hydrogenics.
com/technology-resources/hydrogen-technology/electrolysis [Accessed 19
December 2014].

Peng D. Enabling utility-scale electrical energy storage through underground
hydrogen-natural gas co-storage (Thesis). Waterloo: University of Waterloo;
2013.

M. O, Melaina M. Blending hydrogen into natural gas pipeline networks: a
review of key issues (No. NREL/TP-5600-51995). Washington, D.C: National
Renewable Energy Laboratory; 2013.

Harvey R. Interviewee, electrolyzer specifications: personal communication
with Hydrogenics. 2014 [Interview].

CTV News. Toyota to sell fuel-cell mirai worldwide in 2015. 2014 [Online].
Available: http://www.ctvnews.ca/autos/toyota-to-sell-fuel-cell-mirai-
worldwide-in-2015-1.2107063 [Accessed 16 December 2014].

NetInform. Hydrogen filling stations worldwide. 2016 [Online]. Available:
http://www.netinform.net/h2/H2Stations/Default.aspx [Accessed 3 March
2016].

Pratt ], Terlip D, Ainscough C, Kurtz ], Elgowainy A. H2FIRST reference station
design task. Washington, D.C: National Renewable Energy Laboratory; 2015
(Technical No. NREL/TP-5400-64107).

National Renewable Energy Laboratory. H2A hydrogen delivery infrastructure
analysis models and conventional pathway options analysis results. Interim
Report No. DE-FG36-05G015032. Washington D.C.: Office of Energy Efficiency
& Renewable Energy; 2008.

Hill P, Penev M. Hydrogen fueling station in Honolulu, Hawaii feasibility
analysis. Office of Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy; 2014 (No. INL/EXT-
14-31624), Honolulu.

Mukherjee U, Walker S, Maroufmashat A, Fowler M, Elkamel A. Power-to-gas
to meet transportation demand while providing ancillary services to the
electrical grid. In: 2016 IEEE smart energy grid engineering (SEGE); 2016.
p. 221-5. http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/SEGE.2016.7589529.

Parks G, Boyd R, Cornish ], Remick R. Hydrogen station compression, storage,

[43]

(44

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]
[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]
[56]
[57]

[58]

[59]

and dispensing technical status and costs (No. NREL/BK-6A10—58564). Na-
tional Renewable Energy Laboratory; 2014.

IESO. Load following: impact of new supply. 2007 [Online]. Available: http://
www.ieso.ca/Documents/consult/se38/se38-20070403-Load-Following.pdf
[Accessed 3 February 2016].

Kirby B, Hirst E. Customer-specific metrics for the regulation and load-
following ancillary services (No. ORNL/CON-474). Oak Ridge: Oak Ridge Na-
tional Laboratory; 2000.

Al-sharrah G, Hankinson G, Elkamel A. Decision-making for petrochemical
planning using multiobjective and strategic tools. Chem Eng Res Des
2006;84(11):1019—30.

Mukherjee U, Walker S, Fowler M, Elkamel A. Power-to-gas in a demand-
response market. Int ] Environ Studies 2016;73(3):390—401. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207233.2016.1165479.

Mukherjee U, Walker S, Fowler M. Power-to-gas in an ancillary service mar-
ket. In: Natural gas and hydrogen storage. IET; 2017.

Union Gas. M -12 schedule C fuel rates. 2014.

Huffington Post. Alberta extends climate change rules, including $15 tonne
carbon levy. 19 December 2014 [Online]. Available: http://www.
huffingtonpost.ca/2014/12/19/alberta-climate-change_n_6357480.html
[Accessed 2 March 2016].

[ESO. HOEP. 2013 [Online]. Available: https://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/
marketdata/hoep.asp [Accessed 19 October 2014].

ICF Consulting. Life cycle greenhouse gas emissions of natural gas: a literature
review of key studies comparing emissions from natural gas and coal. 2012.
Toronto.

[ESO. Demand-response pilot program: program details. 2015 [Online].
Available:  http://www.ieso.ca/Documents/procurement/DR-Pilot-RFP/IESO-
Demand_Response_Pilot_Program-Program_Details.pdf [Accessed 12
October 2015].

Hydrogen and fuel cells: the U.S. Market report. National Hydrogen Associa-
tion, and Technology Transition Corporation; 2010.

Province of Alberta, Carbon levy and rebates: putting a price on carbon is the
most cost-effective way to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that cause
climate change, [Online]. Available: http://www.alberta.ca/climate-carbon-
pricing.cfm. [Accessed 2016].

0. M. o.t. E. a. C. Change. Cap and trade program design options report back to
stakeholders. 2016.

Climate Policy Innitiative. California carbon dashboard. 2016 [Online]. Avail-
able: http://calcarbondash.org/ [Accessed 22 July 2016].

Carbon pricing: insight briefing, analyzing the issues that matter to the clean
revolution. The Climate Group; 2013.

Gotz M, Lefebvre ], Mors F, McDaniel Koch A, Graf F, Bajohr S, et al. Renewable
power-to-gas: a technological and economic review. Renew Energy 2016;85:
1371-90. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2015.07.066.

Ronsch S, Schneider ], Matthischke S, Schliiter M, Gotz M, Lefebvre ], et al.
Review on methanation — from fundamentals to current projects. Fuel
2016;166:276—96. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2015.10.111.


http://dx.doi.org.proxy.lib.uwaterloo.ca/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.12.160
http://dx.doi.org.proxy.lib.uwaterloo.ca/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.12.160
http://dx.doi.org.proxy.lib.uwaterloo.ca/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.01.123
http://dx.doi.org.proxy.lib.uwaterloo.ca/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.01.123
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.01.044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2015.01.044
http://escholarship.org/uc/item/5jg089h3
http://escholarship.org/uc/item/5jg089h3
http://ieso-public.sharepoint.com/Pages/Power-Data/Supply.aspx
http://ieso-public.sharepoint.com/Pages/Power-Data/Supply.aspx
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref31
http://www.hydrogenics.com/technology-resources/hydrogen-technology/electrolysis
http://www.hydrogenics.com/technology-resources/hydrogen-technology/electrolysis
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref35
http://www.ctvnews.ca/autos/toyota-to-sell-fuel-cell-mirai-worldwide-in-2015-1.2107063
http://www.ctvnews.ca/autos/toyota-to-sell-fuel-cell-mirai-worldwide-in-2015-1.2107063
http://www.netinform.net/h2/H2Stations/Default.aspx
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref40
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/SEGE.2016.7589529
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref42
http://www.ieso.ca/Documents/consult/se38/se38-20070403-Load-Following.pdf
http://www.ieso.ca/Documents/consult/se38/se38-20070403-Load-Following.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref45
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207233.2016.1165479
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207233.2016.1165479
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref48
http://www.huffingtonpost.ca/2014/12/19/alberta-climate-change_n_6357480.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.ca/2014/12/19/alberta-climate-change_n_6357480.html
https://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/marketdata/hoep.asp
https://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/marketdata/hoep.asp
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref51
http://www.ieso.ca/Documents/procurement/DR-Pilot-RFP/IESO-Demand_Response_Pilot_Program-Program_Details.pdf
http://www.ieso.ca/Documents/procurement/DR-Pilot-RFP/IESO-Demand_Response_Pilot_Program-Program_Details.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref53
http://www.alberta.ca/climate-carbon-pricing.cfm
http://www.alberta.ca/climate-carbon-pricing.cfm
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref55
http://calcarbondash.org/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-5442(17)30611-4/sref57
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2015.07.066
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2015.10.111

	Development of a pricing mechanism for valuing ancillary, transportation and environmental services offered by a power to g ...
	1. Introduction
	2. Problem definition
	2.1. Hydrogen demand
	2.2. Energy hub components: H2 filling station infrastructure
	2.3. Demand response

	3. Optimization model
	3.1. Mixed integer non-linear programming formulation

	4. Results and discussion
	4.1. Pricing mechanisms: scenario 1 and scenario 2
	4.2. Operating regime of energy hub
	4.3. Development of premium pricing mechanisms

	5. Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Appendix A. List of parameters
	Appendix B. List of variables
	References


