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Abstract: To support increasing renewable capacity for a net-zero future, energy storage will play
a key role in maintaining grid stability. In this paper, all current and near-future energy storage
technologies are compared for three different scenarios: (1) fixed electricity buy-in price, (2) market-
based electricity buy-in price, and (3) energy storage integrated into a fully renewable electricity
system. In the first part of this study, an algorithm is devised to simulate strategic buy-in of electricity
for energy storage. This analysis yields a qualitative decision-making tool for a given energy storage
duration and size. Building upon the first part’s findings, an integration study gives insight into
expected power prices and expected storage size in a typical northwestern European fully renewable
energy system. The integration study shows significant need for electricity storage with durations
spanning from one to several days, typically around 40 h. Pumped Hydro Storage and Pumped
Thermal storage surface as the best options. The overall levelized costs of storage are expected to be
in the USD 200-500/MWh range. Integration of storage with renewables can yield a system-levelized
cost of electricity of about USD 150/ MWh. Allowing flexibility in demand may lower the overall
system-levelized cost of electricity to USD 100/MWh.

Keywords: batteries; energy storage; grid stability; LCOE; markets; modelling; net-zero

1. Introduction

Given the substantial growth in variable renewable power generation in recent years,
with expectations of further increases, the issue of grid stability is progressively becoming
a more pressing concern. Energy storage is widely regarded as one of the key enablers
of a future energy system with a high share of variable renewable power generation [1,2].
Historically, there was little need for energy storage systems due to widely available
dispatchable electricity generation. While technologically, electricity storage is feasible, the
cost level compared to the dispatchable fossil fuel alternative has prohibited large-scale
deployment [3]. In recent years, interest in energy storage has increased as a method to
mitigate volatility induced by the rapid increase in variable renewable electricity generation
in the energy system.

Despite the important role of cost in energy storage, it proves difficult to equally
compare energy storage technologies. This is often the case due to the varying definitions
of levelized cost of storage (LCOS), different discharge durations or number of yearly
discharges, or different assumptions made. In recent years, excellent technology reviews
on energy storage have been published, most notably by the Storage Lab led by Oliver
Schmidt [4,5]. This study aims to further clarify the comparison of the various available
energy storage technologies by including the effect of a time-varying power price, including
more energy storage technologies, such as Pumped Thermal Energy Storage, and including
the analysis of electricity storage in a fully renewable power system. In the context of
this paper, three main metrics of power price are used: LCOEsjorqge represents the overall
levelized cost of electricity coming from energy storage systems, including the energy buy-
in price. LCOE generation refers only to the renewable power generation cost, without storage.
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LCOEsystem represents the levelized cost of electricity for the whole system, consisting of
renewable generation, electricity storage, and backup power.

This paper starts with a general introduction of the LCOS methodology as developed
by Schmidt [6] and a comprehensive description of the thirteen electricity storage technolo-
gies considered in this study. In the first part of this paper, the storage technology options
are economically compared for different applications using the methodology developed
by Schmidt [6]. The main parameters distinguishing storage options are the number of
cycles per year, the average duration of release of power, the round-trip efficiency, the
costs for the intake of electricity, and the investment costs. With these parameters, different
storage technology options will be compared based on the levelized cost of energy storage,
LCOEstomge-

In the second part of this paper, the identified electricity storage options are included
in a balance model that describes a “zero-dimensional” electricity grid, assuming no restric-
tions in electricity transport between supply, demand, and storage. The time-dependent
behavior of the electricity grid is modelled using public data for electricity consumption
in Germany, in combination with public data for electricity generation in Germany from
solar PV and offshore wind (data for the years 2020-2023). The balance in the grid model
is realized through a combination of assumed flexibility in demand, energy storage, and
backup power. Several optimization studies have been performed to determine the most
economically attractive combination for different combinations of parameters.

A comprehensive overview of the structure of this paper is given in Figure 1.

Introduction and Literature
_ Initial analysis
I sensitivity analyses
@ I continuation of analysis

_ Conclusion and discussion
Storage <] Fixed Power
Sensitivity Study Buy-in Price

Current Market

- Portfolio Renewable Generation
Renewable - Flexibility in Demand
> Energy System - Energy Storage
- Back-up Power

Energy
Transition

Figure 1. Diagram of the structure of this paper.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. LCOS Methodology

To compare energy storage technologies in this paper, the levelized cost of stor-
age (LCOS) methodology of Schmidt [5] is used, which calculates the total discounted
LCOEStmge of stored energy based on capital expenditure (CAPEX), operational expenditure
(OPEX), charging cost, end-of-life cost, and the total discharged capacity in the technology’s
lifetime. LCOEstorage is thus the sum of all costs divided by the sum of all energy discharged.
In the remainder of this papet, LCOEstorqge is used to indicate the levelized cost of electricity
of stored energy, including charging cost. LCOE;torage is calculated as [5]:

C N Corex N Ceharge Ckor,
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This model assumes capital investment cost is incurred at the beginning of construction
and sums up all discounted costs every year (1) up to the system’s financial lifetime (N),
discounted by the given discount rate (7). Yearly costs, such as maintenance, or non-yearly
costs, such as replacements, are incurred in their respective years. In the model, it is also
assumed that energy storage always goes through a full cycle, meaning that it is charged
until completely full and discharged until completely empty; the size of this full cycle is
determined by the capacity and the depth of discharge of the respective technologies. This
will result in the lowest possible storage cost, as the largest amount of energy is discharged
from the storage. To match market demand, it may often be more beneficial to not fully
discharge or charge the storage; however, this will lead to increased storage cost per unit of
energy discharged, as there will be less energy stored in the storage over its lifetime. The
effect of the latter is further investigated in the second part of this paper.

The total discharged capacity is calculated as follows [5]:

N (1 - Dcyc) (n_l)yfycles.(l _ Dt>(n71) '

= chclgs'DOD'ECﬂp'ﬂRT' (1 - Uself) ' Zl (1 + r)fl-i-fg
n=

()

Here, Y5 is the number of cycles per year, DoD is the depth of discharge, Ecp is the
energy capacity, ngr is the round-trip efficiency, ng is the self-discharge per cycle, £ is the
construction time in years, D,y is the cyclical degradation, and Dy is the annual degradation.

2.1.1. Capital Expenditure (Ccapgx)

The investment costs are the result of the capital cost per unit of power, the capital
cost per unit of capacity, and the replacement cost. Replacement cost is defined as costs
incurred due to major replacements over the life cycle of the storage. These replacements
are incurred only in the year they occur and therefore differ from general yearly operation
and maintenance (O&M) costs. Capital expenditure is calculated as follows [5]:

Cp—rpcap

RS s (3)

CcarEx = Cp'Pcap + Ce'Ecap + 2%21
Here, C, is the cost per unit of power, Py is the rated power, C, is the cost per unit of
capacity, Ecqp is the rated capacity, M is the number of replacements needed in the system’s

lifetime, Cp_, is the replacement cost per unit of power, m is the current replacement, and ¢,
is the time interval of replacements.

2.1.2. Operations and Maintenance (Copgx)

OPEX accounts for maintenance and operation costs and is calculated as [5]:

Y,

-1 . _
p—OMPcap +Ceom- (chcles'DOD‘Ecap) : (1 - Dcyc) (1=1)Yoyets (11— Dt)(n b

= ZNC : (4)
n (1 +r)n+fc

Here, C,.oum is the (operations and maintenance) O&M cost per unit of power, C..om
is the O&M cost per unit of capacity, Dy is the degradation per cycle, and D; is the
annual degradation.

End-of-Life (CEQL)

End-of life costs include reclamation of parts and decommissioning costs, and they

are calculated as [5]:
Cror EoLy-Peap + EoLeEcap
N+l N+1 : )
(1+7) (1+7)
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Here, EoL, is the end-of-life cost per unit of power and EoL, the cost related to end-of-
life per unit of capacity. Note that the end-of-life cost might increase if the technology is to
be repurposed, such as for lithium-ion batteries [6].

2.1.3. Charging Costs (Ccharge)

Different scenarios for charging costs can be applied. In this paper, first, a fixed cost
per MWh is assumed. In the second analysis, market prices are used for charging costs.

2.2. Description of Energy Storage Technologies

This study aims to incorporate all energy storage technologies that are currently al-
ready in use or are expected to be ready for deployment in the near future. To this end,
thirteen different energy storage technologies are considered. Here, simplifications are
made in the categorization of the technologies, as the average values of each technology are
taken. Results for specific variations of the various categories may vary slightly. The aim
of this study is therefore to identify trends and make generic conclusions. In this section,
a short introduction to each technology and the accompanying assumptions are given,
including the source of the data presented. For new technologies, an indication of the
technology readiness level (TRL) is given, which gives insight into the distance from com-
mercial deployment. The information is derived from several papers and reports, including
the most recent publications of the International Energy Agency on this subject [7].

2.2.1. Lithium-Ion Battery (Li-Ion)

Lithium-ion batteries account for most of the newly installed energy storage capacity,
with 16 GW installed as of 2021 [8]. This technology is already relatively mature, even
for grid-scale application, as there are already some projects up to 600 MW /2400 MWh in
use today, and larger ones are being planned [9]. Popularized through their use in electric
vehicles, Li-ion batteries have experienced a large price drop in recent years. Although
during the COVID-19 pandemic the price rose due to difficulties in the supply chain for raw
materials, a general downward trend in price is predicted until approximately 2040 [10].
Disadvantages of this technology are fire hazard, short lifespan, limited depth-of-discharge
(+/—80%), price for long-term storage, ethical issues with mining of various metals, such
as lithium, and the predicted scarcity and price increase of lithium. Recycling of lithium
is currently limited and expected to cost up to USD 20/kWh of capacity installed [5,6].
Repurposing lithium-ion batteries currently results in a higher LCOEstorge than recycling;
therefore, prices may go up in the future [6]. On the other hand, as lithium-ion batteries
have a high learning rate, prices of Li-ion batteries may also drop in the future [11,12]. As
the future price of Li-ion batteries is unclear, in this analysis, the current value of 2023 is
taken. The effect of a potential future price drop is evaluated in a sensitivity analysis in
this paper.

2.2.2. Sodium-Sulfur Battery (NaS)

Steady-state sodium-sulfur batteries were first developed by NGK Insulators and
Tokyo Electric Power about 35 years ago [13]. These batteries have a relatively long lifetime
and need little precious metals. The battery must be kept at an elevated temperature
upwards of 300 degrees Celsius to keep the materials liquified. Uncontrolled cooling
down of the battery will lead to significant damage. As capacity can be scaled up well,
this technology is generally capable of capacities slightly larger than Li-ion batteries [14].
Several projects are operational, leading to a TRL of 8 [7].

2.2.3. Lead—Acid Battery (Lead Acid)

Lead-acid batteries can be found in cars, but they also serve a minor role in energy
storage. The technology is relatively low in capital cost and easy to implement. The
disadvantages are the low round-trip efficiency (RTE), short lifespan, and rapid degradation.
This solution is generally recommended only for very irregular use [15].
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2.2.4. Vanadium Flow Battery (VaFlow)

The vanadium flow battery is a type of flow battery better suited to long-term storage.
The electrolytes are stored in separate tanks. The advantage of flow batteries is that capacity
(MW) and storage volume (MWh) can easily be separated. The vanadium flow battery is
considered in this study as the most advanced type of flow battery, with a relatively high
TRL. The vanadium flow battery has a longer lifetime than lithium-ion batteries and a
reduced fire risk [16]. Current challenges for vanadium flow batteries include relatively
low power and energy density. Various other types of flow batteries exist, with the most
prominent being vanadium and zinc-based flow batteries [17]. New flow batteries are being
researched, such as aqueous flow batteries [17]. The vanadium flow battery has a TRL of §,
and some full-scale installations are operational in the world [7].

2.2.5. Rankine-Type Thermal Energy Storage (RTES)

Rankine-Type Thermal Energy Storage is a thermal energy storage technology that
generally makes use of resistive heaters to charge the system and a Rankine cycle to
discharge the system. This technology can, in principle, be retrofitted in any steam Rankine
cycle if the steam parameters of the turbine are matched. To-be-decommissioned coal-
fired power plants can thereby be transformed into energy storage plants, thus retaining
their workforce, site utilities, and saving expenses on the turbomachinery [18]. For the
cost estimation in this model, the turbomachinery is therefore assumed to be free. There
will still be a cost associated with power due to the electric heaters, piping, and auxiliary
equipment. This energy storage category may sometimes be referred to as electrical thermal
energy storage (ETES); in this paper, the term RTES is coined to differentiate this technology
from other forms of ETES that do not make use of a Rankine cycle and therefore cannot be
retrofitted into a coal-fired power plant [19].

As RTES makes use of a steam turbine, start-up flexibility is limited, and a cold start
after more than 60 h of standstill can take up to 3 h. Hot start-up is considerably faster [20].

The costs of RTES are based on an engineering best guess, which reflects prices stated
by commercial developers; the power-scaled cost of RTES technology is approximated
according to the cost of an industrial e-boiler multiplied by 5 to account for higher pressure,
engineering cost, EPC cost, additional piping, and a larger pressure vessel [21]. The
capacity-scaled cost is approximated as the capacity-scaled cost of PTES, scaled to match
the lower thermal efficiency.

There is a limited number of RTES small-scale demonstration plants in the world;
however, this technology has never been applied at a large scale. High-temperature heat
storage has a typical TRL of 7-8, and the combination with a Rankine cycle will result in a
TRL of around 6 [7].

2.2.6. Pumped Thermal Energy Storage (PTES)

Pumped Thermal Energy Storage, otherwise known as the Brayton Battery, is a rel-
atively old concept for energy storage, but it has had a resurgence in recent years. This
storage technology makes use of hot and cold reservoirs, such as crushed rock or molten salt
for the hot reservoir and hexane for the cold reservoir. A theoretical maximum efficiency
of up to 72% is reported for the technology depending on the temperature differential
between hot and cold storage and the thermodynamic efficiencies of the equipment [22].
More realistically, efficiencies between 52 and 58% are expected [19,23]. Storage capacity
in MWh of PTES is relatively cheap and expandable independent of power; therefore,
the technology is more geared towards long-term storage. Implementations vary, but the
hot reservoir is generally heated to 550-600 °C in commercial applications, so there is the
possibility of heat and power cogeneration. The disadvantage of this high temperature is
the energy loss. There are several companies working on commercialization of this concept,
but large-scale facilities are not yet in use. The TRL is below 6 [7].

As there is still a large range of uncertainty within the concept, a conservative estimate
of the costs is taken. Maintenance cost is estimated to be equal to aCAES [23].
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2.2.7. Pumped Hydro Storage (PHS)

Pumped Hydro Storage is a highly efficient and widely used method of energy storage
that has been used since the 1890s [24]. It operates on a simple yet ingenious principle:
excess electricity is used to pump water from a lower reservoir to an upper reservoir during
periods of low electricity demand. To recover the potential energy, the stored water is
released from the upper reservoir to the lower one. As it flows down, it passes through a
turbine, generating electricity to be fed back into the grid.

Most PHS systems around the world are in the range of 1000-1500 MW, with some
up to 3000 MW. The typical round-trip efficiency of PHS systems is around the 70-80%
range [24]. The technology is very mature, but, surprisingly, it displays a negative learning
rate, meaning that the technology is getting more expensive as more is built [5]. An
important reason behind this is that many suitable locations for PHS systems are already
in use.

2.2.8. Compressed Air Energy Storage (aCAES and dCAES-H?2)

Compressed Air Energy Storage (CAES) technology stores energy through the com-
pression of air. The temperature increase from the compression can either be stored in
thermal storage or discharged to the environment via cooling. Cooling down of the high-
pressure air before storage is required to reduce storage size, complexity, and heat losses
during storage. The high-pressure air from the storage must be heated up to increase the
output and to prevent extremely low temperatures before expansion in a turbine. The
technology is either called adiabatic CAES (aCAES) in cases where the compression heat
is stored and reused or diabatic CAES (dCAES) in cases where external heat is used to
preheat the high-pressure air before expansion.

As compressed air is assumed to be stored in a salt cavern, this technology is geo-
graphically limited.

While no commercial aCAES plants have been built yet, two large-scale dCAES
projects are in commercial operation. For aCAES, only some small-scale demonstrators are
operational, and the TRL is therefore below 7 [7].

The dCAES using natural gas has a TRL of 9. The TRL of dCAES using hydrogen
is mainly dependent on the hydrogen combustion system. This technology has a TRL of
around 7 for gas turbine technology.

As there are no financial numbers available for aCAES installations, the CAPEX
for aCAES is based on dCAES numbers in which the thermal storage is assumed to be
25% of the CAPEX [4,25,26]. The costs of the dCAES-H2 technology are modelled as
a superposition of hydrogen electrolyzer and hydrogen storage costs in addition to the
conventional dCAES storage costs. The future hydrogen electrolyzer cost is estimated to
be USD 880/kW. For reference, current electrolyzer costs are about USD 1500/kWh, and
optimistic estimates go as low as USD 400/kW for 2030 [4,27,28].

2.2.9. Liquid Air Energy Storage (LAES)

Liquid Air Energy Storage uses thermal cycles like PTES to store energy in the form of
both liquid air and heat in cold and hot reservoirs. The cold reservoirs operate at cryogenic
temperatures. The different implementations of LAES vary widely in costs and round-trip
efficiency, and the largest variations are due to the efficiency of the usage of the stored heat
and cold. LAES is available in a diabatic and an adiabatic form. Diabatic LAES requires
reheating of the air, conventionally performed with natural gas. In this study, only adiabatic
LAES is considered. Cost values are extrapolated from a techno-economic evaluation of
a 60 MW, 480 MWh case [29]. The round-trip efficiency is taken as the mean of reported
round-trip efficiencies across various studies. The maintenance cost is estimated to be equal
to aCAES [29-31].
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2.2.10. Hydrogen Gas Turbine (H2-CCGT)

Direct combustion of hydrogen in a combined-cycle gas turbine installation can pro-
vide a carbon-neutral and flexible storage solution while profiting from the maturity of the
gas turbine industry [32,33]. However, while great efforts have been made in advancing the
hydrogen readiness of gas turbines, the availability and cost of hydrogen are still a major
bottleneck [34].

The cost of the combined-cycle gas turbine is approximated as the cost of a conven-
tional CCGT at USD 797 /kWHh; this is deemed reasonable but slightly optimistic, as other
sources report higher values and a hydrogen combustion system is needed [4,32]. The
cost of the electrolyzer is taken as the moderate value for 2030, equal to USD 880/kWh [4].
Combustion of hydrogen in a combined-cycle gas turbine installation has an increased
efficiency over a simple-cycle gas turbine, at the expense of some start-up flexibility. The
steam turbine in a CCGT is the main bottleneck for start-up, and it may take up to 2-3 h to
start up during a cold start, which is typically after more than 60 h of standstill. Starting
a CCGT after less than 60 h of standstill is considerably faster, and modern CCGT power
plants require less than 30 min from start signal to full load [20]. A certain amount of energy
is lost during start-up. This leads to reduced efficiency; therefore, an LHV efficiency of 58%
is used instead of the typical 60% for a modern CCGT.

The TRL of hydrogen application in gas turbines is 7 [7].

2.2.11. Hydrogen Gas Turbine Retrofit (H2-CCGT-R)

Instead of constructing an entirely new gas turbine, it may be possible to retrofit a
hydrogen burner in an existing gas turbine. This technology is currently in development
and is expected to be ready for deployment before electrolyzer capacity catches up to
speed [33]. This option is attractive for gas turbines relatively close to a salt cavern suited
for hydrogen storage, as it dramatically cuts down on capital expenditure versus a new
power plant. In this paper, the cost of this retrofit is assumed to be 10% of the CAPEX of a
new gas turbine combined-cycle installation.

2.2.12. Hydrogen Fuel Cell (H2-FuelCell)

Instead of a gas turbine, a fuel cell may also be used to convert hydrogen to electricity.
Fuel cells are generally used for smaller applications. Storage of the hydrogen is assumed
to be in a salt cavern because of its low cost. Fuel cells are more flexible for start-up than
CCGTs. Moderate 2030 values are taken for the cost values. The thermal efficiency of a
fuel cell is assumed to be 50%, which is slightly lower than a combined-cycle gas turbine
installation (58%) [5,32].

2.3. Data Input to the Model

All data inputs to the model for the various energy storage technologies can be found
in Table 1.

Table 1. Data used for cost calculation of energy storage technologies. Main sources are indicated
with superscript: a = [5], b =[23], ¢ = [31], d = [4], and e = [32]. Cited values have been cross-checked
with [4,6,10,13,22,27,32,34,35]. Values without a source are the best estimate. All values should be
interpreted as moderate future values around 2030. Assumptions are given in the paragraphs above.

= o < o o N Y 9
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x z 2 = = 5> g = 9 2 A Q 3
g «» z % & 52 52 ®» 5 [ 0 o <R
& T 8 3 S
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CAPEX a a a a b c a d d d d e
(USDIkW) 250 650 300 700 797 2000 300 1100 980 1230 1600 980 2050
CAPEX 3002 4502 3202 4502 21b 500 © 63 502 304 3de 3 de 3de 3de

(USD/kWh)




Energies 2024, 17, 1084 8 of 32
Table 1. Cont.
= a o jas) T
= o < o D 19) t;: 9
[ ~ ~ 0 ¢
= z & ol = 5 3 = & z A 8 g
= » [2) % 72} % CHI.Jj » % (-n Q Q a‘
o s 9] = 1)
N = =
CAPEX P
Factor () 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.25 1 1 1 1
OPEX a a a a d d d a d d d d d
(USDIMWH) 0.4 0.4 0.4 2 2.6 2.6 2.6 0.4 2.6 3.3 3 3 3
OPEX a a a a d d d d d d e e
(USD/kW-y) 5 5 5 10 11 11 11 11 11 14.9 3.2 3.2 28.5
Replacement a ) _ a _ _ . a a a - _ -
(USD/KW) 50 90 120 100 100
Replacement a ) ) a B _ _ a a a - _ -
wspiwny 0 0 0 0
Rep. Interval a ) ) a _ _ _ a a a - _ -
10°) 3.5 3.5 7.3 1.5 1.5
EoL 02 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202
(USD/kW)
EoL a a a —100 a a a a a a a a a
(USD/KWh) 20 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
R(_T)E 86%2  75%°  72%7  68%°  57.5%D  493%¢ 41.8%  80%°  70%9  55%9  41%9  41%9  35%¢
D(?)D 80%°  80%2 80%2 100%2  100%  100%  100% 100%° 100%° 63%< 63%< 63%<  63%¢
Self '[(’1’/5;”“’38 1%° 5%  1%° - 2%" 1%° 2% - 0.75%4  0%4 0% 0%d  0%¢
Cyacle Life 354 4a 0.9a 202 14.6° 102 102 30a 152 15a 102 102 102
(10° cycles)
She(lfyc )Llfe 20 152 10°  20° 200 204 304  god 354 359 304 30d 3¢
Degg;lyp;tlon 1% a 1% 1% 0.1a5 Jo ) B } B _ _ _ _ _
E"""(‘il; -Life 80%*  80%2  80%2  95%2 80% 95% 95%  95%3  95%7?  95%?  95%3  95%3  95%2
Con.structzon 1a 1a 1a 1a 1 1 1 3a na na 2a 22 1
Time (y)

2.4. Geographical Restrictions

Depending on local circumstances, not all energy storage technologies may be possible.
To this end, six different scenarios are evaluated in this paper, as given in Table 2. Here,
greenfield means no geographical features and no retrofit options available; therefore,
PHS, CAES, hydrogen storage, and all retrofit options are not possible. If a cavern feature
is present, all greenfield options plus CAES and hydrogen options are possible. The
mountains scenario allows for all greenfield options plus PHS. Coal retrofit allows for
all greenfield options plus RTES, and lastly, gas retrofit together with a cavern allows for
all greenfield options, all cavern options, and hydrogen-fired CCGT retrofit. Finally, all
options are included in the scenario “all options”.
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Table 2. Applicability of the different energy technologies in the different scenarios.

uor-ry
SeN
prRVpea]
MOTTRA
SaLd
SaVTe
SALY
SHJ
SavOe
TH-SAVOP
LODD-TH
Y-LODD-TH
[PDPNI-ZH

All options
Greenfield

Mountains

Coal retrofit

Gas retrofit

2.5. Part I: Comparison of Storage Technologies Using the Levelized Cost of Storage Methodology

In this first part of this paper, several methodologies are compared to calculate the
levelized costs of storage for the different storage technologies. The main objective of
these analyses is to distinguish the most economically favorable technologies; the tech-
nologies will be ranked for different storage applications, and the overall LCOE;torage Will
be calculated.

2.5.1. Fixed-Price Charging Cost Analysis

Different charging costs have been studied. In the first analysis, charging costs are
taken as constant USD 100/ MWh and USD 50/MWh, and USD 100/MWh reflects a typical,
approximate, current median wholesale power price [36]. In the second analysis, a market-
based charging price has been studied. This market-based charging price is calculated using
a novel algorithm: the retrospective lowest possible charging price algorithm (RLPCP).
This algorithm is applied to the Day-Ahead prices in Germany in 2023.

To evaluate the robustness of the ranking of the different technologies, the sensitivity
of the ranking of the technologies depending on the CAPEX development has been studied
in a separate sensitivity study, found in the discussion.

2.5.2. Charging of the Storage Based upon Market Power Prices

Previous studies have often assumed a constant power price for charging [5]. In recent
years, the market power price has been more volatile than ever; therefore, energy storage
technologies may profit from a cheaper price if periods of low or negative power price
are leveraged. In this study, an algorithm is devised that gives the Retrospective Lowest
Possible Charging Price (RLPCP).

The algorithm in this study serves as an approximation of the real charging power price
and gives an estimate of the minimum possible charging tariff using historical price data.

In the model, part-load or partially charging or discharging is neglected. It is assumed
that the storage is charged and discharged at the same power, limited by the electrical
connection. Charging will therefore be slower than discharging, as energy is lost during
storage. The energy lost in the storage is given by the round-trip efficiency. The factor
with which charging takes longer than discharging is thus given by the reciprocal of the
round-trip efficiency (RTE). As the discharge will always be at full power in this model,
discharging time (iscnarge) €quals the ratio between capacity and power, also called the
E/P ratio (EP). The charging time is then calculated by:

taisch EP
tcharge = lIs{cTa;ge = RTE (6)

The time domain is a discrete series containing price data. A moving average filter
with the size fe4.¢, is applied to the time domain; this will yield the moving average
domain. The moving average domain will have a length of f . shorter than the time



Energies 2024, 17, 1084

10 of 32

domain. The minimum of the moving average domain will equal the average lowest price
when the storage is charged during a continuous period of duration .-

If the number of yearly cycles is more than one, a second minimum needs to be found.
This time, part of the time domain is already occupied by the first cycle because it is not
possible to charge twice during the same timeslot. Figure 2 gives a schematic overview
of this algorithm. In Figure 2, the part of the time series reserved for charging is given
in blue. The green cell of the moving average domain indicates the found minimum of
the moving average domain. The three cells reserved for charging in the time domain can
be translated to the moving average domain as f .. — 1 cells left and right of the found
minimum. These cells are indicated in red. All cells that are not yet “reserved” in the
moving average domain can still be utilized. For the next iteration, the blue cells that are
occupied for charging and the purple cells that are reserved for a possible discharge will be
appended to the list of reserved cells in the time domain.

Price - "

Time

Charging Discharging

Domain

Moving Average ENEN - EEEE

Average
Minimum
Power Price
Figure 2. Visualization of the RLPCP algorithm, here with a charging duration of 3 and a discharging
duration of 2, both unitless for convenience.

Lastly, it is not possible for storage to consecutively load twice without discharging.
Therefore, the absolute minimal amount of time after which the storage can be charged
again equals a duration of teyarge + taischarge = CDfactor(1 + EP) after first starting charging.
This is given as purple cells in the time domain and translates to the yellow cells in the
moving average domain. These timesteps are therefore reserved for one cycle. Note that as
discharging profits are not considered, discharge does not need to happen in the allocated
discharging time; this can be anywhere between the completion of charging and the start
of the charge of the next cycle. As the cycle always starts at a low price point followed by a
higher price point, it is assumed that a suitable discharge time can be found, thus giving
an estimate of the minimum possible buy-in price for the given number of cycles. As the
number of cycles increases, the power buy-in price approaches the average power price
over the year, but it will always stay under the average price over the year.

Figure 3 shows an example of the algorithm at work for ¢ q¢e = 3 and fgischarge = 2
over the course of 3 days for better visibility. In Figure 3, 3 cycles occur, and the average
power buy-in price is given below the charging period. The light-colored areas in the
moving average domain give the total reserved space in the moving average domain. The
dark-colored areas in the time domain indicate the chosen charging periods. Figure 4
displays one week in which the maximum number of cycles is achieved. The RLPCP
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algorithm numbers the charging intervals based on the order of realized charging prices
during the individual intervals.

Example of retrospective least-price algorithm
EP = 2; Cycles = 3; RTE = 0.67
Average price: 153.8; Average buy-in price: 78.8 $/MWh;

Moving average domain
Time domain

250

N
=3
=3

&
=)

Power price [$/MWh]

/

2.Avg PP: 929
3. Avg PP: 1013 \

—
=3
=)

1. AvgPP:-42.1
0 8 16 24 k7] 40 48 56 &4 2
Time [h]

Figure 3. Example of the RLPCP algorithm selecting the cheapest intervals for charging over 3 days,
colors indicate the charging intervals.

Example of retrospective least-price algorithm
EP = 2; Cycles = 23; RTE = 0.67

250 \

150 \ |

200 | "\ 4
\}\ \]\ \
23 | \
2 | \
\
\ F A
| N/

Power price [$/MWh]

12 130 149 168

Time [h]
Figure 4. Example of the RLPCP algorithm selecting the cheapest intervals for charging during one
week of operation, colors indicate the charging intervals.

2.6. Part II: Energy Storage in a Fully Renewable Electricity System

The optimal energy storage solution as part of a fully renewable energy system de-
pends on many factors. In this paper, the impact of the most relevant factors is studied
using a zero-dimensional, time-dependent electricity balance model. It is called a zero-
dimensional (0D) grid as no limitations in electricity transport over the grid are consid-

ered. The main parameters in this zero-dimensional electricity balance model, shown in
Figure 5, are:

The generation of renewable electricity through solar PV and offshore wind.
Demand, including flexibility in demand.

Energy storage, as described in the first part of this paper.

Backup power.

Backup power is introduced to guarantee an overall balance between demand and
supply at all moments. Backup power is therefore defined at any moment ¢ as:

Pbackup (t> = Prenewuble(t> + Pstomge(t) - Pdemand(t) @)
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It is assumed in this analysis that there is always enough backup power. An important
aspect of backup power is that the energy for the backup power is not generated by the
renewable electricity sources within the system but is supplied from outside of the system.

Back up
power
pbackup(t)
v %FLEX

p demand( t)

Eme

pstorage( t)

Storage
release
capacity
A

0D grid
balance
model

ENTSO-E
demand

Renewable

energy port

folio (scaled)

Storage
charge
capacity
|

=

Storage volume

Figure 5. The system studied. The grid is fed by a virtual renewable energy portfolio consisting of
offshore wind and solar. The profiles of offshore wind, solar, and demand are based on ENTSO-E
data for Germany. The backup energy is only used during moments of a shortage of wind and solar
energy and energy from storage.

In a real-world system, backup power could be provided by thermal power plants
running on fossil fuels. These fossil fuels can be replaced by carbon-neutral fuels in the
future, like hydrogen, generated outside of this system.

In the model, it is further assumed that the excess of renewable generation will
be curtailed.

The profiles of yearly solar PV and offshore wind electricity production as well as
demand are taken from the ENTSO-E website for Germany for the years 2020-2023. The
ENTSO-E Transparency Platform is regarded as the most prominent energy data source
for European energy systems [37,38]. The solar PV capacity profile, offshore wind capacity
profile, and demand profile from ENTSO-E have been scaled to their annual average values.
The analyses deliver similar results for all years from 2020 to 2023. The year 2023 has been
chosen as input for the shown analyses.

Two main renewable energy sources are considered in this system analysis: offshore
wind and solar PV. These technologies are expected to be among the dominant energy
sources in energy systems in 2050 [39,40]. On-shore wind has been excluded from the
portfolio as it appeared to have only a limited effect on the annual duration curve of the
renewable electricity supply.

2.6.1. Portfolio of Renewable Generation

The levelized costs of electricity of the total system will be lowest when the energy
profile provided by the renewable portfolio matches demand as close as possible. In this
high-level analysis, a constant baseload demand is assumed, but similar conclusions can be
drawn for a realistic demand. Figure 6 presents an analysis of this optimization. The annual
duration curves for 100% German solar electricity generation, provided by ENTSO-E, are
compared to those of 100% offshore wind. The annual duration curves have been scaled
to have identical numbers for annual MWh generated and consumed. In these annual
duration curves, the generation per hour is sorted from the largest to the smallest.

These annual duration curves show that offshore wind is much closer to baseload
demand than solar PV. Solar can only provide the required demand for 2800 h; during the
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other hours, there is a shortage in electricity that must be delivered by another source, such
as backup power. For solar, this would be about 60% of the annual demand. For offshore
wind, the situation is much better, as can be seen in the top-right figure. The total annual
shortage in electricity generation is about 30% of the annual demand.

500%
Annual duration curve: 0% Solar, 100% Wind off shore

400%

= Renewable generation = Renewable generation

300%
e Base load demand 200% e Base load demand
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100%
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Figure 6. Analysis of renewable electricity generation (solar PV and wind offshore) annual duration
curve versus a baseload demand.

The third figure, given on the bottom left, illustrates the effect of varying the percentage
of solar in a renewable portfolio on the shortage of electricity, given in MWh annual
generation by solar over the total demand. This figure shows that the smallest shortage in
generation is achieved when the renewable energy portfolio consists of approximately 20%
solar PV and 80% offshore wind. The shortage in this case is about 25%.

The bottom-right figure shows the annual duration curve of the optimal renewable
energy portfolio of 80% offshore wind and 20% solar, which has a slightly better shape than
the figure that only uses offshore wind. This optimal mix of wind and solar compares very
well with comparable studies [41,42]. This figure also shows that for about 40% of the time,
solar PV and offshore wind will not be able to meet demand.

2.6.2. Methodology of the Renewable Energy System Study

The zero-dimensional grid energy balance model has been programmed using the
following rules:

1.  Energy generation at any hour is calculated using the renewable generation portfolio
from the ENTSO-E data times a correction factor, % VRE. The %VRE is 100%, as the
total annual generation (MWh) equals the total annual demand (MWh); a %VRE of
110% indicates a 10% excess in generation (MWh) versus the annual demand

The balance between generation and demand is calculated for all hours.

3. In case of unbalance in generation and demand, first storage is utilized:

N

a. In case of an excess in generation, the excess generation for that hour is stored
in the energy storage.

. In case of a shortage in generation, the shortage is delivered by the energy storage.

c. The filling and releasing of the storage take place within the technical parameters:

i Round-trip efficiency.
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ii. Storage volume (in MWHh, based upon release of electricity).
iii. Storage capacity (both for intake of electricity and release of electricity).

4.  Incase thereis still a shortage in electricity at any hour, it is assumed that this electricity
is generated by the backup power. In case there is still an excess in renewable
production, it is assumed to be curtailed.

2.6.3. Optimal Levelized System Cost of Electricity for a Combined System of Renewable
Generation and Storage

The levelized costs of electricity for a system consisting of a combination of renewable
generation and energy storage has been calculated using the zero-dimensional grid energy
balance model. The levelized cost of electricity is calculated for all cases in the following
way (this is a slight simplification versus the detailed analysis in the first part of this paper):

(8)

EUR CCAPEX +ry (iffff +ry f_’i‘i%
MWh

LCOE
Z N Ecm1>umed

(1+r)"

In this system analysis, the costs for renewable power generation and storage are
all investment (CAPEX) costs. The only variable costs (OPEX) are the operation and
maintenance (O&M) costs of the renewable power generation and energy storage assets
and the costs for backup power.

For the cost of the energy storage assets, the parameters from Table 1 are used. For
the costs of renewable electricity generation, the cost parameters of Table 3 are used. As a
simplification, the O&M costs are approximated as 2% of the CAPEX costs. The discount
rate is taken as 8%, just as in the first part of this paper.

Table 3. Cost parameters of renewable energy generation [43].

Offshore Wind Solar PV
CAPEX (USD/kW) 2000 400
Annual O&M costs 2.5% 1.3%

2.6.4. Optimization Procedure

The minimum levelized costs of electricity from the total system (LCOEjyster;) have
been determined for all cases. The parameters shown in Table 4 defining the energy storage
and the amount of renewable energy (%VRE) are varied between the shown limits.

Table 4. Limits of the optimization parameters of the model regarding energy storage.

Optimization Parameter Min. Max.
%VRE 100% 150%
Intake capacity of storage 0.1% 100% Given as a percentage of annual average demand
Release capacity of storage 0.1% 100%
Volume of storage 1h 200 h Multiplied by the annual average hourly demand
3. Results

The results of this study are split up in part one, where the optimal storage for a given
discharge duration and number of yearly cycles is found, and part two, where the results
of part one are taken and integration into a fully renewable energy system is analyzed.

3.1. Part I: Comparison of Storage Technologies Using the Levelized Cost of Storage Methodology

In part one of this paper, the optimal energy storage is determined for both a fixed
charging cost as well as charging at market price. In figures where different storage
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solutions are compared, the color intensity displays the LCOEstorage difference with the
second-best solution. The color intensity is calculated as follows:

. LCOEstomge,best
LCOEstarage,secondbest

©)

Icolor =

3.1.1. Fixed-Cost Analysis

The results of the fixed-price analysis can be seen in Figures 7 and 8. In these figures,
the results of various scenarios are given depending on which energy storage technologies
are available for the given location. The x-axis shows the ratio between stored energy and
full discharge power (E/P ratio), which is equal to the discharge time at full power. The
y-axis represents the number of yearly cycles during which the energy storage is used.
Both axes are logarithmic. The possible combinations of yearly discharge cycles and the
E/P ratio are limited to the total number of hours in a year, shown by the triangular shape
of the figure. At the border between the white upper triangle and the indicated energy
storage technologies, the energy storage is continuously in operation, either charging or
discharging. The more inwards towards the origin, the less the storage is utilized.
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Figure 7. The economically most attractive storage technology for various location scenarios (see
Table 2) and a fixed electricity buy-in price of USD 100/MWh. The intensity of color variation is
explained in Equation (9).
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Figure 8. The LCOEstorge of the optimal solution; note the logarithmic scale. LCOE;torqge values above
USD 10,000/MWh are not displayed.

The power price is fixed in this first analysis to USD 100/MWh.

Seven technologies are most prominent. Li-ion batteries are most prevalent for short-
duration storage under 4 h and when no geographical features are present. Pumped
Hydro Storage (PHS) remains the best option for medium-duration storage if the right
geographic conditions are present. Pumped Thermal Energy Storage (PTES) appears to be
the economically most attractive solution for medium-to-long-duration energy storage if
Pumped Hydro and hydrogen storage are not possible. All hydrogen-based technologies
are best used for seasonal storage, and a retrofit is preferred if available. RTES provides a
potentially attractive option for medium-duration storage for a lower capacity factor.
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The resulting LCOEjstorage can be seen in Figure 8. This figure shows that an LCOE;torage
of USD 200-500/MWh can be achieved for storage with a high number of annual cycles.
Seasonal energy storage, with a low number of cycles and longer duration of discharge,
will be more expensive, typically USD 500-1000/MWh as a minimum.

3.1.2. Dynamic Price Analysis

The retrospective lowest possible charging price algorithm has been applied for all
technologies on the EPEX SPOT prices of 2023, accessed via the ENTSO-E Transparency
Platform. The average price for 2023 was USD 162.95/MWh. The power buy-in price of the
RLPCP algorithm is lower than the average price, as buy-in happens at a strategic point
in time, when prices are low. The RLPCP price varies for every storage technology and
implementation, as the RLPCP price is a function of RTE, E/P ratio, and the number of
yearly cycles.

The results, expressed as the most economically attractive storage technology, of the
RLPCP algorithm for market prices are compared with the results for the fixed charging
price (USD 100/MWh) in Figure 9. The plot on the left displays all technologies, while
the plot on the right only shows geographically independent storage options. The color
intensity displays the LCOEstorqge difference with the second-best solution.
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Figure 9. Results of the model using the RLPCP algorithm shown above compared to the results
of the fixed buy-in price of USD 100/MWh below; color intensity indicates distance from second-
best solution.

Figure 9 shows that by using the RLPCP algorithm, the areas of the respective best
technologies are less regular, yet the main trends remain. One difference is that when real
power prices are considered, a lower capacity factor, meaning less use of the energy storage,
which can be found towards the origin, slightly favors less efficient storage technologies,
while a higher capacity factor favors more efficient technologies.
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Figure 10 shows the levelized cost of storage for the chosen solution, shown in Figure 9.
The LCOE;storage here also includes buy-in of electricity as calculated using the RLPCP
algorithm. All values of LCOEstorge higher than USD 10,000/ MWh are deliberately left out.
Again, the upper two figures show the results of the RLPCP algorithm, and the lower two
figures are calculated with a fixed USD 100/ MWh buy-in price.

LCOS of cheapest tech
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Figure 10. LCOEstppge of found optimal solutions, using the RLPCP algorithm shown above, com-
pared to the results of the fixed buy-in price of USD 100/MWh below.

It can be observed that a higher utilization of the storage allows for a lower-level
LCOE. Furthermore, it shows that the greenfield scenario has a definite disadvantage over
the full range of choice. According to this model, an LCOEs;oqge between USD 200/ MWh
and USD 500/MWh could be reasonable if the capacity factor is sufficiently high. Prices are
slightly lower compared to a fixed USD 100/MWh buy-in price as low or negative prices
are leveraged; however, the outcome is largely similar.

3.2. Part II: Energy Storage in a Fully Renewable Electricity System

In the first part of this paper, an optimal solution is found for a known number of
yearly cycles and discharge times. In the second part of this paper, integration of energy
storage in the energy market in northwestern Europe is analyzed such that an expected
power price and amount of storage for a fully renewable energy system is found.
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3.2.1. Time/Frequency Analysis of the Energy Balance in a 0D Grid Model

A 0D grid model has been used to calculate the number of required cycles per year
for energy storage. In this case, the energy storage is modelled with a 100% round-trip
efficiency, intake, and release capacity equal to the annual average demand load and an
infinite storage volume. The total renewable power generation annual volume is modelled
to be equal to the total annual offtake volume; therefore, %VRE = 100%. The demand is
modelled as a baseload. All storage release events are grouped in bins for the duration
of the release. In this way, bins are created with the number of release cycles per year
and the average duration of the release cycle. The following bins have been created:
hourly (14 h), intraday (4-16 h), multiday (16-64 h), weekly (64-128 h), and multiweek
(128-256 h). Figure 11 shows the number of yearly cycles (right axis) and the total amount
of annually discharged energy for these bins (left axis) for the year 2023.

Germany 2023

. 1400 111 120 _

2 1200 196 100 &
> —
= § 1000 81 80 &
2° 800 -
c Y 60 ©
T © 600 <
2 2~ 400 40 2
§2< 20 -
R 200 N | 3
Qa4 . 5 — 2
> © 0 1 0 %
5o 2 10 25 93 133 =
5 § Duration of release from storage (hr)

2

EE Energy released from storage Number of cycles per year

Figure 11. Distribution of the release cycles from the storage grouped per bin of duration. On the
left axis is plotted the total energy released annually from the storage (per duration bin) and on the
right axis is the number of annual events. The average duration of the release of the bin is shown on
the x-axis.

The bins are indicated on the x-axis with the average duration of release. For example,
25 h is the average release time in the 16-64 h bin, and 93 h is the average release time in
the 64-128 h bin. This figure shows that the annual number of events decreases with the
average duration of release, except for the short-duration releases. The largest volume from
storage is released with an average duration of 25 h. About half of the volume of the energy
released from the storage is released on this time scale. The energy storage cycles with a
shorter time duration show a much lower volume. There is only one cycle with an average
duration of 133 h, or just over 6 days; these are linked to longer periods of shortages of
wind and solar generation. This analysis shows that an optimal storage volume is likely to
be between 25 and 93 h, as this can also cover the smaller time scales. Figure 12 shows the
same analysis for the years 2021 and 2022. There are only slight differences between these
years and the data for 2023. Based on this comparison, the data for 2023 are used as input
for the analysis.

This frequency analysis of the storage capacity is combined with the plots for the
economic optimal LCOEgstorage from part one of this paper. Figure 13 shows how these bins
are located within the LCOEstorge plots from the first part of this paper. The most promising
technologies that appear from this analysis are the Li-ion or RTES for the short duration
(1-4 h), PHS, PTES, and RTES for medium duration (4-128 h), and retrofit (H2-CCGT-R) for
long duration (128+ h).
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Figure 12. Total annual energy and number of cycles of the release cycles from the storage grouped
per bin of duration, evaluated for the years 2021 and 2022.

Cheapest Tech (LCOS)
ROl = 0.08

All options Greenfield

LCOS difference
with second cheapest solution

Mountains

1024 Lilon
= =6 VaFlow
LE)
E "
= PHS
=4
o
G 16 PTES
o
=
5 4 H2-CCGT-R
e
=
= 1 RTES

0.25 H2-CCGT

Coal retrofit Gas retrofit + Cavern 80% B0% 40% 20% 10% 5%

1024

256

10 100

‘early cycles [-]

Figure 13. The economical best technology, based on the RLPCP algorithm, combined with the
frequency analysis for storage. 1: 1-4 h, 2: 4-16 h, 3: 16-64 h, 4: 64-128 h, 5: 128-256 h.
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A further analysis has been performed for the calculation of the LCOE;topge of the
different technologies for the different frequencies that have been identified. Table 5
shows the LCOEjstorqge for these cases, shown in Figure 13. LCOEstorqge values above USD
4000/MWHh that are not in the top five choices are removed from this table for readability.

Table 5. LCOE;torqge for discharged stored energy, including the charging cost of the current market for
the points determined in the frequency analysis. The colors indicate the top five most attractive forms
of energy storage (within the top five, green is most attractive and red is less attractive) per energy
storage release time bin. The options outside of the top 5 are indicated by a light grey font color.

E/P Ratio (h) 2 10 24 93 133
Yearly Cycles (-) 81 111 90 5 1
Li-Ion 944 657 825
NaS
LeadAcid
VaFlow 1816 1228
PTES 1152 562 731 1449 5433
dLAES
RTES 848 962
PHS 1018 330 385 1708 7489
aCAES 699 838 2630
dCAES-H2
H2-CCGT 2481 6377
H2-FuelCell 9426
H2-CCGT-R 1928 4442

Table 6 shows the LCOE;torage 0f the storage technologies without the charging cost.
This reflects a future energy system in which charging of storage is always preferred due to
an abundance of renewable energy.

Table 6. LCOEstorage for discharged stored energy excluding charging cost for the points determined
in the frequency analysis. The colors indicate the five most attractive forms of energy storage (within
the top five, green is most attractive and red is less attractive) per energy storage release time bin.
The options outside of the top 5 are indicated by a light grey font color.

E/P Ratio (h) 2 10 24 93 133
Yearly Cycles (-) 81 111 90 5 1
Li-Ion 950
NaS
LeadAcid
VaFlow 1822
PTES 1142 201 121 1191 5369
dLAES
RTES 797 229 202
PHS 1023 195 130 1592 7459
aCAES 1992 356 220 2364
dCAES-H2
H2-CCGT 1650 6104
H2-FuelCell 8977

H2-CCGT-R 376 185 1096 4170
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From Table 5, Table 6, and Figure 13, it can be concluded that for long-duration storage
(multiple days to weeks), the H2-CCGT-R is the most economical solution if the cost of
buy-in energy is free, but this option is still relatively expensive (+—USD 2000/MWHh). In
this case, this solution also performs quite well for the medium duration (one to several
days). When the energy buy-in price of the current market is included, the low efficiency is
a large financial penalty for this technology, but it is still one of the only options for this
long-term storage.

The Pumped Thermal storage is the best economic solution for several hours to
several days of storage, but it is in close competition with Pumped Hydro, aCAES, and
H2-CCGT—retrofit.

Alternative battery technologies, such as NaS and VaFlow, are much more expensive
than thermal, mechanical, and hydrogen storage options. They might be attractive for
storage for several hours and up to one day, but they are in close competition with Li-ion
batteries.

It should be noted that these conclusions are only based on economic value. Several
other considerations arise when deciding on an energy storage technology, such as local
possibilities, sustainability, footprint, safety, and societal opinion.

3.2.2. Comparison of LCOE;ystem and LCOEstorage for Single Storage Technologies

In this analysis, different systems with a single storage technology are compared. Per
storage technology, the system is optimized for the minimum LCOEsystem of the system.
A relatively high cost for backup power of USD 1000/ MWHh is assumed to minimize the
utilization of backup power. This cost level of backup power is based on the analysis
shown in part one of this paper. Figure 14 shows the impact of storage on the system LCOE
with only a single storage technology. Figure 15 shows the storage volume and backup
power demand with only a single storage technology. LCOEsystn is the levelized costs of
electricity consumed in the total system, LCOE;topge is the levelized cost of the electricity
delivered by the storage, and LCOEeration 18 the levelized cost of the electricity delivered
by the renewable generation without curtailment.
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Figure 14. System LCOE comparison in a fully renewable system for a single storage technology. The
technologies are ranked based upon levelized costs of electricity consumed in the system (LCOEsystem)-
The displayed numbers are also the LCOE in USD/MWh. The number of cycles is calculated by
dividing the annually released volume from the storage by the storage volume.
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Figure 15. Storage volume and backup power demand in a fully renewable system for a single
storage technology. The same sequence of technologies as in Figure 14 is used.

The LCOE;ystem varies between USD 157/MWh and USD 242/MWh. In the latter case,
a significant part, up to 12%, of the shortage in generation is generated by expensive backup
power. In the cases with the lowest LCOE;ysten, the backup power is only required for 2.4%
of the volume. The LCOEstoqge starts at USD 240/MWh for PTES and increases above USD
800/MWh for the battery options and LAES.

It is interesting to see the distinction between the technology types, as the lowest costs
are for PTES, PHS, and A-CAES, and all of these storage methodologies are based upon
mechanical and/or thermal cycles. The hydrogen-based technologies can also be seen as
one group, with the hydrogen retrofit CCGT as the best option in close competition with
the diabatic CAES with hydrogen as a fuel. The converted thermal power plants (RTES)
perform slightly worse than the hydrogen options.

All batteries have a significantly higher LCOE than the other options. They are not
optimal for long-duration energy storage but perform much better on a shorter scale of up
to a few hours. LAES is the most expensive option, although this option is intended for
longer periods of energy storage.

The most economic energy storage technologies all have a storage volume of about
40 h. The total discharge from the storage is about 30 times the storage volume. The optimal
charging and discharging capacities of the storage (not shown here) are just below the
average annual demand.
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The backup power is mainly used to overcome longer periods of shortage of renewable
generation. Figure 16 shows as an example the content of the storage volume and the
amount of backup power applied in the case of PTES. This figure shows that there are six
big events on an annual basis when backup energy is needed to prevent blackouts.
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Figure 16. Storage level and amount of backup power used over the year of the analysis for the case
of the single storage technology PTES used.

3.2.3. Balance between Excess Renewable Generation Capacity and Storage Capacity

An important parameter in the analysis is the capacity of renewable power. The
LCOE generation 0f renewable energy (USD 80-100/MWh) is significantly lower than the
LCOE;storage (USD 250-500+/MWHh). An increase in renewable power (%VRE in the model)
results in a reduction in the requirement for storage and backup power.

In the following analysis, the impact of %VRE on the LCOESyStem and the percentage
of backup power is studied for the PTES storage case. This analysis, shown in Figure 17,
shows that above about 130% %VRE, the impact of %VRE on the LCOEsysten, is limited, and
the increase in %VRE decreases the requirement for backup power.
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Figure 17. Sensitivity of storage capacity, system cost, and backup power demand to renewable
generation capacity.

The optimal storage volume is not overly sensitive to the amount of renewable gener-
ation capacity, as it remains around 30 h of storage. The storage, however, is used more
efficiently with a higher excess of renewable electricity available.
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3.2.4. Sensitivity to Flexibility in Demand

Lastly, the effect of flexibility in demand is investigated. Currently, flexibility in energy
demand is already being studied and applied in the form of heat storage for district heating,
smart charging of electronic vehicles, flexible power offtake agreements for industrial users,
and more. Numerous studies have already pointed out how implementing flexibility may
increase the market value of renewables and may provide a means to accelerate the energy
transition without additional large capital investment [39,44]. One of the potential drivers
of flexibility could be the increase in electric vehicle EV capacity combined with flexible
charging models, such as V1G or V2G [45].

Flexibility is modelled as a percentage of the actual demand at any hour. A flexibility
of 10% therefore assumes that the load can vary by 10% up or down. The priority of extra
demand in the 0D grid model is placed before intake by the storage. The demand load will
therefore be reduced if there is a disparity between generation and demand at any moment.
This will be prioritized before releasing electricity from the storage. Extra load demand
will be prioritized before storing energy in the storage.

This analysis, shown in Figure 18, shows that an increase in flexibility in demand
reduces the LCOE costs from USD 150/MWh to USD 100/MWh at 50% flexibility. The
decrease in system costs is nearly linear with the flexibility in demand. The main reason for
this reduction in system costs is the increase in direct utilization of renewable electricity.
Therefore, there is a reduction in demand for renewable generation capacity (% VRE), which
is reduced from 150% to 117%. Furthermore, storage volume is reduced from 30 h to 10 h.
The requirement for backup power is also significantly reduced from 2.9% to 1.4% by the
increase in flexibility in demand.
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Figure 18. The effect of flexibility on LCOE of the modelled 0D energy grid with PTES as the
storage option.

4. Discussion
4.1. Impact of the Electricity Buy-In Price

To check the sensitivity of the model to the electricity buy-in price, a constant USD
50/MWh buy-in price is used in a second analysis. It is seen in Figure 19 that there are no
substantial changes in the ranking of the optimal solutions. There is, however, a slight bias
towards energy storage solutions with a lower round-trip efficiency (e.g., RTES) compared
to the fixed-price scenario.

The minimum LCOEstorge does drop only slightly, as can be seen in Figure 19. A very
significant part of the energy storage costs is the CAPEX costs. The charging cost has a
relatively limited effect and scales with RTE.
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Figure 19. Minimum LCOEsjorge for USD 100/MWh buy-in price compared to USD 50/ MWh.

4.2. Influence of a Significant Reduction in CAPEX Costs on the Levelized Cost of Storage

While all cost data given in this paper are a best estimate of the future cost, some cost
datapoints are especially disputed. In this section, the sensitivity to changes in CAPEX is
evaluated to enable more robust conclusions. Figure 20 shows the energy storage landscape
for greenfield and unrestricted location scenarios, where the price of lithium-ion batteries
has dropped by 25% and 50%. According to current projections, a 25% price drop compared
to current values is to be expected before 2030. A 50% price drop is estimated to happen
around 2045 [46].

Li-ion batteries are now more prevalent in the energy storage landscape. Still, for
above 4 h of storage time, PHS, PTES, and hydrogen solutions remain undefeated.

Alternatively, it may be argued that as PTES is still in an early stage of development,
CAPEX may be higher than expected. Figure 21 displays the solutions for PTES with 150%
CAPEX as well as 200% CAPEX.

While the solution does change, the general conclusions remain the same. It can
therefore be concluded that the model is relatively robust to changes in CAPEX if the results
are regarded as an indication of trends rather than an actual prediction of prices.
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4.3. Second-Best Technologies for the Levelized Costs of Storage

As most technologies are not very distant from the second economically most attractive
technology, it is also interesting to look at these solutions, as shown in Figure 22. After
all, there may be many considerations beyond economical ones that go into choosing
the best energy storage solution. The RLCCP algorithm has been used to calculate the
charging price.
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Figure 22. Second-best solution for energy storage using the RLPCP algorithm.

In Figure 22, a much wider range of options is displayed. These technologies are
also valuable to consider as they might show more desirable characteristics depending on
the project.
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4.4. Further Considerations

The presented research comprises a high-level levelized cost of electricity study to
rank different energy storage options for different time scales. Local and project-specific
details and economics will influence the calculated LCOE and might influence the ranking.
Non-economic aspects have not been taken into consideration in this study. The CAPEX
numbers are estimates for the 2030 situation based upon a broad literature study, and
the real CAPEX might of course differ significantly from these numbers. The presented
results in the second part of this paper for the fully renewable system are applicable to
offshore-wind-dominant generation, as in northwestern Europe, but the methodology can
be applied to other renewable energy systems.

In the methodology in the first part of this paper, only full cycles at full load are
considered. Realistically, it could be beneficial to run smaller cycles or at part load. This
could affect prices. Therefore, for long-duration storage, the RLPCP algorithm is not quite
realistic. As power prices are only a small part of the total storage cost, this is assumed to
be an acceptable solution, as it still captures the dynamics of charging at low power prices,
which is beneficial for technologies with a lower round-trip efficiency and a low number of
yearly cycles.

The numbers given in Table 1 may vary by project and geographical location. As
some of these technologies are not yet very mature, the cost can be regarded as the best
estimate for when these technologies will be implemented. The results should therefore be
interpreted as a qualitative indication of trends, rather than quantitative predictions.

The optimal renewable portfolio includes offshore wind, but this is not attainable for
all countries. On-shore wind is not considered, as offshore wind has a more beneficial
capacity factor. Use of on-shore wind or a different renewable portfolio may impact prices.

In contrast to many other studies, no detailed information about geography, the
electrical grid, or existing assets is incorporated in this research. Therefore, no specific
conclusions for a specific geographic area or system transition steps can be derived from it.

The outcomes of this research are well in line with other publications, like Monetizing
Energy Storage by Schmidt and Staffel, in which a nice overview is presented of the state of
the art of energy storage. The calculated optimum size of storage of the current research is
slightly higher than in the work presented by Monetizing Energy Storage, as fossil backup
power is assumed to be relatively expensive in this research and thereby minimized. The
effect of flexibility, the share of renewables, and the LCOE compare very well with the
results presented [47].

The analysis presented in this paper can serve as a decision-making tool for industry
stakeholders and policymakers and highlights the paramount role of energy storage in a
sustainable energy future.

5. Conclusions

Three methods were used to rank electricity storage technologies: fixed charging
price, market-based charging price, and integration into a fully renewable energy sys-
tem. The comparison of the three methodologies shows a robust economic ranking of
the technologies.

For electricity storage for one to several days, there is close competition between
Pumped Hydro Storage (PHS), Pumped Thermal (PTES), and hydrogen application in a
retrofitted gas-fired power plant (H2-CCGT-R). The retrofitted gas-fired power plant using
hydrogen (H2-CCGT-R) is overall the best performer for storage duration of several days.
Li-ion batteries appear to have relatively limited economic value for longer-term storage.
They have their value mostly in short-term balancing of the grid (below typically 14 h
time scales).

In a fully renewable electricity system, most storage is typically required at a time
scale of one to two days (30—40 h). The PTES, PHS, and H2-CCGT retrofit options are all
good candidates for this. An interesting technology that was not included in many other
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research papers is Pumped Thermal Energy Storage (PTES). This technology performs
relatively well in the one- to multi-day storage time scales.

The levelized costs of the electricity released from storage (LCOEstorage) are found
to be in the order of USD 200-1000/MWHh. This is significantly higher than the typical
LCOE generation from renewable sources (USD 50-100/MWh). Fewer cycles per year allow
for charging the storage at lower prices; however, the charging cost is only a fraction of
the total cost, and the lower capacity factor will increase the price much more than the
effect of a lower charging cost. The effective overall levelized costs of electricity of a fully
renewable system start at USD 150/ MWh when the most economic storage technologies
are implemented.

Both Pumped Thermal Energy Storage (PTES) and Pumped Hydro Storage (PHS)
appear as the most economically attractive options in this study. However, both options
have their challenges: PHS is geographically constrained, and options for new PHS in
industrialized societies are limited. Pumped Thermal Energy Storage is a technology under
development without large-scale demonstration available. Moreover, PTES will require
large thermal storage vessels. As PTES appears to be a very interesting option for long-
term energy storage, further development and demonstration projects will be required to
accelerate the development of this technology.

Electro-chemical storage plays a secondary role in this analysis, as only cost is consid-
ered for large-scale energy storage. Batteries may be preferred as an off-the-shelf solution
for smaller applications for shorter time scales or if space is a concern. Economically,
Li-ion batteries perform best; however, it is worth looking into alternative batteries, as they
perform better in terms of sustainability, recyclability, and fire risk. Furthermore, significant
innovation is taking place in the development of batteries, leading to better performance
than assumed in this paper.

Flexible utilization of CCGT can act as a transition technology by running on natural
gas initially and switching to hydrogen in the future to provide carbon-free dispatch-
able power.
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