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Abstract: Due to increased share of fluctuating renewable energy sources in future decarbonized,
electricity-driven energy systems, participating in the electricity markets yields the potential for
industry to reduce its energy costs and emissions. A key enabling technology is thermal energy
storage combined with power-to-heat technologies, allowing the industries to shift their energy
demands to periods with low electricity prices. This paper presents an optimization-based method
which helps to select and dimension the cost-optimal thermal energy storage technology for a given
industrial steam process. The storage technologies considered in this work are latent heat thermal
energy storage, Ruths steam storage, molten salt storage and sensible concrete storage. Due to their
individual advantages and disadvantages, the applicability of these storage technologies strongly
depends on the process requirements. The proposed method is based on mathematical programming
and simplified transient simulations and is demonstrated using different scenarios for energy prices,
i.e., various types of renewable energy generation, and varying heat demand, e.g., due to batch
operation or non-continuous production.

Keywords: thermal energy storage; optimization; steam; power-to-heat; renewable energy

1. Introduction

Steam systems are a part of almost every major industrial process, in nearly all
industrial sectors. Steam generation systems were estimated to account for 38% of global
final manufacturing energy use or 44 EJ in 2005 [1], corresponding to 9% of the global final
energy consumption. Steam production is still primarily based on the use of fossil fuels,
and all the major industrial energy users devote significant proportions of their fossil fuel
consumption to steam production [2].

There is thus an urgent demand to develop cost-efficient alternatives for fossil-based
steam generation. Among these, thermal energy storage (TES) in combination with power-to-
heat (P2H) conversion technologies such as electric boilers or high-temperature heat pumps
(HTHPs) may enable a rapid transition towards renewables-based steam production with
rather small changes in the infrastructure. Moreover, P2H combined with TES allows active
participation of energy-intensive industries in the energy markets, which will be necessary
for stable and flexible electricity supply in future decarbonized, renewables-based energy
systems. At the same time, the industry can decrease its energy costs by shifting the electricity
consumption to low-cost periods, and the security of supply can be increased.

Since short payback time and profitability are key criteria for investment decisions in
the industry, it is necessary to identify cost-optimal integration scenarios for TES that also
consider technical restrictions, such as available conversion technologies and thermodynamic
constraints. Cost-optimal integration of TES has been studied in many different settings.
Especially within the context of concentrating solar power plants, in combination with
distributed energy systems, as well as in combined heat and power (CHP) and tri-generation
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systems (combined cooling, heat and power—CCHP), cost optimal storage sizing and
optimal operation are often addressed using mathematical programming techniques.

For example, for use in combination with a CHP unit, a sensible hot water storage
model based on a network-flow model, which is a special case of linear programming
model, was introduced [3]. The objective in this case was to optimize energy planning
and trading within distributed energy systems, also targeting short-term trades at the spot
market and participation at the reserve market providing balancing power. The DESOD
(distributed energy system optimal design) tool is based on mixed-integer linear program-
ming for optimal design and operation of distributed energy systems providing heating,
cooling and electricity [4]. Within this tool, TES is considered using a capacity model (costs
are driven by capacity, capacity is derived from the maximum energy content throughout
the optimization period). Capacity models have also been used for the optimization of a
tri-generation system including TES [5], within a simple storage model for optimization of
a poly-generation district energy system [6], and for optimization including a simple ice
storage with loss free heat transfer [7]. In the latter, the storage operates solely at phase
change temperature and consists of a mixture of water and ice depending on the state of
charge (SOC) of the storage.

Optimization performance and results for four different formulations for stratified
TES using mixed integer linear programming (MILP) were investigated and compared to
the widely used capacity models [8]. The authors showed that for their use-case, an energy
system for building application, the capacity model overrates the system’s efficiency and
underestimates operating costs by 6–7%. Within a design methodology based on linear
programming for designing and evaluating distributed energy systems, the authors use
ideally mixed hot water tanks as thermal energy storage [9]. The storage thus shows a linear
correlation between SOC and the storage temperature. Similarly, discrete temperature
layers were introduced in a hot water storage tank model [10]. The model was used in
a slave problem within an optimization strategy for district energy systems. A different
approach was proposed for design optimization of a hybrid steam storage consisting of
a Ruths steam storage combined with phase change materials (PCM) [11]. The problem
was simplified by neglecting actual load requirements, but auxiliary parameters were
introduced that account for different charging and discharging requirements.

Optimization models have also been used for operation optimization of TES. For
the optimization of a CHP-based district heating system including TES with fixed size,
upper and lower bounds for the SOC and also maximum charging/discharging rates were
applied in order to maintain reliable operation [12]. The objective for this optimization
model was to minimize energy acquisition costs. Dynamic programming was applied to
find the optimal scheduling of power selling at the day-ahead market for solar thermal
power plants with integrated TES [13].

In another work, the complex relations of design, operation and economics of solar
thermal energy plants including the use of TES were studied [14]. In contrast to the works
highlighted previously, dimensionless analysis was used in order to quantify TES efficiency.

Most of these approaches rely on predefined cost parameters, even though the actual
TES requirements can have a significant impact on TES costs. Comparison of different TES
technologies based on general KPIs is not possible, since performance of the individual
storage depends significantly on various requirements (required temperature range, case
specific restrictions, required heat loads, required capacities, etc.). For example, for Ruths
steam storage, the applicable temperature range and especially the maximum allowable
storage temperature and pressure both influence the volume and mass specific storage
capacity in terms of energy content, but also the capacity-specific storage costs. The
capacity-specific storage costs are the total storage costs per unit of energy content (e.g.,
€/kWh). Higher storage pressures not only result in thicker pressure vessels to contain
increased internal pressures, but also reduce steel strength due to increased temperatures.
Furthermore, load-dependent costs, which are especially important for TES systems that
depend on heat transfer as a storage phenomenon, are often neglected. But it is obvious
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that many storage technologies require components whose costs are driven by load, such
as heat exchangers and pumps.

The present study proposes an optimization-based method for identifying the most
cost-efficient TES system for load shifting and exploitation of fluctuating renewable energy
sources in industrial steam production. The method considers case-specific TES require-
ments and accounts for heat load specific storage costs. P2H technologies and TES are
combined to enable the interaction between thermal and electric energy systems, which
allows the industry to actively participate in energy markets. The proposed methodology
is demonstrated by different case studies representing different scenarios for electricity
prices and process requirements such as temperature levels and dynamic heat demand.

2. Methodology

The goal of the proposed methodology is to obtain the optimal configuration of P2H
systems for industrial steam supply which is selected from the superstructure shown in
Figure 1. This not only includes the optimal storage capacity and the required heat loads
but also optimal storage operation. The generalized methodology present in this work can
be summed up as follows:

• Boundary conditions: heat demand, profiles for electricity costs, upper limit for
steam supply temperature (steam generation) and lower limit for steam consumption
(steam demand) temperature, maximum capacity and heat loads for cost functions
generation (narrow limits increase accuracy of cost functions, but restrict solution
space) are specified.

• Cost functions: for each TES technology, a cost function in terms of storage capacity
and maximum heat load is obtained using cost data from a database of from the
literature considering the most important cost drivers.

• Optimization model: the optimal combination of TES and steam-generation technolo-
gies, and their optimal operation is identified using a MILP/MIQP (mixed integer
quadratic programming) model which is described in detail in Section 3.

• Recovery of storage details: after the optimal solution is calculated, TES specifications
such as vessel size (volume, wall thickness), tube length, valves, etc. are recovered
using technology-specific cost-function algorithms.
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The storages in the optimization model are described with respect to capacity and heat
load. From this, the detailed storage configuration is recovered with the algorithm used to
obtain the storage cost-functions. The TES technologies considered in this work include:

• Ruths steam accumulators, which are the current state-of-the-art technology for steam
storage [15]. Steam accumulators offer high charging/discharging rates, but the technol-
ogy is limited by its relatively low energy density compared to e.g., PCM storage.

• Latent heat thermal energy storage (LHTS) using PCMs. LHTS offers high energy
densities, and a temperature range that can be tailored to the application through
optimal PCM selection [15]. However, the technology is still at a low TRL level and
may suffer low heat-transfer rates.

• Sensible thermal energy storage in concrete, which offers a cost-efficient, safe and easy-to-
use alternative for steam storage [16]. Limitations are low charging/discharging rates.

• Molten salt storages, which are widely applied in concentrated solar power [17].
Molten salts offer high thermal storage capacity and are also used as the heat transfer
fluid (HTF). Limitations are corrosivity and high melting point temperature.

This selection of technologies covers a broad range of applications with regards to
desired temperature level and charging/discharging rates and includes both state-of-the-
art and emerging technologies. For steam generation, depending on the required steam
quality, both electric boilers and HTHPs are considered.

3. Mixed Integer Linear Programming (MILP)/Mixed Integer Quadratic Programming
(MIQP) Models
3.1. Electric Boilers

The optimization model for electric boilers considers the maximum heat load
.

Q
B,max

as the cost driver for investment costs and the required power PB
el as a driver for operating

costs. The momentary heat load
.

Q
B
t and the power consumption PB

el,t are linked through
the boiler efficiency ηB. The index t represents the operating periods and NOP is the set of
all these time periods.

.
Q

B,max
≥

.
Q

B
t , ∀ t ∈ NOP (1)

.
Q

B
t = PB

el,t ηB, ∀ t ∈ NOP (2)

For simplicity, the investment costs for electric boilers CB
invest are considered to be a

linear function of the maximum heat load
.

Q
B,max

with the cost coefficients cB
0 and cB

1 .

CB
invest = cB

0 + cB
1

.
Q

B,max
(3)

Energy costs CB
energy are modelled as the sum of the momentary power consumption

PB
el,t multiplied by the interval duration ∆t and the momentary electricity price cel,t.

CB
energy = ∑

t∈NOP

(
PB

el,t ∆t cel,t

)
(4)

3.2. High-Temperature Heat Pumps

Similarly, the heat pump model considers maximum heat load
.

Q
HP,max

as the cost
driver for investment costs and the required power PHP

el,t as a driver for operating costs. The

relation between the momentary HTHP heat loads
.

Q
HP
t and its power demand is modelled

using the Carnot equation and a heat pump efficiency ηHP:

.
Q

HP
t =

Th
Th − Tc

ηHPPHP
el,t , ∀ t ∈ NOP. (5)
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The maximum heat load
.

Q
HP,max

is obtained using inequality constraints that force
.

Q
HP,max

to be greater than all momentary HTHP heat loads
.

Q
HP
t .

.
Q

HP,max
≥

.
Q

HP
t , ∀ t ∈ NOP (6)

The heat pump uses excess heat from the industrial process
.

Qsurplus,t as a source. For
simplicity reasons it is assumed that there is excess heat available only when there is a
heat demand and that only a fraction of the process’ heat demand is available as excess
heat. It needs to be stated that this is generally not the case, especially for batch processing
excess heat often occurs after heat is supplied to the batch. The proposed model can easily
be modified if actual excess heat profiles are available to account for temporal differences
between heat supply and excess heat availability. In addition, steam generation using
HTHP is only feasibly if the required steam supply temperature Th is lower than the HTHP’s
maximum supply temperature Tmax

h . Since HTHP do have limited sink temperatures, for
this work, heat pumps are only considered up to a supply temperature Tmax

h of 160 ◦C.

.
Q

HP
t − PHP

el,t ≤
{

0, i f Th > Tmax
h.

Qsurplus,t, i f Th ≤ Tmax
h

, ∀ t ∈ NOP (7)

Just as in the case of electric boilers, the investment costs for the heat pump CHP
invest are

considered to be linear and proportional to the maximum heat load
.

Q
HP,max

.

CHP
invest = cHP

0 + cHP
1

.
Q

HP,max
(8)

Similarly, energy costs CHP
energy are calculated in the same way as for electric boilers

(Equation (4)).
CHP

energy = ∑
t∈NOP

(
PHP

el,t ∆t cel,t

)
(9)

3.3. Thermal Energy Storage

Even though different cost drivers need to be considered when it comes to the available
TES technologies, in this work, the mathematical optimization models are based on the
same constraints for each technology. The momentary energy content within the storage
QS

t is bounded by its upper and lower limits QS,max and QS,min.

QS,max ≥ QS
t ≥ QS,min, ∀ t ∈ NOP (10)

The usable storage capacity ∆QS is modelled as the difference between these upper
and lower limits.

∆QS = QS,max −QS,min (11)

The maximum charging
.

Q
S,max,c

and discharging heat loads
.

Q
S,max,d

are calculated by:

.
Q

S,max,c
≥

.
Q

S,in
t −

.
Q

S,out
t , ∀ t ∈ NOP (12)

.
Q

S,max,d
≥

.
Q

S,out
t −

.
Q

S,in
t . ∀ t ∈ NOP (13)

The current state of charge QS
t is modelled recursively based on the previous time step

and the incoming and outgoing heat loads. Cyclic operation is assumed and thus the SOC
of the first and last timesteps are connected.

QS
t=1 = QS

t=NOP +

(
.

Q
S,in
t=NOP −

.
Q

S,out
t=NOP

)
∆t (14)
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QS
t+1 = QS

t +

(
.

Q
S,in
t −

.
Q

S,out
t

)
∆t, ∀ t ∈ NOP (15)

Bounds for capacity ∆QS and heat loads
.

Q
S,max

are necessary to constrain the domain
in the optimization problem to the same domain used for calculation of the cost functions.

∆QS ≤ ∆QS,max (16)

The heat load ratio r is used to constrain the maximum heat load with respect to the
actual storage capacity ∆QS.

∆QS r ≥
.

Q
S,max

(17)

The binary variables zS are used to decide whether the storage is integrated.

.
Q

S,max
≤ ∆QS,max rS zS (18)

For the LHTS, an appropriate PCM needs to be selected by the user. Since available
PCMs have distinct melting temperatures, it might not be possible to use a PCM with equal
temperature differences between the HTF and the melting temperature for charging and
discharging. These potentially different charging and discharging behaviors are accounted
for using charging and discharging efficiencies ηS

c and ηS
d .

.
Q

S,max
≥

.
Q

S,max,c
ηS

c (19)

.
Q

S,max
≥

.
Q

S,max,d
ηS

d (20)

Depending on the selected accuracy of the approximate cost function, either a linear
or a quadratic function is used to model the investment costs of the individual storage
technologies CS

invest as a function of capacity and load. Usually, the cost functions somehow
exhibit decreasing specific costs with the storage size and thus form non-convex functions.

CS
invest = zS ∗ cS

0 + cS
1 ∆QS + cS

2

.
Q

S,max
+ cS

3 ∆QS
.

Q
S,max

+ cS
4 ∆QS2

+ cS
5

.
Q

S,max2

(21)

3.4. Excess Heat

As already mentioned in Section 3.2, the available surplus heat
.

Qsurplus,t used as a

source for HTHPs is limited and coexists with the processes’ energy demand
.

Qdemand,t.
The amount of surplus heat is modelled using a simple factor fsurplus that describes which
fraction of the heat demand is available as excess heat at a usable temperature level.

.
Qsurplus,t =

.
Qdemand,t fsurplus, ∀ t ∈ NOP (22)

3.5. Connectors and Nodes

To connect the selected TES and steam generators with the actual steam demand, two
nodes are introduced to ensure the energy balance as shown in (23). Heat loads that by-pass
the TES systems and are supplied directly to the process are accounted for as connector

heat loads
.

Q
C

.
.

Q
HP
t +

.
Q

B
t =

.
Q

C
t + ∑

i ∈ STO

.
Q

S,in
t,i , ∀ t ∈ NOP (23)

.
Q

C
t + ∑

i

.
Q

S,out
t,i ≥

.
Qdemand,t, ∀ t ∈ NOP, i ∈ STO (24)
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3.6. Objective

The overall objective of the optimization model is to minimize the total annual costs
Ctotal , which is a trade-off between investment costs for boilers, heat pumps and thermal
storages on the one hand and energy costs on the other hand.

min Ctotal =

(CHP
invest+CB

invest+ ∑
i ∈ STO

CS
invest,i)︸︷︷︸

investment costs

fa +
CHP

energy+CB
energy︸︷︷︸

annual energy costs

(25)

To consider energy and investment costs on the same basis, the annualization factor
fa is used to calculate annuities for the investments. In this case fa corresponds to the
reciprocal of the equipment’s life expectancy.

4. Cost Functions

The goal is to derive cost functions for the individual TES technologies that express
total storage costs in terms of storage capacity and maximum heat load which can be used
in the MILP/MIQP model presented in Section 3. For this reason, a predefined number
of storage configurations in terms of geometries, thermal capacities and heat loads are
calculated and evaluated. A detailed description for the technology-specific calculation of
these configurations is presented in the following sections. Costs are calculated for every
configuration using information from a cost database and from the literature. Suboptimal
configurations in terms of total costs are eliminated. Suboptimal in this case means, that
there are other storage configurations that have either at least the same maximum heat load
at equal capacity but at lower total costs. A least squares fit is carried out for the remaining
optimal configurations resulting in the desired cost function. In the case of a linear function
the cost-function can be written as:

Cs = cs,0 + cs,1C + cs,2L, (26)

or in the case of a quadratic function

Cs = cs,0 + cs,1C + cs,2L + cs,3CL + cs,4C2 + cs,5L2, (27)

where Cs is the storage costs, C is the storage capacity, L is the maximum storage heat load
and cs,1...5 are the cost coefficients.

The equipment considered within the individual cost functions and the parameters
that impact the specific cost drivers is listed in Table 1.

Table 1. Components and key variables that impact the respective component costs for the selected thermal energy storage
(TES) technologies.

Ruths Steam
Storage

Latent Heat Thermal
Energy Storage

Molten Salt
Storage

Concrete
Storage

Heat storage
material PCM, salt, concrete - max./min.

temperature, volume volume volume

Steel tubes [18] Seamless, stainless steel - tube diameter, tube
length - tube diameter,

tube length
Steel plates [18] S234JR - surface area - -
E-motors [19] - - - heat load -
Pumps [18] Single stage, cast iron - - heat load -

Vertical storage
tanks [18] Cone roof, carbon steel - - volume -

Cylindrical storage
vessels [18] Carbon steel volume, required

wall thickness - - -

Heat exchangers [18] U-Type, Stainless steel - - heat load -
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Table 1. Cont.

Ruths Steam
Storage

Latent Heat Thermal
Energy Storage

Molten Salt
Storage

Concrete
Storage

Thermal insulation
[18]

Glass wool with
aluminum sheeting

max.
temperature,
surface area

max. temperature,
surface area

max.
temperature,
surface area

max.
temperature,
surface area

Valves a depending on TES type
max.

temperature,
heat load

Fixed value per
container unit

Fixed value
per storage

unit

Fixed value per
container unit

a Spirax Sarco SV 60.

4.1. Ruths Steam Accumulators

The main cost driver for Ruths steam storages is the pressure vessel. The maximum
temperature range from Tmin to Tmax is discretized in n equidistant steps. Volume specific
thermal storage capacities are calculated for given operating temperature ranges from Tmin
to Tmax,n for a given maximum filling level of the pressure vessel f0. The calculations are
performed using the Coolprop Wrapper [20] for fluid properties in Python. The vessel is
initialized at Tmax,n with f0 = fmax. All steam inside the pressure vessel is extracted and
the new equilibrium is calculated. This step is repeated until the storage temperature drops
below Tmin which terminates the simulation. The total extracted energy yields the volume-
specific storage capacity for a given operating temperature range and the maximum filling
level f0. The procedure to calculate the storage capacity for given minimum and maximum
temperatures is presented in Figure 2 (left).
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Now, for each Tmax,n, the required vessel volume, the number of storage vessels and
the required wall thickness is evaluated for user-defined discrete values of thermal storage
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capacity (Figure 2 (right)). The required wall thickness is calculated according to any
pressure vessel norm such as DIN EN 13,445 or the ASME (American Society of Mechanical
Engineers) code. For this work, the AD 2000 norm [21] was used to calculate the necessary
wall thickness.

The total vessel costs are then calculated using costs from a cost database for cylindrical
pressure vessels [18]. Since only discrete volumes and wall thicknesses are available on
the market, costs for the required storage parameters are either interpolated or the next
larger vessel with suitable properties is selected. If the available storage volumes are not
sufficient, multiple storage vessels are selected. Insulation costs for the pressure vessels
are calculated using a correlation based on equipment temperature and equipment factors
accounting for special insulation requirements.

Piping needs to be selected according to required flow rates. In this work, the maximum
flow rate within the inlet and outlet of the vessel is set to 25 and 20 m/s, respectively. This is
slightly lower than the limits of 25 m/s for saturated steam (outlet) and 40–60 m/s for dry
steam (inlet) as suggested in literature [22]. Several valves are needed in a steam accumulator
(see Table 2), and the valves are selected according to the required piping diameters to satisfy
the velocity limits. Maximum flow rates are discretized from 0 to

.
Qmax and, depending on

the maximum temperature, are converted to mass flows. These mass flows are then used to
identify required pipe diameters for the outlet and inlet of the storage.

Table 2. Valves and instrumentation considered for Ruths steam storage. Prices are according to [18,23,24].

Type Quantity Per Storage (pcs.) Total Costs (€)

bourdon pressure gauge incl. ring type syphon tube, liquid damping 3 1260.-
bimetallic temperature gauge incl. thermo wells 3 1455.-

Drain valve DN50 PN40 1 830.-
Vacuum breaker DN15 PN40 1 340.-

Relief valve 1 *
Pressure reducing valve 1 *

Safety valve 1 *
Float ball valve 1 *

* calculated for each storage configuration, depends on storage requirements.

4.2. Latent Heat Thermal Energy Storage (LHTS) and Concrete Storage

Both the LHTS system and the concrete storage considered in this work consist of a
tube bundle surrounded with thermal storage material, as shown in Figure 3. For both
charging and discharging, the heat transfer fluid flows through the same tubes. It is
assumed that the heat transfer fluid is liquid water or steam, respectively. When the
thermal storage is charged, steam flows through the pipes and condenses, whereas in the
case of discharging, liquid water evaporates within the tubes. It is assumed that the mass
flow of the heat transfer fluid is controlled to ensure full evaporation or condensation
within the storage tubes.

Figure 4 (left) shows the flow-chart for the calculation of the different storage con-
figurations for LHTS and concrete storages. The tube diameter dtube and the heat storage
material layer smat are varied within user-defined ranges. For each combination of tube
diameter and storage material layer a charging cycle is simulated. Since the dynamic
behavior of the concrete storage and even more so of the LHTS is highly complex and a
rigorous transient simulation model would result in excessively long computation time,
a simple quasi-stationary node model illustrated in Figure 5 using the so-called enthalpy
approach is used for simulation.
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In this model, the storage material layer is divided to discrete volumes with index i.
These volumes are defined by:

vi =

((
di
2

)2
−
(

di−1

2

)2
)

π l, di−1=0 = dtube. (28)

To account for the fact that a sufficient temperature difference between storage material
and HTF is necessary to obtain sufficient heat loads, an effective temperature range is specified
that depicts the useful temperature range for storage of sensible heat. For LHTS, the total
storage capacity captotal considering the effective temperature range ∆Te f f is calculated:
by

captotal = vmat

(
hlat + cp ∆Te f f

)
. (29)

whereas for concrete, the storage capacity calculation simplifies to:

captotal = vmat cp ∆Te f f (30)

with
∆Te f f = (Tmax − Tmin)ηT (31)

where ηT is the temperature efficiency factor, which was set to 0.8 in this work. This
factor reduces the theoretically available temperature range to a more realistic range where
reasonable driving temperature differences are ensured. The heat transfer between HTF
and the heat storage material is governed by:

kA0 = α dtubeπ (32)

and the kA-value for heat conduction between the nodes is:

kAi = 2
λπ

log
(

di
di−1

) . (33)

The HTF remains at constant temperature T0 = Tmax since a phase change between
liquid water and steam takes place. The simulation is initialized with homogenous temper-
atures throughout all nodes and stored energy is set to zero.

Ti,t=0 = Tmin +
(Tmax − Tmin)(1− ηT)

2
, ∀i ∈ I. (34)
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Qi,t=0 = 0, ∀i ∈ I. (35)

The simulation is then carried out using an initial step size ∆t which is adjusted if the
current step results in an infeasible solution for the node temperatures. First heat loads
.

Qi−1,i,t are calculated,

.
Qi−1,i,t = kAi (Ti,t − Ti−1,t),

.
Q0,1,t =

1
1

kA0 + 1
kA1

(T1,t − T0) (36)

then the stored energy Qi,t is obtained by:

Qi,t = Qi,t−1 +
( .

Qi−1,i,t −
.

Qi,i+1,t

)
∆t. (37)

In the concrete storage case, the new node temperature is obtained through

Ti,t =
Qi,t

vicp
+ Ti,t=0, . (38)

whereas for the LHTS also the current state of the PCM needs to be identified in order to
determine the node temperatures.

Ti,t =


Qi,t
vicp

+ Ti,t=0, i f Qi,t < Qsl

Tmelt, i f Qsl ≤ Qi,t < Qll
Qi,t−vihlat

vicp
+ Ti,t=0, i f Qi,t ≥ Qll

(39)

Qsl = (Tmelt − Ti,t=0)vicp, and Qll = (Tmelt − Ti,t=0)vicp + vihlat. (40)

From these results, the average storage heat loads are derived. Since at the beginning
of each charging and discharging cycle, heat loads are very high but only for a short period
of time, these high charging rates are not considered for the calculation of average heat
loads. Since for this simple model heat loads scale linearly with capacity (tube length),
all solutions can be upscaled to discrete capacities ranging from 0 to the user specified
maximum capacity.

For the LHTS, an appropriate PCM needs to be selected by the user. The most
important property is the phase change temperature, which needs to be between the
charging and discharging temperature of the HTF. Besides costs for the PCM itself, which
strongly depend on the selected PCM as shown in Figure 6, PCM selection has various
implications on storage costs. PCMs with low densities result in larger overall storage
volumes and, depending on phase change enthalpy, lower volumetric energy densities,
which in turn also requires larger surface areas between tubes and PCM to reach certain
heat loads. For this reason, LHTS costs can vary significantly depending on its application
in terms temperature range of operation.

Appl. Sci. 2021, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW 12 of 25 
 

𝑇௜,௧ = ⎩⎪⎨
⎪⎧𝑄௜,௧𝑣௜𝑐௣ + 𝑇௜,௧ୀ଴,                   𝑖𝑓  𝑄௜,௧ < 𝑄௦௟𝑇௠௘௟௧ ,                                 𝑖𝑓  𝑄௦௟ ≤ 𝑄௜,௧ < 𝑄௟௟𝑄௜,௧ − 𝑣௜ℎ௟௔௧𝑣௜𝑐௣ + 𝑇௜,௧ୀ଴, 𝑖𝑓  𝑄௜,௧ ≥ 𝑄௟௟  (39)

𝑄௦௟ = ൫𝑇௠௘௟௧ − 𝑇௜,௧ୀ଴൯𝑣௜𝑐௣, and  𝑄௟௟ = ൫𝑇௠௘௟௧ − 𝑇௜,௧ୀ଴൯𝑣௜𝑐௣ + 𝑣௜ℎ௟௔௧ . (40)

From these results, the average storage heat loads are derived. Since at the beginning 
of each charging and discharging cycle, heat loads are very high but only for a short period 
of time, these high charging rates are not considered for the calculation of average heat 
loads. Since for this simple model heat loads scale linearly with capacity (tube length), all 
solutions can be upscaled to discrete capacities ranging from 0 to the user specified max-
imum capacity. 

For the LHTS, an appropriate PCM needs to be selected by the user. The most im-
portant property is the phase change temperature, which needs to be between the charg-
ing and discharging temperature of the HTF. Besides costs for the PCM itself, which 
strongly depend on the selected PCM as shown in Figure 6, PCM selection has various 
implications on storage costs. PCMs with low densities result in larger overall storage 
volumes and, depending on phase change enthalpy, lower volumetric energy densities, 
which in turn also requires larger surface areas between tubes and PCM to reach certain 
heat loads. For this reason, LHTS costs can vary significantly depending on its application 
in terms temperature range of operation. 

 
Figure 6. Price ranges for PCM in terms of €/kg and €/kWh (based on [25]). 

The price for thermal concrete is not available in the literature. However, it is within 
the highest range of concrete available on the international market, since concrete used 
for concrete-based TES shall have specific thermodynamic and mechanical properties to 
perform durably and effectively. Considering an average price of 124 EUR/m3 in 2018 for 
dry concrete (National Ready Mixed Concrete Association—NRMCA—Industry Data 
Survey 2018), a rounded price of 200 EUR/m3 dry concrete (ca. 60% above the mentioned 
average) was assumed in this work to account for the specificities of the thermal concrete. 

For each storage configuration, an appropriate storage container is selected. For the 
LHTS system steel plates are considered to encapsulate the PCM, whereas for the concrete 
storage system, the tube bundle arrangement does not require any containing vessel since 
the concrete surrounding the tubes will remain solid and contain itself. A simple metallic 
structure can hold the tube bundle together. The proposed structure is similar to the con-
figuration proposed by EnergyNest for their pre-commercial concrete TES system [16]. 

For both LHTS and the concrete storage, thermal insulation is used around the con-
tainer and the metal structure, respectively. Insulation costs are calculated using a corre-

Figure 6. Price ranges for PCM in terms of €/kg and €/kWh (based on [25]).



Appl. Sci. 2021, 11, 1063 13 of 23

The price for thermal concrete is not available in the literature. However, it is within
the highest range of concrete available on the international market, since concrete used
for concrete-based TES shall have specific thermodynamic and mechanical properties to
perform durably and effectively. Considering an average price of 124 EUR/m3 in 2018
for dry concrete (National Ready Mixed Concrete Association—NRMCA—Industry Data
Survey 2018), a rounded price of 200 EUR/m3 dry concrete (ca. 60% above the mentioned
average) was assumed in this work to account for the specificities of the thermal concrete.

For each storage configuration, an appropriate storage container is selected. For the
LHTS system steel plates are considered to encapsulate the PCM, whereas for the concrete
storage system, the tube bundle arrangement does not require any containing vessel since
the concrete surrounding the tubes will remain solid and contain itself. A simple metallic
structure can hold the tube bundle together. The proposed structure is similar to the
configuration proposed by EnergyNest for their pre-commercial concrete TES system [16].

For both LHTS and the concrete storage, thermal insulation is used around the con-
tainer and the metal structure, respectively. Insulation costs are calculated using a cor-
relation based on equipment temperature and equipment factors accounting for special
insulation requirements. Costs for valves and sensors are based on equipment purchases
from previous projects and are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Costs for valves and sensors for LHTS and concrete storage based on previous projects.

Type Vendor Quantity (pcs.) Costs Per Storage Unit (€)

Temperatures sensors PT-100 www.jumo.com 2 800
Ultrasonic flow meter www.flexim.com 1 500

Thermocouples www.tcdirect.de/ 20 1000
Valves www.ari-armaturen.com/ 2 1000

4.3. Molten Salt Storage

The molten salt storage was modeled as a conventional two-tank solution with one
hot tank and one cold tank, as illustrated in Figure 7 (left). The hot tank and cold tank
temperatures were set equal to Tmax and Tmin, respectively. The thermal storage is charged
with steam via a heat exchanger and discharged similarly by reversing the flow. The cost
function for molten salt storage thus includes the costs for heat storage material, storage tanks
and insulation, heat exchangers, pumps and electric motors. Of these, the costs for pumps,
electric motors and the heat exchanger depend only on heat load, whereas the costs for the
remaining components depend only on thermal storage capacity. Figure 7 (right) illustrates
the approach for calculating the required salt volume and flow rate, and consequently the
required sizes for heat exchangers, pumps and electric motors are calculated for each capacity
and load in the specified range.

As the heat storage material, a novel ternary salt mixture called Yara MOST, which
is a blend of Ca(NO3)2, KNO3 and NaNO3, was considered [26]. The benefits of Yara
MOST as opposed to other salts applied in concentrated solar plant (CSP) applications are
among others its low melting point (131 ◦C) reducing the risk of freezing, wider operational
temperature range, almost no corrosion and lower cost. The use of Yara MOST as a heat
transfer fluid and TES medium has been tested at industrial scale at a parabolic trough CSP
plant in Portugal [27]. A constant price at the lower limit obtained from the supplier, equal
to 0.7 €/kg, was applied for the salt. Reduction in price due to increased quantity was not
considered due to lack of data.

Due to the low corrosivity of the salt, and generally low temperatures employed in
industrial applications, carbon steel was considered as the tank material. Since the storage
tanks are under atmospheric pressure, the tank thickness was set to a constant value of
10 mm, even though in certain cases thicker walls might be necessary. The costs and
required number of tanks were subsequently obtained from a cost database for vertical
storage tanks [18], with the required salt volume as the input parameter. Similarly, the tank

www.jumo.com
www.flexim.com
www.tcdirect.de/
www.ari-armaturen.com/
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insulation costs were obtained from the cost database, with maximum tank temperature
and surface area for each tank as input.
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Molten salt steam generators generally consist of several heat exchanger steps [28,29].
For the present study, only the evaporation stage was considered in order to be consistent
with the other storage technologies. The evaporator was assumed to be a U-type stainless
steel heat exchanger with water flowing in the tubes and salt in the shell side. For calculating
the heat transfer coefficient for water in the evaporator, the Gungor and Winterton correlation
was applied [30]. For the heat transfer coefficient for the salt flowing across the tube bundle,
the approach given by Gnielinski [31] was followed, assuming a staggered tube arrangement
and a triangular pitch with Pt = 1.25do, with an outer tube diameter do of 0.023 mm.

The overall heat transfer coefficient and thus the required heat transfer area was
calculated for a range of loads and numbers of tubes, Ntubes. The tube bundle diameter was
calculated from basis of the number of tubes using correlations given in [32], and the shell
diameter was estimated to be 1.1 times the bundle diameter. From the range of obtained
heat transfer areas, only those that satisfied the following condition were considered [32]:

Dshell < Ltube < 10Dshell (41)

where Dshell is the shell diameter and Ltube is the length of a tube. For each load, the
minimum heat transfer area satisfying this condition was selected. Finally, using the
selected heat transfer areas, a linear function for the area as a function of load was obtained
to be applied in the optimization model in order to minimize the computation time. The
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same procedure was applied for obtaining the required number of tubes for each load,
which was needed in calculating the pressure drop as explained in the following section.

The cost function for the salt pump was obtained using the cost database with salt
flow rate and pressure drop as the input parameters. The largest pressure drop will take
place in the heat exchangers, and the required pump size was thus estimated based on this
pressure drop, calculated from [33]

∆p = NLχ f
ρv2

2
(42)

where NL is the number of tube rows, estimated as
√

Ntubes, χ is a correction factor set to
1, f is the friction factor, ρ is the average salt density, and v the flow velocity. The friction
factor was set equal to the Euler’s number, calculated from the Reynolds number of the
flow using correlations given in [34].

An electric motor is needed for running the pump, with size and efficiency depending
on the salt volume flow, i.e., the load. The electric motor efficiency and the costs were
calculated using correlations found in [19].

4.4. Steam Generator Units

Since the focus of this work is on the development of reliable cost estimates for thermal
energy storage, costs for steam generator units are modelled using linear correlations with
respect to the components’ nominal heat loads. The cost coefficients for these linear
correlations are based on experience and are to be considered as rough estimates.

5. Example Cases

Two cases with very different characteristics were selected to demonstrate the pre-
sented approach for cost optimal integration of thermal energy storage and to highlight its
capabilities.

5.1. Example Case 1—Large-Scale Plant with Constant Steam Demand and High Temperature

Case 1 represents a very large industrial facility with a constant steam demand of
1200 t/h which corresponds to about 900 MW. Steam needs to be supplied at 200 ◦C and
can be produced at 300 ◦C saturated steam. The facility is located near the Equator and
thus the year is split into dry season and wet season, which is reflected in the electricity
prices as a large share of the power production is based on hydropower. For each season,
one representative week was selected and was repeated for half-a-year. Energy prices for
the two representative weeks are presented in Figure 8.

The cost structure for all considered storage types is presented in Figure 9 considering
the thermal requirements of Case 1. For the LHTS with KNO3-NaNO3 as a PCM at
1000 €/m3, the storage material costs dominate the overall costs for each application area.
Concrete storage shows a similar cost structure however, storage material costs make up
for a lower share of total costs. For both LHTS and concrete storages the share of tube costs
increases with heat loads for both storage types since larger heat transfer areas are required.
Costs for Ruths storages are dominated by vessel costs which make up for more than 85%
of the overall costs for each dimensioning range. In contrast to the other storage types
where valve costs are negligible, valve costs for Ruths add up to about 10%. Similar to
LHTS and concrete storage the storage material costs dominate the overall costs for molten
salt storage with a share of over 85%, followed by vessel costs in all dimensioning ranges.
All other cost drivers combined are in the range of <5%.

The optimal system for Case 1 is shown in Figure 10 and is summarized in Table 4. It
consists of an electric boiler with a maximum load of 1.70 GW for steam generation and
a concrete storage with a capacity of 40.75 GWh and a maximum heat load of 0.93 GW.
Investment costs for the electric boiler and the concrete storage system are 426.14 M€ and
433.49 M€, respectively. Annual energy costs for the optimal electrified system including
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thermal energy storage amount to 199.9 M€/y, compared to energy costs of 241.4 M€/y
without storage, which corresponds to a saving potential of 17.2%.
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Table 4. Optimal system configuration and resulting costs for Case 1.

Technology Max. Heat load (GW) Capacity (GWh) Investment Costs (M€) Energy Costs (M€/y)

Electric boiler 1.70 - 426.14 199.93
Concrete storage 0.93 40.75 433.49 -

Total - - 859.53 199.93

Base-case (electric boiler only) energy costs: 241.4 M€/y.

Figures 11 and 12 show the boiler heat loads and storage charging (negative values)
and discharging rates. As expected, the electric boiler is active in times of relatively low
energy prices.
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5.2. Example Case 2—Medium-Scale Plant with Varying Steam Demand with Low Temperature

Case 2 represents a central European production facility in the food and beverage
sector. The electricity price profile shown in Figure 13 is the real spot market prices from
22 January 2020 for Belgium which, for the sake of simplification, is repeated throughout
the entire year. The energy demand in terms of saturated steam shows significant variations
throughout the entire period and needs to be supplied at 105 ◦C. Steam can be produced at
temperatures as high as 155 ◦C which allows for the use of a HTHP. The excess heat factor
fsurplus is 0.3 and thus 30% of steam supplied to the process can be used by the HTHP as a
heat source.
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The storage cost structure for Case 2 presented in Figure 14 is very different compared
to Case 1 (Figure 9). LHTS using low-cost high-density polyethylene (HPDE) at a price
of 500 €/m3 as a PCM and concrete storage are relatively similar in terms of overall costs.
For a combination of high-capacity and low-heat loads (2), storage material costs are
the main cost drivers for both LHTS and concrete storage. However, tube costs increase
significantly with increased heat load requirements. Costs for Ruths storage are dominated
by vessel costs and valve costs, which contribute approximately equally to overall costs.
Compared to Case 1, vessel costs are significantly lower due to lower temperature and
pressure requirements (Case 2: 155 ◦C versus Case 1: 300 ◦C). Molten salt storage is not
cost-efficient for Case 2 since costs for storage material are very high. This is due to the salt
used, which solidifies at 135 ◦C and thus only a small temperature range of 20 ◦C can be
used for storage.
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The optimized system for Case 2, shown in Figure 15 and summarized in Table 5,
consists of an electric boiler with a maximum load of 3.8 MW and a high-temperature heat
pump with 1.2 MW nominal heat load for steam generation, a concrete storage with a
capacity of 1.1 MWh and a maximum heat load of 1.1 MW and an LHTS with a capacity of
13.2 MWh and a maximum heat load of 3.2 MW. Investment costs for the electric boiler and
the high-temperature heat pump are 0.95 M€ and 1.22 M€, respectively. Investment costs
for the concrete storage are 44.4 k€, and for the LHTS investment costs are 286 k€. Annual
energy costs for the optimal electrified system including thermal energy storage amount
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to 311 k€/y, compared to energy costs of 476 k€/y without storage. The costs without
storage consider steam production using electric boilers. This results in a saving potential
of energy costs of 34.7%.
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Figure 15. Optimal P2H system for Case 2 including electric boilers, high-temperature heat pumps, LHTS and concrete storage.

Table 5. Optimal system configuration and resulting costs for Case 2.

Technology Max. Heat Load (MW) Capacity (MWh) Investment Costs (k€) Energy Costs (k€/y)

Electric boiler 3.8 - 950.0 187.8
High-temperature heat pump 1.2 - 1220.0 123.0

Latent heat thermal energy
storage 3.2 13.2 286.0 -

Concrete storage 1.1 1.1 44.4 -
Total - - 2505.5 310.8

Base-case (electric boiler only) energy costs: 476.0 k€/y.

Figure 16 shows a small cutout of the heat load profiles for all components in the P2H
system for Case 2. In times of low electricity prices, the electric boiler is used to charge the
LHTS, whereas the HTHP is used at more constant heat loads throughout the entire period.
The concrete storage seems to be used to reduce peak heat loads of the LHTS.
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6. Discussion

The proposed optimization approach which consists of the two main modules for
cost-function generation and the mathematical programming model allows for detailed
cost analysis of the individual TES technologies. At the same time, the approach yields
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important decision-support when it comes to selection of cost-efficient TES for The minus
sign on the y-axis is related to the font used for plotting in python matplotlib and cannot
be easily changed at this point.a specific industrial plant but also to evaluate economic
benefits that might emerge from a P2H-system including TES.

The two presented cases and especially the cost structures for the different TES
technologies show that case-specific cost estimations with special emphasis on the heat
load and temperature requirements is necessary in order to identify the most cost-efficient
TES solution. The data presented in Figures 9 and 15 are also shown in Tables 6–8 to
facilitate the following discussion.

Table 6. Cost structure for Case 1 in percentage of total storage costs (rounded). Dominant cost drivers are printed in bold
font. 1: Low Cap./Low HL, 2: High Cap./Low HL, 3: High Cap./High HL.

Latent Heat Thermal Energy
Storage Ruths Steam Storage Molten Salt Storage Concrete Storage

Scenario 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

Heat exchangers (HX) - - - - - - 1 1 3 - - -
insulation 18 18 17 5 5 5 3 3 3 19 19 17

motors - - - - - - 0 0 0 - - -
other steel parts - - - - - - - - - 6 6 5

pumps - - - - - - 0 0 1 - - -
sensors 3 3 3 - - - 0 0 0 11 11 9

storage material 64 66 61 - - - 87 86 85 55 55 47
tubes 9 7 13 - - - - - - 5 4 17
valves 1 1 1 10 9 10 0 0 0 5 5 4
vessels 4 4 4 85 86 85 9 9 9 - - -

Table 7. Cost structure for Case 2 in percentage of total storage costs (rounded). Dominant cost drivers are printed in bold
font. 1: Low Cap./Low HL, 2: High Cap./Low HL, 3: High Cap./High HL.

Latent Heat Thermal Energy
Storage Ruths Steam Storage Molten Salt Storage Concrete Storage

Scenario 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

Heat exchangers (HX) - - - - - - 2 1 1 - - -
insulation 18 20 13 10 12 10 6 5 4 18 17 11

motors - - - - - - 0 0 0 - - -
other steel parts - - - - - - - - - 5 6 4

pumps - - - - - - 1 1 6 - - -
sensors 4 4 3 - - - - - - 10 10 7

storage material 37 41 23 - - - 71 79 76 50 54 30
tubes 34 27 57 - - - - - - 13 8 46
valves 2 2 1 43 39 46 - - - 4 5 3
vessels 5 6 4 46 49 43 20 14 13 - - -

Table 8. Average total storage costs in M€ for Case 1 and Case 2. 1: Low Cap./Low HL, 2: High Cap./Low HL, 3: High
Cap./High HL.

Latent Heat Thermal Energy Storage Ruths Steam Storage Molten Salt Storage Concrete Storage

Scenario 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

Case 1 719 1840 2066 889 2955 3293 422 1414 1588 276 727 900
Case 2 0.40 0.94 1.80 0.65 1.83 2.35 1.81 5.31 6.23 0.44 1.08 1.96

The available temperature range for storage is especially crucial for the cost-efficient
application of Ruths steam storages and LHTS. For Ruths steam storage, vessel costs increase
rapidly with higher storage temperatures. This can be observed when comparing the cost
structures for Case 1 and Case 2 shown in Tables 6 and 7. For Case 1 with a maximum storage
temperature of 300 ◦C, costs for Ruths storage are dominated by the vessel costs (85–86% of
total storage costs) whereas in Case 2 with a maximum storage temperature of 150 ◦C valves
and vessel costs contribute about equally to the total storage costs (Table 7). For LHTS, the
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availability of appropriate PCMs with both low costs and high volumetric energy density is a
decisive factor regarding cost-effectivity. The volume-specific costs for the selected PCM in
Case 2 (LDPE at 500 €/m3) is only half of the costs for Case 1 where a more expensive salt
mixture had to be considered (KNO3-NaNO3 at 1000 €/m3).

Case 2 showed that heat load requirements can be a major cost driver for LHTS and
concrete storages with approximately doubling costs with doubling maximum heat loads
from 0.94 M€ and 1.08 M€ for the High Cap./Low HL scenario to 1.80 M€ and 1.96 M€ for
the High Cap./High HL scenario respectively. In Case 2, the relatively low temperature
differences for charging and discharging between the HTF and the storage material require
large amounts of tubing to establish a sufficient heat transfer. This, in turn, increases the
overall volume of the storage and thus increases insulation costs and adds costs for the
container structure. In Case 2, for both LHTS and concrete storage tubing makes up for
57% and 46% of the overall storage costs in the High Cap./High HL scenario (Table 7)
compared to Case 1 where in the High Cap./High HL scenario tubing costs make up for
only 13.0% in the case of LHTS and 11.6% for the concrete storage (Table 6).

Some cost drivers considered within the cost functions showed only minor impact to
the overall storage costs; e.g. heat exchanger (HX) costs that were considered for molten
salt storage made up for a maximum of only 3%. The motors considered for pumping of
liquid salt showed even less impact with less than 0.5% of total storage costs. The molten
salt costs were in both cases dominated by the storage material costs.

In the proposed approaches for cost-function generation, some aspects that might
have a significant effect on costs, were not fully considered. Economy of scales was only
considered for steel plates but was not applied for storage material costs. For large-scale
applications such as Case 1, this effect might change the cost structure of the individual
storage, as well as the choice of cheapest storage technology. In Case 1, the storage material
was responsible for 50–85% of the total TES costs for molten salt, LHTS and concrete
TES. This aspect, however, can be included and does not change the effectiveness of the
proposed optimization approach.

Controllability of storage heat loads, which is another important aspect, was not con-
sidered in detail, but instead perfect control over charging and discharging heat loads was
assumed. For a more detailed analysis, transient storage simulations will be necessary to fully
evaluate, whether the individual storage technology can fulfil all process requirements.

One major limitation of the proposed approach is that heat loads considered for LHTS
and concrete are average values obtained from simulation of a full charging cycle. Heat
load restrictions depending on the state of charge cannot be considered as this would yield a
non-linear storage model which would be very difficult to solve. The presented approach
underestimates initial maximum heat loads of LHTS and concrete storage and overestimates
obtainable heat loads at higher (charging) or lower (discharging) levels of SOC.

There are also other minor shortcomings in the present model that could be addressed
in future work:

• A constant heat transfer coefficient was assumed for LHTS and concrete storages;
• Preheating of makeup water and condensate was not considered;
• Heat losses are neglected;
• PCM selection for LHTS is not automated (manual selection of appropriate PCM);
• Automated sensitivity analysis (sensitivity regarding storage costs);
• Economy of scale is not considered for storage materials.

7. Conclusions

Application of high-temperature TES in steam production is expected to become
increasingly relevant to enable decarbonization of the process industry with increased
share of fluctuating renewable energy sources in the grid. The present paper demonstrates
that heat load-specific costs must not be neglected when it comes to cost-optimal storage
selection for high temperature applications such as industrial steam supply, since heat load
requirements usually have a significant impact on heat transfer areas. This is especially true
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in the case of indirect thermal energy storage by means of an intermediate storage medium.
The derived storage cost functions are not only capacity but also heat load-dependent
which is crucial for industrial applications. Moreover, cost optimal storage integration for
industrial storage applications at higher temperatures (>100 ◦C) has only been addressed
by a few authors. The proposed optimization model can easily be extended for other steam
generation units and storages since its formulation is general. The characteristics of the
different storage technologies are considered by means of parameter values. Using a linear
approximation of storage costs with respect to storage capacity and heat load, the solution
for the optimization problem can be obtained within seconds or minutes considering
electricity and demand profiles for one year, which yields a very promising basis for a
potential decision support tool.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.B., G.D.-S., H.K. and A.S.; methodology, A.B.; software,
A.B., H.K., M.S. and A.S.; validation, A.B., H.K. and A.S.; formal analysis, H.K. and A.S.; investigation,
A.B., H.K. and A.S.; resources, A.B., G.D.-S., H.K., M.S. and A.S.; data curation, A.B., H.K. and A.S.;
writing—original draft preparation, A.B.; writing—review and editing, H.K. and A.S.; visualization,
A.B.; supervision, H.K. and G.DS.; project administration, H.K. and A.B.; funding acquisition, H.K.
and G.DS.. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: The research leading to this publication has been funded by HighEFF—Centre for an Energy
Efficient and Competitive Industry for the Future, an 8-year Research Centre under the FME-scheme
(Centre for Environment-friendly Energy Research, 257632). The authors gratefully acknowledge the
financial support from the Research Council of Norway and user partners of HighEFF.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Restrictions apply to the availability of some of the cost informa-
tion used for this study. Cost data was taken from the DACE price booklet and are available at
dacepricebooklet.com/.

Acknowledgments: The authors acknowledge the user partners of HighEFF for contributing with
cost information and relevant cases for the study.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. GEA, 2012: Global Energy Assessment-Toward a Sustainable Future; International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis, Vienna,

Austria and Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK; New York, NY, USA.
2. Einstein, D.; Worrell, E.; Khrushch, M. Steam systems in industry: Energy use and energy efficiency improvement potentials.

In Proceedings of the 2001 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Industry, 1, Tarrytown, NY, USA, 24–27 July 2001;
pp. 535–548.

3. Schäfer, A.; Grote, F.; Moser, A. Optimization of Thermal Energy Storage Systems in Distributed Generation Systems. Z Energy
2012, 36, 135–145. [CrossRef]

4. Bracco, S.; Dentici, G.; Siri, S. DESOD: A mathematical programming tool to optimally design a distributed energy system. Energy
2016, 100, 298–309. [CrossRef]

5. Lorestani, A.; Ardehali, M.M. Optimal integration of renewable energy sources for autonomous tri-generation combined cooling,
heating and power system based on evolutionary particle swarm optimization algorithm. Energy 2018, 145, 839–855. [CrossRef]

6. Powell, K.M.; Kim, J.S.; Cole, W.J.; Kapoor, K.; Mojica, J.L.; Hedengren, J.D.; Edgar, T.F. Thermal energy storage to minimize
cost and improve efficiency of a polygeneration district energy system in a real-time electricity market. Energy 2016, 113, 52–63.
[CrossRef]

7. Vetterli, J.; Benz, M. Cost-optimal design of an ice-storage cooling system using mixed-integer linear programming techniques
under various electricity tariff schemes. Energy Build. 2012, 49, 226–234. [CrossRef]

8. Schütz, T.; Streblow, R.; Müller, D. A comparison of thermal energy storage models for building energy system optimization.
Energy Build. 2015, 93. [CrossRef]

9. Wirtz, M.; Kivilip, L.; Remmen, P.; Müller, D. 5th Generation District Heating: A novel design approach based on mathematical
optimization. Appl. Energy 2020, 260, 114158. [CrossRef]

10. Fazlollahi, S.; Becker, G.; Maréchal, F. Multi-objectives, multi-period optimization of district energy systems: II—Daily thermal
storage. Comp. Chem. Eng. 2014, 71, 648–662. [CrossRef]

dacepricebooklet.com/
dacepricebooklet.com/
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12398-012-0075-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2016.01.050
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2017.12.155
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2016.07.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2012.02.012
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2015.02.031
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2019.114158
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compchemeng.2013.10.016


Appl. Sci. 2021, 11, 1063 23 of 23

11. Hofmann, R.; Dusek, S.; Gruber, S.; Drexler-Schmid, G. Design Optimization of a Hybrid Steam-PCM Thermal Energy Storage for
Industrial Applications. Energies 2019, 12, 898. [CrossRef]

12. Wang, H.; Yin, W.; Abdollahi, E.; Lahdelma, R.; Jiao, W. Modelling and optimization of CHP based district heating system with
renewable energy production and energy storage. Appl. Energy 2015, 159, 401–421. [CrossRef]

13. Wittmann, M.; Eck, M.; Pitz-Paal, R.; Müller-Steinhagen, H. Methodology for optimized operation strategies of solar thermal
power plants with integrated heat storage. Solar Energy 2011, 85, 653–659. [CrossRef]

14. González-Portillo, L.F.; Muñoz-Antón, J.; Martínez-Val, J.M. An analytical optimization of thermal energy storage for electricity
cost reduction in solar thermal electric plants. Appl. Energy 2017, 185, 531–546. [CrossRef]

15. Haider, M.; Werner, A. An overview of state of the art and research in the fields of sensible, latent and thermo-chemical thermal
energy storage. Elektrotech. Inftech. 2013, 130, 153–160. [CrossRef]

16. Hoivik, N.; Greiner, C.; Barragan, J.; Iniesta, A.C.; Skeie, G.; Bergan, P.; Blanco-Rodriguez, P.; Calvet, N. Long-term performance
results of concrete-based modular thermal energy storage system. J. Energy Storage 2019, 24, 100735. [CrossRef]

17. González-Roubaud, E.; Pérez-Osorio, D.; Prieto, C. Review of commercial thermal energy storage in concentrated solar power
plants: Steam vs. molten salts. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2017, 80, 133–148. [CrossRef]

18. DACE Price Booklet. Cost Information for Estimation and Comparison, 33rd ed.; Vakmedianet BouwCommunities B.V.: Alphen Aan
Den Rijn, The Netherlands, 2018; ISBN 9789492610218.

19. Warren, D.S.; Daniel, R.L.; Seader, J.D.; Soemantri, W.; Rafiqul, G.; Ka, M.N. Product and Process Design Principles Synthss, Analysis
and Evaluation; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: 111 River Street, Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2016; ISBN 9781119282631.

20. Bell, I.H.; Wronski, J.; Quoilin, S.; Lemort, V. Pure and Pseudo-pure Fluid Thermophysical Property Evaluation and the Open-
Source Thermophysical Property Library CoolProp. Ind. Eng. Chem. Res. 2014, 53, 2498–2508. [CrossRef]

21. AD 2000-Regelwerk. Taschenbuch—Ausgabe 2020; 12 Auflage; Beuth: Berlin, Germany, 2020; ISBN 9783410299110.
22. SPIRAX SARCO GmbH. Grundlagen der Dampf- und Kondensattechnologie; SPIRAX SARCO GmbH: Konstanz, Germany, 2006.
23. Cooney Brothers, Inc. Pipe Valves Fittings. Available online: https://www.cooneybrothers.com/ (accessed on 15 October 2020).
24. Chryssafidis—Equipment for steam systems. Available online: https://www.chryssafidis.com/en/cat.6 (accessed on 15 October 2020).
25. Pereira da Cunha, J.; Eames, P. Thermal energy storage for low and medium temperature applications using phase change

materials–A review. Appl. Energy 2016, 177, 227–238. [CrossRef]
26. Magnus Rambraut. Solar Power Molten Salt, 2020. Yara International. Available online: https://www.yara.com/chemical-and-

environmental-solutions/solar-power-molten-salt/ (accessed on 22 January 2021).
27. Wittmann, M.; Schmitz, M.; Silva, H.G.; Schmidt, P.; Doppelbauer, G.; Ernst, R.; Santamaria, P.; Miltkau, T.; Golovca, D.; Pacheco,

L.; et al. HPS2—Demonstration of molten-salt in parabolic trough plants—Design of plant. AIP Conf. Proc. 2019, 2126. [CrossRef]
28. González-Gómez, P.; Gómez-Hernández, J.; Briongos, J.; Santana, D. Thermo-economic optimization of molten salt steam

generators. Energy Convers. Manag. 2017, 146, 228–243. [CrossRef]
29. He, C.; Lu, J.; Ding, J.; Wei, X. Thermal Performances of Two Stage Molten Salt Steam Generator. Energy Procedia 2017, 105,

980–985. [CrossRef]
30. Gungor, K.; Winterton, R. A general correlation for flow boiling in tubes and annuli. Int. J. Heat Mass Transf. 1986, 29, 351–358.

[CrossRef]
31. Gnielinski, V. On heat transfer in tubes. Int. J. Heat Mass Transf. 2013, 63, 134–140. [CrossRef]
32. Edwards, J.E. Design and rating shell of and tube heat exchangers. Chem. Eng. 2008, 83, 62–71.
33. Mauri, R. Free Convection. New Hypothesis Anisotropic Reynolds Stress Tensor Turbul. Flows 2015, 112, 321–338.
34. Beale, S.B. Tube Banks, Crossflow Over, 2011. Thermopedia. Available online: http://www.thermopedia.com/content/1211/

(accessed on 22 January 2021).

http://doi.org/10.3390/en12050898
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2015.09.020
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.solener.2010.11.024
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.10.134
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00502-013-0151-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.est.2019.04.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.05.084
http://doi.org/10.1021/ie4033999
https://www.cooneybrothers.com/
https://www.chryssafidis.com/en/cat.6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.05.097
https://www.yara.com/chemical-and-environmental-solutions/solar-power-molten-salt/
https://www.yara.com/chemical-and-environmental-solutions/solar-power-molten-salt/
http://doi.org/10.1063/1.5117642
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2017.05.027
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2017.03.432
http://doi.org/10.1016/0017-9310(86)90205-X
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijheatmasstransfer.2013.04.015
http://www.thermopedia.com/content/1211/

	Introduction 
	Methodology 
	Mixed Integer Linear Programming (MILP)/Mixed Integer Quadratic Programming (MIQP) Models 
	Electric Boilers 
	High-Temperature Heat Pumps 
	Thermal Energy Storage 
	Excess Heat 
	Connectors and Nodes 
	Objective 

	Cost Functions 
	Ruths Steam Accumulators 
	Latent Heat Thermal Energy Storage (LHTS) and Concrete Storage 
	Molten Salt Storage 
	Steam Generator Units 

	Example Cases 
	Example Case 1—Large-Scale Plant with Constant Steam Demand and High Temperature 
	Example Case 2—Medium-Scale Plant with Varying Steam Demand with Low Temperature 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

