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Abstract

A method for identifying and quantifying the flexibility of the electricity demand
in a production plant is reported. The plant is equipped with electric machines,
product storage silos, distributed generation, and electrical storage systems. The
method aims to minimize production costs. To achieve this, the plant is math-
ematically modeled, and an economic optimization problem is formulated by
managing these plant’s equipment. From this optimal schedule (base schedule),
the feasibility of modifying it to sell or buy energy in the electricity balancing
regulation markets is evaluated, thus obtaining the so-called flexibility schedule.
Finally, this method was successfully applied to a real case using data from a
Spanish cement production plant.

Keywords: Cement industry, Energy, Flexibility, Mixed integer linear programming,
Demand response.
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Maximum tolerance bound established to limit the deviation in energy
procurement [0 to 1].

Minimum tolerance bound established to limit the deviation in energy
procurement [0 to 1].

Battery depth of discharge, is the fraction of the battery’s rated capacity that
can be discharged. It is a parameter given by the battery manufacturer [0 to 1].
Initial battery state of charge at the beginning of a given time planning horizon
[MW h].

The battery cost per unit of energy. Is the same for charging and discharg-
ing, and is a constant value defined by the battery’s technical characteristics
[€ /MWHh].

Battery rated capacity [MW h].

Minimum number of periods the k-th machine must remain turned off once is
switched off for technical or quality reasons given by the plant.

Minimum number of periods the k-th machine must operate once turned on
for technical or quality reasons given by the plant.

Average power consumption of the k-th machine [MW.]

Initial weight of material in the i-th silo at the start of the planing horizon [t].
Maximum weight of material allowed in the i-th silo [t].

Minimum weight of material allowed in the i-th silo [t].

Maximum power purchase limit [MW].

Battery maximum charge power [MW].

Battery maximum discharge power [MW].

Total number of electrical machines involved in the plant.

Total number of silos involved in the plant.

Number of periods on a given time horizon the model is optimizing.

The time horizon is divided into equal-length time periods t, which should be
aligned with the electrical markets.

Power generated by the PV system in the period ¢ [MW].

Average product mass flow demand needed for the next process at the period
t [t/h].

Spread for Power up in the period ¢ [€ /MWHh].

Spread for Power down in the period ¢t [€ /MWh].

Binary variable that represents the ON/OFF state of the k-th machine in the
time t.

Day-ahead energy price forecast for period ¢ [€ /MWHh].

Average production of the k-th machine in the period ¢ [t/h].

Tertiary market price to power up in the period ¢ [€ /MWHh].

Tertiary market price to power down in the period ¢t [€ /MWHh].

Electrical energy sell price signal in period ¢ [€ /MWHh].

Cost of storing material in the ¢-th silo from one period to the next [€ /th].
Mass weight of the material stored in the i-th silo in the period ¢ [t].

Power purchased from the grid in the period ¢ [MW].

Power used to charge the battery in the period ¢ [MW].



Pp,  Power obtained from discharging the battery in the period ¢ [MW].
Py, Power sold to grid in period ¢ [MW].

1 Introduction

The cement industry is a major contributor to global carbon emissions, responsible
for approximately 7% [1, 2] to 8% [3, 4] of all CO5 emissions. Besides its high carbon
emissions, the cement industry is the world’s third-largest energy consumer, using 7%
of all industrial energy [2]. Consequently, is under increasing pressure to reduce its
environmental impact [5].

One strategy to reduce the environmental footprint of the cement industry is
through the implementation of demand response (DR) programs. These programs aim
to improve energy efficiency and balance supply and demand by incentivizing con-
sumers to decrease their electricity usage during peak demand periods. This can be
achieved through various mechanisms, such as time-of-use pricing, demand bidding,
or direct load control [6].

One type of DR program particularly suited to the cement industry is flexible load
management. Certain loads can be adjusted in response to price signals or other in-
centives. This allows cement plants to shift production to off-peak hours and integrate
more renewables energies, resulting in significant reductions in electricity costs and
carbon emissions [7]. In this regard, important research has been conducted to assess
the potential of DR in the cement industry [8-11].

Moreover, several investigations studied methods to reduce electricity costs in
various electro-intensive industries by optimally scheduling tasks and developing
mathematical models considering time-varying electricity prices and production
targets [12-16].

In the cement industry, [17] developed a genetic algorithm to reduce electricity
costs by shifting the use of high electricity-consuming machinery to periods with lower
electricity prices. Meanwhile, [18] identified all energy-intensive components of the
cement production process, then modeled and optimized them to minimize operational
costs while meeting production targets. Additionally, [19] proposed a model predictive
control (MPC) approach for daily operation management.

While there has been significant research on optimizing electricity costs in produc-
tion scheduling based on fluctuating electricity prices, limited research has investigated
ways to deliberately modify this optimized production to identify economically bene-
ficial transactions in other markets, such as balancing regulation markets. The main
contribution of this work is a methodology for identifying and quantifying the flex-
ibility of energy consumption in a manufacturing plant with the primary goal of
maintaining efficient production. This is accomplished by optimizing the scheduling of
electrical production machines, silos levels, distributed generation, and electrical stor-
age systems in response to electricity price signals and then assessing if the optimal
production plan can be modified (flexible load identification). It is intended that pro-
ductive industries with high electricity consumption use this methodology to identify
their flexibility and participate in energy balance markets with minimal impact on
their production planning.



The remaining of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 formulates the prob-
lem to be solved. The cement production process and the operation of the electricity
markets are explained. The production optimization problem is established and the
baseline schedule is obtained. Section 3 proposes a procedure to obtain flexibility by
modifying the base schedule and evaluates the economic feasibility of energy pur-
chase/sale operations in the electricity regulation market. Section 4 applies the method
to a case study on Portland cement production. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper.

2 Problem statement

This work addresses the challenge of developing a methodology to identify and quantify
the flexibility of electricity consumption in cement manufacturing, while maintaining
the industry’s primary goal of efficient production. The aim is to minimize costs as-
sociated with the electrical consumption of certain machines, such as cement and raw
meal mills, through optimal production scheduling.

This optimization can be achieved through various strategies: purchasing energy
from the grid when electricity price signals are lower, managing machine operation
based on electricity prices, effectively handling the solar energy produced by the pho-
tovoltaic system and battery storage levels, and managing product storage in silos in
the most economically convenient way for the plant.

Production planning is carried out by proposing a plant model and formulating a
cost minimization problem, considering all the factors indicated above.

Once the optimal production plan is obtained (baseline schedule model), a flexi-
bility model evaluates whether it is feasible to modify this production plan, thereby
identifying the presence of flexibility.

The proposed method is highly versatile and has application to industries other
than cement production. The objective is that industries can use this information to
participate in the electricity balancing markets.

Finally, the method will be used to solve a real industrial case problem using
historical data provided by a Spanish cement company and prices observed in the
Tertiary Regulation Balancing Market.

2.1 Cement manufacturing process

Portland Cement manufacturing [20, 21] can be divided into two sub-processes, clinker
production, and cement grinding, see Figure 1. In the first stage, the raw materials
(mainly limestone and clay) are quarried, crushed, grounded, and mixed to obtain
a homogeneous blend and then stored in the raw mill silo (in this plant, this stage
occurs in a dry process). Afterward, the raw materials are preheated and fed to the
kiln system where the temperature is typically increased to 1,400-1,500°C by firing
pulverized pet coke (utilizing an electrical coke grinder) providing the necessary heat
in the kiln to form the clinker [22], which is then cooled and stored in the clinker silos.

In the second stage, the clinker is grounded with gypsum and other mineral ad-
ditions in a grinding mill to obtain a Portland cement with desirable performance
characteristics [21], finishing the process when the final product is stored in the cement
silos.



After analyzing the sub-processes with real data provided by a cement plant, it
has been found that the sub-process corresponding to the production of the rawmill
(enclosed in a dashed squared in Figure 1) is the one that offers the greatest poten-
tial for flexibility to provide it in the electricity balancing markets, due to the lower
production and quality restrictions than the rest of the sub-processes. Unlike the kiln
system, which must operate seven days a week and twenty-four hours a day, it offers
almost no flexibility in its production. Moreover, in the cement grinding phase, pro-
duction is limited by the inaccurate prediction of final product demand and the low
capacity of the cement silos, which significantly reduces flexibility.
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Figure 1: Schematic representation of the Portland cement manufacturing.

2.2 The electricity market system

The Spanish electricity production market comprises all commercial transactions for
the purchase and sale of energy and other services related to the supply of electricity. It
is composed by forward markets, the daily market, the intra-day market, non-organized
markets, and system balancing services. The system balancing service markets are
used to ensure that the supply and demand of electricity are balanced in real time.
They include services such as regulation and reserve, which in turn, are made up of
three types: Primary, Secondary and Tertiary Regulation [23].

Primary regulation' is an immediate-response system that automatically corrects
instantaneous imbalances between generation and consumption, and it is provided
by all generators reacting to frequency variations. Secondary regulation? is a slower-
response (20 seconds to 15 minutes) system that corrects more gradual imbalances
between generation and demand, and is compensated through market mechanisms
for two concepts: availability (regulation band) and utilization (energy) [23]. Tertiary
regulation® is a longer-response (maximum power variation time of 15 minutes, and
maintained for at least 2 hours) system that is used to restore the secondary regulation
reserve to its normal operating state. It is provided by a variety of generators and
consumers, and it is managed and compensated by market mechanisms [23, 24].

1European equivalent: Frequency Containment Reserves (FCR)
2 Automatic Frequency Restoration Reserves (aFRR)
3Manual Frequency Restoration Reserves (mFRR)



The tertiary market was chosen to manage the flexibility of the cement production
process, as it offers sufficient time to meet the power once the offer is accepted. This
is crucial, as the plant needs to quickly ramp up or down its production to match
the power accepted in the market, while satisfying all the technical constraints of the
electrical machines.

2.3 The production plant model

The production sub-process of the raw mill can be represented as a model composed of
a set of production machines and a set of product storage elements. This model is quite
general and has application to other industrial processes besides cement production.
Let us consider a production plant consisting of a set of Nx processing machines
indexed by k € K = {1,2,..., Nk} and a set of Ng storage silos indexed by i € S =
{1,2,..., Ng}. The machines are driven by electric motors that receive power either
from the grid or from the plant’s self-consumption system consisting of a photovoltaic
panel system and an electrical storage system. A schematic representation of this

production plant is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: The production plant model.

We are interested in planning the plant production by minimizing the energy cost to
produce the demanded product in a time horizon of duration T'. To do so, we divide the
planning time horizon T into a set of Nt time slots indexed by t € T = {1,2,..., Nr}.
Each time slot has a duration At = T/Nyp.

The state of machine k € K at time interval ¢ € T is represented by the binary
variable Yj;. If the machine is on then Yj;=1 and if it is off then Yj; = 0. The average
production of machine k € KC when is on in time interval ¢ € T is IIx; and its energy
consumption is P, At, where Py is the rated electrical power of the machine, otherwise
the production and the energy consumption are zero.

Each silo i € S is characterized by a variable I;; representing the mass of product
stored in the time interval ¢ € T, which must always be between a minimum and
maximum allowed values.



Mass balance

The mass balance in the production plant is given by

ZHkt'th+ZIit—l :Zliu teT, (1)

ke i€S i€S

The production machines can operate with energy from the electrical grid or
from the plant’s self-consumption system. The self-consumption system consists of a
generation system based on photovoltaic solar panels and an electrical storage system.

The power purchased from the grid at time interval ¢ € T is given by Py, while
the power sold to the grid at the same time interval is P;,.

The power generated by the photovoltaic solar panels at time interval ¢ € T is
Ppv,. Its value is unknown in advance, but can be estimated from weather forecasts
and data analysis techniques [25].

The electric battery has a maximum rated capacity Cpax. The power it delivers
(resp. stores) during the time interval ¢ € T is Pp; (resp. Pc¢), which is considered
constant during the entire duration of the time interval At. Therefore, the energy
delivered by (resp. stored in) the battery is Pp,At (resp. PoAt).

Power balance

The power balance in the production process is as follows,

Py + Ppi+ Py, =Py + Poy+ > Y- Pr, teT. (2)
ke

In addition to mass and energy balances, a set of operating constraints must be
satisfied during the production process.

Silos constraints

Let I;pnins Limax, the minimum and maximum allowed limits of silo ¢ € A. The mass
stored in each silo cannot exceed this limits. This is guaranteed by the following
condition,

Iit S [Iiminalimax]' (3>
In addition, the mass contained in the silo in each time slot must be greater than the

product demand to ensure the continuity of the production process. This is achieved
by the following condition,

> I, > D, (4)

€S

where D; is the product demand at time slot t € T .



Machine operation constraints

To prevent deterioration and maintain operating conditions that ensure product qual-
ity, a production machine cannot be switched on and off as often as desired. If the
machine changes its state from off to on, it cannot be switched off again until a certain
time has elapsed. Similarly, if the machine changes its state from on to off, it cannot
be turned on again until a certain time has elapsed.

Let MPN be the number of time intervals that the machine k must remain on once
it has changed its state from off to on. The difference Yj(;41) — Yk can only takes
values 0, 1 or —1, and it takes value 1 if and only if the machine k € K changes its
state from off to on. Then, the inequality

MPIN

(Yk(t+1) - Yk:t) : M;?N < Z Yk(t+j)7
j=1

kek, te{l,..., Ny — MPN}.

()

ensures that when the state of the machine changes from off to on, the machine
remains on for M ,?N time intervals. For any other value of the difference Yy (s11) — Yie,
inequality (5) is always satisfied and does not impose any constraint on the future
state of the machine.

Similarly, let MOFF be the number of time intervals that the machine k € K must
remain off once it has changed its state from on to off. The inequality

OFF
M,

Z Viers) < (L4 Yigear) — Yie) - MOFF,
=1

(6)
kek, te{l,...,Nr — MPFF}.

ensures that when the state of the machine changes from on to off, the machine
remains on for MP¥F time intervals. Inequality (5) is active only when the difference
Yi(t41) — Yie = —1 corresponding to the machine change fron on to off. For any other
possible value (0 or 1) it does not impose any constraint on the future state of the
machine.

Battery constraints

The state of charge (SoC) represents the level of charge of a battery relative to its
capacity, while depth of discharge (DoD) indicates the proportion of the battery that
has been discharged relative to the total battery capacity. Here, both are expressed
per unit.

The energy charged or discharged in the battery can never exceed the overall rated
capacity Chax during the entire planning horizon, taking into account the allowed
depth of discharge and the initial state of the battery at the beginning of the time
horizon.

Considering that energy is the integral of power over time, and taking into account
At is the duration of the time slot during which power remains constant, we state the



following inequalities

J J
> Poy- At = Pp; - At < Ciay - DoD = SoCo, j €T (7)
t=1 t=1
J J
Crmax - (1 =DoD) = S0Co <Y Py -At—> Ppy-At, jeT (®)
t=1 t=1

Inequality (7) ensures that the battery charge never exceeds its rated capacity,
while inequality (8) ensures that the battery is never fully discharged.

In addition, to preserve the health of the battery, the charge and discharge power
cannot exceed a certain maximum value. This is ensured by the following conditions

PCtSPCma)U tET (9)
PDt < PDmax7 teT (10)

Finally, a maximum value of electrical power P, . is allowed to buy from the grid
for each period in the given planning horizon.

Pbt < Pbmaxa te T (11>

2.4 Optimal production planning

The production plan that minimizes costs is obtained by solving an optimization
program. Let 7, denote the day-ahead energy price for period ¢, my the battery cost
per unit of energy and mg,;; the cost per unit of mass and time for storing product in
the silo 4.

The production cost is defined as follows:

Cost: & = Z Z (Pbt C Ty + (PCt + PDt)’iTU + Ly - 7TSit) - At. (12)
teT ieN

Remark 1. The price signals of the electrical day-ahead market are unknown in
advance. However, we assume that they are deterministic and known because they are
estimated beforehand with an external price forecast model [26], which is outside of the
scope of this study. Besides, the manufacturing company is considered as a price-taker.

The baseline schedule

It is the production plan that minimizes production costs while meeting the expected
product demand for a given time horizon (typically one week ahead), as well as all
technical and product quality constraints and is obtained by solving the following



optimization program:

Minimize: &,
subject to: constraints (1) — (11), (13)

and: non negativity for all variables.
The baseline schedule is denoted as
(B Poys Phys Yis 174), 1€ S, ke Kt €T (14)

and the optimal cost is ®*.

The optimization problem (13) is a mixed integer linear programming (MILP)
problem [27]. Although MILP problems are NP-complete, efficient algorithms exist
that can be used to obtain solutions in problems of small and moderate size [28].

3 Flexibility in the production plan

The analysis of the flexibility of the manufacturing plant to provide ancillary services
to the electricity system is performed by perturbing the baseline schedule. The per-
turbation of the baseline schedule corresponds to the electricity to be traded in the
balancing market. The perturbed production schedule is called flexibility schedule and
its production costs are always higher than those of the baseline schedule. The increase
in the cost of production is called the flexibility cost and is used to determine the
balancing market price of electricity that makes transactions economically profitable.

The manufacturing plant operator does not want the production schedule to change
significantly, so only one energy transaction is allowed in the balancing market in a
given time slot during the time horizon.

3.1 The flexibility schedule

Let 71 = {1,2,...,Np, } with N, < Np be a subset containing the first Ny, time
slots of the production time horizon 7.

The flexible schedule is a perturbed production schedule of the baseline schedule
where the perturbance is generated by a change in the power P,r at time slot 7 € 77.
It is obtained by solving a new optimization program that has the same cost function
but some of the constraints change, since some of the decision variables keep the value
of the baseline production plan.

Power purchased from the grid constraints

The electric power purchased from the grid in the flexibility model (Py;) will take the
same value as the baseline schedule (Py;) for all the time slots prior to 7 where selling
or buying energy is allowed. The resulting constraint is

Pbt:Pbra t<7’,7’€71 (15)
Py, =P, +h, 7T (16)
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where h is a given perturbation in the power of the electricity purchased in the
day-ahead market and it corresponds to the available power to be transacted in the
balancing market at time slot 7. The energy traded in the balancing market can be
positive or negative depending on whether energy is purchased or sold.

Deviation in energy procurement

The deviation of energy procurement during the production horizon must not exceed
certain limits with respect to the baseline production plan. For this purpose, a band
of admissible deviation characterized by tolerance bounds €, and €y is introduced
where €min, €max € [0, 1]. The resulting constraint is

(1_€min)'Z-Pb>tkSZ-PbtS(l"'emax)'zpbzK (17)
teT teT teT

Machine related constraints

Two constraints are imposed on the operation of the machines so that the flexibility
schedule does not deviate too much from the base schedule. The first constraint stipu-
lates that the state of the machines prior to the time slot in which energy transactions
will be allowed in the balancing market must be the same as in the base schedule.

Yie=Y5, kek t<rm,7€Th (18)

The second constraint, which is optional, states that each machine must operate a
number of time slots equal to the base schedule.

> V=)V kek (19)

teT teT

The flexible schedule
It is obtained by solving the following MILP optimization program

Minimize: &,
subject to: constraints (1) — (11), (15) — (18), [(19)] (20)

and: non negativity for all variables.

The square brackets in constraint (19) mean that this constraint is optional.
The flexibility schedule is denoted as
T T T Tt ;
(Py,,PL, . PL, Y, 1), ieS keK,teT (21)
and the cost is ®T.
The flexibility schedule is obtained by perturbing the base schedule, so its cost is
higher than the cost of the baseline schedule, i.e. &7 > ®*. The cost of flexibility is

defined as the difference between the cost of the flexible schedule and the cost of the
baseline schedule. The cost of flexibility is A®T = & — ®* and is always positive.

11



Price of energy in balancing markets for profitability

Flexible scheduling allows a certain amount of energy h- At to be available for trading
in the balancing market. This energy can be traded in this market at the time interval
7. Trading is profitable depending on the sign of & and the market energy price. Two
cases are considered.

a)

If h is positive, the amount of energy h-At is available for purchase in the balancing
market at price m,; . The saving of the purchase is h-At- S where ST = m,, — 7, .
If this energy had been purchased in the day-ahead market, its cost would have
been the cost of flexibility A®T. The transaction is profitable for the manufacturing
plant if the saving of the purchase in the balancing market is higher than the cost
of flexibility, i.e.

h-At-S- > AT, (22)
If the purchase price in the balancing market at time slot 7 satisfies

- APT
T h-At

then the transaction is profitable and the saving is
R=h-At-S7 — AT,

If h is negative, the amount energy h-At is available for sale in the balancing market
at price 75, . The income of the sale is (—h)- At- S} where S} = 7t —m,,. If this
energy was purchased in the day-ahead market, its cost would have been the cost of
flexibility ®T — ®*. The transaction is profitable for the manufacturing plant if the

income for sale in the balancing market is greater than the cost of flexibility, i.e.
(=h)-At- S > A®T (23)
If the sale price in the balancing market at time slot 7 satisfies

AT
+ ="
5> Thy A

then the transaction is profitable and the revenue is

R=(—h)-At-Sf — Ad.

Remark 2. The flexible production schedule can be calculated for any time interval
t € T1 and any value of the power h. However, the values of h of greatest interest
for the study of flexibility are given by the sums of the nominal power consumptions
corresponding to the different combinations of the production machines that can be on
or off in the time interval under study. Besides, since the calculation of the flexibility

12



program is very fast, the plant operator may have precalculated the baseline schedule
for the time horizon T and flexibility schedules for any T € T1 and any value of interest
of h, along with the energy price of purchase/sale prices that provides profit to each
transaction.

4 Industrial case study

The proposed method to study flexibility in electricity consumption will be used to
solve a real case problem applied to the cement industry.

This research has been promoted by Fortia, within the framework of the BrainEN
project. Fortia is a Spanish company based in Madrid, founded in 2002 and specialized
in providing energy consulting and contracting services to commercial and industrial
customers [29].

The study was conducted using real data from a Portland cement manufacturing
company located in Spain and customer of Fortia.

The cement plant has a single mill and a silo in its raw milling process and is
interested in acquiring a photovoltaic and an electric generation system to make its
production more flexible and contribute to its carbon reduction goals. In addition, it
intends to use the flexibility to reduce its production costs and amortize the installation
of these systems.

Nineteen configurations have been studied for different combinations of capacities
of both the solar generation system and the electric battery. These configurations
include the current one. The model of each configuration is denoted by MXY where X
denotes PV power capacity in MW and Y denotes battery rated capacity in MW h.
The nineteen configurations are:

Models := {M00, MOX, MX0, MXX | X € {1,2,3,4,5,6}} (24)

where MOO denotes the current one.

The cement plant defines its production plan using the forecast of day ahead elec-
tricity market prices. Therefore, these prices will be used as input in the optimization
program (13). Any changes to this plan will be evaluated by the flexibility optimization
program (20) and the prices of the balancing market for each hour of the first day.

The cement plant buys electricity at a given price at time ¢ in the day-ahead
market. If the tertiary regulation market price to power up were higher at that time,
the company would make a profit by bidding in this market to reduce its consumption.
Conversely, if the tertiary regulation market price to power down were lower at that
time, it would make a saving by bidding to increase its consumption at that time.

The spreads of tertiary regulation markets establish the opportunities for flexibility.
They are obtained as follows:

+_ o+
S; = msy — Ty

S; = Ty — sy
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The months of April and June 2023 have been selected for this study. The reason for
this selection becomes clear after a visual analysis of Figure 3. In June, there is a large
difference in the need for power down compared to power up, while the spreads are not
so different each other. In April, this behavior is the opposite, i.e., there is not much
difference in the needs for power down and power up, but the spreads are significantly
different. Thus, the study will cover both scenarios for each selected month.

Proportion of hours with transactions
in Tertiary Regulation 2023 Average Spread in Tertiary Regulation 2023

il May June

March Ap

mmm Power down
= Power up

May June

January  February March April

70% ™ Power down
== Power up

% II II
%
o

January February
Figure 3: Left: Percentages of hours with transactions per month in tertiary regulation
2023, representing the needs of the market for power up/down. Right: Average spread
€ /MWh in tertiary regulation 2023, representing the earnings or savings for selling
or buying power in the market for power up/down, respectively.
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4.1 Description of the model

The parameters of the raw milling process and their values are detailed below.

Time parameters

® At: The time period selected for this analysis is At = 1h.

® 7 The planning time horizon used was four weeks with seven cycles each week. Each
cycle ranges from one week (7 = {1,...,168}) until one day (T = {1,...,24}),
by constructing rolling windows with different planning time-frames starting from
Monday to Sunday, then Tuesday to Sunday, Wednesday to Sunday consecutively
until Sunday to Sunday. The reason behind the definition of these cycles is twofold.
On the one hand, it tries to minimize changes in production planning. On the other,
it makes use of a forecast of the day-ahead electricity market price, so the model
uses the best possible forecast for each day.

Electricity markets parameters

e 7, The day-ahead market prices are provided by Fortia’s forecast algorithm [26].

® 7, The tertiary regulation balancing market prices to trade electrical energy are
obtained from REE, the independent system operator of the Spanish electrical
system.

® Py ax: The maximum power purchase limit for period ¢ is 21 MW, according to the
plant requirement.

14



Machines and silos parameters

Machine and silos parameters are obtained from actual historical process data. As
there is only one raw mill and one silo, no subscripts are used.

P;: The average electric power consumption of the raw mill is 6 MW per unit time t.

II;: The average production of the raw mill is 360th L.

MPON: The raw mill must operate for at least 6 time slots of 1h once switched on.

MPOFF: The raw mill must remain turned off for at least 3 time slots of 1h once

switched off.

® [imax: The maximum weight of material allowed in the raw mill silo is the physical
maximum, [.x = 15.000t.

® [in: The minimum weight of material allowed in the silo is 60% of the maximum,
Tnin = 9.000 .

® Jyp: The initial mass of material in the silo at the beginning of the week is 12.000t,
which is 80% of the silo’s maximum capacity.

® D,: The product demand for this stage is the same as the raw material mass flow rate
required by the next stage, the kiln system, which requires an average of 240th!.

® 7g,: The cost of storing material in the silos is effectively zero, so it is neglected in

the objective function.

Battery and PV system parameters

e 7y: The battery charging and discharging cost is 1€ /MWh.

® Ppy,: The power generated by the PV system is calculated by multiplying the
PVGIS [30] solar radiation data for April and June at the analyzed plant location
by the installed PV system capacity, i.e. for the configuration model MXY is X MW.

® Chax: The battery rated capacity for the configuration model MXY is Y MW h.

® DoD: The Depth of Discharge of the battery used was 80%, i.e. the minimum charge
level was always at least 20% of the battery’s rated capacity.

® SoC: The battery started at its minimum charge level at the beginning of each time
planning horizon.

® Prax: The battery maximum charging and discharging power rate used was equal
to 1 Cpax/h, which means that it can be charged or discharged at a rate equal to
its rated capacity per hour.

Several simulations of the raw mill production sub-process have been carried out.
All of them have used actual data provided by the cement company, as well as price
values observed in the Spanish market for tertiary regulation adjustments. The prices
of electricity in the day-ahead market electricity are estimated by Fortia for the months
of April and June 2023.

The raw mill consumption is 6 MWh, so only the possibility of buying or selling
energy for 6 MWh in the tertiary regulation market is considered for each of the 24
time slots of the first day of the base program. However, in order to influence the
baseline schedule as little as possible, only the operations that produces the greatest
benefit or savings will be selected.
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Element Low Case High Case Average Units

Utility-Scale Solar PV 623,000 1,246,000 934,500 € /MW
Industrial standalone storage 478,820 582,950 530,885 € /MWh

Table 1: Total Marginal capital costs for a Solar PV and for the battery storage
system [33]. The exchange rate used to convert prices from dollars to euros was
0.85 EUR/USD on July 18, 2023.

Four sets of simulations were performed. One set to sell 6 MW h of energy, one set
to buy the same amount of energy, and each set evaluated for the month of April and
for the month of June of year 2023. For each month, four calendar weeks (Monday
through Sunday) were selected.

In addition, each set of simulations was iterated for 19 different combinations of
nominal battery capacities and PV system capacities that could be installed at the
plant.

Over 4,256 simulations® were ran, consuming a total CPU time of 3 hours and 19
minutes. All the simulations were executed using PYSCIPOPT and entirely modeled
in Python 3.11.5. PYSCIPOPT serves as a Python interface to the SCIP Optimization
Suite [31]. SCIP is a high performance, noncommercial solver that can handle a wide
range of mathematical optimization problems, including mixed integer programming
(MIP) [32].

Finally, simple payback periods for different battery and PV system capacities that
could be installed in the plant were calculated. For the estimation, the total marginal
capital cost from the LCOE 2023 study [33] was used. This value was multiplied by
each iterated value capacity of the battery and PV installed in the plant. For the PV
system, it was taken the average of the “Low case” and the “High case” of the Total
Capital Costs for a Utility-Scale Solar PV [33] (934.500€ /MW). For the battery based
storage system it was taken the sum of the “Initial Capital Cost—DC”, plus “Initial
Capital Cost—AC”, plus “Electronic Power Control (EPC) Costs” and averaging the
“Low case” and the “High case” for a “Standalone Industry” [33] (530.885€ /MWh),
as shown in Table 1.

4.2 Examples of selected transactions in the balancing markets

An example of flexible transactions for selling and buying energy derived from the
model is illustrated in the Figure 4.

The top plots display the price forecast for the day-ahead market over two different
weeks. The middle graphs present the optimal schedule of the raw mill obtained from
the baseline schedule model, depicted in green.

The flexibility schedule model recommends two transactions, denoted as sI for
selling and b1 for buying energy, in time-slots 19 and 20 respectively. To fulfill demand,
the model suggests a re-scheduling across multiple periods when selling energy, and a
re-sell (rs!) in period 72 when buying, as shown in blue.

47 days a week for 8 weeks, selling and buying for an average of 2 flexible hours per day, with 19 different
iterations, totaling more than 4,256 simulations.
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Energy sale for April 3, 2023 Energy buy for June 5, 2023
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Figure 4: Left: Example of selling energy in the balancing market obtained from the
model, for April 3, 2023. Right: Instance of purchasing energy in the same market, for
June 5, 2023.

Given the constraints of having to switch off the machine for at least 3 hours and
operate it for a minimum of 6 consecutive hours, it is generally more advantageous
to sell or buy an hour at the ends of the column’s operating plan rather than in the
middle or during a non-operational period.

The bottom plots represent the accumulated material stored in the silo. When the
machine is operational, the silo begins to accumulate all production surplus from the
demand, resulting in an increase in the curve. Conversely, when the machine is off,
the demand is met entirely from the silo, causing the curve to decline, while never
exceeding the upper limit or falling below the lower limit of the silo.

Table 2 explains why the 19th time-slot was identified as the optimal for selling,
while Table 3 shows the 20th hour as the most beneficial for buying energy.

The feasibility of selling energy from the 1st to the 24th hour on April 3rd and
purchasing energy for the same hours on June 5th was evaluated, based on the optimal
schedule determined by the baseline schedule model for both cases. The flexibility
schedule model identified four flexible hours (7) available for both selling and buying.

Based on the day-ahead energy price forecast (mp,) and the Tertiary market prices
for power up (ms)) for sales and power down (ms; ) for purchases, we calculate the
spread for each time slot as S}t = 7, F — m,, and So = m,, — w5, respectively. This
spread is then multiplied by the power to be traded (h = 6 MW, negative for sales and
positive for purchases) and the time interval (At = 1h) to determine the potential
income generated by selling energy in the balancing market at a higher price than the
day-ahead market or savings realized by purchasing energy at a lower price than the
day-ahead market.

Except for 7 = 11, where no transaction occurred, any option on April 3rd yielded
an income exceeding the minimum profit margin (A®" = &7 — ®*), making them all
economically viable for selling energy. The transaction with the highest profitability,
7 =19, was selected due to the highest profit (€99.40), as shown in Table 2.

Similarly, all options on June 5th are economically feasible for buying energy, with
the exception of when 7 = 4. The transaction with the highest savings, 7 = 20, with
a profit of € 363.96, was chosen, displayed in Table 3.

In both scenarios, the new schedule was established as the new baseline. The
remaining hours of the day, specifically from 20 to 24 for selling and from 21 to 24
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Flexible hour Day-ahead energy  Tertiary market price Spread for Power to Income for sale Benefit margin  Transaction profitability
to sale (r)  price forecast (m,,)  to power up (mf)  Power up (Sf) sale (h)  ((—h)-At-S)  (Adl =af — &%) ((—h) - At- SF — AdT)
h € € €

€ /MWh € /MWh € /MWh MW
1 68.97 84.35 15.38 -6 92.25 45.00 47.25
7 70.48 92.80 22.32 -6 133.90 35.90 98.00
11 55.89 - - -6 - 123.50 -
19 64,10 97.28 33.18 -6 199.01 74.20 124.87

Table 2: Identified feasible selling hours from the flexibility schedule model for April
3, 2023, and their revenues.

Flexible hour ~ Day-ahead energy ~ Tertiary market price Spread for Power to  Saving for purchase  Benefit margin  Transaction profitability
to purchase (r) price forecast (m,,) to power down (7.;) Power down (S;) buy (h) ((h)-At-S7) (e’ =af — o) ((h) - At- 87 — Al

h € /MWh € /MWh € /MWh MW € € €

4 114.99 - - 6 - 23.50 -

8 117.89 61.99 59.00 6 354.02 59.50 294.52

20 115.77 45.56 70.21 6 421.24 28.10 393.14

23 117.63 60.77 56.86 6 341.16 39.30 301.86

Table 3: Identified feasible purchasing hours from the flexibility schedule model for
June 5, 2023, and their savings.

for buying, were evaluated to identify any additional profitable opportunities. But the
model did not identify any other feasible hours for flexible transactions in either case.

4.3 Results and Discussion

Total profit for selling or buying energy

The total revenue obtained by selling 6 MW h of energy and the total savings for buying
the same amount of energy in the tertiary regulation market in the best available
hours for the months of April and June 2023 is depicted in Figure 5.

Total revenue for selling energy Total savings for buying energy

€10.0K = April ¢ 40,0k - April

s June e June
€8.0K €8.0K
€6.0K €6.0K
€4.0K €4.0K
L] ||||||||||||| i
MOOMO1 MOOMO1 M55 M

M02MO3 M 111 M22M33M44 M55M66 11M

Figure 5: Revenues and savings for selling or buying energy respectively in the tertiary
regulation market in the selected months.

The results show that buying energy in these markets is significantly more benefi-
cial than selling it for both months, ranging between € 3,000 and € 10,000 per month
versus € 1,000 and € 3,000 respectively. In addition, April offers the best economic
results for buying and selling energy.

The economic advantage of installing a PV system remains constant from a flexi-
bility point of view (from M10 to M60). On average, better results are obtained with a
combination of PV system and battery (from M11 to M66). However, it is not clear that
increasing solar generation capacity and battery storage will lead to increased profits.
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Available flexibility and successful transactions

The average number of flexible hours available for the next twenty-four periods
evaluated for the entire planning horizon in each month is plotted in Figure 6.

Average flexible available hours for selling energy

m April
= June

Average flexible available hours for buying energy

= April
= June

2.00 2.00
1.50 1.50
1.00 1.00
‘Ill |I ‘I ‘Ill ‘
0.00 Moomo1 000 10 M20 M: 1 M55M66

11 M22M33 M44 M55 M66 MO0MO1M02M03MO04

Figure 6: Flexible available hours on average for selling or buying energy in the
tertiary regulation market in the selected months.

On average, there is more flexibility to buy power than to sell it, i.e., between 2
and 2.7 hours per day to buy, compared to between 0.7 and 2.5 to sell.

Another observation is that adding capacity to the PV system does not necessarily
increase the availability of flexible hours. In fact, it remains nearly constant (from M10
to M60).

In Figure 7 are observed more buying than selling successful operations. Between
15 and 26 versus 10 and 15 buying and selling operations per month, respectively. The
main reason is the combination of a higher availability of flexible hours for buying
than for selling energy, and a higher average spread for buying than for selling. These
factors increase the probability of finding a successful transaction during the hours
identified as flexible.

35 Total ber of ful i for selling energy 35 Total ber of ful tr i for buying energy
m— April = April

30 = June 30 = June

25 25

20 20

15 15

10 10

O MOOMO1 MO2MO3MO4MOS MOSM10M20M30MAOMSOMBO 11 M22M33MAAMSSMES O MOOMOTMO2 14MOS5 MO! 0M11M22M33M44 M55M66

Figure 7: Total number of successful transactions for selling or buying energy in the
tertiary regulation market for the selected months.
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Savings for further optimizing the initial planning production

By incorporating variable photovoltaic and battery generation capacities, the model is
able to further improve the initial baseline planning, i.e. when no photovoltaic system
or battery elements are installed.

Figure 8 presents the total savings achieved by further optimizing the initial plan-
ning output with the new PV generation and battery storage elements added to the
model, compared to the initial baseline scenario without PV generation and battery
storage (M00). It can be seen that the standalone element contributing the largest sav-
ings is PV generation (from M10 to M60) compared to battery storage. This effect is
greater with the combination of both, although not directly proportional. These re-
sults are expected because photovoltaic generation significantly reduces the amount
of energy purchased directly from the grid, but the battery only provides savings by
allowing the purchase of electricity when the price is lower.

Savings without flexibility with respect to
the initial BL

€80.0K mmm April

€700k T June

€60.0K
€50.0K

€40.0K

€30.0K

€20.0K ‘

€ 10.0K I I I I
I W S _I | II

€0.0K
MO0 MO1M02MO3MO04 MO5MO6M10M20 M30 M40 M50 M60 M11 M22M33 M44 M55M66

Figure 8: Total savings by further optimizing the initial planning production when
adding battery storage or PV generation compared to the initial baseline scenario
(M0O).

Total simple payback period for flexibility and savings for optimizing
wnitial production

The Total simple payback takes into account both the flexibility revenue (FR) from the
sale/purchase of power in the tertiary regulation market and the production savings
(PS) from further optimizing the initial base program (M00) by adding battery storage
or PV generation.

Is calculated as the sum of the total marginal capital costs to install the PV
generation system, MC(PV) (€ /MW) and batteries, MC(B) (€ /MWh) multiplied by
the total capacity of the PV system, C(PV) (MW) and batteries, C(B) (MW h) for
each iteration, divided by twelve times the FR plus PS for the month evaluated:

MC(PV) - C(PV) + MC(B) - C(B)
12- (FR + PS)

H#Hyears = (25)
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The result is interpreted as the number of years it would take to recover the initial
investment in the PV generation system, batteries, or both, if the entire year were to
operate as the month evaluated.

Figure 9 shows that the total payback period is slightly shorter on average when
buying energy than when selling in the tertiary regulation market, ranging from 5 to
over 40 years for both buying and selling, but with greater variability for selling. April
brings a shorter amortization period for both types of transactions.

Simple payback period with respect to BL for Simple payback period with respect to BL for
selling energy in years 50 buying energy in years

= April

=== June

. April
= June
40

N
N

30
0 0
‘ I" LkkEkRhbEL ° I‘IHI il
0 LA LA 0L LT

Figure 9: Total simple payback period considering both the flexibility revenues/sav-
ings for selling/buying electricity in the tertiary regulation market for the selected
months and the savings for further optimizing the initial production when adding PV
generation system capacity and/or battery storage rated capacity.

On average, the best payback periods are found when investing in a PV system or
with a combination of both, rather than just battery storage. Besides, the economic
impact of flexibility is less significant than the potential savings achieved by further
optimizing the initial production plan.

5 Conclusions

This paper proposes a methodology to identify and quantify the flexibility of elec-
tricity consumption in a production plant with photovoltaic generation and electrical
storage. The objective is to minimize production costs through optimal production
scheduling. This involves the joint strategic management of the schedule of the electri-
cal production machines, product levels in intermediate storage silos, PV generation
systems, and battery-based energy storage systems. After modeling the production
system, a baseline schedule is obtained and the feasibility of modifying this optimal
production schedule to exploit the flexibility (flexibility schedule) to sell or buy energy
in the tertiary regulation market has been evaluated.

The methodology was tested in a real case, using actual data from a Portland
cement plant in Spain. The raw mill production sub-process, which offers the greatest
potential for flexibility, was selected for testing. The optimal production schedule was
modeled using the latest electricity price forecasts from the day-ahead market. Sales
revenues or savings from energy purchases were obtained using prices observed in the
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Tertiary Regulation market for April and June 2023. The entire process was iterated
with 19 different combinations of PV and electric battery system capacities.

The findings indicate an advantage in purchasing energy from these markets over
selling it. Batteries, on average, offer more flexibility, while PV systems excel in energy
savings. This is because PV systems decrease the need for direct grid energy purchases,
while batteries contribute by facilitating electricity purchases when prices are at their
lowest.

Finally, the economic impact of flexibility alone is less significant than the potential
savings achieved by optimizing the initial production plan.
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