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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 mathematically 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.
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Nomenclature

ϵmax Maximum tolerance bound established to limit the de-
viation in energy procurement [0 to 1].

ϵmin Minimum tolerance bound established to limit the de-
viation in energy procurement [0 to 1].

DoD Battery depth of discharge, is the fraction of the bat-
tery’s rated capacity that can be discharged. It is a pa-
rameter given by the battery manufacturer [0 to 1].

SoC0 Initial battery state of charge at the beginning of a given
time planning horizon [MW h].

πU The battery cost per unit of energy. Is the same for
charging and discharging, and is a constant value de-
fined by the battery’s technical characteristics [e /MWh].

Cmax Battery rated capacity [MW h].
MOFF

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

MON
k Minimum number of periods the k-th machine must op-

erate once turned on for technical or quality reasons
given by the plant.

Pk Average power consumption of the k-th machine [MW.]
I0i Initial weight of material in the i-th silo at the start of

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

[t].
Imini Minimum weight of material allowed in the i-th silo [t].
Pbmax Maximum power purchase limit [MW].

Email addresses: sebastian.rojas@fortiaienergia.es (Sebastián
Rojas-Innocenti), enrique.baeyens@uva.es (Enrique Baeyens),
alemar@cartif.es (Alejandro Martı́n-Crespo), sersal@cartif.es
(Sergio Saludes-Rodil), frechoso@eii.uva.es (Fernando
Frechoso-Escudero)

PCmax Battery maximum charge power [MW].
PDmax Battery maximum discharge power [MW].
K Total number of electrical machines involved in the

plant.
N Total number of silos involved in the plant.
T Number of periods on a given time horizon the model

is optimizing.
t The time horizon is divided into equal-length time peri-

ods t, which should be aligned with the electrical mar-
kets.

PPVt Power generated by the PV system in the period t [MW].
Dt Average product mass flow demand needed for the next

process at the period t [t/h].
S +t Spread for Power up in the period t [e /MWh].
S −t Spread for Power down in the period t [e /MWh].
Ykt Binary variable that represents the ON/OFF state of the

k-th machine in the time t.
πbt Day-ahead energy price forecast for period t [e /MWh].
Πkt Average production of the k-th machine in the period t

[t/h].
πs
+
t Tertiary market price to power up in the period t [e /MWh].
πs
−
t Tertiary market price to power down in the period t

[e /MWh].
πst Electrical energy sell price signal in period t [e /MWh].
πS it Cost of storing material in the i-th silo from one period

to the next [e /th].
Iit Mass weight of the material stored in the i-th silo in the

period t [t].
Pbt Power purchased from the grid in the period t [MW].
PCt Power used to charge the battery in the period t [MW].
PDt Power obtained from discharging the battery in the pe-

riod t [MW].
Pst Power sold to grid in period t [MW].

Preprint submitted to Elsevier March 12, 2024

ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

06
57

3v
1 

 [
ee

ss
.S

Y
] 

 1
1 

M
ar

 2
02

4



1. Introduction

The cement industry is a major contributor to global carbon
emissions, responsible for approximately 7% [26, 9] to 8% [24,
19] of all CO2 emissions. Besides its high carbon emissions, the
cement industry is the world’s third-largest energy consumer,
using 7% of all industrial energy [9]. Consequently, is under
increasing pressure to reduce its environmental impact [18].

One strategy to reduce the environmental footprint of the
cement industry is through the implementation of demand re-
sponse (DR) programs. These programs aim to improve en-
ergy efficiency and balance supply and demand by incentiviz-
ing consumers to decrease their electricity usage during peak
demand periods. This can be achieved through various mech-
anisms, such as time-of-use pricing, demand bidding, or direct
load control [31].

One type of DR program particularly suited to the cement
industry is flexible load management. Certain loads can be ad-
justed in response to price signals or other incentives. This al-
lows cement plants to shift production to off-peak hours and
integrate more renewables energies, resulting in significant re-
ductions in electricity costs and carbon emissions [15]. In this
regard, important research has been conducted to assess the po-
tential of DR in the cement industry [20, 14, 25, 33].

Moreover, several investigations studied methods to reduce
electricity costs in various electro-intensive industries by op-
timally scheduling tasks and developing mathematical models
considering time-varying electricity prices and production tar-
gets [27, 22, 2, 1, 11].

In the cement industry, [21] developed a genetic algorithm
to reduce electricity costs by shifting the use of high electricity-
consuming machinery to periods with lower electricity prices.
Meanwhile, [30] identified all energy-intensive components of
the cement production process, then modeled and optimized
them to minimize operational costs while meeting production
targets. Additionally, [32] proposed a model predictive control
(MPC) approach for daily operation management.

While there has been significant research on optimizing elec-
tricity costs in production scheduling based on fluctuating elec-
tricity prices, limited research has investigated ways to delib-
erately modify this optimized production to identify economi-
cally beneficial transactions in other markets, such as balancing
regulation markets. The main contribution of this work is a
methodology for identifying and quantifying the flexibility 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 storage sys-
tems in response to electricity price signals and then assessing
if the optimal production plan can be modified (flexible load
identification). It is intended that productive 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: Sec-
tion 2 formulates the problem to be solved. The cement pro-
duction 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 pro-
cedure to obtain flexibility by modifying the base schedule and
evaluates the economic feasibility of energy purchase/sale oper-
ations 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 method-
ology to identify and quantify the flexibility of electricity con-
sumption in cement manufacturing, while maintaining the in-
dustry’s primary goal of efficient production. The aim is to
minimize costs associated 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 strate-
gies: purchasing energy from the grid when electricity price
signals are lower, managing machine operation based on elec-
tricity prices, effectively handling the solar energy produced by
the photovoltaic system and battery storage levels, and manag-
ing product storage in silos in the most economically conve-
nient 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 sched-
ule model), a flexibility 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 applica-
tion 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 ce-
ment company and prices observed in the Tertiary Regulation
Balancing Market.

2.1. Cement manufacturing process
Portland Cement manufacturing [5, 6] can be divided into

two sub-processes, clinker production, and cement grinding,
see Figure 1. In the first stage, the raw materials (mainly lime-
stone 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) pro-
viding the necessary heat in the kiln to form the clinker [12],
which is then cooled and stored in the clinker silos.

In the second stage, the clinker is grounded with gypsum
and other mineral additions in a grinding mill to obtain a Port-
land cement with desirable performance characteristics [6], fin-
ishing the process when the final product is stored in the cement
silos.
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After analyzing the sub-processes with real data provided
by a cement plant, it has been found that the sub-process corre-
sponding to the production of the rawmill (enclosed in a dashed
squared in Figure 1) is the one that offers the greatest potential
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 op-
erate seven days a week and twenty-four hours a day, it offers
almost no flexibility in its production. Moreover, in the cement
grinding phase, production is limited by the inaccurate predic-
tion of final product demand and the low capacity of the cement
silos, which significantly reduces flexibility.

Clay

Lime stone

Raw mill

Raw mill
silo

Suspension
preheater

Rotary
kiln

Clinker
silo

Cement
mill

Cement
silo

Dispatch

Gypsum

Figure 1: Schematic representation of the Portland cement manufacturing.

2.2. The electricity market system
The Spanish electricity production market comprises all com-

mercial 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 regulation1 is an immediate-response system that
automatically corrects instantaneous imbalances between gen-
eration and consumption, and it is provided by all generators
reacting to frequency variations. Secondary regulation2 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]. Ter-
tiary regulation3 is a longer-response (maximum power varia-
tion 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 gen-
erators and consumers, and it is managed and compensated by
market mechanisms [23, 7].

1European equivalent: Frequency Containment Reserves (FCR)
2Automatic 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 repre-

sented as a model composed of a set of production machines
and a set of product storage elements. This model is quite gen-
eral and has application to other industrial processes besides
cement production.

Let us consider a production plant consisting of a set of NK

processing machines indexed by k ∈ K = {1, 2, . . . ,NK} and a
set of NS storage silos indexed by i ∈ S = {1, 2, . . . ,NS }. The
machines are driven by electric motors that receive power either
from the grid or from the plant’s self-consumption system con-
sisting of a photovoltaic panel system and an electrical storage
system. A schematic representation of this production plant is
shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2: The production plant model.

We are interested in planning the plant production by min-
imizing 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, . . . ,NT }. Each time slot has a duration ∆t = T/NT .

The state of machine k ∈ K at time interval t ∈ T is rep-
resented by the binary variable Ykt. If the machine is on then
Ykt=1 and if it is off then Ykt = 0. The average production of
machine k ∈ K when is on in time interval t ∈ T is Πkt and
its energy consumption is Pk∆t, where Pk 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 Iit represent-
ing the mass of product stored in the time interval t ∈ T , which
must always be between a minimum and maximum allowed val-
ues.

Mass balance. The mass balance in the production plant is
given by ∑

k∈K

Πkt · Ykt +
∑
i∈S

Iit−1 =
∑
i∈S

Iit, t ∈ T , (1)
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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 ∈ T is
given by Pbt, while the power sold to the grid at the same time
interval is Pst.

The power generated by the photovoltaic solar panels at
time interval t ∈ T is PPVt. Its value is unknown in advance,
but can be estimated from weather forecasts and data analysis
techniques [29].

The electric battery has a maximum rated capacity Cmax.
The power it delivers (resp. stores) during the time interval
t ∈ T is PDt (resp. PCt), which is considered constant during
the entire duration of the time interval ∆t. Therefore, the energy
delivered by (resp. stored in) the battery is PDt∆t (resp. PCt∆t).

Power balance. The power balance in the production process
is as follows,

Pbt + PDt + PPVt = Pst + PCt +
∑
k∈K

Ykt · Pk, t ∈ T . (2)

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

Silos constraints. Let Iimin, Iimax, the minimum and maximum
allowed limits of silo i ∈ N . The mass stored in each silo
cannot exceed this limits. This is guaranteed by the following
condition,

Iit ∈ [Iimin, Iimax]. (3)

In addition, the mass contained in the silo in each time slot
must be greater than the product demand to ensure the continu-
ity of the production process. This is achieved by the following
condition, ∑

i∈S

Iit ≥ Dt (4)

where Dt is the product demand at time slot t ∈ T .

Machine operation constraints. To prevent deterioration and
maintain operating conditions that ensure product quality, a pro-
duction machine cannot be switched on and off as often as de-
sired. If the machine changes its state from off to on, it cannot
be switched off again until a certain time has elapsed. Simi-
larly, if the machine changes its state from on to off, it cannot
be turned on again until a certain time has elapsed.

Let MON
k 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 Yk(t+1) − Ykt 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

(Yk(t+1) − Ykt) · MON
k ≤

MON
k∑

j=1

Yk(t+ j),

k ∈ K , t ∈ {1, . . . ,NT − MON
k }.

(5)

ensures that when the state of the machine changes from off
to on, the machine remains on for MON

k time intervals. For any
other value of the difference Yk(t+1)−Ykt, inequality (5) is always
satisfied and does not impose any constraint on the future state
of the machine.

Similarly, let MOFF
k 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

MOFF
k∑

j=1

Yk(t+ j) ≤ (1 + Yk(t+1) − Ykt) · MOFF
k ,

k ∈ K , t ∈ {1, . . . ,NT − MOFF
k }.

(6)

ensures that when the state of the machine changes from on to
off, the machine remains on for MOFF

k time intervals. Inequality
(5) is active only when the difference Yk(t+1) − Ykt = −1 corre-
sponding 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 Cmax during the entire plan-
ning 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 ∆t is the duration of the time slot during
which power remains constant, we state the following inequal-
ities

j∑
t=1

PCt · ∆t −
j∑

t=1

PDt · ∆t ≤ Cmax · DoD − SoC0, j ∈ T

(7)

Cmax · (1 − DoD) − SoC0 ≤

j∑
t=1

PCt · ∆t −
j∑

t=1

PDt · ∆t, j ∈ T

(8)

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

PCt ≤ PCmax, t ∈ T (9)
PDt ≤ PDmax, t ∈ T (10)

Finally, a maximum value of electrical power Pbmax is al-
lowed to buy from the grid for each period in the given planning
horizon.

Pbt ≤ Pbmax, t ∈ T . (11)
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2.4. Optimal production planning

The production plan that minimizes costs is obtained by
solving an optimization program. Let πbt denote the day-ahead
energy price for period t, πU the battery cost per unit of energy
and πS it the cost per unit of mass and time for storing product
in the silo i.

The production cost is defined as follows:

Cost: Φ =
∑
t∈T

∑
i∈N

(Pbt · πbt + (PCt + PDt)πU + Iit · πS it) · ∆t.

(12)

Remark 1. The price signals of the electrical day-ahead mar-
ket are unknown in advance. However, we assume that they are
deterministic and known because they are estimated beforehand
with an external price forecast model [28], 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: Φ,
subject to: constraints (1) − (11),

and: non negativity for all variables.
(13)

The baseline schedule is denoted as

(P∗bt, P
∗
Ct, P

∗
Dt,Y

∗
kt, I

∗
i t), i ∈ S, k ∈ K , t ∈ T (14)

and the optimal cost is Φ∗.
The optimization problem (13) is a mixed integer linear pro-

gramming (MILP) problem [3]. Although MILP problems are
NP-complete, efficient algorithms exist that can be used to ob-
tain solutions in problems of small and moderate size [16].

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 perturbation 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 pro-
duction 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 T1 = {1, 2, . . . ,NT1 } with NT1 < NT be a subset con-

taining the first NT1 time slots of the production time horizon
T .

The flexible schedule is a perturbed production schedule of
the baseline schedule where the perturbance is generated by a
change in the power Pb

∗
τ at time slot τ ∈ T1. 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 (Pbt) will take
the same value as the baseline schedule (Pb

∗
t ) for all the time

slots prior to τ where selling or buying energy is allowed. The
resulting constraint is

Pbt = Pb
∗
t , t < τ, τ ∈ T1 (15)

Pbτ = Pb
∗
τ + h, τ ∈ T1 (16)

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 τ. The energy traded in the balancing market can be pos-
itive or negative depending on whether energy is purchased or
sold.

Deviation in energy procurement. The deviation of energy pro-
curement during the production horizon must not exceed certain
limits with respect to the baseline production plan. For this pur-
pose, a band of admissible deviation characterized by tolerance
bounds ϵmin and ϵmax is introduced where ϵmin, ϵmax ∈ [0, 1]. The
resulting constraint is

(1 − ϵmin) ·
∑
t∈T

Pb
∗
t ≤
∑
t∈T

Pbt ≤ (1 + ϵmax) ·
∑
t∈T

Pb
∗
t (17)

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 stipulates 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.

Ykt = Y∗kt, k ∈ K , t < τ, τ ∈ T1 (18)

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

t∈T

Ykt =
∑
t∈T

Y∗kt, k ∈ K (19)

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

Minimize: Φ,
subject to: constraints (1) − (11), (15) − (18), [(19)]

and: non negativity for all variables.
(20)
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The square brackets in constraint (19) mean that this constraint
is optional.

The flexibility schedule is denoted as

(P†bt, P
†

Ct, P
†

Dt,Y
†

kt, I
†

i t), i ∈ S, k ∈ K , t ∈ T (21)

and the cost is Φ†.
The flexibility schedule is obtained by perturbing the base

schedule, so its cost is higher than the cost of the baseline sched-
ule, i.e. Φ† > Φ∗. The cost of flexibility is defined as the differ-
ence between the cost of the flexible schedule and the cost of
the baseline schedule. The cost of flexibility is ∆Φ† = Φ† − Φ∗

and is always positive.

Price of energy in balancing markets for profitability. Flexible
scheduling allows a certain amount of energy h · ∆t to be avail-
able for trading in the balancing market. This energy can be
traded in this market at the time interval τ. Trading is profitable
depending on the sign of h and the market energy price. Two
cases are considered.

a) If h is positive, the amount of energy h ·∆t is available for
purchase in the balancing market at price πs

−
τ . The saving

of the purchase is h · ∆t · S −τ where S −τ = πbτ − πs
−
τ . If

this energy had been purchased in the day-ahead market,
its cost would have been the cost of flexibility ∆Φ†. 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 · ∆t · S −τ > ∆Φ
†. (22)

If the purchase price in the balancing market at time slot
τ satisfies

S −τ >
∆Φ†

h · ∆t

then the transaction is profitable and the saving is

R = h · ∆t · S −τ − ∆Φ
†.

b) If h is negative, the amount energy h · ∆t is available for
sale in the balancing market at price πs

+
τ . The income

of the sale is (−h) · ∆t · S +τ where S +τ = πs
+
τ − πbτ. If

this energy was purchased in the day-ahead market, its
cost would have been the cost of flexibility Φ† −Φ∗. 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) · ∆t · S +τ > ∆Φ
† (23)

If the sale price in the balancing market at time slot τ
satisfies

S +τ >
∆Φ†

(−h) · ∆t

then the transaction is profitable and the revenue is

R = (−h) · ∆t · S +τ − ∆Φ
†.

Remark 2. The flexible production schedule can be calculated
for any time interval t ∈ T1 and any value of the power h. How-
ever, the values of h of greatest interest for the study of flexibil-
ity 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 program is very
fast, the plant operator may have precalculated the baseline
schedule for the time horizon T and flexibility schedules for
any τ ∈ T1 and any value of interest of h, along with the en-
ergy price of purchase/sale prices that provides profit to each
transaction.

4. Industrial case study

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

This research has been promoted by Fortia, within the frame-
work of the BrainEN project. Fortia is a Spanish company
based in Madrid, founded in 2002 and specialized in provid-
ing energy consulting and contracting services to commercial
and industrial customers [8].

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 flex-
ible 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 com-
binations 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, M0X, MX0, MXX | X ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6}} (24)

where M00 denotes the current one.
The cement plant defines its production plan using the fore-

cast of day ahead electricity 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 op-
timization 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 t 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. Con-
versely, 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.
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The spreads of tertiary regulation markets establish the op-
portunities for flexibility. They are obtained as follows:

S +t = πs
+
t − πbt

S −t = πbt − πs
−
t

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.
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Figure 3: Upper: Percentages of hours with transactions per month in tertiary
regulation 2023, representing the needs of the market for power up/down. Bot-
tom: Average spreade /MWh in tertiary regulation 2023, representing the earn-
ings or savings for selling or buying power in the market for power up/down,
respectively.

4.1. Description of the model
The parameters of the raw milling process and their values

are detailed below.

Time parameters.

• ∆t: The time period selected for this analysis is ∆t = 1 h.

• T : The planning time horizon used was four weeks with
seven cycles each week. Each cycle ranges from one
week (T = {1, . . . , 168}) until one day (T = {1, . . . , 24}),
by constructing rolling windows with different planning

time-frames starting from Monday to Sunday, then Tues-
day 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 min-
imize changes in production planning. On the other, it
makes use of a forecast of the day-ahead electricity mar-
ket price, so the model uses the best possible forecast for
each day.

Electricity markets parameters.

• πbt: The day-ahead market prices are provided by Fortia’s
forecast algorithm [28].

• πst: The tertiary regulation balancing market prices to
trade electrical energy are obtained from REE, the inde-
pendent system operator of the Spanish electrical system.

• Pbmax: The maximum power purchase limit for period t
is 21 MW, according to the plant requirement.

Machines and silos parameters.
Machine and silos parameters are obtained from actual his-

torical process data. As there is only one raw mill and one silo,
no subscripts are used.

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

• Πt: The average production of the raw mill is 360 t h−1.

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

• MOFF: The raw mill must remain turned off for at least 3
time slots of 1 h once switched off.

• Imax: The maximum weight of material allowed in the
raw mill silo is the physical maximum, Imax = 15.000 t.

• Imin: The minimum weight of material allowed in the silo
is 60% of the maximum, Imin = 9.000 t.

• I0: The initial mass of material in the silo at the begin-
ning of the week is 12.000 t, which is 80% of the silo’s
maximum capacity.

• Dt: 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 240 t h−1.

• πS t: The cost of storing material in the silos is effectively
zero, so it is neglected in the objective function.

Battery and PV system parameters.

• πU : The battery charging and discharging cost is 1e /MWh.

• PPVt: The power generated by the PV system is calcu-
lated by multiplying the PVGIS [10] 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.
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• Cmax: 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.

• Pmax: The battery maximum charging and discharging
power rate used was equal to 1 Cmax/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 pro-
vided 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 esti-
mated 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.

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 dif-
ferent combinations of nominal battery capacities and PV sys-
tem capacities that could be installed at the plant.

Over 4,256 simulations4 were ran, consuming a total CPU
time of 3 hours and 19 minutes. All the simulations were exe-
cuted using PYSCIPOPT and entirely modeled in Python 3.11.5.
PYSCIPOPT serves as a Python interface to the SCIP Opti-
mization Suite [17]. SCIP is a high performance, noncom-
mercial solver that can handle a wide range of mathematical
optimization problems, including mixed integer programming
(MIP) [4].

Finally, simple payback periods for different battery and PV
system capacities that could be installed in the plant were cal-
culated. For the estimation, the total marginal capital cost from
the LCOE 2023 study [13] 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 [13] (934.500e /MW). For the battery
based storage system it was taken the sum of the “Initial Cap-
ital Cost—DC”, plus “Initial Capital Cost—AC”, plus “Elec-
tronic Power Control (EPC) Costs” and averaging the “Low
case” and the “High case” for a “Standalone Industry” [13]
(530.885e /MWh), as shown in Table 1.

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.

Element Low Case High Case Average Units

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

Table 1: Total Marginal capital costs for a Solar PV and for the battery storage
system [13]. The exchange rate used to convert prices from dollars to euros was
0.85 EUR/USD on July 18, 2023.

4.2. Examples of selected transactions in the balancing mar-
kets

An example of flexible transactions for selling and buying
energy derived from the model is illustrated in the Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Upper: Example of selling energy in the balancing market obtained
from the model, for April 3, 2023. Bottom: Instance of purchasing energy in
the same market, for June 5, 2023.

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 transac-
tions, denoted as s1 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 (rs1) in period 72 when buying, as shown
in blue.

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.
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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 deter-
mined by the baseline schedule model for both cases. The flexi-
bility schedule model identified four flexible hours (τ) available
for both selling and buying.

Based on the day-ahead energy price forecast (πbτ) and the
Tertiary market prices for power up (πs

+
τ ) for sales and power

down (πs
−
τ ) for purchases, we calculate the spread for each time

slot as S +τ = πs
+
τ − πbτ and S −τ = πbτ − πs

−
τ 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 in-
terval (∆t = 1 h) 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 τ = 11, where no transaction occurred, any op-
tion on April 3rd yielded an income exceeding the minimum
profit margin (∆Φ† = Φ† − Φ∗), making them all economi-
cally viable for selling energy. The transaction with the high-
est profitability, τ = 19, was selected due to the highest profit
(e 99.40), as shown in Table 2.

Similarly, all options on June 5th are economically feasible
for buying energy, with the exception of when τ = 4. The
transaction with the highest savings, τ = 20, with a profit of
e 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 for buying, were eval-
uated 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 ob-
tained 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.

The results show that buying energy in these markets is sig-
nificantly more beneficial than selling it for both months, rang-
ing between e 3,000 and e 10,000 per month versus e 1,000
and e 3,000 respectively. In addition, April offers the best eco-
nomic results for buying and selling energy.

The economic advantage of installing a PV system remains
constant from a flexibility point of view (from M10 to M60).
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Figure 5: Revenues and savings for selling or buying energy respectively in the
tertiary regulation market in the selected months.

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 stor-
age will lead to increased profits.

Available flexibility and successful transactions. The average
number of flexible hours available for the next twenty-four pe-
riods evaluated for the entire planning horizon in each month is
plotted in Figure 6.

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 sys-
tem 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 success-
ful 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.

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 base-
line planning, i.e. when no photovoltaic system or battery ele-
ments are installed.

9



Flexible hour Day-ahead energy Tertiary market price Spread for Power to Income for sale Benefit margin Transaction profitability
to sale (τ) price forecast (πbτ) to power up (πs

+
τ ) Power up (S +τ ) sale (h) ((−h) · ∆t · S +τ ) (∆Φ† = Φ† − Φ∗) ((−h) · ∆t · S +τ − ∆Φ

†)
h e /MWh e /MWh e /MWh MW e e e

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 (τ) price forecast (πbτ) to power down (πs

−
τ ) Power down (S −τ ) buy (h) ((h) · ∆t · S −τ ) (∆Φ† = Φ† − Φ∗) ((h) · ∆t · S −τ − ∆Φ

†)
h e /MWh e /MWh e /MWh MW e e e

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

Figure 8 presents the total savings achieved by further opti-
mizing the initial planning 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 con-
tributing the largest savings is PV generation (from M10 to M60)
compared to battery storage. This effect is greater with the com-
bination 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,
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Figure 7: Total number of successful transactions for selling or buying energy
in the tertiary regulation market for the selected months.

but the battery only provides savings by allowing the purchase
of electricity when the price is lower.

Total simple payback period for flexibility and savings for opti-
mizing initial 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
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Figure 8: Total savings by further optimizing the initial planning production
when adding battery storage or PV generation compared to the initial baseline
scenario (M00).

to install the PV generation system, MC(PV) (e /MW) and bat-
teries, MC(B) (e /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:

#years =
MC(PV) · C(PV) +MC(B) · C(B)

12 · (FR + PS)
(25)

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 buy-
ing and selling, but with greater variability for selling. April
brings a shorter amortization period for both types of transac-
tions.

On average, the best payback periods are found when in-
vesting in a PV system or with a combination of both, rather
than just battery storage. Besides, the economic impact of flex-
ibility 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 electricity consumption in a production plant
with photovoltaic generation and electrical storage. The objec-
tive is to minimize production costs through optimal produc-
tion scheduling. This involves the joint strategic management
of the schedule of the electrical production machines, product
levels in intermediate storage silos, PV generation systems, and
battery-based energy storage systems. After modeling the pro-
duction system, a baseline schedule is obtained and the feasi-
bility 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.
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Figure 9: Total simple payback period considering both the flexibility rev-
enues/savings for selling/buying electricity in the tertiary regulation market for
the selected months and the savings for further optimizing the initial produc-
tion when adding PV generation system capacity and/or battery storage rated
capacity.

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 Tertiary Regulation
market for April and June 2023. The entire process was iter-
ated 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 sig-
nificant than the potential savings achieved by optimizing the
initial production plan.
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[28] Sebastián, C., González-Guillén, C.E., Juan, J., 2023. An adap-
tive standardisation model for day-ahead electricity price forecasting.
arXiv:2311.02610.

[29] Shouman, E.R.M., 2024. Solar power prediction with artificial in-
telligence, in: Abdelaziz, A.Y., Mossa, M.A., Ouanjli, N.E. (Eds.),
Advances in Solar Photovoltaic Energy Systems. IntechOpen, Rijeka.
chapter 2. URL: https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.1002726,
doi:10.5772/intechopen.1002726.

[30] Swanepoel, J.A., Mathews, E.H., Vosloo, J., Liebenberg, L., 2014. Inte-
grated energy optimisation for the cement industry: A case study perspec-
tive. Energy Conversion and Management 78, 765–775. doi:10.1016/
j.enconman.2013.11.033.

[31] Ye, X.Y., Liu, Z.W., Chi, M., Ge, M.F., Xi, Z., 2023. Demand response
optimization of cement manufacturing industry based on reinforcement
learning algorithm, in: 2022 IEEE International Conference on Cyborg
and Bionic Systems (CBS), pp. 402–406. doi:10.1109/CBS55922.
2023.10115387.

[32] Zhang, X., Hug, G., Kolter, J.Z., Harjunkoski, I., 2018. Demand response
of ancillary service from industrial loads coordinated with energy stor-
age. IEEE Transactions on Power Systems 33, 951–961. doi:10.1109/
TPWRS.2017.2704524.

[33] Zhao, X., He, B., Xu, F.Y., Lai, L.L., Yang, C., Lu, S., Li, D., 2014. A
model of demand response scheduling for cement plant, in: 2014 IEEE
International Conference on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics (SMC), pp.
3042–3047. doi:10.1109/SMC.2014.6974393.

12

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compchemeng.2020.107050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.iecr.7b04435
http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:0297-zib-85309
https://www.icevirtuallibrary.com/doi/abs/10.1680/pc.36116
https://www.icevirtuallibrary.com/doi/abs/10.1680/pc.36116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1680/pc.36116
https://iea-etsap.org/E-TechDS/PDF/I03_cement_June_2010_GS-gct.pdf
https://iea-etsap.org/E-TechDS/PDF/I03_cement_June_2010_GS-gct.pdf
https://www.boe.es/buscar/doc.php?id=BOE-A-2022-4969
https://www.boe.es/buscar/doc.php?id=BOE-A-2022-4969
https://www.fortiaenergia.es/en/
https://www.fortiaenergia.es/en/
https://www.iea.org/news/cement-technology-roadmap-plots-path-to-cutting-co2-emissions-24-by-2050
https://www.iea.org/news/cement-technology-roadmap-plots-path-to-cutting-co2-emissions-24-by-2050
https://www.iea.org/news/cement-technology-roadmap-plots-path-to-cutting-co2-emissions-24-by-2050
https://re.jrc.ec.europa.eu/pvg_tools/en/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.12.127
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.12.127
http://dx.doi.org/10.4491/eer.2020.111
https://www.lazard.com/research-insights/2023-levelized-cost-of-energyplus/
https://www.lazard.com/research-insights/2023-levelized-cost-of-energyplus/
https://www.lazard.com/research-insights/2023-levelized-cost-of-energyplus/
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/en13236355
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/en13236355
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-42432-3_37
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-42432-3_37
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/chemicals/our-insights/the-21st-century-cement-plant-greener-and-more-connected
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/chemicals/our-insights/the-21st-century-cement-plant-greener-and-more-connected
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/chemicals/our-insights/the-21st-century-cement-plant-greener-and-more-connected
https://www.dw.com/en/concrete-cement-climate-carbon-footprint/a-60588204
https://www.dw.com/en/concrete-cement-climate-carbon-footprint/a-60588204
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00202-021-01409-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00202-021-01409-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-64241-7.50247-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-64241-7.50247-0
https://www.ree.es/en/activities/operation-of-the-electricity-system
https://www.ree.es/en/activities/operation-of-the-electricity-system
https://www.bbc.com/news/science-environment-46455844
https://www.bbc.com/news/science-environment-46455844
https://studenttheses.uu.nl/handle/20.500.12932/39926
https://studenttheses.uu.nl/handle/20.500.12932/39926
https://www.rte.ie/news/world/2021/1031/1256726-concrete-co2-emitter/
https://www.rte.ie/news/world/2021/1031/1256726-concrete-co2-emitter/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.132221
http://arxiv.org/abs/2311.02610
https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.1002726
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.1002726
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2013.11.033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2013.11.033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/CBS55922.2023.10115387
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/CBS55922.2023.10115387
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TPWRS.2017.2704524
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TPWRS.2017.2704524
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/SMC.2014.6974393

	Introduction
	Problem statement
	Cement manufacturing process
	The electricity market system
	The production plant model
	Optimal production planning

	Flexibility in the production plan
	The flexibility schedule

	Industrial case study
	Description of the model
	Examples of selected transactions in the balancing markets
	Results and Discussion

	Conclusions

