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Abstract

An emerging approach for large-scale hydrogen production using renewable energy is to integrate multiple

alkaline water electrolysis (AWE) stacks into a single balance of plant (BoP) system, sharing components

such as gas-lye separation and lye circulation. This configuration, termed the N -in-1 AWE system, packs N

stacks into a modular system, reducing land requirements, the complexity of plant topology, and overall

capital costs. However, the coupling of these stacks through the shared BoP introduces challenges in

dynamic operation under varying energy inputs, making their performance unclear compared to traditional

1-in-1 systems. To address this, we develop a state-space model of the N -in-1 AWE system, capturing the

dynamic behaviors of lye circulation, temperature, and HTO impurity, and their impact on energy conversion

efficiency. We then propose a nonlinear model predictive controller (NMPC) to coordinately optimize inter-

stack electrolytic current distribution, lye flow, and cooling, enabling the system to dynamically track

varying load commands while maximizing efficiency, stabilizing temperature, and limiting HTO impurity

accumulation. Simulation studies on a 4, 000 Nm3/h-rated 4-in-1 system verify the proposed controller under

dynamic operation. Comparison with 4 independent 1-in-1 systems reveals that, with proper control, the N -

in-1 configuration offers comparable flexibility in accommodating real-world wind power inputs. The average

differences in the root-mean-square errors (RMSEs) for load-tracking and stack temperature stabilization,

and specific energy consumption are below 0.014 MW, 2.356 K, and 0.003 kWh/Nm3.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation

Water electrolysis for hydrogen production has emerged as a crucial pathway for renewable energy uti-

lization and low-carbon energy transformation, with rapid scaling worldwide [1]. According to the IEA, the

global installed capacity of hydrogen electrolyzers reached 1.4 GW in 2023, doubling from 2022 levels. Many

countries have incorporated renewable power-to-hydrogen (ReP2H) into their strategic plans, targeting 520

GW of installed capacity by 2030 [2]. Among various hydrogen production technologies, alkaline water elec-

trolysis (AWE) stands out for its maturity, large capacity, long lifespan, and low cost, making it a preferred

choice in many ReP2H projects [3].

Although the capacity of a single AWE has increased from 1,000 Nm3/h (5 MW) in 2020 to 3,000 Nm3/h

(15 MW) today [3], the scale remains relatively limited for large-scale applications. Due to the capacity

constraints of a single electrolyzer, hydrogen plants often consist of dozens to hundreds of electrolyzers,

leading to large land requirements, complex topologies, and high investment costs [3]. The acquisition and

installation costs of electrolyzers, as well as land and infrastructure investments, are critical considerations

in practices [4, 5]. To reduce costs and improve the economic viability of green hydrogen, shared balance-

of-plant (BoP) designs have emerged as a technological route for scaling up AWE systems [4–11].

A typical AWE system consists of an electrolysis stack and a set of BoP system, which includes lye-

gas separation, cooling, and lye circulation subsystems, and pumps, valves, instrumentation, and control

systems, often integrated as a skid-mounted unit [3, 5]. This is referred to as a 1-in-1 system. However, in

large hydrogen plants with many electrolyzers, adopting a 1-in-1 configuration results in excessive land use,

complex topologies, and elevated costs. To address these issues, some projects employ N-in-1 configurations

(also referred to as multi-electrolyzer systems [12, 13],) wherein multiple stacks share a single BoP system,

thereby reducing complexity and cost [5].

Engineering practice indicates that replacing a 1-in-1 configuration with a 2-in-1 system can reduce costs

by 25% and land and utility requirements by 45%, while a 4-in-1 system can achieve savings of 35% and

55%, respectively [8]. Consequently, many large ReP2H projects adopt N -in-1 configurations. For example,

the Baofeng Energy Green Hydrogen Development Project and Songwon Hydrogen Energy Industrial Park

Project utilize 2-in-1 systems as the basic production unit [14, 15], while the Sinopec Kuqa Green Hydrogen

Demonstration Project and the Da’an Wind and Solar Green Hydrogen Synthesis Ammonia Integration

Demonstration Project adopt 4-in-1 configurations to enable larger-scale plant designs [15, 16].

However, compared to 1-in-1 systems, N -in-1 configurations introduce greater operational complexity

due to coupling between stacks through the shared BoP system. This coupling affects temperature regulation

and HTO impurity control, potentially limiting flexibility under varying power inputs [9]. Existing research

on the dynamic operation of AWE systems, however, predominantly focuses on 1-in-1 systems, while studies
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addressing N -in-1 configurations are limited; see Section 1.2 for literature review. Consequently, two key

issues arise in engineering applications:

1. How do N -in-1 systems compare to 1-in-1 systems in terms of adaptability to variable power inputs,

such as load flexibility and energy conversion efficiency? Does the capital cost saved in deploying

N -in-1 systems come at the expense of operational flexibility?

2. How can controllers for N -in-1 AWE systems be designed to match the performance of 1-in-1 systems,

minimizing potential losses in flexibility due to increased complexity?

To address these questions, this study develops a state-space model for N -in-1 AWE systems, designs

controllers, and evaluates performance metrics. Given the lack of experimental platforms for laboratory-

scale N -in-1 systems and the challenges of conducting experiments on industry-scale systems (20–40 MW

or larger,) this study adopts a simulation approach. Section 1.2 summarizes the current research on AWE

modeling and control, while Section 1.3 outlines the contributions of this study.

1.2. Literature Review

AWE has a long history of application. In recent years, the increasing practices of ReP2H projects have

accelerated researches on AWE systems, yielding substantial results and insights.

Extensive studies have been conducted on the components of AWE systems. Many researches focus

on the stacks, addressing topics such as electrochemical performance [17, 18], degradation [19], flow field

[20], and the spatial distribution of temperature [21], bubbles [22], and stray currents [23–25]. Additional

research has examined BoP components, including efficiency analysis and structural design of separators [26–

28], heat exchangers [29, 30], pressure loss and energy consumption in lye circulation [23], and compression

and purification networks [31].

Building on these component-level studies, researchers have developed complete AWE system models

and designed controllers. For example, Ulleberg et al. [32] established a classic lumped dynamic model of

electrochemical and thermal behavior. David et al. [33] developed a high-order mass transfer model that

captures variations in pressure, liquid levels, and flow compositions. Qi et al. [34–36] proposed 1st- to 3rd-

order state-space models to describe temperature dynamics and HTO impurity accumulation under dynamic

loads, introducing thermal and pressure management methods to improve energy conversion efficiency and

load range. Chen et al. [37] considered the impacts of temperature and pulse rectification on voltage and

current efficiencies, proposing an adaptive MPPT strategy to optimize energy conversion efficiency across

the full operating range. Li et al. [38] proposed a comprehensive control framework addressing temperature,

pressure, and lye circulation to enhance performance over the full load range. These models have been

validated through experiments at various scales (500 W to 3 MW) [39–41]. Qiu et al. [42] further developed
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Table 1: Summary of the latest research related to process modeling and control of AWE systems

Literature Configuration
Considered Processes

Controller
Load

control

Lye-gas

separation

Lye

circulation

Thermal

control

HTO

impurity

Qi et al. 2023 [34, 35] 1-in-1 × ✓ ✓ ✓ × MPC/PID

Qi et al. 2021 [36] 1-in-1 × ✓ ✓ × ✓ MPC

Qiu et al. 2024 [46] Multiple 1-in-1 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ MPC

Cheng et al. 2024 [37] 1-in-1 ✓ × × ✓ × MPPT

Li et al. 2022 [38] 1-in-1 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ PID

Li et al. 2024 [47] 1-in-1 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ MPC

Kang et al. 2018 [31] Multiple 1-in-1 ✓ × × × × Steady-state

optimization

Rizwan et al. 2021 [9]
N-in-1 (Shared

lye circulation)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ × Steady-state

optimization

Chen et al. 2024 [10]
N-in-1 (Shared

lye circulation)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ PSO-MPC

Shi et al. 2023 [11]
N-in-1 (Shared

lye circulation)
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ × DMC/MPC

Zheng et al. 2023 [48]

N-in-1 (Shared

lye-gas separation

and lye circulation)

✓ × × ✓ × PID/Rule-based

Liang et al. 2024 [12]

N-in-1 (Shared

lye-gas separation

and lye circulation)

✓ × × × × Rule-based

Li et al. 2023 [13]

N-in-1 (Shared

lye-gas separation

and lye circulation)

✓ × ✓ ✓ × Rule-based

This work

N-in-1 (Shared

lye-gas separation

and lye circulation)

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ NMPC

an online identification method for heat and mass transfer parameters, enabling real-time model calibration

and health diagnostics. A comprehensive review of AWE modeling and control is provided in [43–45].

In contrast to extensive researches on the 1-in-1 configuration, only a few studies have focused on the N -

in-1 configuration. Among these, systems sharing only lye circulation (referred to as weakly coupled systems

[10]) have been more explored than those sharing both separation and lye circulation subsystems (referred

to as strongly coupled systems [10].)

For the weakly coupled configurations, Rizwan et al. [9] investigated thermal management, and proposed

a capacity optimization method based on the steady-state model. Chen et al. [10] introduced a model

predictive controller (MPC) that integrates thermal, lye flow, and pressure control. Shi et al. [11] proposed

an RTO-PID dual-layer temperature controller. However, the weakly coupled systems studied in [9–11] have

relatively fewer applications. Many N -in-1 systems in large-scale projects [14–16] adopt strongly coupled

topologies, which offer further cost reductions but increase control complexity.

For strongly coupled systems, Zheng et al. [48] analyzed inter-stack load distribution in a 4-in-1 system

driven by off-grid wind turbines, but the rule-based controller employed cannot ensure optimality. Studies
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such as [12, 13, 49] considered startup and shutdown scheduling for N -in-1 systems, proposing rule-based

strategies with the on-off states of the stacks in one system bonded. However, these studies neglected

dynamic temperature behavior within AWE systems. Furthermore, none of the above works addressed

HTO impurity, which is critical in dynamic operation, especially at low loads.

Research on the model and control of AWE systems is summarized in Table 1. It highlights that existing

studies on N -in-1 systems remain insufficient. Despite the widespread adoption of N -in-1 designs in practices

(see Section 1.1), studies on production scheduling [50–52], energy management [53, 54], and power system

ancillary services [55, 56] in hydrogen plants are predominantly based on the 1-in-1 configuration. However,

the applicability of these studies to N -in-1 systems remains unclear, leaving the two questions raised in

Section 1.1 to answer.

1.3. Contributions of This Work

To address the research gap identified in Section 1.2, this study conducts an exploratory study of N -in-1

AWE systems with stacks sharing both gas separators and the lye circulation loop, aiming to answer the

questions raised in Section 1.1. The main contributions are as follows:

1. A state-space model is developed for N -in-1 AWE systems, accounting for shared lye-gas separation

and lye circulation and their impact on the behaviors of energy conversion efficiency, thermal dynamics,

and HTO impurity accumulation.

2. A nonlinear model predictive controller (NMPC) is proposed for N -in-1 AWE systems, addressing

challenges posed by the coupling among multiple stacks and the BoP system, to achieve optimal

control under varying energy inputs.

3. Comparative simulations reveal the similarities and differences between N -in-1 and 1-in-1 systems in

terms of efficiency, flexibility, and other performance metrics.

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2 describes the flowsheets of the N -in-1 AWE system;

Section 3 establishes the state-space model of the N -in-1 system; Section 4 introduces the controller design

for dynamic operation; Simulation studies are carried out in Section 5; finally, Section 6 concludes with

findings and future perspectives.

2. Flowsheets Description

2.1. System Topology

Fig. 1 illustrates the typical flowsheets of an N -in-1 AWE system. The hydrogen-lye and oxygen-lye

mixtures from the stacks are mixed and routed to separators. After separation, the gaseous hydrogen and

oxygen are discharged. System pressure and the liquid levels on both sides are regulated via gas outlet

valves [33]. The separated lye is cooled via heat exchangers. Afterward, desalinated water is replenished
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Figure 1: (a) Photo of 4-in-1 AWE systems in installation. (b) Schematic diagram of a typical 4-in-1 AWE system.

into the lye before it is redistributed to the stacks by circulation pumps. Detailed topologies vary among

manufacturers and are further discussed in Section 3.2.1.

On the electrical side, each stack is connected to a rectifier for dc power supply, allowing independent

adjustment of load power. In some cases, a multi-winding transformer with phase-shift secondary windings

replaces multiple transformers to reduce costs and minimize harmonic injections [53, 57]. Note that some

literature discusses multiple stacks sharing a single rectifier; however, due to challenges such as current

equalization, insulation, and reduced flexibility, this configuration is not a common application.

The stacks are interconnected through the BoP, and their energy conversion efficiency, temperature, and

HTO impurity accumulation under varying power inputs are directly influenced by controls on stack power,

lye flow, and cooling. To capture the complex relation between control and responses, this paper develops
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a state-space model of the N -in-1 system in Section 3 to support controller design.

2.2. Assumptions

To simplify the model without loss of generality, the following assumptions are made:

a) Pressure Dynamics: While pressure affects energy conversion efficiency [32], and lowering the pressure

can alleviate HTO accumulation to expand the load range [36], adjusting pressure may induce structural

fatigue and reduce lifespan. Consequently, pressure adjustment is rarely employed in practice. In addition,

pressure and liquid levels in separators are typically stabilized by independent PID controllers, which are

effectively decoupled from efficiency, temperature, and HTO accumulation dynamics. Following related

studies [12, 13, 36], this work assumes the AWE system operates at a fixed pressure of 1.6 MPa.

b) Inter-Stack Stray Current: Due to the pipeline between stacks being much longer compared to the

channels in the stacks, stray currents are predominantly confined to the interior of the stacks [25]. Thus,

inter-stack stray currents are neglected.

c) Water Consumption and Replenishment: The processes of water consumption and replenishment are

much slower than the variations in current, temperature, and HTO impurity crossover, and these processes

have minimal impact on control performance. Hence, they are neglected in this work.

d) Symmetry Between Stacks and BoP Components: Many industrial AWE systems feature symmetric

geometry design for cathode- and anode-side flowsheets. For simplicity, we assume thermal models are

identical for both sides. Moreover, we assume the geometric parameters of the N stacks are the same.

3. State-Space Models of the N-in-1 AWE System

Compared to the 1-in-1 system, the dynamic behavior of the N -in-1 system is more complex due to the

coupling of heat and mass flows between stacks. Based on the classical literature [32] and the authors’ prior

research on 1-in-1 systems [34–36], we establish a state-space model for the N -in-1 system. Here, we will

pay more attention to the unique aspects of the N -in-1 system while briefly introducing the components

that also appear in 1-in-1 systems for completeness. The key variables are marked in Fig. 1(b).

3.1. Electrochemical and Production Models

This process of converting electricity to hydrogen is described using the production model. First, the

cell voltage of each stack (i = 1, . . . , N) is modeled using the semi-empirical equations [17]:

U cell
i = U rev

i + (ri,1 + ri,2Ti,s + ri,3ρ) Ii + si log

[(
ti,1 +

ti,2
T 2
i,s

+
ti,3
T 2
i,s

)
Ii + 1

]
, (1)

where U cell
i , Ii, and Ts,i are the cell voltage, current, and stack temperature; U rev

i = 1.23 V is the reversible

voltage; ρ is the pressure; ri,1, ri,2, ri,3, si, ti,1, ti,2 and ti,3 are constant parameters.
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Due to the existence of stray currents, not all current contributes to hydrogen production; some flows

through the channels and dissipates. The current efficiency, known as Faraday efficiency, is modeled by:

ηcelli =
(0.1Ii)

2

fi,1 + (0.1Ii)
2 fi,2, (2)

where fi,1 and fi,2 are coefficients related to temperature and pressure.

The hydrogen and oxygen production rates and power consumption of each stack are calculated as:

ṅH2,prod
i = ηcelli N cellIi/(2F ), (3)

ṅO2,prod
i = ηcelli N cellIi/(4F ), (4)

P ele
i = N cellU cell

i Ii, (5)

where F = 96, 485 C/mol is the Faraday’s constant; N cell is the number of cells in a stack.

Note that the energy conversion efficiency depends on stack temperature, showing a nonlinear coupling

with the heat and mass transfer processes discussed in Section 3.2.2. This poses challenges for controller

design. We later addressed them in Section 4.4. Moreover, the parameters may vary due to degradation

and can be calibrated via an online estimator developed in our prior study [42]. The electrochemical model

of individual stacks is the same as that of the 1-in-1 system and will not be elaborated.

3.2. Lye Circulation, Heat Transfer and HTO Impurity Accumulation Models

3.2.1. Lye Circulation and Inter-Stack Distribution

Typical lye circulation topologies for commercial N -in-1 systems are shown in Fig. 2. Some systems

employ an independent pump for each stack, as shown in Fig. 2(a), allowing independent lye flow control.

Other designs, such as Figs. 2(b) and 2(c), share pumps among multiple stacks. In these cases, lye flow

distribution depends on the load of the stacks. Using Fig. 2(c) as an example, the lye flow distribution

model is derived as follows.

The flow rate of lye-gas mixture in each stack satisfies Poiseuille’s law [33]:

∆pi = v
ca/an
i,mix R

ca/an
i , (6)

where ∆pi is the pressure drop across the ith stack; v
ca/an
i,lye is the flow rate of cathode/node-side lye-gas

mixture; and R
ca/an
i is the flow resistance.

As stacks are connected at both ends, as shown in Fig. 1(b), their pressure drops are identical. Therefore,

the flow rates are inversely proportional to flow resistance:

v
ca/an
i,mix

v
ca/an
j,mix

=
R

ca/an
i

R
ca/an
j

. (7)
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Figure 2: Topologies for inter-stack lye flow distribution. (a) 4 lye circulation pumps. (b) 2 lye circulation pumps. (c) 1 lye

circulation pump.

Under laminar flow assumptions, R
ca/an
i can be approximated as:

R
ca/an
i =

128µ
ca/an
j,mix l

πd4
, (8)

where l and d are the equivalent length and diameter of the flow paths; and µ
ca/an
j,mix is the dynamic viscosity

of the lye-gas mixture, which can be approximated as a volume-weighted average of the dynamic viscosities

of the lye µlye and the gas µH2/O2
[33]:

µ
ca/an
i,mix =

V
ca/an
i,gas µH2/O2

+ V
ca/an
i,lye µlye

V
ca/an
i,gas + V

ca/an
i,lye

= α
ca/an
i µH2/O2

+
(
1− α

ca/an
i

)
µlye, (9)

where V
ca/an
i,lye and V

ca/an
i,gas are the volumes of the lye and gas in the ith stack; α

ca/an
i represents the volumetric

gas ratio, calculated as:

α
ca/an
i =

V
ca/an
i,gas

V
ca/an
i,gas + V

ca/an
i,lye

=
ṅ
H2/O2,prod
i RTs,i

ρv
ca/an
i,mix

, (10)

where R is the gas constant.

The flow rates of gas and lye v
ca/an
i,gas and v

ca/an
i,lye can be then extracted as:v

ca/an
i,gas = α

ca/an
i v

ca/an
i,mix , (11a)

v
ca/an
i,lye =

(
1− α

ca/an
i

)
v
ca/an
i,mix , (11b)
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which are later used for the thermal and HTO impurity models in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3.

From the above discussion, we know that the gas ratio is related to gas production. Different electrolytic

power leads to varying gas ratios, affecting flow resistances and consequently the inter-stack lye flow dis-

tribution. Compared with the 4-pump topology in Fig. 2(a), the 1-pump topology in Fig. 2(c) has less

flexibility in regulating lye flow. Nevertheless, with appropriate control, the system’s performance will not

be adversely affected, as detailed in Section 5.4.

Remark 1. Considering that the viscosity of gases (around 0.9×10−5 Pa·s for hydrogen and 2.2×10−5 Pa·s

for oxygen) is orders of magnitude lower than that of lye (around 2.3×10−3 Pa·s), i.e., µH2/O2
≪ µlye, the

former can be neglected in (9), yielding µ
ca/an
i,mix ≈

(
1− α

ca/an
i

)
µlye. Further, by comparing (11a) and (11b),

it follows that for different i and j, we have v
ca/an
i,lye ≈ v

ca/an
j,lye , meaning that even if the operating points of the

stacks differ, the liquid-phase flow can be considered to distribute evenly. Moreover, the lye flow rates on the

cathode and anode sides can be assumed equal, i.e., vcai,lye ≈ vani,lye. We further denote vi,lye = vcai,lye + vani,lye.

3.2.2. Heat Transfer

Temperature affects the efficiency, safety, and flexibility of the AWE systems. As shown in Section

3.1, low temperature increases overvoltage, reducing energy conversion efficiency, while excessively high

temperature imposes excessive thermal stress, shortening the lifespan of electrodes, diaphragm, and sealing

materials. For the 1-in-1 AWE system, our previous studies [34] proposed a 3rd-order state-space model

to capture the heat transfer behaviors among the stack, separators, and heat exchanger. In this work, we

further extend this model to N -in-1 AWE systems.

In an N -in-1 system, the temperature of each stack and its internal lye flow is jointly determined by

electrolytic heat, lye-gas flow, and heat dissipation to the environment, modeled as:

Ci,s
dTi,s,out

dt
= Qi,ele −Qi,s,diss − clyevi,lyeρlye (Ti,s,out − Ti,s,in) , (12)

where Ci,s denotes the total heat capacity of the stack and the lye inside it, i.e., Ci,s = Ci,struc,s + Ci,lye,s,

with Ci,lye,s = Vi,s,lyeρlyeclye; Vi,s,lye is the volume of the lye in the stack; ρlye = 1, 250 kg/m3 and clye =

3, 300 J/(kg·K) are the density and specific heat capacity of the lye; Ti,s,in/Ti,s,out denotes the inlet/outlet lye

temperature the ith stack; Qi,ele denotes heating flow; Qi,diss,s denotes heat dissipation to the environment.

Note that, as indicated in Fig. 1(b), the inlet temperature of the stacks is the same, while the outlet

temperature varies due to differences in the temperature and load among stacks.

The heating flow Qi,ele comprises the heat released by the electrolytic reaction and the ohmic heat from

the stray current, as:

Qi,ele = ηcelli N cellIi
(
U cell
i − U th

)
+
(
1− ηcelli

)
N cellIiU

cell
i , (13)

where U th = 1.48 V is the thermoneutral voltage.

10



Heat dissipationQi,s,diss from the ith stack to the environment includes convection and radiation, denoted

as Qi,s,conv and Qi,s,rad, which follow:

Qi,s,diss = Qi,s,conv +Qi,s,diss = hsAs,diss(Ti,s,out − Tam) + σAs,dissϵs(T
4
i,s,out − T 4

am), (14)

where As,diss is the heat dissipation area; Tam is the ambient temperature; σ is the Stefan-Boltzmann

constant; ϵs denotes the emissivity of the stack; and hs is the natural convection coefficient, following [58]:

hs = 2.51× 0.52 [(Ti,s,out − Tam) /ϕs]
0.25

, (15)

where ϕs represents the diameter of the stack.

As indicated in Fig. 1, the lye exiting the N stacks is mixed before entering the separators. Assuming

no heat loss in pipes, the separator inlet temperature Tsep,in is the weighted average of the outlet lye

temperatures of the N stacks:

Tsep,in =

∑N
i=1 vi,lyeTi,s,out

vtot,lye
, (16)

where vtot,lye =
∑N

i=1 vi,lye denotes total lye flow.

For the separators, assuming the heat carried by gaseous hydrogen/oxygen is negligible, the temperature

is determined by

Csep
dTsep,out

dt
=

1

2
clyevtot,lyeρlye (Tsep,in − Tsep,out)−Qsep,conv −Qsep,rad, (17)

where Csep is the heat capacity of the separator and lye inside it; Ti,sep,out is the separator outlet temperature;

Qsep,conv and Qsep,rad are the convective and radiative dissipation, calculated similarly to (14)–(15).

The lye left the cathode and anode-side separators is mixed and cooled before being circulated to the

stack. Assuming the heat exchanger is a commonly used counterflow type, we have

Che
dTs,in

dt
= clyevtot,lyeρlye (Tsep,out − Ts,in)− kAc∆T, (18)

where Che is the total heat capacity of the heat exchanger and lye it contains; Ac represents heat exchange

area; k is the heat transfer coefficient; and ∆T is the logarithmic temperature difference, as:

∆T =
(Ts,in − Tc,out)− (Tsep,out − Tc,in)

log [(Ts,in − Tc,out) / (Tsep,out − Tc,in)]
, (19)

where Tc,in denotes the inlet cooling water temperature, which is regulated by a chiller and we assume it to

be constant; Tc,out denotes the outlet temperature of cooling water, determined as follows:

Cc
dTc,out

dt
= ccvcρc (Tc,in − Tc,out) + kAc∆T, (20)

where Cc denotes the total heat capacity of the cooling coil and the cooling water it contains; cc = 4, 100

J/(kg·K) and ρc = 1, 000 kg/m3 are the specific heat capacity and density of the cooling water, respectively;

and vc represents the cooling water flow rate, which is regulated by a valve.
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For an N -in-1 system, the heat transfer model (12)–(20) has an order of N + 3. This model links

temperature dynamics with control of electrolytic load, lye flow, and cooling water. The temperatures also

appear in the electrochemical model in Section 3.1 and the HTO impurity accumulation model in Section

3.2.3, showing coupling relations, which is addressed in the controller design in Section 4.

3.2.3. HTO Impurity Accumulation

Gas crossover between the anode and cathode sides occurs due to the non-compactness of the diaphragm

and the mixing of lye returned from the hydrogen-side and oxygen-side separators. Once the HTO impurity

concentration reaches half the flammability limit (2 vol%), the safety system shuts down the electrolyzer

to prevent explosions [17]. Since HTO impurity accumulation impacts the lower load limit, it must be

accounted for in controller design. Here, we extend the 3rd-order model for 1-in-1 systems proposed in our

previous work [36] to the N -in-1 system.

In each stack of the N -in-1 system, the HTO impurity crossovers from the cathode-side half-cell to the

anode-side half-cell via lye circulation [33], diffusion [59], and convection [59]:

ṅH2,im
i = ṅH2,lye

i + ṅH2,diff
i + ṅH2,conv

i , (21)

where nH2

lye, n
H2

lye, and nH2
conv are the molar flows of HTO impurity brought in by lye circulation, diffusion, and

convection, respectively.

As shown in Fig. 1, the circulating lye contains dissolved hydrogen due to the mixing of the return flows

from hydrogen-side and oxygen-side separators. The corresponding molar flow of HTO impurity, ṅH2,lye
i ,

depends on the distribution of lye flow across the N stacks (see Section 3.2.1), following [33]:

ṅH2,lye
i = SH2ρvi,lye/4, (22)

where SH2 is the solubility of hydrogen in the lye.

The crossover molar flows of HTO impurities due to diffusion and convection, ṅH2,diff
i and ṅH2,conv

i , are

determined by Fick’s law and Darcy’s law [59], respectively, as:
ṅH2,diff
i = AcellN cellD

H2

eff ∆cH2

δ
≈ AcellN cellD

H2

eff S
H2ρ

δ
, (23a)

ṅH2,conv
i = AcellN cell K

H2

eff

µi,lye
SH2ρ

∆ρ

δ
, (23b)

where DH2

eff is the diffusion coefficient; ∆cH2 denotes the differential concentration of hydrogen between the

cathode and anode sides; δ is the thickness of the diaphragm; KH2

eff is the permeability of the hydrogen

through the diaphragm; ∆ρ denote the pressure difference between two sides, usually caused by fluctuations

in pressure and liquid levels.

The HTO impurity is transported and accumulates throughout the system in three stages, including the

anode half-cell, the liquid phase of the separator, and the gas phase of the separator, as shown in Fig. 1.
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Based on molar volume conservation, we establish a state-space model for HTO accumulation in the N -in-1

system, similar to our prior work [36], as:

dnH2,an
i

dt
= ṅH2,im

i − ṅH2,im
i,1 , i = 1, . . . , N, (24a)

dnH2,sep
liq

dt
=
∑N

i=1
ṅH2,im
i,1 − ṅH2,im

2 , (24b)

dnH2,sep
gas

dt
= ṅH2,im

2 − ṅH2,im
out , (24c)

where nH2,an
i , nH2,sep

liq , and dnH2,gas
gas represent the molar quantities of HTO impurity in the anode half-cell

of the ith stack, and the liquid and gas phases of the separator, respectively; ṅH2,im
i,1 , ṅH2,im

2 , and ṅH2,im
out are

the molar flows of HTO impurity, which satisfies:

ṅH2
i,1 =

nH2,anvi,lye
2V an

lye

, i = 1, . . . , N, (25a)

ṅH2
2 =

NH2,sep
liq

τsep
, (25b)

ṅH2
out =

RTsep,outN
H2,sep
gas

∑N
i=1 n

O2,prod
i

ρVsep,gas
, (25c)

where V lye
an is the volume of lye in the anode-side half-cell; τsep is the separation time constant; Vsep,gas is

the gas-phase volume of the separator.

The HTO impurity concentration in the gas phase of the oxygen-side separator, which is measured and

taken as the safety metric [33, 36, 59], follows:

HTO =
nH2,sep
gas RTsep,out

ρVsep,gas
. (26)

Compared to the 1-in-1 system model in [36], the model order of the N -in-1 system increases to N+2.

The accumulation process depends not only on the overall power but also on inter-stack load allocation and

lye flow control, significantly increasing the complexity. The HTO impurity accumulation process is also

integrated into the controller to accommodate the varying energy input; see Section 4 for details.

3.3. Model Summary

Summarizing the submodels established in Sections 3.1 and 3.2, Table 2 presents an overview of the

state-space model for the N -in-1 AWE system. Note that the electrochemical and inter-stack lye distribution

submodels are formulated by algebraic equations. Their state spaces are zero in dimension. Consequently,

the complete state-space model has an order of 2N + 5.

For easy understanding, Fig. 3 provides an illustration of the interrelationships among control and

responses. We can observe that processes of hydrogen production, thermal dynamics, and HTO impurity

accumulation are mutually coupled; see examples in Section 5.2. Furthermore, compared to the 1-in-1

13



Table 2: Summary of the proposed state-space model of the N -in-1 AWE system

Submodel
Electrochemical

and production

Lye flow

distribution
Heat transfer HTO impurity accumulation

State variables / / Ts,in,
{
Ti,s,out

}N

i=1
, Tsep,out, Tc,out

{
n
H2,an
i

}N

i=1
, n

H2,sep

liq , nH2,sep
gas

Order of model 0 0 N + 2 N + 3

Formulation (1)–(5) (6)–(11) (12)–(20) (21)–(26)

Control variables Electrolytic currents
{
Ii
}N

i=1
, lye flow rates

{
vi,lye

}N

i=1
, and cooling water flow rates vc

system, the N -in-1 system features greater control freedom, as the current and lye flow distribution among

the stacks can be adjusted. This increases the dimensionality of the control action space, making it more

challenging to find the optimal control.

For the convenience, we summarize the state and control variables in vector forms:

x ≜
[
Ts,in, T1,s,out, . . . , TN,s,out, Tsep,out, Tc,out, n

H2,an
1 , . . . , nH2,an

N , nH2,sep
liq , nH2,sep

gas

]T
, (27)

u ≜
[
I1, . . . , IN , v1,lye, . . . , vN,lye, vc

]T
, (28)

and compactly express the state equations as:

dx/dt = h(x,u). (29)

4. Controller Design

4.1. Overview of Control

Section 3.3 shows that the N -in-1 AWE system is a complex multi-input multi-output (MIMO) system,

making it challenging to ensure both safety and efficiency under fluctuating power inputs. Due to the

MIMO characteristics and strong nonlinearity, PID [35, 36] or model predictive control (MPC) based on

linearization are not suitable [60]. To address these challenges with full consideration of the nonlinear MIMO

characteristics, this paper developed a nonlinear model predictive controller (NMPC) for the N -in-1 AWE

system.

As in the classical MPC, we consider a control horizon Nh and a step length ∆t for time-domain

discretization. Given the large time constants of the temperature and HTO accumulation processes, typically

on the order of tens of minutes, a longer horizon is required, and a large step length is desired to reduce

the size of the optimization problem. Therefore, we use the trapezoidal format to discretize (29) in the time

domain to ensure accuracy and numerical stability:

x(k + 1)− x(k)

∆t
=

h
(
x(k + 1),u(k + 1)

)
+ h

(
x(k),u(k)

)
2

, k = 0, . . . , Nh − 1, (30)

Additionally, the control objectives and constraints are established as follows.
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Figure 3: Interrelationships between state variables, control, and responses in the N -in-1 AWE system with the 1-pump

topology in Fig. 2(c).

4.2. Control Objective

The primary control objective is to maximize hydrogen production while tracking the fluctuating energy

input. Meanwhile, stack temperature should be stabilized to reduce thermal stress, and repeated adjustments

of lye/cooling water flow should be minimized to alleviate fatigue. To achieve these goals, the overall

objective function of the controller is set as:

f
(
x(1), . . . ,x(Nh),u(0),u(1), . . . ,u(Nh)

)
= −λprod∆t

∑Nh

k=0

∑N

i=1
ṅH2,prod
i

+λtrack
∑Nh

k=0

(
P ref
tot(k)−

∑N

i=1
P ele
i (k)

)2
+λtemp

∑Nh

k=0

∑N

i=1

(
Ti,s,out(k)− T ref

s,out

)2
+λI

∑Nh−1

k=0

∑N

i=1

(
Ii(k + 1)− Ii(k)

)2
+λlye

∑Nh

k=0

∑N

i=1

(
vi,lye(k)− v0i,lye

)2
+λc

∑Nh

k=0

(
vc(k)− v0c

)2
, (31)

where P ref
tot is the reference for total power consumption; T ref

s,out is the temperature reference for the ith

stack; λprod, λtrack, λtemp, λI, λlye, and λc are weights for hydrogen production, load tracking, temperature
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stabilization, and electrolytic current, lye circulation and cooling water flow adjustments.

For power tracking, i.e., the second row in (31), three application scenarios are considered:

1. Tracking renewable energy. Forecasts of wind and solar power are used as the power reference P ref
tot(k),

and the forecast error is alleviated through the rolling implementation of NMPC. Techniques such as

robust control [53] can be used to improve performance under uncertainty.

2. Participating in peak-shaving for the power grid: Power references are issued by grid operators in

advance, which is a deterministic time series.

3. Tracking automatic generation control (AGC) signals: Given the high uncertainty, non-Gaussian char-

acteristics, and temporal correlations of AGC signals, the dynamic response of the AWE system should

be treated as a stochastic process and addressed with stochastic MPC (SMPC), as demonstrated in

prior studies [61, 62]. Since this paper focuses on the AWE system, deterministic power references are

considered, leaving SMPC for future research.

4.3. Constraints

At each time step (k = 1, . . . , Nh) and for each stack (i = 1, . . . , N), the following constraints must be

satisfied to ensure operational feasibility and safety.

4.3.1. DC Power and Cell Voltage Constraints

The rectifier that provides DC power has current and power limits, expressed as:

0 ≤ Icelli (k) ≤ I, and 0 ≤ P ele
i (k) ≤ P

ele
, (32)

where I and P
ele

i are the current and power limits that the rectifier can provide, which is usually 1.2 to 1.4

times the rated power of the stack.

Moreover, to avoid excessive stress on electrodes and catalysts, the cell voltage is limited:

U cell
i (k) ≤ U

cell
, (33)

where U
cell

is typically set at 2.1 to 2.3 V.

Note that some studies [9–13] and [48] set a non-zero lower power limit to avoid HTO over-limit under

low loads. However, HTO accumulation is a dynamic process. Setting non-zero lower current or power limits

independently is prone to being conservative by excluding short-term low-load operations [52]. This work

integrates HTO dynamics into the controller to exploit flexibility, eliminating the need for non-zero lower

power limits.
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4.3.2. Hydrogen Production and Ramp Constraints

In order to avoid sudden changes in pressure, the gas-liquid ratio in the stacks, the liquid levels in

separators, etc., which could induce structural stress, the hydrogen production rate is subject to ramp

constraints:

rH2,prod,down ≤ ṅH2,prod
i (k)− ṅH2,prod

i (k − 1)

∆t
≤ rH2,prod,up, (34)

where rH2,prod,up and rH2,prod,down are the upward and downward ramp limits, respectively.

4.3.3. Temperature and HTO Constraints

Based on the dynamic model presented in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 and the following constraints, we can

ensure that the temperature and HTO impurity concentration stay within safe levels:

Ti,s,out(k) ≤ T , and HTO(k) ≤ 2%. (35)

4.3.4. Lye and Coolant Flow Constraints

Due to the limitations of pump load, valve opening range, cold water inlet pressure, etc., the lye flow

and cooling water flow must also be controlled within the feasible range, as:

vlye ≤ vi,lye(k) ≤ vlye, and vc ≤ vi,c(k) ≤ vc, (36)

where vlye, vlye and vc, vc denote the respective lower and upper limits of lye and coolant flow rates.

4.4. Simplification of Nonlinear Components

The complete state-space model developed in Section 3 is highly nonlinear and non-convex, making direct

integration into NMPC computationally infeasible. To address this, the following simplifications are made.

4.4.1. Polyhedral Approximation of Production Function and Electrolytic Heat

From the models (1)–(5) in Section 3.1, it can be seen that the current, temperature, electrical power, and

hydrogen flow show strong nonlinearity. Fortunately, if the relationship between power and gas production

is relaxed into the form of inequality constraints:

ṅH2,prod
i (Ii, Ti,s) ≤

ηcelli (Ii, Ti,s)P
ele
i (Ii, Ti,s)

2FN cellU cell
i (Ii, Ti,s)

, (37)

ṅO2,prod
i (Ii, Ti,s) ≤

ηcelli (Ii, Ti,s)P
ele
i (Ii, Ti,s)

4FN cellU cell
i (Ii, Ti,s)

, (38)

then it is easy to find that the feasible space defined by (37)–(38) are convex. Further considering the control

objective (31), that is, to maximize ṅH2,prod
i , and ṅO2,prod

i , when the NMPC obtains the optimal solution,

(37)–(38) all take the equality, that is, the above relaxation is exact.
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Figure 4: Polyhedral approximation of the production function of a 1,000 Nm3/h-rated stack.

Then, we use the double description (DD) algorithm [63] to find the optimal polyhedral approximation

of the feasible space defined by (37)–(38), formulated as a linear inequality:[
ṅH2,prod
i , ṅO2,prod

i

]T
≤ A

[
P ele
i , Ti,s

]T
+ b, (39)

where A and b are constant matrix and vector. Use a 1,000 Nm3/h-rated stack studied in Section 5 as an

example, with an error tolerance taken as 0.1%, Fig. 4 shows the polyhedral approximation. We use (39)

to replace the original model (1)–(5) in the controller, thereby eliminating non-convexity.

4.4.2. Reduced-Order Approximation of the HTO Accumulation Process

As discussed in Section 3.2.3, the process of HTO accumulation takes three stages. The time constants

for the anode half-cell and liquid phase of the separator are on the orders of seconds and minutes, while the

gas-phase time constant ranges to tens of minutes. Thus, we can focus solely on the gas phase and adopt a

first-order model to approximate the entire process:

dnH2,sep
gas

dt
=
∑N

i=1
ṅH2,im
i − ṅH2

out. (40)

Replacing (24) with (40), the order of the model is reduced fromN+2 to 1, improving both computational

efficiency and numerical stability. Additionally, the molar quantity of HTO impurities in the half-cells and

liquid phase, nH2,an
i and nH2,sep

liq , cannot be measured. After simplification, these variables are omitted, with

the remaining nH2,sep
gas easily measurable, thereby eliminating the need for a state estimator.

Remark 2. The time constants of the heat transfer processes among stacks, separators, and the heat ex-

changer do not differ by order of magnitude. Therefore, unlike the HTO process, reducing the order of the

temperature dynamic model would introduce noticeable errors. This has been discussed in studies on 1-in-1

systems [34], and the same applies to N -in-1 systems.
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4.4.3. Bilinear Terms in Temperature and Mass Transfer Dynamics

The state-space model presented in Section 3 has bilinear terms, which cannot be relaxed as convex as

in Section 4.4.1. To address these terms, we employ a discretization-based big-M method [64].

The bilinear terms requiring reformulation include IiTi,s, I
2
i , Iin

H2,sep
gas , vi,lyeTi,s, vi,lyeTsep,out, and vcTc,out.

Taking IiTi,s as an example, the following steps are applied. First, discretize Ii as

Ii =
∑Nd

k=1
2k−1βI

i,k∆I, (41)

where Nd is the number of binary bits; ∆I = I/2k is the step size; and βI
i,k represents the kth binary

variable. Then, IiTi,s can then be replaced with:

IiTi,s =
∑Nd

k=1
2k−1δI,Ti,k ∆I, (42)

Ti,s −M
(
1− βI

i,k

)
≤ δI,Ti,k ≤ Ti,s +M

(
1− βI

i,k

)
, (43)

−MβI
i,k ≤ δI,Ti,k ≤ MβI

i,k, (44)

where δI,Ti,k is an intermediate variable; M is a sufficiently large constant. This reformulation converts bilinear

terms into mixed-integer linear constraints, which can be efficiently solved using commercial solvers.

4.4.4. Controller Summary

After the aforementioned simplification, the optimization model in the NMPC is transformed as a mixed-

integer quadratic programming (MIQP) problem, expressed compactly as:

max (31), s.t. (30), (39), (33)–(36), (41)–(44). (45)

With the simplified model, we can set a control horizon ranging from a few minutes to an hour, and

the step length to several minutes. Under these conditions, solving the NMPC takes only a few seconds,

meeting real-time operation requirements.

During implementation, as in standard MPC procedures, (45) is solved every few seconds based on

the power reference and measurements of temperature and HTO impurity concentration. The first step of

the obtained control series is applied. By repeating this process, the N -in-1 system dynamically allocates

power among the N stacks, and adjusts lye circulation and cooling water flow rates, achieving load tracking,

temperature stabilization, and suppression of HTO accumulation under dynamic power input. During this

process, the pressure and liquid levels are regulated by a separated controller, which is not covered in this

work, as noted by Assumption A in Section 2.2.

Remark 3. The NMPC proposed here not only targets the optimal control of N -in-1 systems but also aims to

provide a fair ground for the performance comparison among N -in-1 systems with different lye distribution

topologies and the 1-in-1 system, as the controller can easily adapt to different configurations by slightly

modifying the integrated state-space model while preserving optimality. Leveraging it, we can answer the

Question 1 raised in the Introduction; see Sections 5.4–5.6.
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Figure 5: Open-loop responses of the 4-in-1 AWE system. (a) Electrolytic currents of the stacks. (c) Lye flow rates of the

stacks and Cooling water flow rate. (c) Temperature of the stacks and separator; (d) HTO impurity at the gas phase of the

separator.

5. Simulation Studies

5.1. Simulation System Setup

A 4-in-1 configuration, commonly used in real-world projects [15, 16], is selected for analysis. The

nominal production rate of the system is set to 4,000 Nm3/h, with each stack to be 1,000 Nm3/h. The stack

parameters are based on a test platform with a 1-in-1 configuration in Beijing Power Equipment Group

in China [47], while the parameters of the BoP are scaled proportionally. The parameters used in the

simulation are detailed in Table A1 in Appendix A.

For the controller setup, the horizon and step length are set as Nh = 1, 800 s and ∆t = 450 s. The

weight coefficients in the objective function (31) are set as λprod = 1, λtrack = 1.2, λtemp = 0.15, λI = 0.0002,

λlye = 25, 000, and λc = 0.5. The complete model presented in Section 3 and Table 2 is used for time-domain

simulation, preserving all nonlinear dynamic processes. The NMPC updates the control commands every

10 seconds based on the optimization model summarized in Section 4.4.4. Simulations are performed on

Wolfram Mathematica 13.0, and the optimization problem in the controller is solved via Gurobi 11.0.3.

5.2. Open-Loop Simulation

An open-loop simulation is conducted without the feedback controller to demonstrate the cross-coupling

relationships between control (i.e., current, lye flow rate, and cooling water flow rate) and responses (such

as temperature and HTO impurity concentration), as shown in Fig. 3. The system employs the 4-pump

configuration shown in Fig. 2(a), allowing independent adjustment of the lye flow rate for each stack. The

initial conditions are set as follows: stack temperature at 85 ◦C (358 K), separator temperature at 73 ◦C
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(345 K), and HTO concentration at 0.52%. The control actions for current, lye flow, and cooling water flow

are plotted in Fig. 5(a) and 5(b).

We can observe that, at 900 s, when the lye flow rate of stack 1 steps down from 3.35 × 10−2 m3/s to

2.5× 10−2 m3/s (Action I), the temperature of stack 1 rises while the HTO concentration decreases slightly

by 0.5 K. At 1,800 s, 2,700 s, and 3,600 s, the electrolytic currents of stacks 1–3 successively step down from

7,800 A to 3,500 A (Actions II, III, and IV), which leads to temperature drops in these stacks and a gradual

decline in separator temperature to 333.4 K (60.4 ◦C,) while the HTO concentration increases from 0.50%

to 0.84%. Finally, at 4,500 s, the cooling water flow rate is reduced from 2.2 × 10−3 m3/s to 1.0 × 10−3

m3/s (Action V), leading to a simultaneous temperature increase across all components, with a magnitude

of 5.5 K in 2,500 s. Temperature variations directly affect cell voltages, electrolytic heat, and other states.

The results highlight complex inter-couplings within the N -in-1 AWE system shown in Fig. 3, emphasizing

the necessity of considering MIMO characteristics in the controller design.

5.3. Overall Performance under Dynamic Operation

The performance of the 4-in-1 system under the proposed NMPC is analyzed. The simulation adopts the

4-pump configuration shown in Fig. 2(a). The load reference P ref
tot(t) emulates the fluctuations of renewable

energy ranging from 6 MW to 38 MW, shown in Fig. 6(a), and the simulation lasts for 8 hours. During

the first 5 hours, the load reference fluctuates at a lower level, followed by 3 hours of high power supply,

allowing a comprehensive evaluation of the dynamic operation of the AWE system.

The initial temperatures of stacks are set to 85 ◦C, 70 ◦C, 55 ◦C, and 40 ◦C (358 K, 343 K, 328 K, and

313 K), respectively. The separator temperature is set to 65 ◦C (338 K), with an initial HTO concentration

at 1.2%. Throughout the simulation, the controller continuously adjusts the current, lye flow, and cooling

water flow for each stack, as shown in Fig. 6(b)–(d), and the behaviors of the 4-in-1 system are discussed.

a) Inter-stack Load Allocation: The load is evenly shared among the 4 stacks throughout the process.

This is driven by the objective function (31), which maximizes hydrogen yield. As shown in Fig. 4, the

relation between hydrogen yield, electrolytic power, and temperature is concave. At the point of maximum

hydrogen yield, the partial derivatives of the production rate with respect to power consumption across all

stacks are equal, i.e., ∂ṅH2,prod
i /∂P ele

i = ∂ṅH2,prod
j /∂P ele

j , ∀i, j ≤ N . With the stacks to be identical, this

leads to an even power distribution, a phenomenon known as the equimarginal principle, discussed in our

previous work for scheduling multiple electrolyzers [53, 57]. After 20,000 s, when the power supply exceeds

the rectifiers’ total power limit, i.e., 24 MW, all stacks operate at full load, saturating hydrogen production

rates.

b) Temperature Dynamics: Due to interconnection via the BoP, heat exchange occurs between the stacks,

stack temperatures quickly reach uniformity at the setpoint, 85 C◦. As shown in Figs. 6(c) and 6(e), stacks

4 and 3, initially cooler than the separator, increase their lye flow rates to accelerate heating, while stacks 1
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Figure 6: Control and responses of the 4-in-1 AWE system with a 4-pump configuration. (a) Load power reference and overall

power consumption. (b) Electrolytic currents of the stacks. (c) Lye flow rates of the stacks. (d) Cooling water flow rate. (e)

Temperature of the stacks and separator. (f) Cell voltage of the stacks. (g) HTO impurity at the gas phase of the separator.

(h) Gas ratio in the anode half-cells.

and 2 reduce lye flow rates to minimize heat loss. The lowermost flow rates for stacks 1 and 2 reach 0.0195

m3/s and 0.0218 m3/s compared to the rated value of 0.0345 m3/h. Heat exchange rapidly makes stack

temperatures reach unison during startup. For the rest of the time, lye flow adjustments are minimized to

avoid excessive fluctuations that could affect the gas-liquid ratio, and temperature control mainly relies on

cooling water adjustments, making the stack temperature stay within a range of [81, 86] C◦.

c) HTO Accumulation Dynamics: Since HTO impurity concentration is not included in the objective

(31) but in the inequality constraints, the fluctuations in HTO impurity do not affect the control actions

in most cases. However, during significant load drops (e.g., at 4,000 s, 8,000 s, and 15,000 s), the HTO

concentration rises rapidly, which is similar to 1-in-1 systems. To prevent exceeding the safety limit 2%, the

controller reduces lye flow rates to 0.0225 m3/s, 0.0285 m3/s, and 0.0250 m3/s (67%, 85%, and 75% of the
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Figure 7: Control and responses of the 4-in-1 AWE system with a 2-pump configuration shown in Fig. 2(b). (a) Load power

reference and overall power consumption. (b) Electrolytic currents of the stacks. (c) Lye flow rates of the stacks. (d) Cooling

water flow rate. (e) Temperature of the stacks and separator; (f) Cell voltage of the stacks. (g) HTO impurity at the gas phase

of the separator. (h) Gas ratio in the anode half-cells.

rated value) respectively, mitigating lye circulation-induced HTO cross-mixing, which is modeled by (22).

Elsewhere, to stabilize the gas-liquid ratio, the lye flow is kept near its rated value, as shown in Fig. 6(f).

These results demonstrate that despite that the hydrogen yield, temperature, and HTO concentration

are tightly coupled in the N -in-1 system, as shown in Fig. 3 and exemplified in Section 5.2, the proposed

controller can manage these complexities effectively, thereby answering Question 2 posed in Section 1.1.

5.4. Comparisons Between Different Lye Circulation Topologies

As discussed in Section 3.2.1, the degree of freedom in controlling lye flow distribution varies across

different topologies. To evaluate their impact on the performance of the AWE system under varying loads,

this section performs simulations with the three topologies in Fig. 2, using the load power reference shown

in Fig. 6(a). All other parameters of the AWE system and controller remain constant.
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Figure 8: Control and responses of the 4-in-1 AWE system with a 1-pump configuration shown in Fig. 2(c). (a) Load power

reference and overall power consumption. (b) Electrolytic currents of the stacks. (c) Lye flow rates of the stacks. (d) Cooling

water flow rate. (e) Temperature of the stacks and separator; (f) Cell voltage of the stacks. (g) HTO impurity at the gas phase

of the separator. (h) Gas ratio in the anode half-cells.

Figs. 7 and 8 present the 8-hour simulation results for the 2-pump and 1-pump configurations, respec-

tively. Apart from the differences in inter-stack lye flow distribution during the startup phase, the control

commands for electrolytic current, cooling water flow, and performance metrics (including load tracking,

temperature stabilization, and suppression of HTO concentration) are nearly identical across all configura-

tions, with no significant differences observed.

To further analyze the transient behavior of AWE systems with different topologies, the control of lye flow

and the temperature responses during the first 30 minutes are shown in Fig. 9. In the 4-pump topology,

lye flow rates in the stacks decrease by large and differing levels first and rise afterward, as analyzed in

Section 5.3. In contrast, in the 2-pump and 1-pump configurations, stacks sharing a common circulation

pump exhibit nearly identical lye flow rates, which cannot be independently adjusted, as noted in Section
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Figure 9: Comparison on control and responses of the 4-in-1 AWE system with 1-pump, 2-pump, and 4-pump configurations.

(a) Lye flow rates of the stacks. (b) Temperature of the stacks.

Table 3: Performance comparison between 4-in-1 AWE systems with different lye circulation topologies and four 1-in-1 systems

operating in parallel

Configuration
Energy use

(MWh)

Load-tracking

RMSE (MW)

Load-tracking

RMSE for first

5 hours (MW)

RMSE for stack

temperature

control (K)

Total hydrogen

yield (Nm3)

Specific energy

consumption

(kWh/Nm3)

4-in-1 (4-pump) 124.495 2.151 0.379 3.599 24,007.2 5.186

4-in-1 (2-pump) 124.521 2.148 0.379 4.055 23,997.9 5.189

4-in-1 (1-pump) 124.528 2.149 0.381 5.502 23,977.4 5.193

Four 1-in-1 systems 124.482 2.159 0.376 2.237 24,000.4 5.186

3.2.1 and Remark 1. Therefore, these systems cannot actively regulate inter-stack heat exchange through

differential lye flow, and the controller instead maintains higher lye flow rates (higher than 0.0272 m3/s

and 0.0318 m3/s for the 2-pump and 1-pump configurations, respectively) across all stacks to accelerate the

process of reaching temperature unison.

As a result, the temperatures of stacks 1 and 2 in the 2-pump and 1-pump configurations drop significantly

(10.5 K and 12 K for stack 1 in the 2-pump and 1-pump systems), reducing energy conversion efficiency.

In the 4-pump configuration, however, the temperature drops for stacks 1 and 2 are mitigated (8.5 K for

stack 1) due to independent lye flow control. After the startup phase, temperatures across all four stacks in

all configurations converge at the setpoint 85 C◦, and lye flow rates return to their rated values. From this

point on, as shown in Figs. 6, 7, and 8, there are no significant differences.

These results highlight that differences in lye circulation topology can lead to notable variations in

transient characteristics. Nevertheless, the proposed NMPC effectively accommodates these differing char-

acteristics by optimizing multiple control actions from a global perspective, achieving similar performances.

Table 3 summarizes key performance metrics, including the electricity consumption, hydrogen yield, load

tracking deviation, and energy consumption over the entire 8-hour simulation. Due to the reduced control
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Figure 10: Control and responses of four traditional 1-in-1 AWE systems operating in parallel. (a) Load power reference and

overall power consumption. (b) Electrolytic currents of the stacks. (c) Lye flow rates of the stacks. (d) Cooling waters flow

rate. (e) Temperature of the stacks and separators; (f) Cell voltage of the stacks. (g) HTO impurity at gas phase of the

separator. (h) Gas ratio in the anode half-cells.

flexibility in the 2-pump and 1-pump configurations, we can observe slight increases in the temperature

control RMSE by 0.456 and 1.903 K and marginal increases in specific energy consumption by 0.003 and 0.007

kWh/Nm3, respectively, compared to the 4-pump configuration. Nevertheless, as the proposed controller can

adapt to varying conditions, the absolute differences in the metrics are minimal, and the relative differences

are less than 0.13%, which may not be noticeable in the application. In conclusion, under reasonable control,

the impact of lye circulation topology on overall performance is negligible.

5.5. Comparing the N -in-1 System with Multiple 1-in-1 AWE Systems

Considering the Question (a) posed Section 1.1, while many ReP2H projects have invested in N -in-1

AWE systems, academic research has predominantly focused on 1-in-1 systems. To fill this gap, it is essential
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Figure 11: Comparison on control and responses between the 4-in-1 AWE system with a 4-pump configuration and four

traditional 1-in-1 system in parallel. (a) Lye flow rates of the stacks. (b) Temperature of the stacks.

to analyze the differences between these two configurations in terms of flexibility, energy efficiency, and other

aspects. This section conducts a comparative study to address these differences.

The 4-in-1 system with a 4,000 Nm3/h-rated capacity, as described in Section 5.1, is compared with

four 1-in-1 systems operating in parallel, each with a 1,000 Nm3/h rated capacity, given the load reference

signal shown in Fig. 6(a). Parameters for the 1-in-1 systems are also based on the test platform at Beijing

Power Equipment Group [47]. The stack settings for the 1-in-1 systems are identical to those of the 4-in-1

system, with the parameters of BoP components scaled proportionally to 1/N of the 4-in-1 system. For

a fair comparison, the 1-in-1 systems are also controlled using the proposed NMPC, with N set to 1 and

other settings unchanged. Given that AWE systems require 40 minutes to 1 hour for a full cold startup, and

the focus here is on the varying-load operation, we assume that all four 1-in-1 systems remain in operation.

Startup and shutdown scheduling is excluded and left for future studies.

As in Section 5.3, the initial temperatures of the stacks in the 1-in-1 systems are set to 85 ◦C, 70 ◦C,

55 ◦C, and 40 ◦C, respectively, with the initial temperature of the separators to be 65 ◦C, and the initial

HTO concentration at 1.2%. Fig. 10 presents the simulation results for the four 1-in-1 systems, while Fig.

11 compares the lye flow control and temperature responses during the initial phase.

By comparing the results of the 4-in-1 system in Sections 5.3 and 5.4 with the 1-in-1 systems, we can

find that the behaviors of the two configurations are largely similar. As discussed in Section 5.3, under the

equimarginal principle, stacks evenly share power to maximize hydrogen production. In the 1-in-1 systems,

the independence of temperature and lye flow control leads to nearly identical control actions under the

same objectives.

A minor difference arises during the initial phase due to the absence of inter-stack heat exchange in the

1-in-1 systems. As shown in Fig. 11, the lack of differential lye flow control for temperature equalization

results in gentler control actions for lye flow and temperature in the 1-in-1 systems. For the 4-in-1 system,

27



P
o

w
er

 (
M

W
)

45

35

15

25

0 1.0 2.0 2.51.5

Time (×10  s)4

0.5

Figure 12: reference signals based on a wind farm by the Risøe

the stack lye flow rates drop by 33% at most to 0.225 m3/s, while for the 1-in-1 systems the maximal drop

is by 18.5% to 0.273 m3/s . However, as stack temperatures converge, these differences decay, though the

stack temperatures in 1-in-1 system converge in a slower manner due to heat insulation among the stacks.

The performance metrics summarized in Table 3 also show that the efficiency, load-tracking performance,

and other key indicators are nearly identical between the two configurations. The differences in load-tracking

RMSE, stack temperature RMSE, and specific energy consumption are less than 0.010 MW, 3.265 K, and

0.007 kWh/Nm3 even for the 1-pump configuration. This similarity suggests that the 4-in-1 system and

1-in-1 systems are interchangeable from a dynamic performance perspective. Therefore, as the answer to

Question 1, employing the 4-in-1 system does not compromise flexibility or efficiency.

It is worth noting, however, that this study assumes all stacks in the N -in-1 system maintain an op-

erational state. In practice, hydrogen plants with multiple 1-in-1 systems allow individual electrolyzers to

start up and shut down independently, offering greater long-term flexibility [51–53]. For N -in-1 systems,

constraints such as pressure and liquid level control may limit the operating range when not all the stacks are

active. Additionally, the temperature or HTO impurity accumulation dynamics with partial stacks turned

on may introduce new challenges. These issues warrant further investigation.

5.6. Comprehensive Comparisons under Various Scenarios

Finally, to comprehensively compare the N -in-1 and 1-in-1 configurations, simulations were conducted

under 25 wind power supply scenarios. Each scenario, lasting 8 hours and shown in Fig. 12, is based on

data from an offshore wind farm collected by Risø [49]. For each scenario, performance metrics, including

total energy use, load-tracking RMSE, stack temperature control RMSE, total hydrogen yield, and specific

energy consumption, are compared in Fig. 13. The average metrics are summarized in Table 4.

The results indicate that the performance of the 4-in-1 and 1-in-1 configurations under varying energy

inputs is not significantly different, a conclusion consistent with the findings in Sections 5.4 and 5.5. We

observe that, despite different power supply levels, the energy conversion efficiency remains nearly iden-

tical. Due to the constrained degree of freedom in lye flow control, the 4-in-1 systems with 2-pump and

1-pump configurations show a slightly higher RMSE in stack temperature stabilization, leading to a marginal
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Figure 13: performance metrics of the 4-in-1 AWE systems with different lye circulation topologies and four 1-in-1 systems

operating in parallel under 25 scenarios of wind power supply. (a) Total hydrogen yield and specific energy consumption. (b)

RMSE for stack temperature and load-tracking RMSE.

Table 4: Average performance metrics of the 4-in-1 AWE systems with different lye circulation topologies and four 1-in-1

systems operating in parallel under 25 scenarios of wind power supply

Configuration
Energy use

(MWh)

Load-tracking

RMSE (MW)

RMSE for stack

temperature control (K)

Total hydrogen

yield (Nm3)

Specific energy

consumption (kWh/Nm3)

4-in-1 (4-pump) 143.470 7.037 4.186 27,674.8 5.165

4-in-1 (2-pump) 143.495 7.030 4.667 27,670.0 5.167

4-in-1 (1-pump) 143.493 7.032 5.807 27,649.4 5.170

Four 1-in-1 systems 143.438 7.044 3.451 27,660.5 5.167

deterioration in energy conversion efficiency. The average differences in load-tracking RMSE, stack temper-

ature RMSE, and specific energy consumption are below 0.014 MW, 2.356 K, and 0.003 kWh/Nm3. These

increases can be negligible in practical applications.

In summary, we answer Question 1 by confirming that selecting the 4-in-1 system does not compromise

flexibility or efficiency when compared to traditional 1-in-1 systems.

6. Conclusions

This paper proposes a state-space model for the N -in-1 AWE system, considering the dynamic behaviors

of lye circulation, temperature, and HTO impurity accumulation. A controller based on NMPC is developed

to coordinate inter-stack electrolytic current distribution, lye flow, and cooling, ensuring the N -in-1 system

adapts to varying energy input.

Simulations across various scenarios with fluctuating wind energy input show that, despite the increased

complexity and reduced control flexibility of the N -in-1 system, the proposed controller design allows the

N -in-1 configuration with different lye circulation topologies to maintain similar energy conversion efficiency

and flexibility compared to independent 1-in-1 systems.

29



Future research may address the following aspects. This study assumes continuous operation of the

AWE system throughout the simulation period. For large hydrogen plants, the scheduling of electrolyzers,

including on-standby-off state switching, should be further explored, along with a plant-wise performance

comparison between the N -in-1 and 1-in-1 configurations. Additionally, the consideration of energy input

uncertainty warrants further investigation.
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Appendix A: Parameters of the System Used in the Case Study

The parameters of the 4-in-1 AWE system used for simulations in Section 5 are presented in Table A1.

Table A1: Parameters of the 4-in-1 alkaline water electrolysis system used in the simulation

Parameter Value

Number of stacks N 4

Rated hydrogen production 4, 000 Nm3/h

Rated hydrogen production per stack 1, 000 Nm3/h

Rated electrolytic current per stack Inorm 7,800 A

Maximal electrolytic current per stack I 1.2×Inorm

Maximal stack power P
ele

6 MW

Number of cells per stack Ncell 368

Cell area Ac 2 m2

System pressure ρ 1.6 MPa

Differential pressure between half-cells ∆ρ 0.1%ρ

Electrochemical parameters r1, r2, r3, s 3.202 × 10−5 Ω, 8.970 × 10−8 Ω/K, −4.193 × 10−12 Ω/Pa, 7.572 × 10−2

Electrochemical parameters t1, t2, t3 −1.070 × 10−1 Ω, 14.43 Ω·K, 38.8 Ω·K2

Faraday efficiency parameters f1, f2 50 + 2.5Ts (A2), 0.92 − 6.25 × 10−6Ts

Upper limit of cell voltage U 2.1 V

Ramping limits rH2,prod/rH2,prod ±20 Nm3/(h·s)

Ambient temperature Tam 298 K (25 ◦C)

Coolant temperature Tc,in 288 K (15 ◦C)

Stack temperature reference T ref
s,out 358 K (85 ◦C)

Stack temperature limit T 363 K (90 ◦C)

Stack heat capacity Ci,s 3.450 × 107 J/K

Separator heat capacity Csep 5.193 × 107 J/K

Heat capacity of heat exchanger Che 2.175 × 107 J/K

Heat exchange area Ac 240 m2

heat transfer coefficient k 980 W/K·m2

Maximal cooling water flow rate vc 0.032 m3/s

Anode-side half-cell lye volume V an
i,lye 2.5 m3

Separator volume Vsep 10.288 m3

Limits of lye flow rate per stack vlye, vlye 0.0335 m3/s, 0.0101 m3/s

Thickness of the diaphragm δ 500×10−6 m

Diffusion coefficient D
H2
eff 8.569×10−10 m2/s

Permeability coefficient K
H2
eff 2×10−16 m2

Separation time constant τsep 60 s
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