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• Revealing supply gaps for different time-series data within an energy system model.
• Ensuring energy supply during cold dark lull periods is crucial for robust renewable energy systems.
• Integrating cold dark lulls into the optimisation problem of capacity expansion models is imperative.
• Robust energy system models increasingly rely on photovoltaic, storage and backup capacities.
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A B S T R A C T
Future greenhouse gas neutral energy systems will be dominated by variable renewable energy
technologies. However, renewable electricity generation from wind and solar technologies,
as well as electricity demand, varies with the weather. This work addresses the problem
of determining optimal capacities for renewable technologies in energy systems that ensure
sufficient electricity supply when dealing with multi–year time–series data. For this an iterative
algorithm is proposed that starts by optimising an arbitrary starting time–series, followed by
adding additional constraints and reoptimising the modified optimisation problem until sufficient
energy supply is provided for all time–series, i.e. the solution is robust to weather and demand
variations. This is evaluated in a computational study on a German energy system model. The
results show that the iterative algorithm finds robust solutions for an increase of 2–2.5% in total
annual cost for a simplified model in gurobipy and 2.9% for a model built in the open source
model framework ETHOS.FINE. Testing the feasibility for all non robust solutions showed that
supply gaps occurred in at least some of the remaining years. Based on the results of this work,
ensuring feasibility within an energy system model for multiple time–series boils down to two
factors: 1.) ensuring sufficient back–up capacity to overcome periods of high demand combined
with low electricity generation from wind and photovoltaic, and 2.) enforcing sufficient total
annual electricity generation. Our proposed open source iterative algorithm is able to ensure
this. For general modelling, it is recommended to (a) check for systematic effects of different
years’ time–series on energy system models especially for wind, but also for photovoltaics, (b)
include dark lull and cold period effects on generation and demand in time–series, and (c) assess
the feasibility of energy system models using different time–series.

1. Introduction
Achieving clean and affordable energy supply, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions are two of the major challenges
of the 21st century that are reflected within the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 7 and 13, respectively [1].
To achieve greenhouse gas neutral energy systems, a vast expansion of wind power and solar photovoltaic (PV) is
perceived as indispensable [2, 3]. However, both sun and wind are subject to natural weather fluctuation, which have
large impacts on energy systems design. IRENA therefore recommends to use 2018 as a reference year which represents
generation from renewable technologies well on average [4]. Similarly, on the demand side, mainly heating demand
fluctuates depending on the local outside temperature.
In energy systems design, weather and demand variations are frequently neglected, and one or multiple reference
years are used instead [5]. This can be seen as part of a broader pattern; as Craig et al. [6] point out, there is a lack
of sufficient interaction between climate and energy system modelling and, hence, underlying uncertainties might be
overlooked or not considered properly. However, first steps have been made to close this gap. In the European context,
multiple researchers have worked on quantifying the effects of weather uncertainty on energy systems, and deriving
reliable policy decision support in the face thereof. Ryberg [7] investigates the impact of generation lulls in a energy
system for a large part of Europe calculating backup capacities required to overcome these. Ruhnau et al. [8] look
into the storage requirements for a 100% renewable system taking consecutive extreme events into account for an
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energy system model for Germany using 35 years of weather data. They conclude that consecutive extreme events
increase storage requirements significantly compared to even the most extreme, but singular events. Haddeland et
al [9] also address how changes over 60 historical weather years effect renewable generation for Norway, and Staffel
and Pfenninger [10] evaluate the impact of weather patterns on power output for Great Britain (GB). This builds on
earlier work by Pfenninger [11], where 25 years of weather data for GB were analysed, and methods were compared with
the aim to reduce time resolution and address planning implications of inter–annual variability. Similarly, Zeyringer et
al. [12] evaluate renewable energy systems for Great Britain looking into inter–annual weather variations and conclude
that planning based on a singular year can lead to supply gaps. Bloomfield et al. [13] focus on the importance of utilising
multi–decadal data for power systems in Great Britain to consider the impact of inter–annual variation as well as long
term climate variability. Another European electricity system model based on 30 years of hourly wind and solar data
is proposed by Collins et al. [14]. They identify 1989 and 2012 as representative weather years and note that the
impact of weather increases with increasing share of renewable technologies. A recent work by Gøtske et al. [15] also
assesses energy systems based on different weather years. They employ CO2 emitting backup technologies, and analyse
structural elements of the respective solutions. For the US, Dowling et al. [16] make the case for multi–year modelling
to accurately capture long–term storage effects, noting that the cost of variable renewable power systems are especially
sensitive to long–duration storage costs.
There are two works, by Raynaud et al. [17] and Grochowicz et al. [18], that focus specifically on capacity expansion
under weather and demand uncertainty taking multiple years of data into account. The former evaluates the impact of
European climate and energy droughts on renewable technologies, the latter focus on energy systems’ and resilience to
weather variation. The latter is closely linked to this work: Grochowicz et al. [19] write about sequential weather years,
but in essence discuss the same bottleneck of fully optimising multiple weather years at once. They use a geometry–
based solution approach targeting the solution space instead of a singular solution. In their follow–up work, they use
electricity shadow prices to identify difficult weather periods [18]. They observe that such difficult weather periods are
not just meteorological events, but results of the interplay of meteorology and electricity storage and network structures.
Analysing this research, there is some agreement that single weather years are vulnerable to fluctuations between
weather years and that if a single reference year is used, potential errors in robust energy systems design need to be
compensated for. The majority of works focus on specific energy systems, deriving policy implications for those.
In comparison, there is less research on what constitutes appropriate mathematical modelling of weather and demand
variations for capacity expansion modelling. For an energy system model of Western Europe, Caglayan et al. found
up to 20% variations in total annual costs (TAC), and system designs across different weather years [20]. Further
publications include the previously mentioned work by Cagalayan et al. [21] and Grochowicz et al. [18, 19].
Furthermore, Schyska et al. [22] evaluate the sensitivity of capacity expansion models with regards to multiple sources
of uncertainty. They define and evaluate an error metric based on the cost of misassignment. In terms of weather
data, they state that some years are unsuited as reference years, as using them for optimisation leads to significant
misallocation of assets. Hilbers et al. [23], introduce a method of importance subsampling for time–series aggregation
in order to preserve extreme events in the weather data and reliably model future energy systems. Furthermore, Hilbers
et al. [24] propose a subsampling method for time–series aggregation that captures extreme events, improving on
established "representative days" clustering approaches. Notably, even for a small system with 6 buses (substations)
and 7 transmission lines, they report runtimes in the order of two days for solving the MILP optimisation model. In
comparison, a "lazy" approach is proposed, where changes to data are only performed if the resulting energy systems
lead to infeasibilities otherwise.
Even within years, care needs to be taken to model sufficiently long time periods. Ruhnau and Qvist [25] note that
while periods with persistently scarce supply last no longer than two weeks, energy deficits can aggregate over a much
longer period of up to twelve weeks, when multiple scarce periods closely follow each other.
Finally, Schlachtberger et al. [26] optimise three weather years with hourly data both individually and as one time–series
with a resolution of 3h per time step, finding only small variations in TAC and installed capacities. However, they note
that aggregating multiple hours together introduces a smoothing effect that systematically favours photovoltaic and
underestimate battery and wind generation requirements.
In summary, there is widespread agreement that weather uncertainty needs to be considered in energy systems
modelling. The type of time–series that need to be considered for this is subject to lively research (cf. [11, 22, 23, 25]).
However, less emphasis is put on how to systematically use these insights to improve energy system modelling, which
motivates the overarching research question of this work: How to design energy systems that are robust to weather
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and demand fluctuations? Here, robust means that there are no supply gaps throughout a year regardless of the time–
series considered. The key question is how these supply gaps are avoided. The most optimistic assumption would be
having arbitrary large imports or backup power generation available, at which point the optimisation problem reduces
to balancing the cost of expected imports against the cost of investment, a stochastic optimisation problem with full
recourse. However, this simply pushed the question "How many backup power plants are needed where and when?"
forward. Instead, this work makes the more conservative assumption that large electricity/hydrogen imports are not
available and that all backup power plants and their corresponding infrastructure need to be considered endogenously
within the model. However, depending on the yearly time–series, unit commitment may be adapted for each year.
This setting is more formally described in Section 2.1, together with feasibility testing as a traceable validation method,
see Section 2.2. In general, the resulting problem is a bilevel robust optimisation problem, i.e. equivalent to finding
one set of first–stage capacity investment decisions that allow for an individual feasible operation for each weather and
demand year. However, this is strongly –hard in general, and computationally challenging, if the underplaying
nominal problem cannot be solved in reasonable time. Therefore, a method is proposed to iteratively reoptimise the
nominal problem while introducing small modifications to the problem formulation. Eight different modifications were
proposed and evaluated (Section 3) in a computational study on a fully renewable German energy system. The three
most promising modifications are covered in more detail in Section 2.4. A key element thereof is the identification
of critical time intervals, as proposed in Section 2.3. Key result is a set of tractable methods to increase robustness
for long–term energy system models against weather and demand uncertainty. Overall, a robust solution as defined in
Section 2.1 can be achieved for as little as a 2% cost increase. The conclusions are outlined in Section 4, including
practical implications for energy systems design.

2. Methodology
To compute a robust energy system model as outlined and defined in Section 2.1 first energy system models based
on a single weather and demand year are optimised. Afterwards, four main steps are required as shown in Figure 1:
1) feasibility testing (Section 2.2) using data of other years, 2) identification of reasons for infeasibility, specifically
critical time periods (Section 2.3) and, 3) modification of the optimisation problem to achieve robustness (Section 2.4)
in case there are supply gaps 𝛿 before 4) reoptimising to test for feasibility. These are discussed in detail in the respective
subsections. This process is repeated until no more supply gaps are detected meaning the energy system model is robust.

Start: Optimise energy
system model for

different years and select
one to make robust

Step 1 – Fix
calculated

capacities and
optimise operation

in other years

Step 2 –
All other

years
feasible?

Step 3 – Apply
modification to the

optimisation problem

Step 4 – Reoptimise
selected year

End: Robust energy
system design yes no

Figure 1: Flowchart depicting the proposed methodology starting with energy systems simply based on the different yearly
data to the final robust energy system. The modifications that are applied are described in Section 2.4.

2.1. Robustness in Capacity Expansion Modelling
In this work, an energy system is modelled as an optimisation problem based on the technologies introduced in Table 1.
This optimisation problem can be defined more formally as a mixed–integer linear program
min 𝑐⊺𝐶𝐴𝑃𝐸𝑋𝑥𝑠 + 𝑐⊺𝑂𝑃𝐸𝑋𝑦𝑠 𝑠.𝑡. 𝐴𝑥𝑠 +𝑊𝑠𝑦𝑠 ≥ 𝑏, 𝑥𝑠 ∈ 𝑋, 𝑦𝑠 ∈ 𝑌 , (𝑁𝑂𝑀𝑠)
where the objective is to minimise total annual cost (TAC). Here, the TAC is given through the sum over the
capacity expansions 𝑥𝑠 ∈ 𝑋 with corresponding capital expenditure 𝑐𝐶𝐴𝑃𝐸𝑋 , the operational decisions 𝑦𝑠 ∈ 𝑌 with
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Technology
Supply Rooftop PV, Open field PV, Onshore wind, Offshore wind
Storage Li–ion batteries, H2 salt caverns
Transmission Electricity grid, H2 pipelines
Conversion Electrolysers, H2 combined cycle gas turbines (CCGT)
Demand Electricity demand

Table 1
Energy system components considered for development of the proposed methodology for optimising energy system models
for Germany.

corresponding operational expenditure 𝑐𝑂𝑃𝐸𝑋 and 𝑠 refers to the different weather and demand years. The variable
domains 𝑋, 𝑌 contains all variable restrictions, i.e. a subset of variables either being restricted to integer or binary
values or non-negativity.
In this work, it is assumed that the operational costs 𝑐𝑂𝑃𝐸𝑋 are modelled as a flat percentage of the capital costs
𝑐𝐶𝐴𝑃𝐸𝑋 . The operation of an energy system includes supply and dispatch of electricity, charge and discharge of storage
systems as well as transmission, and conversion of electricity and hydrogen.
The constraints are given by two matrices 𝐴,𝑊𝑠, with the latter dependent on the weather year chosen. Note that
both optimal investment and operation may depend on the choice of the year, since the matrix parameters in 𝑊𝑠 that
encode renewable energy supply per installed unit are inherently uncertain with respect to weather. All arguments
lined out here work equally well for uncertainty in costs (𝑐) and/or in the matrix right-hand-side 𝑏, the demand. Since,
mathematically, both cases can be reformulated as uncertainty only in 𝑊𝑠 by introducing auxiliary variables, in the
following, it is assumed that 𝑐, 𝑏 are independent of 𝑠, which simplifies notation. However, any approach below works
equally well on, e.g. different demand uncertainty scenarios.
Appendix A gives an overview of a simplified model used for implementing constraints and variable demands to allow
for an easy and fast testing of the multiple solution modifications used below. The full code, model and data are publicly
available via GitHub [27].
A solution to the nominal mixed–integer program 𝑁𝑂𝑀𝑠 that is optimal and feasible for one year can be infeasible
for other years, i.e. caused by supply gaps. The main focus of this work is finding minimum–cost solutions that do not
contain supply gaps, but are feasible for all time–series data considered. To find such an energy system design, one can
formulate the robust model
min 𝑐⊺𝐶𝐴𝑃𝐸𝑋𝑥 + max

𝑠𝑖∈𝑆
𝑐⊺𝑂𝑃𝐸𝑋𝑦𝑠𝑖 𝑠.𝑡. 𝐴𝑥 +𝑊𝑠𝑖𝑦𝑠𝑖 ≥ 𝑏 ∀𝑠𝑖 ∈ 𝑆, 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋, 𝑦𝑠 ∈ 𝑌 . (𝑅𝑂𝐵)

However, the mixed-integer program 𝑅𝑂𝐵 is generally very hard to solve to any degree of optimality, since the model
is significantly larger than its nominal counterpart 𝑁𝑂𝑀𝑠 that contains no uncertainties. Even solving reasonable
real–world instances for the easier 𝑁𝑂𝑀𝑠 often requires the use of spatial– and time-series aggregation [28], and
high–performance computing. Thus, explicitly solving 𝑅𝑂𝐵 is impractical for a large number of weather and demand
years and/or large energy systems. Instead, in the next section, a criterion is presented that allows evaluating and
improving a prospective solution for 𝑅𝑂𝐵, without explicitly solving 𝑅𝑂𝐵. Doing so requires a precise definition of
what is meant by a robust energy system:
Definition 1 (Robust energy systems). An energy system is robust against a set of time–series data (i.e. different
combinations of weather and demand years) 𝑆1 if and if only for each time–series, there exists a operation schedule
that supplies all demand in time, while ensuring that the total amount of energy in storage is at least as big at the end
of a year, as it was at the beginning.

Remark that this definition explicitly defines robustness relative to a known uncertainty set for the coefficient matrix 𝐴.
Furthermore, it requires non–decreasing storage, which implies long–term supply security. That means even multiple
years with low full load hours for PV and wind in a row will not deplete storage levels. This is a risk–averse strategy,
as increased energy supply in beneficial weather years can not be used to offset lack of supply in bad years.

1While these notions are introduced for weather and demand patterns, the approach works for any finite scenario set and their convex combination
 = conv(𝑆1, ...𝑆𝑛).
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2.2. Feasibility testing
Consider a solution 𝑥𝑠𝑖 , 𝑦𝑠𝑖 for one year 𝑠𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 for 𝑁𝑂𝑀𝑠. To evaluate how well a given system would have performed
in a different year 𝑠𝑗 ∈ 𝑆, 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 it is necessary to determine whether for an optimized operating schedule any supply
gaps remain. This is equivalent to reoptimising
min 𝑐⊺𝐶𝐴𝑃𝐸𝑋𝑥𝑠𝑖 + 𝑐⊺𝑂𝑃𝐸𝑋𝑦𝑠𝑗 + 1⊺𝛿𝑖𝑗

𝑠.𝑡. 𝑊𝑠𝑗𝑦𝑠𝑗 + 𝛿𝑖𝑗 ≥ 𝑏 − 𝐴𝑥𝑠𝑖
𝑦𝑠𝑗 ∈ 𝑌 , 𝛿𝑥𝑖𝑗 ∈ ℝ≥0.

Here, 𝛿𝑖𝑗 is a vector of supply gaps. It is implied that 𝛿𝑗𝑖 is only added to constraints that cover energy supply/demand.
Note that in the mixed integer program above, 𝑥𝑠𝑖 , the capacity expansion, is a fixed input parameter retrieved from
the selected year. Together with the simplifying assumption that 𝑐𝑂𝑃𝐸𝑋 is a flat percentage of 𝑐𝐶𝐴𝑃𝐸𝑋 , the objective
can be simplified to

min 1⊺𝛿𝑖𝑗
𝑠.𝑡. 𝑊𝑠𝑗𝑦𝑠𝑗 + 𝛿𝑖𝑗 ≥ 𝑏 − 𝐴𝑥𝑠𝑖 (𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑃 𝑖

𝑗 )
𝑦𝑠𝑗 ∈ 𝑌 , 𝛿𝑖𝑗 ∈ ℝ≥0.

Now an energy system designed for operational scenario 𝑠𝑖 is operationally robust for any operational scenario 𝑠𝑗 if and
if only there exists an solution to the mixed-integer program 𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑃 𝑖

𝑗 above such that 𝛿𝑖𝑗 = 0. If not, 𝛿𝑖𝑗 encodes where
supply gaps are and how large they are. Note that this is a relation between two 𝑥𝑠𝑖 , 𝑥𝑠𝑗 solutions, not their respective
underlying time–series data, since there may be multiple optimal solutions for a given weather and demand year. While
the optimal MIP solution value is unique, multiple solutions may attain it. For example, consider the trivial problem of
picking the an item with maximum objective value from a given set. If multiple items have the same optimal objective
value, the optimal solution is not unique. Computationally, this never proved to be an issue, so these notions are used
interchangeably. However, care should be taken if multiple capacity decisions have equal pricing. The key here is that
computationally, it is significantly easier to check the validity of a solution for 𝑅𝑂𝐵, then it is to solve 𝑅𝑂𝐵 explicitly.
2.3. Critical Time Periods
Feasibility tests showed that utilisation of the supply gap variable usually occurs for adjacent time steps. Therefore a
method was developed to identify time periods with supply gaps, i.e. critical time periods. These critical time periods
are usually characterised by a combination of low electricity generation from PV and low to negligible electricity
generation from wind together with increased electricity demand, i.e. dark lulls or cold dark lulls in literature. The
time–series clustering used here for identifying the critical time periods is based on the work of Hoffmann et al. [29]
and Bahl et al. [30], who use it for time–series aggregation, where it is already an established and performant method.
While in time–series aggregation, clustering is used to reduce the size of the optimisation problem by identifying typical
days, in this work it is used to identify time periods in which it is difficult to fulfil electricity demand by estimating the
average hourly supply gap. A general introduction to agglomerate clustering methods can be found in Hastie et al. [31].
In order to identify critical time periods, the 40 years of time–series data for PV, on– and offshore wind power as well
as the electricity demand data for 2050 were aggregated to cluster for Germany–wide time periods. Then, hierarchical
clustering was used to group adjacent time steps into time periods with a varying number of clusters between 100−1000.
Only clustering of adjacent time steps is allowed to preserve the structure of the original optimisation problem, while the
varying cluster number covers a wide range to analyse both short as well as long periods. Here, hierarchical clustering
was chosen as it is a proven and deterministic method that allows for intuitive visual representation [32].
For each time period, it is checked whether with the initially calculated installed capacities sufficient energy could
have been provided throughout the period. This is done by selecting a time period, calculating the potential electricity
generation of the selected energy system model one wants to make operationally robust and comparing this with the
total demand in the time period, without explicitly solving𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑃 𝑖

𝑗 . For calculating the potential electricity generation,
full load is assumed for generation and backup capacities. Afterwards, for the capacity expansion 𝑥𝑠 of the selected
energy system and time interval 𝑇 , the average hourly supply gap Δ(𝑇 ) is given via

Δ(𝑇 ) ∶=
∑

𝑡∈𝑇 𝑎𝑡 ⋅ 𝑥𝑠 −
∑

𝑡∈𝑇 𝑏𝑡
∑

𝑡∈𝑇 1
.
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Here, 𝑏𝑡 is the demand at hour 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 , and 𝑎𝑡 ⋅ 𝑥𝑠 is the time–series data and the calculated capacities of the energy
system, respectively. The average hourly supply gap of the time periods has been chosen as a metric for criticality, since
the analysis of the optimisation results suggests that even during extended periods with low electricity generation from
renewable technologies and high demand, the electricity generated together with battery storage is utilised to cover
fluctuations, while the hydrogen combined cycle gas turbines (CCGT) run at full power consistently. This minimises
the hydrogen CCGT capacity required lowering total system cost since CCGT is not fully utilised at other times. Note
that critical time periods do not necessarily have positive average hourly supply gaps, i.e. Δ(𝑇 ) > 0. On the one hand,
a positive average supply gap means that the investigated energy systems lack dispatchable capacity such as H2 CCGT,
and the feasibility testing of the respective time period will always results in utilisation of the supply gap variables.
On the other hand, a time period with negative average hourly supply gap can still show utilisation of the supply gap
variables during feasibility testing. This means that total annual electricity generation is too low to cover all electricity
demand while also satisfying the equality constraint for storage level at the beginning and the end of the year.
2.4. Optimisation Problem Modifications
If an energy system model has supply gaps during feasibility testing, the optimisation problem is modified to obtain
a robust solution. Consider a solution to 𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑃 𝑖

𝑗 with a given 𝛿. In this solution, 1⊺𝛿𝑥𝑖 units of energy are missing.
This information needs to be integrated into the original optimisation problem to enable the energy system model to
provide the extra electricity supply required to meet demand.
In total, eight modifications were considered. These were iteratively developed to capture different sources of
uncertainty. Initial testing showed a subset of them to be ineffective. In order to also report null–results, these
modifications are outlined in Appendix E. The three promising modifications are inspired by three physical phenomena
relevant to energy systems: 1) Increased electricity demand due to increased heating requirements, 2) extended critical
time periods and 3) variations in total yearly energy supply across different weather years. The first modification adds
an additional artificial electricity demand to time steps with supply gaps in the demand time–series of the optimisation
problem, resulting in increased installed battery and CCGT capacity. The second modification generates synthetic
time–series data by integrating critical time periods that replace the original data. This keeps the structure of the
original problem, while simultaneously forcing the optimisation to adjust. The third modification adds constraints to
the original optimisation problem by reformulating critical time periods as constraints either to include (cold) dark
lulls or to force an increased hydrogen storage level at the end of the year. To enforce convergence these constraints are
additionally tightened iteratively. All three modifications are described in more detail in the subsequent paragraphs.
Modification 1 / Demand increase
Update the demand vector 𝑏 by adding the demand-supply gap 𝛿 to it, i.e. 𝑏′ = 𝑏+𝛿. This adds the missing energy supply
exactly when it is needed. One observation during initial testing was that this can lead to very large peaks in artificial
demand, especially if done repeatedly over multiple iterations, leading to excessive battery installation. To counteract
this, the artificial, additional demand can be divided up between neighbouring time periods, i.e. update 𝑏 and smooth
𝛿, i.e. 𝑏′ = 𝑏+𝑓 (𝛿) for some function 𝑓 ∶ ℝ𝑛

≥0 ↦ ℝ𝑛
≥0 ⧵∅ that changes 𝑏 locally. In this work, the non-smoothed basic

approach is denoted 1A, and the modification with smoothing is denoted 1B. Figure 12 in Appendix E illustrates the
difference between the two approaches.
Modification 2 / Construct synthetic time–series data by inserting critical time periods
After feasibility testing of the energy system model and discovering supply gaps, critical time periods are integrated
into the original time–series data. Critical time periods are identified as described in Section 2.3, sorted based on the
optimised energy system’s hourly supply gap and then inserted into the original data to create synthetic time–series data
for reoptimisation. Critical time–series are inserted one at a time before continuing with reoptimising and feasibility
testing according to Figure 1 until convergence, which means that no more supply gaps remain.
Modification 3 / Combine multiple modifications
Since different modifications address different reasons for supply gaps, it may be advisable to combine multiple
modifications, which can be insufficient applied alone (cf. Appendix E). For this modification, it was chosen to address
three major reasons for supply gaps sequentially. Begin with using Ensure yearly energy balance that demands a
weighted positive total energy balance for every year to ensure that there is sufficient energy overall. This is achieved
by enforcing that the total electricity supply over the year minus the total demand is at least as large as the total supply
gap. If this does not suffice to achieve feasibility throughout the year, use Model 𝐻2 for CCGT usage that forces an
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CPU Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6334
Cores per node 16
Threads per node 32
Threads used up to 3
CPU max frequency 3.6GHz
RAM up to 50GB (2TB available)

Table 2
CAESAR computing cluster specifications of utilised nodes for optimising the energy system model for Germany.

increased 𝐻2 storage level at the end of year to ensure feasibility for all clustered time periods, while offsetting CCGT
usage through additional 𝐻2 demand. To do so, auxiliary variables are introduced that represent the use of CCGT
power plants during supply gap time periods. The sum of those variables is added to the required hydrogen storage
level at the end of the year. After reoptimisation only small supply gaps should remain. Subsequently Modification 1
/ Demand increase that introduces additional demand is used to ensure leftover short-term supply gaps are covered,
i.e the remaining supply gaps are added as an artificial electricity demand in the time periods where they appear. This
last step may be repeated multiple times.
2.5. Implementation of the Germany energy system as a case study
All approaches outlined in Section 2 were implemented and evaluated based on a fully renewable energy system model
for Germany in 2045 that includes all technologies listed in Table 1. For optimising the energy system model containing
38 nodes, the open source Framework for Integrated Energy System Assessment (FINE) [28] within the ETHOS
modelling suite [33], is used. The additional simplified model containing only a single node was implemented in
gurobipy because FINE does neither allows for interacting with the solver during the solution process, nor for efficiently
generating structured MILP files.
40 years of wind and PV data in hourly resolution was taken from renewables.ninja, using data originally provided
by Staffell and Pfenninger [34, 35]. They provide decades of hourly open data for both wind and PV allowing for
easy integration into any kind of model. The regional maximum capacity potentials for wind and PV were taken from
Risch et al. [36, 37], as this is highly detailed and validated data for Germany that if freely available. The basis for
geodata is the Nomenclature des Unités territoriales statistiques — NUTS, a classification of the European Union.
Level 2 of this classification [38] is used in this work. Electricity demand data in hourly resolution for the year 2050
for tertiary, household, transport and industry sectors were taken from the Forschungsstelle für Energiewirtschaft e.
V. (FfE) [39–42]. On one hand, this data was selected because it covers a broad range of future electricity demands
including cooling and heating demands. On the other hand, the data was calculated using the weather year 2012 as a
basis. Among the years considered in that study, 2012 was a year with an average amount of heating degree days, which
fares well with our assumptions that storage levels at the first and last time steps need to be equal. The rare and extreme
cold period occurring in early February of 2012 leads to a spike in heating demand making it ideal as a basis for highly
robust energy system models. This cold period of 2012 with temperatures of nearly −30◦C in Germany results in high
heating demand. In combination with the dark lull in the weather data from 1994, this represents a severe, although
short (< 4 days) and extremely rare event in Germany and a high level of robustness for the results is to be expected.
According to the German weather service [43], the lowest temperature since the beginning of recordings is −37.8◦C.
The utilised data and the developed code for either of the following calculations are publicly available via GitHub [27].
2.6. Solving Mathematical Programming Subproblems
For modification Modification 2 / Construct synthetic time–series data by inserting critical time periods, the
optimisation problems were solved via the energy systems framework ETHOS.FINE[33]. Since ETHOS.FINE is
not designed for direct interaction with the optimisation solver during the solution process, for evaluating all other
algorithms, an energy system model was implemented using Gurobi/ gurobipy [44], since the addition of cutting planes
is not supported in FINE. The model implemented in Gurobi/ gurobipy uses no time–series aggregation and a simplified
single node model, as the full 38 node model is not traceable within a reasonable timeframe. A description of the simple
model in gurobipy can be found in Appendix A.
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Modification Increased Invest Average Least
1A – Increased demand Li-Ion, CCGT, salt caverns +5.7% +2.0%
1B – Smoothed increased demand CCGT, salt caverns +9.2% +2.4%
2 – Synthetic time–series PV, CCGT, Salt caverns, electrolysers +3.7% +2.9%
3 – Combine multiple modifications PV, wind power, CCGT, salt caverns, electrolysers +10.6% +2.5%

Table 3
Comparison of the different modifications in terms of convergence and performance. Costs in bne per year (TAC). Average
and least cost increase compared to best lower (dual) bound, the highest total annual cost of a single unmodified year.

3. Results and Discussion
For an overall comparison of the performance of the different modifications, see Table 3. The results show a moderate
cost increase for robust models of 2 − 2.9% compared to the highest total annual cost of a single year, which is
113.6bne annually for the ETHOS.FINE model and 59.7bne annually for the gurobipy model, as shown in Figure
2. In the following, results for each of the three modifications that were able to achieve robust energy system designs
are presented. The section begins with results of optimising individual years, see Start step in Figure 1), as a basis to
understand the effects of the three modifications afterwards, that is step 1 to 4 in Figure 1.
3.1. Results for Optimising Individual Years
The total annual cost for energy systems for the 38 node model of Germany within ETHOS.FINE for the 40 different
weather year time–series deviates around an average of 106bnewith between 96.4bne and 113.6bne (+9%) annually,
which equals −9% to +7% compared to the default reference year 2018 recommended by IRENA [4]. The results of
optimising each year independently are given by Figure 2. While the variations in overall TAC is limited, the energy
system designs show substantial deviations. The cost shares of single technologies across the 40 different single weather
years vary by 69% for hydrogen pipelines, 57% for hydrogen salt caverns, 53% for CCGT, 44% for Li–ion batteries,
40% for PV, 38% for electrolysers, 22% for the electricity grid, and 20% for onshore wind, making it nearly impossible
to draw recommendations for planned capacity expansion for future energy systems.

Figure 2: Total annual cost comparison by technology for energy system models optimised from 1980–2019 aggregated for
the 38 node Germany model set up in ETHOS.FINE.

The results imply upper (primal) and lower (dual) bounds for the cost of a robust solution. The lower (dual) bound is
given by the maximum total cost for a single year. The upper (primal) bound is given by the maximum capacity for
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each technology per region and year. This results in a possible range of [113.6, 195.66]bne annually for an optimal
robust energy system. Of these 40 energy system designs the five most expensive years 1987, 1996, 2009, 2010 and
2013 are selected to make them robust using Modification 2 / Construct synthetic time–series data by inserting
critical time periods. These are hereon referred to as the five reference years.
The single node model is not directly comparable to the ETHOS.FINE model, as it contains various simplifications,
i.e. it is a linear relaxation that does not contain any transmission cost. As such, solutions are significantly cheaper,
with an average of 55.4bne with between 52.1 and 59.7bne annually, i.e. +7% to −6% compared to the average.
The cost variation for single technologies is on average slightly higher than in the 38-node model: onshore wind (45%),
rooftop PV (57%), Li–ion batteries (51%), hydrogen salt caverns (54%), electrolysers (54%) and CCGT (53%). Open
field PV is installed up to its maximum capacity for all years, while offshore wind is never utilised. All 40 weather year
time–series were evaluated. A plot of all individual years, analogous to Figure 2, is shown in Figure 3 in the appendix.

Figure 3: Total annual cost comparison by technology for energy system models optimised from 1980 − −2019 on single
node Germany model using gurobipy.

3.2. Results for Feasibility Testing
Feasibility testing shows that all 40 energy system designs solely based on one year’s time–series lead to supply gaps
in several other years. This means that none of the system designs is robust. Figure 11 in the appendix shows time
steps for the five selected reference years where load shedding would occur. Figure 4 shows three uncritical (top row)
as well as three critical (bottom row) time periods of varying duration identified by clustering and feasibility testing.
Uncritical time periods are characterised by high availability of PV or onshore wind or both, while critical ones are
characterised by low availability of PV and low to negligible availability of onshore wind. Offshore wind plays only
a minor role due to its limited utilisation. The most critical time period is a cold dark lull in 1994, which is given by
Figure 4f). Here, wind and solar supply indicate a dark lull. Combined with the cold period identified in the electricity
data, this constitutes a cold dark lull.
3.3. Impact of Modifications
The three modifications all lead to cost–efficient robust solutions. Their underlying concepts as well as the technologies
utilised in the robust solutions are compared in this section. While the simplified gurobipy model was used to evaluate
modification Modification 1 / Demand increase and Modification 3 / Combine multiple modifications, the model
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Figure 4: 6 time periods from the 40 years of weather and 1 year of future electricity demand data for Germany. The
electricity demand is normalised to prevent overweighing and the weather data is aggregated. The upper three diagrams
represent non–critical ones, the lower three critical time periods. In a), a typical summer period can be seen. The high
availability of PV combined with low electricity demand due to low heating requirements makes summer periods uncritical.
In b) and c), a typical autumn and winter period are shown. They are characterised by low availability of PV, but are
uncritical since wind power can supply sufficient electricity. Note the increased electricity demand due to increased heating
required. In d), a typical dark lull can is characterised by low availability of PV and negligible amounts of wind, which
coincides with high electricity demand due to increased heating. Subfigure e) shows an elongated dark lull period. Low
availability of both PV and wind combined with increased electricity demand lead to overall difficult period requiring large
amounts of hydrogen to be burned in the energy system. The last graphic f) shows the most critical period in the 40 years
of weather data. Negligible amounts of wind combined with low availability of PV coincide with the highest electricity
demand in the data due to high heating demand during an extreme cold spell hitting all of Germany.

implemented in ETHOS.FINE was used to evaluate modification Modification 2 / Construct synthetic time–series
data by inserting critical time periods. All modifications lead to increased investment in CCGT, salt caverns and
electrolysers, although the latter is less pronounced for Modification 1 / Demand increase, as can be seen in Table 3.
This is expected, as CCGT provides weather independent energy supply and installing more CCGT also requires more
𝐻2 infrastructure such as salt caverns for storage and electrolysers for 𝐻2 conversion.
Modification 1 / Demand increase leads to robust energy systems regardless of the initial time–series chosen. On
average, this incurs additional cost of 7.8bneif no smoothing is performed. The average total cost of a robust system
reaches 63.1bne, with a range of [60.9, 69.7]bne. In comparison, using smoothing leads to slightly more expensive
solutions. On average, making an energy system model robust incurs additional cost of 9.7bne(+17%). The average
total cost of a robust system reaches 65.2bne, with a range of [61.0, 72.7]bne.
Figure 5 gives the results of optimising each year independently for the smoothed modification of Modification 1
/ Demand increase. In comparison to non–smoothed Modification 1 / Demand increase, this does lead to a on
average lower investment increase in short–term battery storage (+25% increase for non–smoothed Modification 1 /
Demand increase vs. +12% for smoothed Modification 1 / Demand increase) and a significantly higher investment in
CCGT (+36% increase for smoothed Modification 1 / Demand increase vs. +86% for non–smoothed Modification
1 / Demand increase). The higher costs may be due to the fact that additional artificial demand is added in time
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periods adjacent to those with previous supply gaps, which generates small supply demand gap time periods. The
strong invest in CCGT compared to the non–smoothed modification suggests that CCGT power plants are used to
offset those artificial demand gap time periods.

Figure 5: Total annual cost comparison from 1980−2019 for robust solutions using modification non–smoothed Modification
1 / Demand increase for the single node model in gurobipy, no temporal aggregation.

In summary, smoothed Modification 1 / Demand increase leads to feasible solutions, but care should be taken that
artificial energy demands do not lead to excessive building of CCGT power plants.
Convergence of Modification 1 / Demand increase can be slow, sometimes taking more than 20 iterations for a single
pair of years. This number of iterations was used as a cut-off criterion, as no improvements where observed after that
during testing. This appears to be due to very small residual supply gaps of a few 𝐺𝑊 ℎ that get found and added to
the model repeatedly. Given the small size of those supply gaps, the large overall production, and the fact that Gurobi
does not perform exact arithmetic, this may be caused by numerical instabilities. Using a suitable termination criterion
(e.g. number of iterations or total supply gap less than some small number of GWh) counteracts this.
Notably, non-smoothed Modification 1 / Demand increase incurs a bias towards installing more Li–ion battery
storage. This is to expected, as artificial short term demand peaks are added, and Li–ion batteries are well–suited
to compensate for those. Their capacity was increased by on average more than 25%, with a range of [7.7, 19.1]bne,
compared to [6.5, 10.8]bne in the reference years.
Finally, non-smoothed Modification 1 / Demand increase finds the overall cheapest robust solution. That solution
is characterised by slightly more investment in onshore wind capacity (19.8bne, +12%) and roof top PV (10.2bne,
+10%) than in an average single year solution. No additional batteries are installed, but more electrolysers (5.6bne,
+18%), CGGT (7.3bne, +23%) and salt caverns (2.7bne, +16%).
For Modification 2 / Construct synthetic time–series data by inserting critical time periods, Figure 6 and Table 4
gives an overview of the results of generating robust energy system models for the five selected reference years.
After modifying the five years according to Modification 2 / Construct synthetic time–series data by inserting
critical time periods, the share of total annual cost for wind onshore decreases (−2% − 27%). Similarly, a decrease
in total cost for transmission (electricity grid and hydrogen pipeline) is observed (0% − 25%). A general increase in
cost is seen for PV (+4% − +15%), Li–ion batteries (−1% − +26%) as well as the hydrogen sector (+9% − +18%)
for the robust energy system designs. The increase of PV can be explained by its below average, but still relevant,
availability during dark lulls combined with Li–ion batteries to cover daily fluctuations. As visible in Figure 7, PV is
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Capacities 1987 1987* 1996 1996* 2009 2009* 2010 2010* 2013 2013*
Wind (onshore) [𝐺𝑊 ] 258 243 217 189 259 241 244 241 239 202
Wind (offshore) [𝐺𝑊 ] 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.4 1.4 12.4 17.7
PV (rooftop) [𝐺𝑊 ] 400 427 430 505 356 411 394 420 374 423
PV (open field) [𝐺𝑊 ] 348 348 348 348 348 348 348 348 348 348
Li–ion batteries [𝐺𝑊 ℎ] 722 840 742 888 684 770 770 765 635 802
H2 salt caverns [𝑇𝑊 ℎ] 195 211 191 234 202 237 204 217 169 206
CCGT hydrogen gas [𝐺𝑊 ] 101 121 112 118 124 125 99 125 108 121
Electrolysers [𝐺𝑊 ] 142 140 144 165 142 161 137 146 137 148
Electricity grid [𝐺𝑊 ] 444 444 429 405 386 386 405 425 483 463
Hydrogen pipelines [𝐺𝑊 ] 914 800 889 686 1029 686 800 686 686 571

Table 4
Capacity results of optimising for 5 selected years for Germany. Columns marked with a * indicate the operationally robust
system using Modification 2 / Construct synthetic time–series data by inserting critical time periods.

mainly utilised together with Li–ion batteries to cover the fluctuating part of the electricity demand, the CCGT cover
the bulk of the electricity demand, while the generation from wind is negligible. Hydrogen is utilised for electricity
generation to a higher degree, since it can provide flexible additional energy supply, especially during dark lulls. The
overall increase in cost compared to the average cost of each of the five reference years is +12% − 13%, compared to
the weather year 2018 it is 10%− 12% and compared to the most expensive single year, which is a lower (dual) bound
on the objective, it is 2.9% − 5%. This implies that optimisation based on average or recommended reference years
systematically underestimates the required cost for robust energy supply by > 10%.

Figure 6: Total annual cost comparison for optimising for 5 selected reference years for Germany. Columns marked with
a * indicate the operationally robust system using Modification 2 / Construct synthetic time–series data by inserting
critical time periods.

In either case, the cold dark lull period is the most critical for CCGT – their installed capacity is mainly driven by a
single dark lull period, as shown in Figure 7.
In comparison, Ryberg [7] estimates a residual load of about 61GW and additional backup capacity required of about
25GW for Germany. The difference to the 118GW–125GW found in this study can be attributed to the fact that in
the integrated European setting that Ryberg [7] used, dark lulls can be partly suppressed by electricity transmitted
from regions not hit by that dark lull as well as differences in demand data. Modification 2 / Construct synthetic
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time–series data by inserting critical time periods leads to robust and on average cheaper solutions compared to
modifications 1𝐴, 1𝐵 and 3.
Figure 7 demonstrates the principle of Modification 2 / Construct synthetic time–series data by inserting critical
time periods. The left graphic shows the result of the energy system model optimised for 1987 when testing its
feasibility in 1994 reveals a supply gap. After applying modification Modification 2 / Construct synthetic time–
series data by inserting critical time periods the time period gets integrated into the optimisation problem and after
reoptimising the supply can now be covered using existing capacities.

Figure 7: Feasibility testing of the energy system optimised for 1987 in 1994 before modification on the left and after
modification on the right. The cold dark lull period in early February as shown in Figure 4 f) is marked in red. In the left
graphic, due to insufficient backup capacity the supply gap variable has to be utilised meaning the energy system is not
robust, i.e. there are still supply gaps after optimisation. In the right graphic, the energy is fully operational during the
cold dark lull after applying Modification 3 / Combine multiple modifications to the original optimisation problem.

Finally, Modification 3 / Combine multiple modifications merges several principles into one algorithm. It converges
for all years, often only requiring one iteration of Model 𝐻2 for CCGT usage. Sometimes, multiple iterations of
Modification 1 / Demand increase are necessary as well. The effect of Ensure yearly energy balance is marginal:
It does not effect model run times, nor results.
The total costs average out to 66.0bne per year, with a range of [61.2, 72.1], which is slightly more than Modification
1 / Demand increase. Thus, in terms of costs, the latter is preferable.
Figure 8 gives the results of optimising each year independently for Modification 3 / Combine multiple modifications.
Notably, the results for each year are very similar to each other, suggesting robust solutions share some traits. Cheap
solutions contain less onshore wind.
Modification 3 / Combine multiple modifications combines several concepts into one approach. While it performs
worst in cost on average, the least expensive solutions are comparable in cost with the other modifications.
3.4. Full Load Hours and System Cost
Since the lower investment in onshore wind capacity was a reoccurring pattern in the individual results obtained from
each modification, this is specifically addressed in this section.
The left graphic in Figure 9 shows the annual full load hours (FLH) for wind on– and offshore as well as PV compared
to total annual costs for the respective models. For wind on– and offshore these are strongly correlated (Pearson
correlation coefficients of −0.77 and −0.81 for wind on– and offshore, respectively). The FLH of PV and the TAC
are nearly uncorrelated (Pearson correlation coefficient of −0.04). For wind this mirrors earlier results of Gotske et
al. [15], who showed similar correlations for an European System.
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Figure 8: Total annual cost comparison for robust solutions based on single years using Modification 3 / Combine multiple
modifications, a single node gurobipy model.

Figure 9: The left graphic shows wind on– and offshore as well as PV full load hours compared to total annual cost for all
years. The right graphic shows combined cost for wind and for PV as share of the total annual cost (TAC) compared to
total annual cost for all years. Each dot represents one year.

The right graphic in Figure 9 shows the share of total annual cost of PV and wind, combined for on– and offshore,
compared to to the total annual cost. For wind these are negatively correlated (Pearson correlation coefficient of −0.59)
while for PV these are strongly positively correlated (Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.59) indicating that as full load
hours of wind drop, wind capacity gets replaced with PV capacity. The two diagrams in Figure 9 together show that the
total annual cost depends strongly on the availability of wind. In weather years with low full load hours for wind, an
increase in PV capacities is observed indicating a higher reliance on PV in general which is also reflected in the robust
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years as investment increases for PV capacities for modification Modification 2 / Construct synthetic time–series
data by inserting critical time periods and Modification 3 / Combine multiple modifications.

4. Conclusion
In this publication, a methodology is presented to optimise energy system models so that supply meets demand for any
of multiple possible weather and demand data time–series. Doing so is necessary, as even small input data differences
may lead to large variations in investment into different technologies. For example, offshore wind, is not utilised at all
in some years, but makes up over 13% of the total annual cost if 2014 is used as a reference year. This strongly supports
the results by Cagalayan et al. [20, 21] – weather patterns matter and ignoring in energy systems with significant VRES
may lead to systems that have large supply gaps under anything but the most optimal conditions.
Feasibility testing has proven to be an effective tool for assessing the robustness of solutions. Here, using a slack
variable that captures supply gaps provides the relevant insights for further analysis and identification of critical time
periods to apply the modifications.
Using mathematical optimisation, robust systems, i.e. systems without supply gaps, can then be achieved through
ensuring three things: First, that sufficient production and short–term storage is available to meet short–term demand
peaks. Adding smoothed extra demands for time periods with supply gaps was found to be effective at addressing this.
Second, that sufficient production capacity and long-term storage are installed to get through (cold) dark lulls that
can last from days to weeks. This can be achieved via adding cutting planes for critical time periods, but substituting
part of the time–series may be simpler and equally effective. Third, that enough energy is generated overall to cover
yearly variations in supply. Via the methodology developed here, such optimisation problems can be constructed while
keeping the structure and size (and thus the computational complexity) of a typical one year optimisation problem.
Capacity changes in robust solutions Compared to optimising individual years, cheap solutions to the robust
model systematically use less onshore wind. This is plausible, since most years contain no extended (dark) lull periods
coinciding with peak demands. In years without extended dark lulls, wind power provides stable and cheap energy,
compared to PV that might require more storage and conversion units. However, in years with dark lulls this advantage
disappears. As such, if costs for storage and conversion are priced in, optimising a year without a dark lull may lead
to more investment in onshore wind than would be efficient. Integrating appropriate dark lull periods, as suggested in
this work, might help counteract that effect, leading to a more balanced energy mix. A functioning capacity market,
especially for backup technologies, is essential to ensure the needed capacities are installed and ready to generate
electricity during dark lull periods. Overall, robust solutions were only 2 − 3% more expensive compared to the
most expensive single year. Contrarily, a model based on average or recommended reference years systematically
underestimates costs by over 10%.
Further research In this case study, only one time–series for electricity demand in 2050 was used. The availability
of future demand data is limited and is difficult to compare if taken from different sources. The selected data from
Forschungsstelle für Energiewirtschaft e. V. (FfE) [39–42] was chosen since it includes a severe cold period rarely
observed in Germany. Therefore a high degree of robustness can be assured. Further demand time–series might still
provide additional insights. This is especially the case if using weather years with an overall cold winter time and
therefore a high amount of heating degree days, but also varying demand distribution and even lower temperatures.
Assuming that years with disadvantageous distribution of sunny and wind hours as well as low full load hours are
the exception, allowing the last time step to have a lower state of charge than the first would lower the conservatism
of the system and reduce cost. This would require a measure of robustness that fully protects against a certain base
uncertainty set, but allows using up some stored hydrogen for outlier events. One possible approach for that is outlined
in Bärmann et al. [45]. At the same time, the model only provides an operational schedule under the assumption of
perfect foresight within one year. In a more complex model setting, computing an operational schedule dynamically
throughout the year might lead to some efficiency losses in the usage of energy, requiring additional investment to
counteract this.
Lastly, the algorithmic approach proposed in this work is not designed to address long–term effects of climate change,
but can be utilised for time–series data that include such effects just the same.
Despite these limitations the developed methodology is not restricted to the underlying case study. The model including
its data was developed and investigated as a representative example capturing the most important features both in data
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as well as in technologies making it applicable to energy systems optimisation based on renewable energy technologies
in general.
Application of results Since uncertainties in demands or costs, which appear in the right–hand side (demands) or
the objective (cost) of a MIP can be reformulated as constraint–wise uncertainty, the methods outlined in this work
can be applied to cost uncertainty as well. Finally, another natural usage for the modifications proposed in this work
is as part of a Benders decomposition framework. However, this was not the focus of this work, but the constraints
that are added in each modification can equally well be used as feasibility/optimality cuts, as they serve to invalidate
significant parts of the solution space. Here, the algorithmic performance for achieving robustness can be seen as a
proxy for their potential value as Benders cuts.
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Appendix
A. Reference Linear Program
The following models gives a high–level explanation of the energy system model we consider. For a detailed model,
we refer to the implementation provided via GitHub [27]. Consider a single node model. Let 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 denote time and
𝑝 ∈ 𝑃 = 𝑃 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑑 ∪ 𝑃 𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟 ∪ 𝑃 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑣 denote different technologies, i.e. production, conversion and storage. Then, define the
following variables:
𝑥𝑝 ∈ [0, 𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝑝 ] ⊆ ℝ − amount of technology 𝑝 built,
𝑠𝐸𝑙
𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑆𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝑒𝑙 ] ⊆ ℝ − electrical energy in storage at time 𝑡,
𝑠𝐻2
𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑆𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝐻2
] ⊆ ℝ − hydrogen in storage at time 𝑡,

𝛿+𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝐶𝑚𝑎𝑥
𝐻2

] ⊆ ℝ − energy for 𝐻2 conversion at time 𝑡,
𝛿−𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝐶𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝐸𝑙 ] ⊆ ℝ − energy from 𝐻2 conversion at time 𝑡,
Δ𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑑𝑡] ⊆ ℝ − load shedding at time 𝑡,

where the upper bounds are given by technical system specifications, and by the respective demand per time for the
load shedding. For simplicity, electrical energy storage is modelled without conversion losses, given that those are
comparatively small. Contrary to that,𝐻2 conversion and storage is modelled explicitly. Furthermore, unit commitment
is not explicitly modelled, instead, the modeled guarantees the possibility of sufficient production, which might require
turning off some generators in practice.
Then, minimise over

∑

𝑝∈𝑃
𝑐𝑝𝑥𝑝 +𝑀

∑

𝑡∈𝑇
Δ𝑡,

where𝑀 ∈ ℝ+ is chosen sufficiently large so that load shedding is never used if an alternative is possible. Note that this
objective also implies that operational costs can be modelled as a flat percentage of investment cost. The minimisation
above is subject to the following constraints.
First, energy must be conserved at each day:

∑

𝑝∈𝑃 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑑

𝑎𝑡𝑝𝑥𝑝 + 𝛿−𝑡 − 𝛿+𝑡 + 𝑠𝐸𝑙
𝑡−1 − 𝑠𝐸𝑙

𝑡 + Δ𝑡 ≥ 𝑑(𝑡) ∀𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 .

Here, 𝑎𝑡𝑝 are coefficients modelling the production of energy from technology 𝑝 ∈ 𝑃 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑑 at time time 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇 that in
general are dependent on the weather scenario chosen. For ease of notation, −1 ∼ |𝑇 | is used for indexing time.
Second, hydrogen storage an conversion is modelled explicitly:

𝑠𝐻2
𝑡 = 𝑠𝐻2

𝑡+1 + 𝑎+𝑗 𝛿
+
𝑡 − 𝑎−𝑗 𝛿

−
𝑡 .

Here, the 𝑎+∕−𝑗 coefficients are solely dependent on the conversion technologies used.
Third, both electricity and hydrogen storage must be bounded be the storage capacity built:

𝑠𝐻2
𝑡 ≤ 𝑥𝐻2,𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒,

𝑠𝐸𝑙
𝑡 ≤ 𝑥𝐸𝑙,𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒.

Fourth, yearly net energy production must be zero over the course of a year:
𝑠𝐻2
0 = 𝑠𝐻2

|𝑇 |,

𝑠𝐸𝑙
0 = 𝑠𝐸𝑙

|𝑇 |.
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Figure 10: Total annual cost comparison on single node model using gurobipy, no time aggregation.

B. Comparison of Individual Years for gurobipy Model
Figure 10 shows the results of optimising an energy system model based on multiple reference baselines.

C. Load Shedding for Feasibility Testing
Figure 11 shows the amount of load shedding when testing the feasibility of the selected years for the other 39 years.
Two trends can be observed dependent on reference year and backup capacity built. On the one hand, when the
feasibility is tested for the years 1987 and 2010, load shedding occurs mostly in the first half of February with just
one exception in December. This is again due to the fact that the demand data used here spikes in early February
caused by the low temperatures in that time in the reference year of the electricity demand. The year 2010 only has
additional load shedding in the year 1987. The energy systems optimised for 1987 and 2010 are characterised by the
highest amounts of PV and wind capacities installed while having comparatively low backup capacities. Both years
have increased cost due to low full load hours for both wind and PV over the entire year, but periods of low electricity
generation do not coincide with periods with the highest electricity demand. On the other hand, the energy system of
the reference years 2009 has increased backup capacities, therefore suffering less during cold darklull periods, but does
not have enough PV and wind capacities to produce enough hydrogen and therefore has load shedding more evenly
distributed over the months from October to March. The other two reference years 1996 and 2013 are in the middle of
these two cases, suffering from both cold darklulls as well as insufficient hydrogen production, but to a lesser degree.

D. Techno–Economic parameters
Table 5 shows the techno–economic parameters used in this work.

E. Description of Modifications
Local-Constraints / Add constraint to enforce security of supply for time periods with low supply and high
demand
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Figure 11: Load shedding when testing the feasibility of the 5 selected reference years in FINE. Only the years and the
months from October to March are included, where load shedding occurs.

Begin with an energy system based on a single year time–series data. After performing the feasibility test outlined in
Section 2.2, consider the case where at least one time period 𝑇 ⊆  is found for which in some weather year 𝑗, the
given energy system can not supply sufficient energy.
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Technology CAPEX2050 OPEX𝑓𝑖𝑥,2050 Life time [a] Source

PV (Rooftop) 474 e

kW
10 e

kW a
20 [46, 47]

PV (Open field) 320 e

kW
5.4 e

kW a
20 [46]

Wind (Onshore) 1000 e

kW
25 e

kW a
20 [46, 48]

Wind (Offshore) 2530 e

kW
63 e

kW a
20 [49]

Li–ion batteries 131 e

kWh
3.3 e

kWh a
15 [50]

H2 salt caverns 0.7 e

kWh
0.01 e

kWh a
40 [51]

Electricity grid 0.86 e

kW km
0.03 e

kW km a
40 [52]

H2 pipelines 0.185 e

kW km
0.01 e

kW km a
40 [21]

Electrolysers 350 e

kW
11 e

kW a
10 [50]

CCGT hydrogen gas 760 e

kW
23 e

kW a
20 [50]

Table 5
Techno–economic parameters considered in this work.

For the energy system to supply sufficient energy, the energy supply during that period needs to be at least as large as
the demand. Therefore, add a constraint that

∑

𝑡∈ 𝑇

⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

∑

𝑝∈𝑃𝐺𝑒𝑛

𝑎𝑗𝑡𝑝𝑥𝑝
⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠

⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟
Renewable energy supply

in year 𝑗 during hour 𝑡

+ 𝑎𝐻2
𝑥𝐻2 𝐺𝑎𝑠𝐶𝐶𝐺𝑇

⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟
Potential energy supply via

CCGT during hour 𝑡

−𝑑(𝑡) ≥ 0.

Here, 𝑥 are the capacity variables and 𝑑(𝑡) is the energy demand at time 𝑡. Note that this contrary to the coefficients 𝑎𝑗𝑡𝑝that model changing weather, the CCGT’ 𝑎𝐻2
conversion parameter is weather-independent.

Battery storage is also weather-independent, but generally has less capacity than gas caverns. Therefore, it is not
included in the constraint. However, for a model with small time periods or large expected battery storage, those can
be integrated analogously to the 𝐻2 case by adding the maximum battery capacity to the left hand side of the constraint
above.
Model 𝐻2 for CCGT usage / Force increased 𝐻2 storage level at the end of year based on Local-Constraints
Modification 4 disregards the fact that CCGT require fuel, i.e., they can only supply their energy if sufficient 𝐻2is produced and stored. To ensure sufficient 𝐻2 supply, two steps are taken. First, modify the constraints from
Modification 4 to track the total energy supplied via 𝐻2:

𝜎𝑇
⏟⏟⏟

Energy supply from gas
CCGT during period 𝑇

+
∑

𝑡∈ 𝑇

⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

∑

𝑝∈𝑃𝐺𝑒𝑛

𝑎𝑗𝑡𝑝𝑥𝑝
⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠

⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟
Renewable energy supply in

year 𝑗 during hour 𝑡

−𝑑(𝑡) ≥ 0.

If multiple constraints are applied to a single time period, the same 𝜎𝑇 variable can be used. It then represents the
worst-case hydrogen demand during time period 𝑇 .
Now consider the hydrogen balance throughout a year. At the beginning, the storage is at 𝑠𝐻2

0 . In every hour after
that, depending on the net energy balance, either more energy is stored or energy is taken from storage, e.g., via 𝐻2to electricity conversion. At any point during a year, the hydrogen stored so far must be sufficient to at least cover all
hydrogen demands during past/present critical periods. This can again be encoded as a MIP constraint:
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𝑠𝐻2
0

⏟⏟⏟
Initial 𝐻2storage

+ 𝛼
∑

𝑡∈  ,
𝑡 < 𝑇

⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

∑

𝑝∈𝑃𝐺𝑒𝑛

𝑎𝑗𝑡𝑝𝑥𝑝
⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠

− 𝑑(𝑡)

⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟
Net renewable energy balance
in year 𝑗 to up time period 𝑇

≥
∑

𝑇 ′ ⊆
𝑇 ′ <𝑇

𝜎𝑇 ′

⏟⏞⏟⏞⏟
Minimum 𝐻2 required for
year 𝑗 to up time period 𝑇

.

The model parameter 𝛼 encodes energy losses due to power to 𝐻2 conversion. Note that this only is a lower bound on
the energy required, since it is possible that more energy is used up during conversion in non–critical time periods or
due to storage or transmission losses.

Figure 12: Exemplary visualisation of the effect of smoothing for modification 1A and 1B on example data. The y-axis has
no units, since this is for illustrative purposes only.

Global–𝐻2 / Increase 𝐻2 storage level at the end of year based on global supply gap
Both of the approaches mentioned before are designed to compensated for supply gaps in specific time periods. In
comparison, Modification 6 aims to ensure sufficient energy supply for a full year as a whole.
For that, consider the vector of slack variables 𝛿 that encodes insufficient energy supply throughout the year. We
increase the required hydrogen storage level at the end of the year by the total absolute value of the slack vector, i.e.,
1⊺𝛿. This ensures not only that more energy is supplied, but that the extra energy is supplied as 𝐻2, which means it
can be used flexibly.
Ensure yearly energy balance / Demand weighted positive total energy balance for every year
Modification 7 ensures that for every weather year, the energy system supplies sufficient energy. If during feasibility
testing a positive slack 𝛿𝑗 is detected for year 𝑗, add

∑

𝑡∈ 

⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

∑

𝑝∈𝑃𝐺𝑒𝑛

𝑎𝑗𝑡𝑝𝑥𝑝
⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠

− 𝑑(𝑡) ≥ 1⊺𝛿𝑗 .

to the model. Here, the total demand is increased by the total absolute value of the slack vector, i.e., 1⊺𝛿. This is
necessary since some energy may be lost during storage, conversion and transmission, which is not captured in the 𝑎𝑗𝑡𝑝
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model parameters and the supply capacities 𝑃𝐺𝑒𝑛.

Comparison of modifications 1A and 1B Figure 12 illustrates the differences between the two algorithms. For 1A,
the supply gap is directly added to the demand time series. For 1B, smoothing of the supply gap lowers the peaks in
the resulting demand profile, while introducing additional loads for nearby time periods.

F. Evaluation of Ineffective Modifications
None of the modifications that are outlined in Appendix E are able to generate robust solutions on their own. Reasons
for that are outlined below:
For Local-Constraints, the algorithm will ensure that each cluster period is feasible, if sufficient hydrogen is available.
However, the total available hydrogen is restricted by the total available energy and electrolyser capacity, which are not
part of Local-Constraints. Therefore, no convergence can be guaranteed in practice, due to insufficient total energy
supply and 𝐻2 conversion capacity.
Compensating this supply gap through the dynamic addition of hydrogen demands in Model 𝐻2 for CCGT usage
vastly improves performance. If gaps remain, they are in the range of hundreds of GWh, instead of tens of thousands of
GWh in Local-Constraints. However, this still does not lead to overall feasibility, if no mechanism for continuously
adapting either the required extra supply or the total artificial energy demand is provided.
For Global–𝐻2 , the total available energy is increased eventually, but that does not imply that production capacities are
sufficient during each time period. Convergence is slow, often not achieving a robust solution even after 20 iterations.
Furthermore, costs tend to be high with large capacities for hydrogen production, but too few CCGT power plants to
deal with extended dark lulls.
Finally, Ensure yearly energy balance suffers from non–convergence as well, even if large additional energy demands
are added. To give an example, in one instance adding > 50% to Germany’s total energy demand, using the production
parameters from another reference year, was insufficient to enforce feasibility for that specific weather year.
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