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Abstract—This work introduces an efficient power manage-
ment approach for shipboard microgrids that integrates diesel
generators, a fuel cell, and battery energy storage system.
This strategy addresses both unit commitment and power
dispatch, considering the zero-emission capability of the ship,
as well as optimizing the ship’s speed. The optimization is done
through mixed integer linear programming with the objective
of minimizing the operational cost of all the power resources.
Evaluations are conducted on a notional all-electric ship, with
electrical load simulated using a Markov chain based on actual
measurement data. The findings underscore the effectiveness
of the proposed strategy in optimizing fuel consumption while
ensuring protection against blackout occurrences.

Index Terms—Ship Speed Optimization, Carbon Intensity
Indicator, Hydrogen, Zero-Emission.

I. INTRODUCTION

The reduction of CO, emissions from ships is one of the
main topics concerning the maritime sector. Starting from
January 1% 2023, all ships are required to calculate their
Energy Efficiency Existing Ship Index (EEXI) to assess en-
ergy efficiency. This measure also involves collecting data for
reporting their annual operational Carbon Intensity Indicator
(CII) and CII ratings [[1].

This aligns with the European Union’s Fit for 55 climate
package of legislative proposals [2], which includes initiatives
aimed at reducing Global Greenhouse Gases (GHG) emis-
sions by 55% by 2030 compared to 1990 levels.

Several recent papers suggest employing Battery Energy
Storage System (BESS) to improve efficiency in All Electric
Ship (AES) powered by Diesel Generators (DGs). In [3],
various functions for BESS are described, with strategic load-
ing being an interesting function that optimizes the operating
point of the DGs.

Starting from January 2026, the Norwegian Maritime Au-
thority will require that all navigation in the fjord to be zero-
emission [4].

Efficiency and zero-emission capability must be combined
with a robust and secure management of the generation
system. According to the International Association of Classi-
fication Societies (IACS) guidelines, in the event of a failure
of one generating unit, the system must be able to avoid the
blackout [S]. Hence, the security constraints must account for
the primary limitations of each generating unit, including both

the maximum overload capacity and the maximum allowable
load step that a generator can handle during emergencies.

In AES one of the main challenges lies in designing an
effective Power Management System (PMS) strategy that
coordinates the power sources to achieve efficient and robust
operation.

In the existing literature, several authors have proposed
different power management strategies. In [6], the scheduling
methodology outlined optimizes ship operations with the
goal of minimizing fuel consumption and diesel generator
emissions. In [7]], two supervisory optimization-based power
and energy management control systems have been proposed
with Model Predictive Control (MPC) and Reinforcement
Learning (RL) approaches.

Furthermore, the use of fuel cells to ensure zero-emission
capability has been suggested by various authors. In [8], a
zero-emission hybrid ship based on Fuel cell (FC), batteries
and cold ironing is proposed. In [9], a sizing method for the
energy storage system in a FC hybrid ferry is proposed, along
with a real-time optimization control strategy.

In this paper, an optimal power management strategy for
shipboard microgrids equipped with DGs, a fuel cell and a
BESS is proposed. The algorithm, based on an optimization
Mixed Integer Linear Programming (MILP) problem, pro-
vides both the Unit Commitment (UC) and the economic
dispatch of all generating units.

A preliminary version of this approach has been presented
in [10]. The innovative contributions of this work are repre-
sented by: the modeling of Proton Exchange Membrane Fuel
Cell (PEMFC) in the Shipboard Power System (SPS) and the
inclusion of the generation cost of all power sources in the
objective function.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section II
introduces the System Modelling adopted for the PMS, Sec-
tion III provides the Optimization Problem, Section IV reports
Simulation and Results Analysis, while the Conclusions are
reported in Section V.

II. SYSTEM MODELLING

Figure [0 reports the notional architecture of the selected
cruise ship. The generating resources of the ship are composed
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of DGs, a PEMFC and a BESS that are based on real
components.
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Fig. 1: System Architecture, adapted from [10]

In an AES the primary load is typically the propulsion
system, which correlates with the ship’s speed. Additional
propulsive loads such as HVAC, galley, and accommodation
are encompassed within the hotel load [L1]. These loads are
assessed in the Electric Power Load Analysis (EPLA) of the
ship, categorized based on the Operating Conditions (OCs) of
the vessel [12].

A. DG Fuel Consumption and BESS

The DG fuel consumption is modelled by a linearized
Specific Fuel Oil Consumption (SFOC) curve and the State
Of Charge (SOC) of the battery is modelled according to the
following equation (V¢ =1:T), as in [10]:

Pbd(t)) At
Na En
where E, [kWh] is the rated energy of the battery, PF(t)
[kW] and PZ(t) [kW] are respectively the charge and
discharge power variables of the battery at time ¢, At is
the granularity of the control and 7' is the horizon of the
optimization (notice that ¢ = 1: 7T stands for t =1, ..., 7).

SOC(t + 1) = SOC(t) + <P§(t)nc - (1)

B. PEMFC and Hydrogen Storage

The specific hydrogen consumption is modeled by a lin-
earized specific hydrogen consumption curve, as reported in
Fig. This curve is derived from [13] and subsequently
linearized using the methodology previously described for
diesel generators.

Linearization points are selected by identifying the regions
with the most significant derivative variations to minimize
approximation errors.

The Level of Hydrogen (LoH) is modelled according to the
following equation:

o, (6)At
M,
where Mpy, [t] is the total mass of H, available and 7 g,

[t/h] is the H, flow rate variable. The latter is derived from
the specific hydrogen consumption curve shown in Fig.

LoH(t+1) = LoH(t) — Vi=1:T (2)
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Fig. 2: Specific hydrogen consumption curve.

III. OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM

The proposed methodology is based on a MILP optimiza-
tion algorithm implemented in MATLAB/General Algebraic
Modelling System (GAMS) environment. Several constraints
are implemented in the algorithm to model the DGs, the
BESS, the PEMFC and to ensure the system’s security.

The objective function is formulated as:

T N
min Z (Z Thf)i(t) (Cf + echoz) +ep,mu, O+ (3)
t=1

=1

+eu(t) + cb(l - SOC(t)))At

where 17 ;(¢) is the fuel flow rate of i-th DG, ¢ is the cost of
the fuel [€/kg], ey is the emission factor of CO,, cco, is the
cost of CO; [€/kg], cp, is the cost of the hydrogen [€/kg],
c; represents the start-up cost of the i-th generator and ¢ is
the cost associated with the Depth Of Discharge (DOD) of the
battery (1 — SOC(t)). The optimization algorithm minimizes
the total cost [€], which is composed of three parts: the cost
of fuel and hydrogen, the start-up cost, and the cost related
to battery degradation. The latter accounts for DOD and,
therefore, considers battery degradation aspects. The term ¢,
assigns a cost to battery management.

The cost function (@) is subjected to several constraints. In
[LO], it is reported a detailed description of each constraint.

IV. SIMULATIONS AND RESULTS ANALYSIS

The proposed algorithm has been validated through the
simulation of a shipboard microgrid consisting of three DGs,
a PEMFC and a BESS (see Figll). The nominal power of
each generating source is based on a previous work [14].

Since the ship electrical load profile was not available, it
was modelled by simulating a generic operating profile, as in
[LO].

Figure [3] shows the load profile obtained through the
simulation. In this case, the granularity of the load modelling
is equal to 15 min and T = 24 hour. The goal is to replicate
the typical navigation of the cruise ship within a Norwegian



fjord. The maximum speed variation is 2knts in the Fjord
OC.
The simulation parameters are listed in Table [l
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Fig. 3: OC and power profile.

A. Sensitivity Analysis

To test the performance of the algorithm, a sensitivity
analysis is performed. Different sizes of BESS and FC have
been exploited. The range goes from 0 to 10 MW for both
generating units. The aim is to evaluate the zero emission
capability in different configuration of the SPS.

Figure [] presents the results in terms of CII rating for all
the tested configurations. The white squares are referred to an
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Fig. 4: CII comparison.

unfeasible solution of the optimization. The lowest CII ratings
are associated with high power ratings of the FC and battery.

In terms of total operational cost, the Fig. [l reports that
the lowest values are associated with high power ratings of
the FC and battery.

A different pattern can be seen for the hydrogen con-
sumption in Fig. [6l In this case, lower value of hydrogen
consumption are given for low FC power rating and high
BESS energy rating.

Finally, a comparison in terms of average load factor of
the DGs is computed. Figure [7] shows that value next to the

TABLE I: Parameters of the simulations.

Parameter Value Description
chﬂ.:l 5.04 MW Rated power of i = 1 DG
PBG,-L:2,3 6.72 MW Rated power of i = 2,3 DG
tming i 30 min Min up-time of i-th gen unit
tming.,i 30 min Min down-time of i-th gen unit
Cg,min 0 Min power of gen unit
Cg,maz 1 Max power of gen unit
APy, 10MW/min  Max gen unit power ramp-up limit
AP, 10MW/min  Max gen unit power ramp-down limit
ag 1.1 Max gen unit overload in emergency
Bg 0.33 Max gen unit step in emergency
ci 200€ gen unit start-up cost
cy 0.861€/kg  fuel cost
CCO, 0.3€/kg CO, cost
er 3.206 Emission factor CO,
Pro 6 MW Rated power of the PEMFC
My, 10t Mass of H; in the storage
CH, 5.176 € /kg H, cost
niD G 10 Number of SFOC intervals curve
nf c 11 Number of specific Hp intervals curve
P 5.35 MW BESS nominal power
En 5.35 MWh BESS nominal energy
S0C(1) 50% Initial SOC of the battery
SOC(T) 50% Final SOC of the battery
SOCmaz 80% Max SOC of the battery
SOChin 20% Min SOC of the battery
Nd 92% BESS discharge efficiency
Ne 95% BESS charge efficiency
Ce,min 0 Min charging C-rate
Ce,mazx 1 Max charging C-rate
Cd,min 0 Min discharging C-rate
Cd,maz 2 Max discharging C-rate
ap 3 Max BESS overload in emergency
Cp 5€ Battery utilization cost
M 10° Big M parameter
N 5 Number of gen unit
D 197.9 Total distance travelled by the ship
Cllmax 13 Maximum allowable CII

lowest SFOC are given for approximately Py, = 5.75 MW
and £, = 4.75 MW h.

It is worth noting that the lowest FC power rating where the
optimization problem provides a feasible solution is Py, =
4.25 MW . While for the battery, there are no issue regarding
a minimum value.

To address the influence of the CO, taxation a comparison
has been conducted. Figure Bl - [[0] reports the results in which
cco, 1s equal to zero.

Overall, different pattern are presented from the previous
analysis. In particular, it is possible to see that for battery
energy ratings above 5 MWh the CII becomes higher. In the
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Fig. 6: Hydrogen consumption comparison.

other hand, to obtain an average load factor close to 80% it
is necessary to use a BESS with higher value of energy.

B. Study Cases

The proposed power management strategy has been tested
in two study cases. In the first study case (SC1), neither the
BESS or the PEMFC are considered. In the second study case
(SC2), both the BESS and the PEMFC are actively involved.
It’s worth noting that the Norwegian Maritime Authority
mandates zero-emission navigation in the fjord. Therefore,
in the second study case, the PMS is obligated to utilize only
the battery and the fuel cell for the entire duration within the
fjord. An exception is made for manoeuvring, where security
constraints ensure that power generation is met by the DGs
and the battery.

Figure [[2]shows the results of the optimization for the SC1,
wherein the power generation is provided only by the DGs.
On the other hand, Fig. [[3|illustrates the results obtained for
SC2, where both the BESS and the PEMFC are available.
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Fig. 8: CII comparison without CO, taxation.

The total power load, indicated in blue as Pj,,q4, represents
the optimized load.

The results are summarized in Table [l which reports the
total cost, the amount of fuel and hydrogen required, the total
CO; emission, the final value of the CII and the average
loading factor of the DGs (L Fyyg).

TABLE II: Simulations results.

SCI - only DGs

Total Cost  Total Fuel  Total Hy CO, CII LFayg
[€] [kg] [kg] kgl  [g/t-mnm]  [%]
65508 35280 0 113110 11.9 58
SC2 - DGs, PEMFC and BESS
Total Cost  Total Fuel  Total Hy CO, CII LFayg
[€] [kg] [kg] kgl  [g/t-mnm]  [%]
65575 19029 5619 61009 6.4 78.34
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Fig. 10: Hydrogen consumption comparison without CO,
taxation.

The cost of hydrogen considered is equal to
154.29€/kWh. This value includes the cost of fuel
plus the compressed hydrogen storage costs reported in [13].
Considering that the lower heating value of the hydrogen
is equal to 33.33kWh/kg, cp, is equal to 5176€/kg,
as previously reported (see Table M). The required CII
for the notional cruise ship is computed according to the
International Maritime Organization (IMO) MEPC.336(76)
standard and it is equal to 15 gCO,/(t - nm).

The comparison of these two study cases shows that the
BESS and the PEMFC allows to reduce the CO, emission
by 46% (52101kg of CO, saving with respect the SC1).
In SC2, the average load factor (LFy,g) is in proximity to
the minimum specific consumption, which occurs at around
80% of the nominal power. It’s worth noting that both case
studies utilize the optimal control strategy. The total cost is
higher in SC2. This is due to the presence of the zero-emission
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Fig. 11: DG average load factor comparison without CO,
taxation.
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constraint during navigation in the Fjord. In fact, hydrogen is
more expensive than Very Low Sulphur Fuel Oil (VLSFO).
The ranking levels are referred to the IMO MEPC.339(76)
standard [14]].

Figure [T4] presents the comparison between the CII profile
in the two study cases. In SC1, the CII reaches the maximum
value imposed by the constraint, while in SC2, the CII is
significantly lower.

Figure [13] shows the comparison between the SOC of the
battery and LoH of the hydrogen system. It is worth noting
that the SOC is within its maximum (80%) and minimum
(20%) limits.

V. CONCLUSIONS

This work proposes an optimal power management strategy
for shipboard microgrids equipped with DGs, PEMFCs and
BESSs. The power management algorithm is based on a MILP
problem that includes the UC and the economic dispatch, to
ensure a reliable power supply at minimum cost. A set of
security constraints ensures to meet the IACS requirements.

Two study cases have been investigated: the first one has
been used as a reference as it considers only the utilization
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Fig. 14: SC1 and SC2 CII profile comparison.

of DGs, while the second one includes also the exploitation
of a PEMFC and a BESS. The available resources considered
in the second study case allow reducing the CO, emission
by 46%, and enable zero-emission for specified operating
conditions.

The sensitivity analysis highlights the importance of high
power ratings for both FC and BESS in achieving optimal
zero emission capabilities, fuel efficiency, and operational cost
savings. Lower hydrogen consumption is observed with spe-
cific power and energy ratings. This analysis offers valuable
insights for optimizing system performance while considering
feasibility constraints.

Future developments will be devoted to extend the algo-
rithm through a model predictive control strategy.
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