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Abstract

Policy efforts have primarily focused on expanding variable renewable energy sources
(VRES) to meet ambitious carbon emission reduction targets. The integration of high
shares of renewables into existing and future energy systems is central to both policy mak-
ing and research, focusing on the need for balancing options between variable renewable
energy sources and demand. In this work we analyze and compare three key integration
measures: grid expansions, electricity storage, and the role of production, storage and
transport of low-carbon hydrogen. We focus on their potential to reduce emissions and
energy system costs, individually and in combination with each other. This allows for
exploring synergies between these three integration measures. Additionally, we study the
consequences of regulatory constraints on their implementation. We take the North Sea
as an exemplary region with ambitious 2030-2040 targets for offshore wind developments.
The projections on installed generation and grid capacities, along with demand estimates
from the Ten Year Network Development Plan (TYNDP) 2022 by the European Net-
work of Transmission System Operators, serve as a starting point for our energy system
model. This starting model can then be further expanded, in a cost- and emission- mini-
mization fashion, with the three integration measures. Our findings show that electricity
grid expansions across the North Sea are a no-regret measure lowering costs, emissions
and required renewable expansions in the region. The production of hydrogen and its

direct use in industry has a lower cost reduction potential and emission reduction po-



tential, while hydrogen storage and transport have little to no additional value. In the
short term (2030), electricity storage can help to reduce emissions, but it is not cost
competitive. In the longer term (2040), storage can help to balance investments in vRES
assets by providing additional flexibility to the system. Combining the three integration
measures provides additional benefits. The highest emission reductions can be achieved
by combining electricity storage with an expansion of the grid. The highest economic
benefits can be achieved with a combination of grid expansions and hydrogen production

for direct use in industry.



List of Abbreviations

CCS Carbon Capture & Storage

ENTSO-E European Network of Transmission System Operators for Electricity
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List of Mathematical Symbols

Indices and Sets
neN Set of nodes
r € R={el,h2,ng} Set of energy carriers

teT Set of timesteps

iely Set of technologies at node n

geG Set of networks

leLg Set of branches of network g

Subscripts

exp Export

imp Import

out output of a technology or outflow from a node to a line of a network
in input to a technology or inflow to a node from a line of a network
[ Up front investment cost

f Fixed cost

v Variable cost

CO2 Carbon emissions

cons Energy consumption of networks

netw Networks

tech Technologies

Variables

E Emissions

X Technology input or output/ Import or Export
S Technology or network branch size

F Network flow

C Cost

R Revenues

Parameters

[¢ Cost parameter

e Emission factor

D Demand

d Distance between two nodes

¥ Cost parameter for branch costs of a network




1 Introduction

Variable Renewable Energy Sources (vVRES) such as wind and solar power are increasingly
contributing to global electricity generation. However, their intermittent nature presents
significant challenges when it comes to balancing supply and demand in an electricity
system. The temporal mismatch between vRES supply and electricity demand may lead
to curtailment of carbon-free electricity at times of oversupply, but also requires dis-
patchable back-up capacities during shortages that are often based on fossil fuels. So far,
policymakers have extensively focused on defining ambitious goals for renewable capacity
expansions to reduce the carbon footprint of the energy system. The required vRES
capacities for deep decarbonization goals of the whole economy (50% reduction by 2030
and net zero emissions by 2050) must not only meet current demand but also accom-
modate the significant additional demand arising from the anticipated electrification of
heating, transport, and industry sectors [1]. While progress toward reaching the targets
for capacity expansions of vRES are a clear focus of policy making, the integration of
high shares of VRES into the existing energy system has only recently begun to gain
momentum, driven by the already visible increase in congestion and real-time imbalances
in electricity grids. As a result of support schemes and regulations mainly targeting the
expansion of vVRES capacities, high-share vRES systems in Europe have reached or will
soon reach their integration limits [2, 3|.

In this work, we focus on technology measures for a successful integration of high shares
of vRES towards 2030 and 2040 in the North Sea region. Therefore, we take the de-
velopment of demand and the expansion of generation capacities as exogenous variables
— as provided by the ENTSO-e Ten Year Network Development Plan (TYNDP) — and
focus on the desirable ’integration measures’, that we will call 'supportive infrastructure’.
The supportive infrastructure falls broadly into three categories: (i) electricity grid ex-
pansions ("grid expansion"), (ii) "electricity storage" and (iii) the production, storage,
transport of hydrogen as well as its re-conversion into electricity and its direct use in
industry ("hydrogen technologies"). The facilitating role of the supportive infrastructure
is paramount and has been stressed in multiple studies, finding significant potential to
lower both costs and emissions of a future energy system [4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9]. However, a
systematic comparison between different integration measures is missing.

In this work, we thus compare these three supportive infrastructure measures in a holistic



matter, i.e. from a global societal welfare point of view and along their emission reduc-
tion potentials, when applied separately and in combinations. We focus on the North
Sea region, an exemplary geographic area expecting a substantial increase in vRES ca-
pacities by 2030, with projections of 400 GW renewable capacities from solar, onshore,
and offshore wind. Additionally, the neighboring countries around the North Sea are key
economic hubs, contributing significantly to Europe’s economic output. This makes the
North Sea region a particularly interesting area for studying the integration of vRES.
The North Sea basin is thereby gaining specifically increasing interest not only in the
expansion of offshore wind capacities but also in expanding other energy infrastructure,
such as hydrogen technologies, energy storage and electricity transmission infrastructure.
In this work, we look at these three integration measures at two different points in time:
(i) the short term (year 2030), assuming exogenous electricity and hydrogen demand as
well as fixed conventional and renewable generation capacities as provided by TYNDP
2022 and (ii) the medium term (year 2040) with exogenous electricity and hydrogen
demand and a possibility for expansion of on- and offshore vVRES capacities. We thus

pose the following overarching research questions:

e How can supportive infrastructure (grid expansions, electricity storage and hydro-
gen technologies) contribute to welfare gains and emission reduction in the short

(2030) and medium term (2040)?
e Are there synergies between the three integration measures?

e What is the societal welfare effect and the impact on the emission reduction poten-

tial if a measure is infeasible due to political, legal, social or technical constraints?

Hereafter, we introduce previous work on the three integration measures and pose more

specific research questions, which are discussed in the Results section.

The role of electricity grids. Previous studies on the role of the electricity grid for the
integration of VRES have generally found that grid expansions not only reduce curtailment
and thus emissions, but also result in high overall welfare benefits [10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16, 4, 8|. This is remarkably the case for the North Sea region, where submarine cables
could interconnect different countries as well as various offshore wind farms. Compared to

radial connections of offshore wind farms to a national landing point, the interconnection



of different wind farms and multiple landing points enables the offshore grid to serve as
both a means of transport from a wind farm to multiple onshore load centers as well
as to facilitate the exchange of electricity between two countries. Gorenstein-Dedeca et
al. (2018) and Hadush et al. (2014), however, stress that the welfare benefit could be
highly unequally shared, resulting in the potential opposition from parties or countries
with a net welfare loss or only minor benefits [10, 17]. Neumann et al. (2023) further
compare the roll-out of an integrated electricity grid with a hydrogen network and find
that the expansion of the electricity grid has higher economic and environmental benefits
than the investment in an interconnected hydrogen network. The highest benefit for
a carbon-neutral energy system towards 2050, however, results from the co-existence
of both networks [4]. To summarize, while the existing body of literature agrees that
the expansion of electricity grids are economic for the successful integration of vRES,
it falls short on two dimensions: (i) the comparison to other integration measures (see
overarching research questions above) and (ii) evaluating the interplay between onshore
and offshore international grid expansions. Our work sheds light on these two aspects by

providing possible answers to the following questions:

e How important is the expansion of the offshore electricity grid compared to its

onshore counterpart?

e How important are cross-border electricity interconnectors to realize the full poten-

tial of grid expansions?

The role of the hydrogen technologies. Multiple studies of the European energy
system have confirmed the future role of hydrogen in transitioning towards a carbon
neutral economy |5, 6, 7, 8]. As a result, the optimal hydrogen supply infrastructure has
been studied extensively, accounting for storage, transport and production options. While
low-carbon hydrogen can come from multiple sources (biomass, natural gas with CCS,
nuclear electricity, or vVRES electricity), the role of hydrogen from electrolysis has been
stressed frequently as a means to lower curtailment from vRES or to increase the capacity
factors of nuclear power plants [18, 19, 20, 21, 4, 22|. Furthermore, with increasing offshore
wind capacities, hydrogen production offshore has gained further interest recently. The
main rationale for moving its production offshore is (i) to avoid grid congestion offshore,

(ii) to enable energy storage in the form of hydrogen possibly in depleted oil and gas



field and thus reusing existing infrastructure offshore, and (iii) to save on the electricity
connection of new offshore wind farms by transporting hydrogen in existing pipelines
to shore [23]. McDonagh et al. (2020) and Yan (2021) compare hydrogen production
offshore to the option of feeding electricity generated from wind farms directly into the
grid [24, 25]. They find that electricity transmission is the preferred option, unless the
price of green hydrogen is significantly higher then the production cost of grey hydrogen.
Other studies focusing solely on hydrogen production have indicated that for hydrogen to
become a competitive business model, its selling price will need to rise substantially from
2024 levels |26, 27, 28]. Other studies, however, find that offshore hydrogen production
is more economic than onshore production, when assuming similar investment costs for
onshore and offshore electrolysis [29, 30]. The existing body of literature falls short on a
system-wide perspective of hydrogen production from offshore wind and as such, we pose

the following questions in this work:

e Does hydrogen production offshore provide environmental and welfare benefits com-

parable to its onshore production?

e Can hydrogen production, storage and long-distance transport as well as its re-
conversion into electricity or its direct use in industry to replace blue hydrogen

contribute to reduce system costs and/or to decarbonize the energy system?

The role of electricity storage. Previous work on the role of electricity storage for
carbon emission reduction suggest that storage is essential to reach carbon-neutrality, but
it is also comparatively expensive [31, 6, 32, 9]. Victoria et al. (2019) study the role of
sector coupling (electricity, transport and heating) and electricity storage and find that
sector coupling enables more economic decarbonization then electricity storage [31]. Sim-
ilarly, Golombek et al. (2022) find that transmission capacities should be expanded before
investing in electricity storage on the pathway towards carbon neutrality [9]. Studies on
the role of offshore storage typically look at an individual wind farm in conjunction with
a storage technology and find that the considered storage technologies are too expensive
to be implemented [33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40|. While studies typically look through
an emission reduction or an economic perspective, it is important to note that electricity
storage can have benefits beyond these dimensions. Parzen et al. (2022) stress that a

certain storage technology might appear to be preferred from an economic perspective,



but it might not be the technology with the highest system benefit (e.g. in terms of power
system services)[41|. In this work, we study electricity storage from the perspective of
societal welfare increases and in its role as an emission reduction measure. Thereby, we
emphasize the offshore environment and compare offshore storage in proximity to wind

farms to its placement onshore. As such we pose the following questions:

e To what extent can electricity storage contribute to an economic integration of

large-scale vRES?

e What is the role of offshore electricity storage and how does it compare to onshore

storage in terms of welfare and emission reduction potential?

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 describes the baseline
system of 2030 based on the projections by European Network of Transmission System
Operators for Electricity (ENTSO-E). Section 3 provides a brief description of the math-
ematical formulation of the energy system model and the associated input data, and also
defines the scenarios used hereafter. Section 4 presents the simulation results for all sce-
narios (2030 and 2040) and for all integration measures. Section 5 discusses the results

and their limitations, followed by the conclusion in Section 6.



2 System Description

Figure 1: Tllustration of the topology of the starting energy system. The vertical bars show the annual
sum of theoretical supply of renewable resources without curtailment in comparison to annual demand
at the same node as projected for the year 2030. Hydro inflows refers to natural water inflows into the
upper reservoir of pumped hydro storage plants.

We model the energy system of the North Sea neighboring states (United Kingdom, Nor-
way, Denmark, Belgium, The Netherlands and Germany) with a focus on the electricity
system in the year 2030. The countries are further divided into a number of onshore and
offshore nodes to capture grid congestion problems of the onshore system. Each node is
subject to an electricity demand that can be met by a number of renewable, conventional
and hydro storage technologies as well as by exchange through the grid with neighboring
nodes. Additionally, each node has a hydrogen demand that is supplied by blue hydrogen
from steam methane reforming with carbon capture.

Energy generation and storage technologies, as well as electricity grids are modeled at
their capacities as projected in 2030 by ENTSO-E in their National Trends scenario. As
such, the input data to the model already includes expected expansions of the grid as well

as generation capacities. In the Reference scenario, we optimize the operation of the ref-



Table 1: Considered electricity generation and storage technologies and networks in the starting system
and their and capacities per country in GW.

BE DE DK NL NO UK total
Dispatchable Technologies
Coal & Lignite - 17.0 - - - - 17.0
Gas 10.1 35.8 1.7 144 0.3 27.2 89.5
Nuclear 2.1 - - 0.5 - 9.3 11.9
Oil - 0.9 - - - - 0.9
Hydro Storage - Closed Loop (Energy Cap.)* 5.8 629.9 - - - 264 662.0
Hydro Storage - Closed Loop (Pump Cap.) 1.2 7.4 - - - 2.7 11.3
Hydro Storage - Closed Loop (Turbine Cap.) 1.3 7.4 - - - 2.7 11.4
Hydro Storage - Open Loop (Energy Cap.)* - 416.8 - - 895774 - 89994.2
Hydro Storage - Open Loop (Pump Cap.) - 14 - - 1.1 - 2.5
Hydro Storage - Open Loop (Turbine Cap.) - 1.6 - - 37.8 - 39.5
Hydro Storage - Reservoir (Energy Cap.)* - 2586 - - - - 258.6
Hydro Storage - Reservoir (Turbine Cap.) - 1.3 - - - - 1.3
Non-dispatchable Technologies
Wind Offshore 5.9 30.5 6.9 15.5 - 489 107.7
Wind Onshore 4.7 75.4 6.2 8.0 6.1 26.6 126.8
Solar 104 96.1 6.5 27.3 0.6 234 164.3
Run of River (Turbine Cap.) 0.1 4.4 - - - 2.1 6.6
Biofuels 0.9 7.6 2.2 1.2 - 6.4 18.4
Networks
Electricity (AC) see Figure 1

Electricity (DC)
* Energy Capacity in GWh

erence system with no further capacity or grid additions. In all other scenarios (described
in section 3.3), the role of three different integration measures are studied: (i) additional
grid expansions, (i) additional energy storage, and (iii) green hydrogen generation and
storage. In these scenarios, we co-optimize the system design and operation taking into
account existing infrastructure (brownfield approach). The model is formulated with an
hourly resolution to capture fluctuations in renewable generation and respective storage
requirements. Figure 1 shows an illustration of the electricity grid topology and the
demand-supply balance of the starting system. Table 1 depicts the capacities of storage

and generation technologies as well as networks considered.



3 Methodology

3.1 Energy System Model
Problem Formulation

The energy system model used in this work is formulated as a mixed-integer linear pro-

gram. It can be described in its most general form as:

ming , foy
S.t. Az <b
Cy <d
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beR™ deRP
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Where f is the objective function to be minimized subject to a number of inequality and
equality constraints. x depict all integer variables, and y all real variables. Subsequently,
we consider three types of optimizations: (i) emission minimization, (ii) cost minimization
and (ii) cost minimization at an emission reduction target. All three types share the
same constraints with regards to the energy balance, the technology performance and the

network performance.

Objective Function

Emission minimization. The total annual emissions are composed of emissions from
technologies El.. and emissions from electricity imports Eiy,p. In the emission minimiza-

tion case, the objective function is thus:

f = Etec + Eimp (2)

Where emissions from conversion and storage technologies are calculated as the sum of
emissions from all nodes N, technologies I,,, carriers R and time slices T. e;, hereby refers

to the emission factor of the respective input Xj,;,+ or output Xj,; to the technology



Xout,i,r,t-

Etec = Z Z Z Z (ein,i,rXin,i,r,t + eout,i,rxout,i,r,t) (3)

neN i€l, reR teT

Emissions from electricity imports from beyond the system boundaries are calculated as:

Eimp = Z Z (eimp,elXimp,el,n,t) (4)

neN teT
Cost minimization. In the cost minimization problem, total annualized costs of the
energy system are minimized. The total annualized cost is composed of costs for conver-
sion and storage technologies Clec, network costs Cety, cost for imports Ciyp, and carbon

costs Ccoz. As such, the objective function is:

f = Ctec + CYnetw + CYimp + CCO2 (5)

Costs for storage and conversion technologies Ci.. are composed of size dependent invest-
ment cost c.;5;, fixed costs calculated as a fraction of investment costs (c¢;C.;) and vari-
able O&M costs depending on the technology output (eq. 6). Note that for technologies

included in the starting system do not have investment costs (i.e. c¢.; = ¢y = Ce; = 0).

Ctec = Z Z (Cc,iSi + Cf,iCc,i + Z Cv,i Z Xout,i,r,t) (6)

neN iel, teT reR

Network costs Chety are treated similarly. Again, the investment costs for existing net-
works are zero (C.; = 0. For new networks, C,; is size and distance dependent and the

definition can be found in the Supplementary Information.

Cnetw - Z Z <Cc,l + Cf,lc(c,l + Z Cv,l-Fl,t) (7)

geG lelg teT

Import costs encompass costs for electricity and natural gas imports from beyond the

system boundaries:

Cimp - Z Z Z (Cimp,rXimp,n,r,t> (8)

neN reR teT

Lastly, carbon costs account for the cost of carbon emissions of imports and conversion



technologies:

CCOQ = CCOQ(Etec + Eimp) (9)

Cost minimization at emission reduction target. In this case, the objective function
is the same as for the cost minimization problem (eq. 5), but a constraint on total annual
emissions is formulated:

Etec + Eimp S E (10)

Constraints

Constrains fall into three different types: (i) energy balance per node n, carrier r and time-
step t, (ii) technology performances and (iii) network performances. Eq. 11 depicts the
energy balance accounting for demand, technology inputs and outputs, network inflows

and outflows as well as imports and exports beyond the system boundaries.

n tr E Xout irt = 1n,i,r,t

1€In

+ E E Fout Lrt — 1n,1,r t Fcons,l,r,t

g inGleLgn (11)
+ Ximp,n,r,t

Vne Nre RiteT

The imports of electricity are further limited at each node to the interconnection to
neighboring countries that are not modeled (eq. 12). Exports are not possible. The
natural gas pipeline network is not part of the optimization model, and thus imports of

natural gas to each node are unlimited.

Ximp,el,r,t S Ximp,el,r vt eT (12)

The technology and network models can be found in the supplementary information. The
model is formulated formulated with the python based energy system modeling software
AdOpT-NETO [42]. It relies heavily on the modeling language pyomo and the model is
solved with Gurobi 10.
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3.2 Input Data

All required input data was gathered and pre-processed to resemble the energy system
of the modeled states in 2030 as projected by the National Trend scenario of the Ten
Year Network Development Plan (TYNDP) [43] and the European Resource Adequacy
Assessment (ERAA) [44]. Electricity demand, onshore renewable generation profiles and
onshore installed capacities are only available on a national level and thus need to be
spatially allocated to the node definition of this work. Offshore wind generation was
modeled on a farm-by-farm level considering different turbine types and hub heights. A
brief description of the data sources and pre-processing steps taken can be found in table
2. Additionally we added a detailed discussion to the Supplementary Information. The

whole dataset is available for download as a Supplementary Information.
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Table 2: Summary of data collected for this work with respective sources

Data Set Description References

Demand

Electricity Based on hourly, national profiles from TYNDP National Trend scenario  [43, 4, 45,
for the climate year of 2008. Allocation to nodes based on spatial distri- 46, 47|
bution of total annual demand and industrialization.

Hydrogen Based on annual demand on NUTS2 level and distributed equally as a flat  [48]
profile over the year.

Installed capacities - Conversion and storage technologies

Coal & lignite, National capacities are based on projected capacities in 2030 as reported  [43, 49]

Gas, in TYNDP 2022 for the scenario National Trend. Allocation to nodes

Nuclear, using node keys derived from a spatially resolved power plant database.

Oil,

Hydro storage - closed loop,

Hydro storage - open loop,

Hydro storage - reservoir

Wind offshore National data on wind park tenders, expected capacities and date of op- National
eration was used to form wind farm clusters. sources,

[50, 51, 52]

‘Wind onshore, Installed capacities for 2023 and potentials on a NUTS2 level are used to  National

Solar PV project installed capacities in 2030 per node using projected capacities in  sources,
the TYNDP National Trend scenario. [43, 53]

Run of river National capacities are based on projected capacities in 2030 as reported  [43, 49]
in TYNDP 2022 for the scenario National Trend. Allocation to nodes
using node keys derived from a spatially resolved power plant database.

Biofuels Installed capacities for 2023 and potentials on a NUTS2 level are used to  National
project installed capacities in 2030 per node using projected capacities in  sources,
the TYNDP National Trend scenario. [43, 53]

Installed capacities - Networks

Electricity (AC), Based on grid data used in Neumann et al. (2023) and corrected using data  National

Electricity (DC) from ENTSO-E and Hoogspanningsnet. Offshore transmission capacities  sources,
collected from national sources. [4, 54, 44]

Renewable generation profiles

Wind offshore Centroids of each wind farm, wind speed data from ERA5 and turbine  [55]
types for each wind farm was used.

Wind onshore Installed capacities for 2030 on NUTS2 level and climate data from ERA5  [55, 43, 44]
for 2008 was used to calculate hourly generation profiles. Power curve for
an average 1.5MW turbine with a hub height of 100m was used.

Solar PV Installed capacities for 2030 on NUTS2 level and climate data from ERA5  [55]
for 2008 was used to calculate hourly generation profiles

Run of river Based on daily generation from ERAA and capacity per node. The daily  [44]
generation was equally distributed to the hours of each day.

Biofuels A capacity factor at each node of 0.53 was assumed. [56]

Natural inflows to hydro storage technologies

Hydro storage - open loop, Weekly inflow values from ERAA were equally distributed over the hours  [44]

Hydro storage - reservoir of a week. Allocation of national inflows to each node is based on the
capacity installed per node

Network expansion limits

Electricity Based on grid data used in Neumann et al. (2023) and corrected using data ~ National
from ENTSO-E and Hoogspanningsnet. Offshore transmission capacities  sources,
collected from national sources. [4, 54, 44]

Hydrogen Based on data from publications of the European Hydrogen Backbone and  National
national sources. Existing onshore and offshore pipelines are taken into  Sources,
account. [57]

Cost assumptions

Technologies Based on data from the Danish energy agency, and Neumann et al (2022)  [58, 4|

Networks Based on data from Zappa et al (2019) and EHB (2022) [59, 57]
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3.3 Scenario Definition

Table 3 shows an overview of all scenarios defined in this work.

In the Reference scenario for 2030, we only take into account the electricity system
as projected by ENTSO-E in their National Trend scenario. Therefore, investment into
additional infrastructure is not possible and only the operation of the system is cost-
optimized. For 2040, electricity demand and hydrogen demand are increased, but the
same starting system as for 2030 is used. However, renewable capacities (onshore wind,
offshore wind and onshore PV) can be expanded and are thus optimized as well. The
2040 Reference scenario thus shows the required expansion of renewable capacities to
meet additional electricity demand. In all other scenarios, we study the role of supporting
infrastructure to lower annual cost and/or annual emissions (brownfield approach). In
line with Wiegner et al. (2024) we study the role of three different integration measures:
Electricity Transmission T-Scenarios, Electricity Storage in Batteries S-Scenarios, and
the role of Hydrogen both as an electricity storage and for industrial applications H-
Scenarios [23|. For all 2040 scenarios, also renewable capacities can be expanded.

The role of electricity grids. In an ideal world, electricity grids can be expanded
between any two locations if it is required and cost efficient. This is the case for the first
scenario T-All. An expansion of both AC and DC lines are possible, depending on the
location (generally offshore: DC, onshore: AC). However, various real-world challenges
impede the unconstrained expansion of grids. These barriers include public resistance
to new onshore lines, technical or market barriers for implementing DC meshed grids
offshore, or political constraints on cross-border connections. To study the effects of
these challenges, we defined three additional scenarios: Only onshore expansions (7-
1), only offshore expansions (7-2) and no additional transmission lines across national
borders (7-3).

The role of electricity storage in batteries. Electricity storage is seen as an im-
portant measure to match supply and demand inter-temporally. We study the overall
effect of electricity storage in the scenario (S-All), where we allow Li-lon Batteries to
be installed at all onshore and offshore nodes. However, we limit the installed capac-
ity at offshore nodes to 140 GWH per offshore node. This is approximately equal to the
weight capacity of two large offshore platforms. Additionally, we study the role of offshore

and onshore storage individually as both developments might be hindered by regulation,
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Table 3: Scenario Definitions

Scenario

Description

Grid

Expansion

Storage

Hydrogen
Technologies

Onshore

Offshore

Over borders

Omnshore
Offshore

Electrolysis (onshore)

Electrolysis (offshore)

H2 Storage
Fuel Cell

Pipelines

Reference

2030: No additional technologies or net-
works possible. Resembles roughly the
energy system in 2030 as projected by
TYNDP in the National Trends sce-
nario.

2040: Same as for 2030 case with
increased electricity and hydrogen de-
mand. Additionally, onshore wind, off-
shore wind and onshore PV capacities
can be expanded

Role of transmission

T-All

All transmission corridors can be used
and expanded up to a given limit. New
corridors are also available.

T1

Only onshore corridors can be used and
expanded.

T2

Only offshore corridors can be used and
expanded.

T3

All transmission corridors can be used
and expanded up to a given limit, except
for corridors crossing a national border.

Role of electricity storage

S-All

Lithium-ion batteries can be installed at
all nodes (onshore and offshore). At off-
shore nodes, there is a limit of two large
offshore platforms with a respective stor-
age limit.

S1

Only onshore nodes are available for en-
ergy storage

S2

Only offshore nodes are available for en-
ergy storage

S-All-HPE

Same as S-All, but with a power-to-
energy ratio of 1, i.e. all energy stored
can be discharged within one hour.

Role of hydrogen

H-All

All hydrogen technologies can be in-
stalled. This includes production, stor-
age, transport and reconversion into
electricity.

H2

Hydrogen production and transport only
onshore

H3

Hydrogen production only offshore

H3

Excludes hydrogen storage

H4

Excludes hydrogen transport: hydrogen
can only be used at the node where it is
produced. As such, also offshore hydro-
gen production is excluded.

Synergies

All technologies and networks of pre-
vious scenarios can be expanded/newly
build

14



market design or public/political opposition. S-1 allows for onshore storage only, S-2 for
offshore storage only. Lastly, we defined an additional scenario S-All-HP, with a higher
power-to-energy ratio of the energy storage. This is to identify if discharging power or
energy capacity is the driving factor behind the other results.

The role of hydrogen. Hydrogen is set to play a vital role in the energy transition -
in the electricity sector for energy storage as well as for other applications (industrial,
transport, heating, etc.). We study the overall role of hydrogen in the H-All scenario, in
which blue hydrogen can be replaced by hydrogen from carbon-free sources (nuclear or
renewable). Additionally, hydrogen can serve as a storage medium that can be reconverted
to electricity via existing gas turbines or new fuel cells. The re-conversion in existing gas
turbines is possible with ad-mixing hydrogen to natural gas up to 5% of the total energy
input. Additionally, we investigate the trade-offs between onshore and offshore hydrogen
production by restricting electrolysis to onshore locations only (H-1) and to offshore
locations only (H-2). To study the importance of hydrogen storage we exclude it in
scenario H-3. Lastly, we restrict long-distance hydrogen transport by not allowing for
any hydrogen networks between different nodes (H-4). As such, hydrogen produced at
one node also needs to be stored or consumed at the same node.

Synergies of all three integration measures. In addition to the individual role of
the three integration measures mentioned before, we define one scenario, that looks at
the synergies of all measures. In this scenario (Scenario Synergies), all technologies and
network expansions are allowed, serving as a global optimum or reference case.
Common Assumptions. Additionally, all scenarios have the following assumptions in

comimeorn:

e Electricity import from outside the system boundaries is possible, but discouraged
by imposing a high import price (1000 EUR/MWh) and a high emission factor (0.8

t/MWh,l equal to an inefficient coal fired power plant).

e The annual hydrogen demand in 2030 is assumed to be 370TWh (and 757TWh in
2040) is equally distributed over all timesteps. The allocation method of hydrogen

demand to each node can be found in the Supplementary Information.

e If not supplied by electrolysis from within the system, hydrogen is produced by

steam methane reforming with carbon capture at the cost of natural gas (40 EUR/t
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+ emission costs) and its respective emission factor (0.108 t/MWh).

e The assumed carbon price is 80 EUR/t in 2030 and 100 EUR/t in 2040, applicable

to the combustion of natural gas, coal, and oil as well as electricity imports.
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4 Results

4.1 Reference Scenario (2030)

In the Reference scenario, around 82 % of electricity demand is met with renewable gen-
erations. The optimization results are in line with national goals for renewable generation
of the respective countries (see Table 4). Electricity imports from outside the system play
a very limited role as they only account for 0.008 % of total electricity supply and 0.8%
of total costs. Overall, around 12.1% of renewable generation is curtailed. This is slightly
less then electricity generation from fossil fuels (13.2%) suggesting a high emission reduc-
tion potential of flexibility measures. Norway, Denmark and the UK have a very high
share of renewable generation (100%, 97.3% and 84.2% respectively). In Norway this is
mainly due to electricity generation from its vast hydro electric resources. In Denmark
and the UK the available generation from renewable resources (mainly onshore and off-
shore wind) are larger than the annual sum of electricity demand. As a result, Denmark
and the UK can also export significant shares of their domestic generation to other coun-
tries (> 10%). Belgium, on the other hand, has the largest deficit with electricity imports
accounting for around 10% of its total supply, mostly from the UK and the Netherlands.
Germany is also a net importer, with most of its imports coming from Denmark during
hours with excess renewable generation flowing towards the two southern nodes (DE1
and DE4). A similar pattern occurs in the UK, where the south-western node (UK4) has
only limited renewable capacities and thus a large fraction of its demand is supplied by

offshore wind from the north east of the UK.

Table 4: Results of the Reference scenario

Country Carbon Emissions (Mt) Renewable Share
From H2 Production  From Electricity Generation Total Results National Goal Source

BE 2.50 6.26 876  59.1% 37.4%  [60]
DE 13.44 36.02  49.46 79.6% 80% [61]
DK 0.58 0.55 1.13 97.3% 117%2 [62]
NL 4.63 8.05 12.68 79.1% 70% [63]
NO 0.46 0.00 0.46  100.0% 100% [64]
UK 7.86 6.35 14.2 84.2% 95%P [64]

@ includes cross border flows
b includes power generation from nuclear power plants

The discussion of all other scenarios evolves around two main optimization objectives:
First, we discuss the minimum emission point of a scenario. While this is a hypothetical
case, as it would be prohibitively expensive to reduce the last possible ton of CO,, this case

estimates the reduction potential of a integration measure. Second, the cost optimal point
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of a scenario is discussed. If it coincides with the reference costs, it can be concluded that
there is no cost reduction potential of a certain measure. Contrarily, if system costs can
be reduced, the additional costs of new investments are outweighed by savings occurring
in the existing system.

Subsequently, we discuss the results of the scenarios also in comparison to the Synergies
scenario. The Synergies scenario thereby shows the maximal possible emission or cost re-
duction potential if all supporting infrastructure can be build. The additionally installed
capacities are reported in the supplementary information and the resulting energy system

design can also be visualized on the provided visualization web app.

4.2 The role of electricity grids towards 2030

Annual emissions (Mt) Emissions from blue

hydrogen production
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Emissions from electricity

. 0,
0.-5% generation/imports

-0.8%
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T-3 (no border cross)
T-1 (only onshore)
T-2 (only offshore)
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Synergies -63.2%
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Figure 2: Emission reduction potential of electricity grids. Reference refers to a scenario with no grid
expansions, Synergies refers to a scenario with possible expansion of storage and grid capacities as well
as hydrogen conversion, storage and transport technologies.

Figure 2 shows the emission reduction potential of allowing for new transmission lines.
If all corridors can be expanded (7T-All) the emission reduction potential is about 30%
of the reference emissions. Removing the options to build transmission lines offshore,
decreases the emission reduction potential from 30% to less then 1%. As all offshore
lines also cross national borders, the result for not allowing for border crossings also
reduces the emission reduction potential to less than 1%. Therefore, offshore cross-
border transmission lines are essential to fully realize the emission reduction potential of
electricity transmission.

Figure 3 shows the results for the economic potential for all transmission scenarios.
Similar to the emission reduction potential, large cost reductions are only possible if
expansion corridors across borders and across the North Sea are available (7-1 (only off-
shore) and T-All). The specific cost savings of these two scenarios are around 105 EUR /t.

In these two scenarios, new connections are mainly made offshore between Norway and
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Figure 3: Cost reduction potential for the expansion of electricity grids. The figure also shows resulting
emission reductions and specific cost savings per ton of CO,. Reference refers to a scenario with no grid
expansions, Synergies refers to a scenario with possible expansion of storage and grid capacities as well
as hydrogen conversion and storage technologies.

the other countries, suggesting that Norway’s large hydro resources can enable large scale
emission and cost reductions for other countries. Some of these new international offshore
connections are also build either between offshore wind farms or between offshore wind
farms and onshore nodes. As a result, some of the park-to-shore cables also serve as part
of an interconnector between two countries and results in some of the wind farms being
able to serve two onshore nodes. Notably, the cost-optimal solutions are very close to
the emission-optimal solutions, suggesting that expanding transmission offshore can sig-
nificantly reduce system costs and emissions. Cross-border onshore connections cannot
contributes much to additional cost reductions (0.1%). This additional small reduction is
possible by expanding transmission corridors between the coast and load centers further
inland.

In case only onshore transmission is allowed (7-1 (only onshore) or the grid expansions
are restricted to national projects (7-3 (mo border cross)), the cost reduction potential
drops to close to zero.

Thus, the main findings in this section are:

1. Investing in interconnections of countries across the North Sea is a no-regret option.

It can lower overall system costs as well as emissions.

2. The electricity transmission grid as planned onshore is sufficient to integrate the
planned renewable generation in 2030. However, small expansions across country
borders from renewable generation capacities offshore to load centers inland can

reduce overall system costs and emissions slightly.
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3. The interconnection of existing wind farms to form simple meshed grids offshore
is essential for cost and emission reduction. This results in a single wind farm
serving multiple onshore nodes as well as park-to-shore cables serving as part of an

international interconnector.

4.3 The role of electricity storage towards 2030

Annual emissions (Mt)
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I hydrogen production
|
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Figure 4: Emission reduction potential of electricity storage capacities. Reference refers to a scenario
with no grid expansions, Synergies refers to a scenario with possible expansion of storage and grid
capacities as well as hydrogen conversion and storage technologies. S-All (High Power/Energy) refers to
a scenario in which the fixed power-to-energy ratio is increased from 0.3 to 1 compared to S-All

Figure 4 shows the emission reduction potential of electricity storage disregarding
associated costs. It shows, that electricity storage has a significantly higher emission
reduction potential then expanding electricity grids. The reason for the high emission
reduction is that electricity generation from natural gas power plants can be replaced
with stored electricity from renewable resources. As a result curtailed electricity in the
minimum emission case in S-All can be significantly reduced compared to the reference
from 117.5 TWh (12.4% curtailed electricity) to 34.4 TWh (3.5% curtailed electricity).
This means, that almost all renewable electricity is used. Prohibiting offshore storage
(S-2 - only onshore) has no effect on the emission reduction potential. Hence, onshore
storage is most relevant in reducing emissions. Contrarily, allowing for storage only
offshore significantly reduces the emission reduction potential. This is not only due to
limited availability of storage locations offshore, but also because the highest energy
consumption is far from shore and electricity transmission is insufficient to realize similar
reduction potentials as in the onshore case. Increasing the fixed power-to-energy ratio
from 0.3 to 1 in S-All (High Power/Energy) does not change the findings. This suggests
that large storage capacities are more important then high and quickly-available power
capacities. Again, we do not report abatement costs of the emission reduction cases, as

it is prohibitively expensive to mitigate the last possible ton of emissions.

20
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Figure 5: Cost reduction potential for the addition of electricity storage capacities. The figure also shows
resulting emission reductions and specific cost savings per ton of CO,. Reference refers to a scenario with
no grid expansions, Synergies refers to a scenario with possible expansion of storage and grid capacities
as well as hydrogen conversion and storage technologies. S-All (High Power/Energy) refers to a scenario
in which the fixed power-to-energy ratio is increased from 0.3 to 1 compared to S-All. Note that allowing
for storage additions cannot lower costs, and thus the results for all storage scenarios are the same as
Reference.

Allowing for electricity storage has no cost reduction potential (see Figure 5, suggest-
ing that investment into storage is too expensive for inter-temporal balancing and it is

cheaper to use flexible power plants.
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Figure 6: Abatement costs for different emission reduction targets for the addition of electricity storage
capacities. S-All (High Power/Energy) refers to a scenario in which the fixed power-to-energy ratio is
increased from 0.3 to 1 compared to S-All. Note that an emission reduction of 30% is impossible to reach
in scenario S-2 (only offshore) and the bar is not shown respectively.

To get an idea of the cost of storage to lower emissions, we report abatement costs for
different emission reduction targets (see Figure 6). The results suggest, that while energy
storage has a high emission reduction potential, it is very costly to reach high emission
reduction targets with it. For a 1% reduction the abatement costs reach already 635
EUR/t for the scenario S-All. The required storage capacity to reach a 10% emission
reduction is 275 GWh for S-All/ S-2 only onshore and 301 GWh for S-1 only offshore.

Interestingly, the storage capacity required in the offshore only scenario is larger than in
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the onshore only scenario for the same emission reduction level. This means that onshore
storage would still have a higher emission reduction potential, even if onshore and offshore
storage costs were equal. The optimal operation of the storage is rather on a day-to-day
or hourly basis. The discharged and charged energy in each week of the year is almost
equal with exceptions for higher emission reduction targets. As such, seasonal storage in
the projected energy system in 2030 is not required as there are sufficient back-up power

plants in operation. Summarizing the findings of this section:
1. Electricity storage has a high emission reduction potential for the power sector.

2. Electricity storage is an expensive emission reduction measure. However, if ’free’
flexibility measures, such as demand side flexibility or vehicle-to-grid is made avail-
able to the power market, this can yield in high emission reductions without any
further investments. Making available around half of the battery capacities of a pro-
jected 10 million electric cars in 2030 sums to around 300 GWh of storage capacity.

If optimally used, this could yield in emission reductions of around 10%.

4.4 The role of hydrogen towards 2030

Annual emissions (Mt)

Emissions from blue
hydrogen production

Reference

H-3 (no storage) Emissions from electricity

H-2 (only offshore) generation/imports
H-4 (only local use)
H-1 (only onshore)

H-All

Synergies

100

Figure 7: Emission reduction potential of hydrogen conversion, storage and transport technologies.
Reference refers to a scenario with no grid expansions, Synergies refers to a scenario with possible
expansion of storage and grid capacities as well as hydrogen conversion and storage technologies.

The emission reduction potential of integrating hydrogen production, storage, trans-
port and re-conversion into electricity into the energy system is substantial, but signifi-
cantly lower than for electricity storage and electricity grid (see Figure 7). In all scenarios
allowing for hydrogen storage, hydrogen primarily serves as a storage medium and is re-
converted to electricity. Similar to the battery scenarios, this integration measure can
yield emission reductions by inter-temporal balancing variable renewable electricity pro-

duction However, the emission reduction levels reached are lower than those achievable
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with batteries due to a significantly lower round-trip efficiency of hydrogen storage. The
emission reduction potential for H-3 (no storage) is only about half of the reduction po-
tential in scenarios with hydrogen storage as carbon-neutral hydrogen can only be used
to replace emission intensive blue hydrogen. This underscores the importance of hydro-
gen storage in maximizing the emission reduction potential compared to its direct use
and as an energy carrier for transport. The two scenarios H-1 (only onshore) and H-4
(only local use) converge to almost the same solution as the H-All scenario, suggesting
that hydrogen transport and offshore hydrogen production offer no additional emission
reduction potentials towards 2030.

Annual Costs (102 EUR) Annual emissions (Mt) Specific Cost Savings (EUR/t,,)
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H-3 (no storage) E -7.7%
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Figure 8: Cost reduction potential of hydrogen conversion, storage and transport technologies. The
figure also shows resulting emission reductions and specific cost savings per ton of CO,. Reference refers
to a scenario with no grid expansions, Synergies refers to a scenario with possible expansion of storage
and grid capacities as well as hydrogen conversion and storage technologies.

The cost reduction potential of hydrogen technologies is present, but only about half
of the potential of grid expansions. However, investments in hydrogen technologies can be
considered a non-regret measure that can reduce both costs and emissions. In the H-All
scenario, most hydrogen is directly utilized to replace blue hydrogen, thereby reducing
both costs and emissions simultaneously. In fact, only about 4% of total hydrogen pro-
duced is reconverted into electricity. The majority of hydrogen is produced by increasing
electricity generation from nuclear power plants (57% of all hydrogen produced), with
the remainder is produced from otherwise curtailed renewable electricity. This sums to
a total of 46 TWh of carbon-neutral hydrogen produced, equivalent to 16% of projected
hydrogen demand in 2030, with the rest supplied by blue hydrogen. As such, curtailment
can be reduced to 6.9% compared to 12.4% in the reference, and the capacity factor of

nuclear power plants increases from 49.1% to 65.6%. The required electrolysis capacities
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are around 15 GW with an average capacity factor of 35%. As for the minimum emission
points, the optimal solutions for H-1 (only onshore) and H-4 (only local use) coincide
with scenario H-All, suggesting that long-distance hydrogen transport and offshore hy-
drogen infrastructure does not offer additional for cost reductions. In contrast, forcing
all hydrogen to be produced offshore (scenario H-2 (only offshore) yields lower cost re-
ductions and reduces the emission reduction potential. This is due to higher investment
costs for offshore electrolysis and a lower flexibility as hydrogen is not produced at a pos-
sible end-use location. For the same emission reduction target (e.g. 10%) the required
electrolysis capacity offshore is larger than the required onshore capacity. As such, even
if the specific investment costs of offshore electrolysis was the same as onshore, reaching
similar reduction targets requires higher investments.

For all scenarios, higher emission reduction targets increase the share of hydrogen stored
and reconverted to electricity. While in the cost-optimal case, the share is smaller than
4% it increases to 84% in the emission-optimal case (scenario H-All). For reduction
targets beyond 10%, also the installed natural gas plant capacities are not sufficient for
re-conversion, and additional fuel cells are required.

We summarize the main take-aways of this section as:

1. In the cost-optimal case, carbon-free hydrogen is mainly used to replace carbon-

intensive blue hydrogen saving both emissions and costs.

2. With higher emission reduction targets, the importance of hydrogen storage for
intertemporal balancing grows. As such, also hydrogen storage becomes more im-

portant.

3. Long distance hydrogen transport plays only a minor role, both for emission and

cost reductions.

4.5 Synergies of all integration measures towards 2030

In the Synergies scenario, all three integration measures are possible: new transmission
and storage capacities as well as new hydrogen conversion, storage or transport assets.
The results for the cost optimal and emission optimal cases are depicted in Figures 2-5 and
7-8, alongside the results of the individual integration measure. These figures indicate,

that no single integration measures can reach the maximum potential for emission or cost
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reduction with the projected renewable capacities in 2030. Therefore, synergistic benefits
from multiple integration measures are evident.

The highest emission reduction can be achieved through a combination of transmission
line expansions and electricity storage capacities, enabling both inter-regional and inter-
temporal balancing. Inter-regional balancing is preferred due to lower losses in electricity
transmission compared to the charging and discharging processes of electricity storage.
Hydrogen technologies, however, do not contribute to the maximum emission reduction
potential. In the solution with highest emission reduction, curtailment is reduced to zero
and as such all generated electricity from renewable sources is used to cover electricity
demand. The required storage and transmission capacities are disproportionately high,
and therefore, we do not report them here.

For the highest cost reductions, it is optimal to deploy a mix of transmission line
expansions, electrolysis, and hydrogen storage. The electricity line expansions follow the
same corridors as previously discussed, resulting in a meshed grid in the North Sea with
transmission lines serving both as interconnectors and park-to-shore cables. Hydrogen
serves a dual purpose: nearly all (99.3%) of the carbon-neutral hydrogen produced is
directly used to replace blue hydrogen, while the remainder is stored in hydrogen storage
facilities and later mixed into the fuel for natural gas-fired power plants to generate
electricity. Given the expected renewable capacities in 2030, approximately 5.4 GW of
electrolysis capacity is required for the cost-optimal case, with most of it being installed
in the UK and powered by a mix of nuclear and renewable electricity. As shown in Figure
3, the cost difference between the T-All and Synergies scenarios is only 1.7 percentage
points. The full potential is realized when, in addition to expanding electricity grids,
hydrogen technologies are also deployed. However, given the small difference, the role of
hydrogen technologies in achieving the full cost reduction potential is limited, assuming
that grid expansions can be successfully implemented.

The main findings can be summarized as follows (also summarized in Figure 9):

1. The full potential for emission reduction can only be realized through the expansion
of both transmission grids and electricity storage capacities. Hydrogen technologies

cannot contribute to reach the maximal possible emission reduction.

2. The largest cost reductions are achieved through the expansion of the transmission

grid offshore. A small, additional reduction can be gained by producing carbon-
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Figure 9: Qualitative summary of the findings of the role of supportive infrastructure for the North Sea
region in 2030. The middle of the triangle depicts the reference scenario with no additional infrastructure
being allowed to build. The corners of the triangle depict the three integration measures studied with
an indication of their cost reduction and emission reduction potential.

neutral hydrogen to replace blue hydrogen.

3. Expanding the electricity grid across the North Sea emerges as a no-regret strategy

for reducing both costs and emissions in the region.

4.6 Pathway towards 2040

For the 2040 case, we assumed the same transmission, generation, and hydro storage
capacities as in 2030. However, electricity and hydrogen demand increases according
to the projections from TYNDP. To meet this additional demand, renewable energy
capacities can be expanded within feasible limits. The Reference scenario for the year
2040 now refers to a case in which only vVRES assets can be extended (i.e. onshore wind,
offshore wind and photovoltaic). For new offshore wind parks, also the respective park-
to-shore cable is allowed, but no interconnection to other onshore nodes or wind farms is
permitted. The other scenario definitions remain unchanged from 2030.

The emission reduction potential is very high and it is possible to reduce emissions
of the electricity sector almost to zero (2.1 Mt) in the Reference scenario. This can be

achieved by an extreme expansion of renewable capacities. The same is the case for all
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other scenarios, but emission from hydrogen production remains. If all hydrogen tech-
nologies are allowed, emissions from both hydrogen production and electricity generation
can reduced to zero. However, also in this case, installed capacities are unrealistically
high and we thus do not discuss these cases further.

The cost reduction potential across all scenarios is shown in Figure 10 alongside total
emissions and new capacities for VRES assets. The installed capacities of the supportive

infrastructure are reported in the supplementary information and the resulting energy

system design can also be visualized on the provided visualization web app.
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Figure 10: Cost reduction potential of hydrogen conversion, storage and transport technologies. The
figure also shows resulting emission reductions and specific cost savings per ton of CO,. Reference refers
to a scenario with no grid expansions, Synergies refers to a scenario with possible expansion of storage
and grid capacities as well as hydrogen conversion and storage technologies.

In the Reference scenario, approximately 80 GW of additional vVRES capacity is identi-
fied as cost-optimal to meet the increased demand compared to 2030. These additional
renewable capacities not only meet the new demand but also help reduce emissions in the
electricity sector by around 20% compared to 2030. Offshore wind makes up the majority
(70%) of the new vRES installations, with additional onshore wind installations in the
UK and Norway. These new capacities are distributed across the North Sea region. It is
important to note that total emissions in 2040 are higher than in 2030 due to increased
blue hydrogen production, making a direct comparison of total emissions between the

two years inapplicable.
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As with the 2030 case, electricity grid expansions across the North Sea emerge as a
no-regret, option (7-All). These expansions can significantly reduce (a) the required
investment in renewable assets by 18%, (b) total system costs by 12%, and (c) total
emissions by 17%. The expansion corridors are similar to those optimal in 2030, primarily
connecting offshore wind farms with onshore nodes across borders. In scenarios where
cross-border transmission lines and international connections are not allowed (7-3 and 7-
1), the economic and environmental benefits of grid expansion are significantly reduced.
Hence, offshore cross-border connections remain essential in 2040 for realizing economic
and environmental gains.

In contrast to the 2030 case, deployment of electricity storage can reduce costs slightly.
This is due to the possibility to expand renewable capacities, and the additional demand
in 2040 can be covered by expanding vRES or with storage capacities. As a result,
investment in electricity storage can significantly lower required investment into vRES
capacities compared to the Reference scenario. The required storage capacity to reach the
minimal costs is about 5 GWh and the storage optimally operates as a short term storage
in the range of hours to days. The solution for the scenarios S-All and S-1 (only onshore)
is equivalent with all storage being installed onshore. Allowing for storage only to be
installed offshore increases the required vRES capacities slightly and results in slightly
higher total annual costs. Notably, in the cost optimal scenario, electricity storage can
only reduce system costs and required additional vVRES capacities. However, operating
the storage systems cost optimally does not reduce emissions, as vRES contribute less to
electricity supply and as a consequence generation from fossil fuel power plants increase
compared to the Reference.

Unlike in 2030, electricity storage can help to reduce total system costs slightly. Given
the higher electricity demand and the possibility to increase vVRES capacities, storage
capacities can complement vRES expansions. Possible investment in electricity storage
thus reduces the required vVRES capacities compared to the Reference scenario. The
optimal storage capacity is about 5 GWh, and it operates as short-term storage, with
cycles typically ranging from a few hours to days. The solution for the scenarios S-All
and S-1 (only onshore) is equivalent with all storage being installed onshore. As such,
offshore storage leads to slightly higher costs and increased optimal vRES capacities.

Notably, while storage reduces system costs and vRES capacity needs, it does not lower
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emissions, as the use of fossil fuel plants increases when vRES contributions decrease.
Hydrogen technologies towards 2040 have a moderate cost reduction potential, but as
the other two integration measures, they can significantly reduce the required additional
vRES capacities. In the H-All scenario, 90% of produced hydrogen is directly used to
replace blue hydrogen and thus can lower emissions from blue hydrogen production. The
remaining 10% are used for inter-temporal balancing being reconverted in existing gas
power plants and newly build fuel cells. Hydrogen also serves as a transport carrier
transporting hydrogen along a north-south connection in the UK to bring hydrogen from
offshore wind in the north of the UK to the load centers in the South. If hydrogen storage
is not allowed (H-3 (no storage)), the pipeline network further extents towards Norway
and Denmark along corridors re-purposing existing natural gas pipelines. However, in
none of the scenarios, it is cost efficient to expand vRES capacities to produce hydrogen.
The cost optimal electrolysis capacities are between 10GW (H-2, only offshore) to around
30GW (for all other hydrogen scenarios) and are distributed over Germany, Denmark,
The Netherlands and the UK. As in the 2030 case, the produced hydrogen comes from a
mix of renewable and nuclear electricity.

Hydrogen technologies have moderate cost reduction potential by 2040, but, similar to
other integration measures, they significantly reduce the need for additional vRES ca-
pacities. In the H-All scenario, 90% of the hydrogen produced replaces blue hydrogen,
thereby reducing total system emissions. The remaining 10% is used for balancing, recon-
verted into electricity via gas power plants and new fuel cells. Hydrogen also functions
as a transport medium, with a north-south pipeline in the UK delivering hydrogen from
offshore wind parks in the north to demand centers in the south. If hydrogen storage is
not allowed (H-3), the pipeline extends towards Norway and Denmark, repurposing ex-
isting natural gas pipelines. Optimal electrolysis capacities range from 10 GW (H-2, only
offshore) to around 30 GW in all other hydrogen scenarios, distributed across Germany,
Denmark, the Netherlands, and the UK. As in 2030, hydrogen production is based on a
mix of renewable and nuclear energy sources. Prohibiting onshore hydrogen production
(H-2, only offshore) significantly reduces both cost and environmental benefits.

In the Synergies scenario, investments in electricity storage and hydrogen technologies
as well as grid expansions are allowed. Total cost savings amount to 13.4%, with grid

expansions and hydrogen storage being the drivers. Hydrogen transport and electricity
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storage are not cost-effective in this scenario. Notably, the difference between T-All
and Synergies is marginal (1.9 percentage points), indicating that most savings can be
achieved through grid expansions, with hydrogen production contributing the remaining
1.9 percentage points. Most hydrogen (98%) is used to replace blue hydrogen production,
while the remaining 2% is stored and reconverted into electricity in natural gas power
plants. Investment in new vRES capacities represents the largest portion (68%) of total
investments into new infrastructure.

Comparison with 2030. To cover additional electricity demand, we allowed for vRES
capacity expansions in 2040. However, the expansion of vRES capacities also opens a new
pathway to reduce costs and emissions. The importance of the three integration mea-
sures, however, remains consistent with 2030: grid expansions across the North Sea offer
the highest cost-reduction potential, while hydrogen technologies and electricity storage
provide lower economic benefits. The cost-optimal mix includes large grid expansions
and smaller electrolysis capacities, with hydrogen primarily used directly, rather than for
storage or transport.

The key difference between the year 2030 and 2040 is the role of electricity storage:
Co-optimizing the capacities for additional renewable capacities and electricity storage
makes relatively small storage capacities cost competitive: Approximately 5.5 GWh of
electricity storage reduces the required vRES additions by around 25.6 GWh.

The main findings for the year 2040 are thus as follow:

1. The three integration measures remain similarly effective in 2030 and 2040: Grid
expansions provide the highest economic and environmental benefits with hydrogen

production to replace blue hydrogen plays a smaller role.

2. All three integration measures can reduce the required vRES capacity to meet

increased demand.

3. Total system emissions (from hydrogen production and electricity generation) can

theoretically be reduced to zero in 2040 through large-scale vVRES additions.
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5 Discussion

5.1 Results in light of the current governance framework

Our work has studies the energy system of the North Sea region from a global optimiza-
tion point of view. This perspective does not align with real-world decision processes and
policy making. Achieving a global optimum is thus unlikely, given that central planning
is absent and policy making does typically not consider a trans-boundary energy sys-
tem. Instead, decisions are often made from the perspective of individual actors within a
single jurisdiction (governments, administrative bodies, investors), whose priorities often
diverge from what is beneficial for the system as a whole. Consequently, actual policy
making is prone to diverge from a cost- or environmentally effective path due to lob-
bying and national interests [65, 66]. Additionally, highly relevant stakeholders, such as
Transmission System Operators (TSO), have limited lobbying power - given their govern-
ment oversight and lack of direct financial incentives - and others with greater influence
may push agendas that do not align with a global energy system perspective [67]. As
such, current governance system is not well-equipped to make decisions that are best for
the system as a whole, particularly in the context of trans-boundary and trans-sectoral
collaboration.

While investment into electricity storage, hydrogen production, storage and use can be
based on rather small, project-based planning processes. Grid expansions across the
North Sea are fundamentally different and highly complex. This complexity arises be-
cause grid expansions require large-scale cooperation across different actors, including
TSOs, spatial planning agencies, national governments, EU bodies, and offshore wind
park operators, not to mention the different legal systems between EU and non-EU coun-
tries [68, 69, 70, 71]. Moreover, such transnational projects often have asymmetric bene-
fits, leading to potential conflicts between market parties and between countries [10]. To
overcome these challenges, harmonized rules and cross-boundary governance bodies are
necessary for an effective planning and implementation process. Furthermore, to ensure
equitable distribution of benefits and to mitigate public opposition effective compensation
payments between actors need to be agreed upon.

While this study has focused primarily on the affordability and environmental effects of

integration measures, it is important to acknowledge that other considerations are also
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critical in decision-making. Energy security, employment, geopolitical interests, access
to raw materials, social acceptance, and life-cycle impacts of technologies all play a sig-
nificant role. For instance, while grid expansion may offer significant system benefits,
it may also raise concerns related to energy security or geopolitical dynamics, especially
given the complex inter-dependencies it creates between countries. Moreover, the social
acceptance of large infrastructure projects cannot be overlooked. Even if such projects
are economically and environmentally beneficial, they may face opposition due to per-
ceived negative impacts on local communities or the environment. This opposition can
stem from concerns about landscape changes, potential harm to local ecosystems, or
disruptions to existing industries. Addressing these concerns through inclusive planning
processes and ensuring that benefits are equitably distributed are essential for gaining
public support.

Another important aspect is the distinction between operational expenditures of existing
infrastructure and investment into new infrastructure. Investing in new infrastructure,
is capital-intensive and raises the question of who will bear these costs. While a global
system perspective suggests that such investments are necessary for achieving long-term
sustainability and cost efficiency, the upfront financial burden is substantial and often
cannot be financed out-of-pocket. To bridge this gap, innovative financing mechanisms
and policy frameworks are required to distribute costs fairly among stakeholders, includ-
ing governments, private investors, and end-users. Additionally, there may be a need for
public subsidies or incentives to offset the high initial costs and to encourage investment

in projects that provide long-term benefits to the entire system.

5.2 Model Limitations

Firstly, we did not run the scenarios for different climate years, and as such our results
are based on the weather patterns of one typical year only. Although the figures would
change for different climate years, the variability of vRES remain and thus we expect the
general trends and conclusions to also hold for different climatic years.

Technology costs were fixed and assumed for the year 2030. Different cost assump-
tions, especially of less mature technologies such as meshed High Voltage Direct Cur-
rent (HVDC) grids would change the cost reduction potential respectively, while the

emission reduction potential of the 2030 scenarios remain. However, we do not anticipate
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that changes in costs will reverse the trend observed in this study. As the difference
in the scenarios are large, the same trends observed would also hold for different cost
assumptions

The spatial aggregation in our model does not capture grid congestion at the regional
level or of the distribution grid. This limitation means that local grid congestion might
be overlooked. However, the focus here is on larger-scale transmission grid expansions,
where significant system-wide benefits can be realized. Investment in distribution grids
is generally recognized as necessary, regardless of our findings.

We assume average values for the costs and emission factors of blue hydrogen. If
blue hydrogen was available at a different price, the economic potential of carbon-free
hydrogen as a replacement would change respectively. However, the emission reduction
potential would remain unchanged, as all hydrogen in our model is used for energy storage
in the minimum emission case. The role of hydrogen storage for emission reduction, how-
ever, might decrease if blue hydrogen had a higher emission factor (e.g. being produced
from natural gas without Carbon Capture & Storage (CCS))

Technological maturity. We assume that all integration measures considered in the
model can be readily implemented. In reality, large-scale electrolysis, hydrogen storage
and High Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) transmission in a meshed grid are not yet
technologically mature or widely deployed. Although these technologies are considered
feasible and crucial for future energy systems, their current lack of maturity means that
our results should be interpreted with caution, particularly concerning their near-term
applicability.

Finally, our study does not consider the role of energy storage for short-term bal-
ancing. While we focus on the economic and emission reduction potential of energy
storage, it is important to acknowledge that energy storage can also play a critical role

in maintaining system stability.
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6 Conclusion

This study has studied the role of supportive infrastructure in integrating high shares of
variable renewable energy sources (VRES) in the North Sea region, focusing on the year
2030 and 2040. For 2030, we have taken the expected capacities of electricity generation
and transmission as well as electricity and hydrogen demand as exogenous and allowed for
new assets of the following three integration measures: (i) and expansion of the electricity
grid, (ii) investment into electricity storage and (iii) investment into electrolysis, hydrogen
transport and storage. For 2040, we considered the same vRES as in 2030 but with the
possibility to expand these. We assessed both the emission reduction potential and the
economic benefits from a system cost perspective for each integration measure. Below,
we address the research questions posed in this work.

How can supportive infrastructure (grid expansions, electricity storage and hydrogen tech-
nologies) contribute to welfare gains and emission reduction in the short (2030) and
medium term (2040)?

Grid expansion across the North Sea, interconnecting countries and wind farms, offers the
highest potential for both emission and cost reductions in both 2030 and 2040. Hydrogen
technologies can complement the expansion of the grid by offering an additional small
economic benefit. Electricity storage is not cost-effective when competing with hydrogen
production and grid expansion. However, large-scale deployment of electricity storage
can lead to significant emission reductions, albeit at high costs.

Are there synergies between the three integration measures and does e.g. one enable
another becoming beneficial? The combination of hydrogen production and storage with
grid expansions offers the highest cost reduction potential in both 2030 and 2040. While
electricity storage, when combined with grid expansion, can lead to the greatest emission
reductions in the short term, the storage capacities required are very large. Making
existing (and free) storage capacities, e.g. demand side management or vehicle-to-grid,
available for balancing is thus a no-regret option.

What is the welfare effect and the impact on the emission reduction potential if a mea-
sure is infeasible due to political, legal, social or technical constraints? Transmission
infrastructure across the North Sea, particularly connections between Norway and other
countries, is crucial to realizing the full potential of vRES in terms of both emission and

cost reductions for 2030 and 2040. While planning and building an interconnected elec-
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tricity grid in the North Sea is the most challenging integration measure, due to technical,
legal and governance challenges, it is also the most rewarding. Therefore, prioritizing the
development of these corridors and agreeing on compensation mechanisms or fair cost
sharing should be a key policy focus.

If hydrogen can be produced by electrolysis, it is most economic to directly use it as a fuel
or feedstock at the place of production. Hydrogen storage, along with reconversion into
electricity, can contribute to modest cost and emission reductions. In contrast, hydrogen
transport is not essential in the short and medium term. The versatility of hydrogen,
which can be used both for industrial purposes and power generation, makes it a valuable,
though secondary, integration measure.

Overall, this study underscores the critical importance of expanding electricity grid con-
nections across the North Sea to fully leverage the potential of VRES in the region.
While the production of carbon-neutral hydrogen from vRES or nuclear power can also
contribute to emission and cost reductions, its impact is less significant compared to grid
expansion. Electricity storage, though a powerful tool for reducing emissions, is an ex-
tremely expensive option, especially in the short term. Towards 2040, electricity storage
can mostly reduce the required additional vRES capacities to meet growing electricity

demand.
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Supplementary Information

S1 Input Data

The following electricity conversion technologies are considered in this study: natural gas,
coal, nuclear, hydro run-of-river, pumped hydro (reservoir), pumped hydro (closed loop),
pumped hydro (open loop), biomass, solar, wind onshore and wind offshore. The national
capacities are allocated to our node definition using allocation keys. The allocation
methods for each technology are described in the following sections. Table 5 shows the

data sources for each of the technologies.

Table 5: Sources for installed capacities in 2030 and their allocation

Technology Source national Allocation Keys Note
capacity per Node

Oil [43] [49]

Gas [43] [49]

Nuclear [43] [49]

Coal & Lignite [43] [49]

Hydro (run of river) [43] [49] Treated as non dispatchable

Hydro (closed loop) [44] [49] Allocation key for size, turbine
and pump power the same

Hydro (open loop) [44] [49] Allocation key for size, turbine
and pump power the same

Hydro (reservoir) [44] [49] Allocation key for size, turbine
and pump power the same

PV [43] National Sources Treated as non dispatchable

Wind onshore [43] National Sources Treated as non dispatchable

Wind offshore Treated as non

dispatchable
Other non-dispatchable RE [43] National Sources Treated as non dispatchable

S1.1 Installed Capacities
Coal, Gas, Nuclear, Oil, Hydro

Installed capacities on a national level for coal, gas, nuclear, oil, hydro storage and hydro
run of river plants are retrieved from the TYNDP 2022 for the scenario National Trend
[43]. The website of TYNDP states: ’Other non RES include mainly CHP that is used in
district heating & industry. Fuel use can be gas, coal, lignite, and oil. The CO5 content
of ONR technologies depending on the technology and have been considered into the CO4
budget.” As such, we have added its capacity to the category 'Gas’. We also added the
Block 2 and 3 of the Belgian Tihange Nuclear Power Station, as it was missing in the

TYNDP data. Coal powered plants in the UK were not considered, even though they
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Table 6: Installed Capacities in GW (aggregated per Country and per source)

Capacity our work  Capacity ENTSO-E  Capacity PyPsa
Country  Technology

BE Biofuels 0.90 0.90 0.00
Gas 10.11 10.11 5.34
Hydro - Pump Storage Closed Loop (Energy) 5.75 5.75 0.00
Hydro - Pump Storage Closed Loop (Turbine) 1.30 1.30 1.31
Hydro - Run of River (Turbine) 0.15 0.15 0.05
Nuclear 2.08 2.08 2.08
PV 10.40 10.40 0.00
Wind Onshore 4.67 4.67 0.00
DE Biofuels 7.57 7.57 0.86
Coal & Lignite 17.04 17.04 26.20
Gas 35.77 35.77 25.29
Hydro - Pump Storage Closed Loop (Energy) 629.88 629.88 0.00
Hydro - Pump Storage Closed Loop (Turbine) 7.38 7.38 7.59
Hydro - Pump Storage Open Loop (Energy) 416.76 416.76 0.00
Hydro - Pump Storage Open Loop (Turbine) 1.64 1.64 0.00
Hydro - Reservoir (Energy) 258.58 258.58 0.00
Hydro - Reservoir (Turbine) 1.30 1.30 0.17
Hydro - Run of River (Turbine) 4.37 4.37 2.05
Oil 0.85 0.85 0.84
PV 96.14 96.14 0.00
Wind Onshore 75.37 75.37 0.00
DK Biofuels 2.24 2.24 0.00
Gas 1.66 1.66 1.70
PV 6.47 6.47 0.00
Wind Onshore 6.16 6.16 0.00
NL Biofuels 1.25 1.25 0.00
Gas 14.43 14.43 9.10
Nuclear 0.49 0.49 0.48
PV 27.26 27.26 0.00
Wind Onshore 7.98 7.98 0.00
NO Gas 0.27 0.27 0.64
Hydro - Pump Storage Open Loop (Energy) 89577.42 89577.42 0.00
Hydro - Pump Storage Open Loop (Turbine) 37.83 37.83 0.00
PV 0.60 0.60 0.00
Wind Onshore 6.06 6.06 0.00
UK Biofuels 6.44 6.44 0.39
Gas 27.24 27.24 32.64
Hydro - Pump Storage Closed Loop (Energy) 26.38 26.38 0.00
Hydro - Pump Storage Closed Loop (Turbine) 2.74 2.74 0.44
Hydro - Reservoir (Turbine) 0.01 0.01 0.13
Hydro - Run of River (Turbine) 2.10 2.10 8.87
Nuclear 9.33 9.33 1.32
PV 23.41 23.41 0.00
Wind Onshore 26.59 26.59 0.00

were included in the TYNDP data, as coal is supposed to be phased out until the end of
2024. The TYNDP does not provide data on separate Hydro Storage technologies, and
thus national capacities were instead taken from ERAA 2022 (also from ENTSO-E) for
the National Estimates [44].

The national capacities are then allocated to each node using the spatially resolved power
plant data base by Gotzens et al. (2019) [49]. We therefore calculated the installed
capacity for each node per our definition in this paper and used the capacity per node
as a key to allocate the TYNDP national capacities. For hydro storage, we assume that
turbine power, pump power and reservoir capacities are distributed equally as Gotzens

et al. (2019) only give turbine capacities. Furthermore, Gotzens et al. (2019) do not
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Table 7: Allocation of biomass capacities

Country Note Sources
United Kingdom  Capacity allocation according to source [72]
Belgium All capacity allocated to BE2

The Netherlands  Capacity of Power Plant Eemshaven allocated to NL3. Rest equally distributed

Germany Capacity allocation according to source [73]
Denmark No allocation required (one node only)

Norway No allocation required (one node only)

distinguish between open loop and reservoir plants and as such we used the allocation
keys from reservoirs for both the open loop and the reservoir capacities from the ERAA

data.

Solar and Wind onshore

For each country, we calculate the the installed capacity for onshore wind and solar PV
on a NUTS 2 level. Therefore, we collected installed capacities for 2023 from different
national sources, and potentials for solar PV and onshore wind from the ENSPRESO
database [53|. As the NUTS definition has changed for the UK, UKM8 and UKM9 are
redistributed based on their area. Expected national capacities for 2030 were taken from
TYNDP 2022 for the scenario National Trend [43]. The expected national capacities were
distributed among all NUTS 2 regions using the following formula. This was done for
each country. C' refers to capacity, P to potential, R for each NUTS 2 region and N for

national.

Pr — Ca23,r .

Iz (Ca030,8 — Ca2023,N) + Ca023.r (13)
N

CQO?:O,R =

The installed capacities per NUTS2 region were then used to calculate an electricity
production from wind and solar for each node. Below is an overview of national installed

capacities, the data per NUTS region is available upon request.

Biomass

Similar to the previous sections, we allocated the TYNDP 2022 data for the scenario
National Trend [43] to the nodes using different national sources. See the table below for

a data sources and notes on allocations.
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Table 8: Sources for offshore wind farms

Country Sources

United Kingdom  [74, 75, 76]

Belgium [77]
Netherlands [78, 79, 80]
Germany (81, 82]
Denmark [83, 84]
Norway (85, 86]

Wind offshore

Capacities for all wind farms in the North Sea and the Baltic Sea were collected from
several national sources that are listed below that were compared to [50, 51, 52]. Only
wind farms that are expected to be operational by 2030 were taken into account for
this study. Additionally, wind farms that are located in the Baltic Sea or that are not
expected to be connected to any other wind farm or node were added to the production

profile onshore.

S1.2 Demand

Electricity Demand

Hourly electricity demand profiles for each node are derived from national electricity
demand profiles from the TYNDP National Trend scenario for the climate year of 2008

[43]. We follow the following steps to derive a higher spatial resolution:

1. For all demand time series, values below 0.1 were identified as faulty and interpo-

lated from the previous and subsequent time step accordingly.

2. For countries with multiple bidding zones (Denmark and Norway), demand time

series were aggregated to the national level.

3. We calculate the annual electricity demand per node Dyy node as @ fraction of total

annual national electricity demand. We therefore use allocation keys derived from

PyPSA Europe published by Neumann et al. (2023) [4].

4. We assume that the variation in demand over time depends on the industrialization
of a region: electricity demand from industry is assumed to be less variant over
time then residential demand. We therefore split total annual demand into (1)

industrial demand D;,gnationar and (2) other demand Dyiher nationar using the share
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of industrial electricity demand in 2021. We therefore use electricity demand data

from EUROSTAT [45, 46]:

Dind,national = Sinthot,national (14)

Dother,national = Dtot,national - Dind,national (15)

Note that we implicitly assume that the share of industrial electricity demand will

not change until 2030.

5. Other, non-industrial national demand is calculated by subtracting the industrial

demand profile from the original demand profile.

6. The national industrial demand acquired are allocated to each node using keys
calculated from employment statistics published by Eurostat for 2018 [47]. The
allocation key for each node is the fraction of employees in the manufacturing sector

at each node. These keys are calculated individually for each country:

Nmanufacturing,node

Dind,node - * Dind,national (16)

Nmanufacturing,national
7. Non-industrial demand per node is then calculate from the total demand at each

node:

Dother,node - Dtot,node - Dind,node (1 7)

8. We generate hourly time series for each node by (1) evenly distributing annual
industrial electricity demand over the year (flat demand) and (2) allocating the
national non-industrial demand profile to each node according to its respective

share of national non-industrial demand.

Table 9: Annual demand in TWh (aggregated per Country for the year 2030 and climate year 2009)

Our Work/TYNDP  Neumann et al. (2023) [4] Eurostat (2023), demand in 2019 [87]

BE 95 131 82
DE 585 730 497
DK 53 50 31
NL 140 186 108
NO 165 113 116
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Table 10: Capacity factors, total annual generation from non-dispatchable sources without curtailment
and total demand per country in TWh

Country BE DE DK NL NO UK
Technology Type
Biomass CF 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53
Generation 4.20 35.15 10.40 5.80 0.00 29.90
PV CF 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.11 0.09
Generation 8.70 82.36 5.46 22.46 0.59 18.27
Run of River CF 0.32 0.53 0 0 0 0.24
Generation 0.42 20.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.50
Wind offshore CF 0.50 0.58 0.53 0.53 0 0.55
Generation 25.96 153.92 31.65 71.91 0.00 235.78
Wind onshore CF 0.21 0.16 0.30 0.29 0.38 0.23
Generation 8.75 106.16 16.01 20.25 19.96 52.89
Total Generation 48.02 397.77 63.53 120.41 20.55 341.34
Demand 95.45 585.09 53.25 139.65 165.41 306.70

Hydrogen demand

Annual hydrogen demand on a NUTS2 level is taken from Gross et al (2022) for their
baseline scenario and allocated to each node [48]. The nodal hydrogen demand was then

distributed equally over all hours of a year to form a flat demand profile.

S1.3 Renewable generation profiles

Table 10 provides an overview over demand and supply of non-dispatchable generation.
How generation profiles from non-dispatchable sources and inflows to open pumped hydro

power plants are calculated is described hereafter.

Onshore Wind and PV

To calculate hourly generation profiles of onshore wind and solar PV for each node, we
use the installed capacities at each NUTS2 region (as described before). For generation
from wind turbines we used the wind speed at 100m and for solar PV the irradiance
retrieved from the ERA5 database at the centroid of each NUTS2 region [55]. A height

correction is applied to recalculate the wind speeds to 110m using the following formula:

110\ V7
WS110m — WS1om X (m) ) (18)

The capacity factor for each NUTS 2 region is computed based on the power curve for a 1.5
MW turbine shown in Figure abc. This capacity factor is then multiplied by the installed
capacity for the respective NUTS 2 region. The resulting time series are aggregated to

determine wind generation per node.
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In the case of Norway, the installed capacity for each bidding zone retrieved from TYNDP
data [43] is multiplied by the corresponding capacity factor extracted from the ERAA
database [44|. The generation profiles of individual bidding zones are subsequently ag-

gregated to formulate a comprehensive national generation profile.

Offshore Wind

To calculate hourly generation profiles for offshore wind farms, we used the installed
capacity and the power curve for the respective turbine type installed into account. Ad-
ditionally, we assumed different hubheights according to the year installed, i.e. 80m for
commissioned farms before 2010, 100m for farms commissioned between 2010 and 2020
and 120m for all farms installed after 2020. As for the onshore wind generation, we used
wind speeds for a height of 100m retrieved from the ERA5 database at the centroid of
each farm and recalculated it to the respective height using the Equation 18 with an

exponent of 0.11.

Biomass

Electricity generation from biofuels is assumed to be a flat profile with a capacity factor
of 0.53 based on data for Europe [56].

Run of River

Electricity generation profiles from run-of-river is based on the daily flows for run of river
provided by the ERAA [44] The daily flows were divided equally over the hours of the

day and assigned to each node based on the installed capacities at the respective node.

Inflow to Open Loop Pumped Storage and Reservoir

Similar to the run of river generation, inflows into the upper reservoir for reservoir type
and open loop type pumped hydro plants was calculated based on data by the ERAA

[44]. The weekly values were equally distributed over the hours in a week.

S1.4 Electricity Network Topology

To define capacities of ac and dc grids between the nodes, we used a variety of sources.

As a starting point, we aggregated the grid data given by Neumann et al. (2023) [4] to
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the node definition used in this work. For some lines, the data did not coincide well with
data provided by the ERAA 2022 report and HoogespaningsNet.com [54|. Where this
was the case, we changed it accordingly. The capacities for transmission lines between
offshore wind farms and the onshore nodes are based on the same sources as the capacities
for offshore wind farms (see Table 8). Interactions with countries that are out of scope is

modeled with a maximum import constraint to the respective node.

S1.5 Cost Assumptions

Technology Costs. Investment costs for existing technologies are assumed to be zero.
For new technologies the investment costs are reported in Table 11. Fixed OPEX is
calculated as a fraction of annualized CAPEX. Variable costs are given in terms of output
of the respective technology. Offshore technologies are assumed to be 1.2x as expensive

as their onshore counterpart.

Table 11: Technology Cost assumptions.

Technology CAPEX  Lifetime OPEX Fixed OPEX Variable Emission Factor  Source
[KEUR] [a] |% annual CAPEX] [EUR] [kg/MWhg|
Existing Technologies
Power Plant (Coal) 62.844 763 [58, 4]
Power Plant (Gas) 4.20 302 [58, 4]
Power Plant (Oil) 130.234 631 [4]
Power Plant (Nuclear) 16.90% 0 [4]
Pumped Hydro (Closed) 0.00 0 [58]
Pumped Hydro (Open) 0.00 0 [58]
Pumped Hydro (Reservoir) 0.00 0 [58]
New Technologies
Electrolyser (PEM) 6501 25 2.00% 0.00 0 [58]
Electrolyser (PEM, Offshore) 7801 25 2.00% 0.00 0 [58]
Electrolyser (Alkaline) 4501 30 4.00% 0.00 0 [58]
Battery System (Onshore) 6222 25 7.91% 1.80 0 [58]
Battery System (Offshore) 7462 25 7.91% 1.80 0 [58]
Fuel Cell 11003 10 5.00% 0.00 0 |58
Hydrogen Storage (Cavern) 22 100 0.00% 0.00 0 [58]

I Based on MWy input

2 Based on MWh storage capacity

3 Based on MWy, output

4 Including fuel costs
Network Costs Table 12 shows cost assumptions for networks. DC links can only be
installed at a rated power of 2 GW, in line with international standardization. The data

has been recalculated for this study to fit the following formula, where S is the capacity

in MW and d the distance in km.

Cer =71+ 725 + v3d; + 14dy1S) (19)
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Table 12: Network Cost assumptions.

Y1 Y2 V3 Ya Lifetime OPEX Fix OPEX Var Source
[KEUR] [KEUR/ [KEUR/ [kEUR [a] |% annual [EUR
MW] km)] /km/MW| CAPEX] /MWh]|
Electricity Networks
AC 0 43.7 0 0.4 40 0.04 0 [59]
DC 0 68.1 0 0.1 40 0.04 0 [59]
Hydrogen Pipelines
Offshore 337045.7 —33.1 0 0.5 50 0.04 0 157]
Onshore, new 198 262.2 —19.5 0 0.3 50 0.04 0 [57]
Onshore, repurposed 39567.9 -39 0 0.1 50 0.04 0 [57]

S2

Energy System Model

S2.1 Technology Performance

The following technology models are used in this work:

Renewable, non-dispatchable technologies: Electricity output that can be curtailed

(Wind (onshore and offshore), Solar PV, Run of River, Biofuels)

Conversion Technologies Type 1: No input with electricity output. Fuel costs are
allocated to the variable O&M costs (Nuclear Power Plant, Coal & Lignite Power
Plant, Oil Power Plant)

Conversion Technologies Type 2: Input and output, fuel costs are separated from

variable O&M costs (Electrolyser, Fuel Cell, Gas Power Plant)

Storage Technologies Type 1: Most simple storage technology with input and output
and an energy loss over time (Battery Storage, Hydro Storage - Closed Loop).

Storage Technologies Type 2.1: Same as Storage Technologies Type 1 but with an
additional exogenous energy inflow over time, as for open-loop hydro technologies

(Hydro Storage - Open Loop, Hydro Storage - Reservoir).

Storage Technologies Type 2.2: Same as Storage Technologies Type 1 but with an

energy requirement when charging (e.g. for compression, Storage - Hydrogen).

Subsequently, we do not denote indices for nodes and technologies for readability.

Renewable, non-dispatchable technologies. The maximum possible output Xout,el,t

of this technology can be curtailed. The maximum possible output is generated from the

reneable generation profiles described in the last section As such the output in time-step
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t is:

Xout,el,t S Xout,el,t (20)

Conversion Technologies Type 1. The output of this technology type is only limited
by its size. As such:
Xout,el,t S S (21)

Conversion Technologies Type 2. The output of this technology type is limited by

its size and relates to the sum of its input.

ZXout,r,t S S (22)

Xout,r,t =« Z Xin,r,t (23)

Note that a natural gas power plant can have two inputs (hydrogen and natural gas),

whereas the input of hydrogen is limited to x, = 5%. As such:

Xin,r,t S Ry Z Xin,r,t (24)

Storage Technologies Type 1 All storage technologies have a maximum charging x;,

and discharging rate X, , as well as a maximum charging level S:

Xin,r,t S Kin’rs (25)
Xout,r,t S iout,rS (26)
Sr,t S S (27)

The state of charge S, is connected to the charging and discharging of the storage as

follows. Additionally a fraction of stored energy is lost over time at the share \:

Sr,t = (]- - /\)Sr,t—l + ninXin,r,t - 1/7]outhut,r,t (28)

To ensure that only either charging or discharging happens, we formulated an additional
cut. While charging and discharging at the same time cannot be not completely avoided

this way, it decreases the size of feasible solutions significantly and removes a corner point
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in the resulting MILP. For performance reasons we refrain from formulating a formulation

involving binaries in this work.

Xin,r,t/ﬁimr + Xout,r,t/iout,r S Sr,t (29)

Storage Technologies Type 2.1 This technology model is used for hydro storage
technologies that have a natural, exogenous inflow Xi,aow, into the upper reservoir.

As such, equation 28 is adapted as follows:

Sr,t - (1 - /\)Sr,t—l + ninXin,r,t - 1/noutX0ut,r,t + Xinﬂow,r,t (30)

Storage Technologies Type 2.2 This technology model is used for hydrogen storage
that requires extra electricity for compression. As such, an additional constraint is added

calculating the respective energy requirements:

Xin,el,t = ”YXin,hz,t (31)

A summary of all technology performance parameters is shown in the table below.

Table 13: Technology Performance parameters.

Technology o Xin,r Xout,r A Min Nout Y
Conversion Technology Type 2
Electrolyzer 0.655
Fuel Cell 0.500
Power Plant Gas 0.610

Storage Technology Type 1
Battery Storage 0.333 0.333 4.168 x 10~° 0.985 0.975

Storage Technology Type 2.1
Hydrogen Storage 0.333 0.333 0.000 0.990 1.000 0.008

Storage Technology Type 2.2
Pumped Hydro Storage * * 0.000 0.890 0.890

* Depend on the installed capacity at the node

S2.2 Network Performance

The constraints for the network performance are formulated for each branch respectively.
We refrain from denoting indices on the branch the network for readability respectively.

The outflow from a node (i.e. the inflow to the branch) through a branch cannot exceed
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its capacity S:
Fout,nl,ng,r,t S thnz (32)

At the other end of the branch we account for the losses through the branch. They are
calculated based on a loss factor p and the length of the branch d.

En,nl,ng,r,t = ,udFout,nl,ng,r,t (33)

For all electricity networks, bi-directional flows are allowed and sizes in both directions

need to be equal.

Sﬂ17n2 = Sn27111 (34)

To ensure only a one-directional flow per time-slice we follow a similar approach as for

the storage technologies (eq. 29):

Finnimart + Finnzngre < Sy (35)

For all hydrogen networks, two branches need to be build for each direction respec-

tively. Additionally, there is an electricity consumption for compression:

Fcons,nl,el,t = kFout,nl,ng,r,t (36)
k is determined with:
T OsE-
_ (L) (37)
nLHV \30bar

The table below shows the network performance parameters.

Table 14: Network Performance parameters.

Network w P c T n o' LHV
Electricity Networks
Electricity AC 7x107°
Electricity DC 4x10°°

Hydrogen Pipelines
All hydrogen pipelines 4x107° 140 0.00398 300 0.65 1.405 33.32

56



S2.3 Managing computational complexities

All optimizations have been run on full and hourly temporal resolution. For the 2030
cases, DC grids can only be build in 1GW capacities. To reduce the computational
burden, this assumption has been relaxed to a continuous size for the 2040 cases.

In the 2040 cases, we additionally used warm-starts for the Synergies and the H-2 (only
offshore) scenario. We therefore used the solution of the best scenario (in this case T-All).

To manage numerical issues, we followed a three-step approach:

1. Fix technology and network sizes to the solution from the T-All scenario, fix all
new technology and network sizes to zero and solve the problem. This converges
to the same solution as the T-All scenario, but provides a feasible solution for the

next stage.

2. Unfix variables of new technology and network sizes, but keep the sizes of technolo-
gies and networks in T-All fixed. Use the solution and information from the last

solution as a warm start.

3. Unfix all variables and use the solution and information from the last solution as a

warm start. This provides the optimal solution for the Synergies scenario.
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