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Optimizing B2G Usage to Maximize Revenue and Ensure Warranty Compliance
A Subtitle that can be Very Much Longer if Necessary

PETER MARTENSSON, SHIYI QIU

Department of Mechanics and Maritime Sciences

Chalmers University of Technology

Abstract

With the development of maritime electrification, the Boat-to-Grid (B2G) system
shows great application potential. The battery is not only used for ship propulsion,
but can also participate in grid services. However, B2G usage may accelerate bat-
tery degradation. To solve this problem, this thesis builds an optimization model
to find the optimal daily usage strategy for boat batteries under B2G. The goal is
to maximize profit while protecting battery lifetime. This study selects two typ-
ical battery types, Lithium Iron Phosphate (LFP) and Nickel Cobalt Aluminum
(NCA), and creates daily usage profiles based on seasonal energy demand in two
Swedish cities, Gothenburg and Lulea. The degradation models are considered as
constraints. Two optimization methods are used. The first one is based on Model
Predictive Control (MPC) with IPOPT solver, using current as the decision variable
to maximize daily revenue. The second one is based on Genetic Algorithm (GA)
with the DEAP framework, using power as the decision variable to minimize daily
cost. In Frequency Containment Reserve (FCR) service, the results show that in
most cases both methods can generate optimal charging and discharging strategies
under different usage conditions, saving at least 4 % in summer. The battery can
still achieve profits while limiting degradation, which reflects that the model has the
capability to balance revenue and battery lifetime.

Keywords: electric boats, boat to grid, frequency regulation, battery degradation,
LFP, NCA, Model Predictive Control, Genetic Algorithm, bidirectional charging.
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Nomenclature
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Highest output current allowed
Highest charging current allowed
battery price
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Time discretization step (time interval)

Deviation of frequency

Power delivered out from wall box
Power delivered from battery
State of charge

Capacity of battery

Current
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Total degradation for a given time step
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Cost of degradation
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1

Introduction

To justify the time and effort devoted to this thesis, it begins with an introduction
chapter. This chapter will provide the necessary background, overall aims and define
the specific goals of this work.

1.1 Background

The maritime sector plays a vital role in global transportation and is a significant
contributor to greenhouse gas emissions. The International Maritime Organization
(IMO) has recognized this challenge and, under its Greenhouse Gas Strategy, aims
to reduce CO, emissions from international commercial shipping by at least 40 %
by 2030 compared to 2008 levels, with a long-term goal of reaching net-zero emis-
sions by 2050 [1]. While these goals specifically address the commercial shipping
sector, the transition towards electrification also influences the maritime industry
more generally. Electricity is becoming increasingly important in the move towards
cleaner energy, not only for commercial ships but also for leisure boats and small-
scale transport vessels. This reflects a growing shift across the maritime sector
towards low-carbon, sustainable solutions.

Electric boats are expected to grow significantly in the coming years. According
to market research, the global electric ship market size is expected to reach USD
14.2 Billion by 2030 from USD 3.3 Billion in 2022 growing at a Compound Annual
Growth Rate of 20.0% from 2022 to 2030. This growth is being driven by both
policy regulations and advances in battery and charging technology [2].

Meanwhile, the global power generation sector is undergoing a significant transi-
tion which has historically been the largest source of COy emissions. From 2018
to 2023, the installed capacities of solar photovoltaics and wind energy more than
doubled, and their contribution to electricity generation nearly doubled as well.
However, since these variable renewable sources depend on weather conditions, they
introduce fluctuations in power supply. As a result, enhancing the flexibility of the
entire power system is becoming increasingly essential [3].

One promising solution is to utilize distributed energy storage systems to increase
demand side flexibility. In this case, electric boats equipped with high capacity
batteries can be used as mobile energy storage assets. In traditional electric boat
design, especially for leisure applications, it is assumed that boats are used only a
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short time every year, usually between 40 and 90 hours. When the boats are at
the dock and connected to power, these boats can be charged at times of low power
demand and discharged to the grid at times of high power demand, providing the
basis for Boat-to-Grid applications.

However, the increased usage of batteries introduces new challenges. Lithium-ion
batteries are one of the most expensive components in the boat. Frequent charge
and discharge will increase batteries’ degradation [4]. Battery degradation not only
increases operational costs but also causes environmental problems, as battery man-
ufacturing and recycling batteries need a lot of energy and materials [5].

1.2 Literature Review

Boat-to-Grid (B2G) technology is a concept where electric boats not only draw en-
ergy from the grid but can also feed power back to the grid.

Several projects and modeling studies have shown that Boat-to-Grid (B2G) opera-
tions are both technically viable and economically beneficial. Roy et al. [6]propose
that the onboard energy storage of a marine microgrid can be utilized as FCAS
(frequency control ancillary service) by regulating system voltage and frequency
of shore side local grid. The study developed two simulation models using MAT-
LAB/Simulink: one focused on onboard zonal electric distribution (ZED), and the
other on ferry-to-grid (F2G) operations. In the F2G model, a coordinated charging
of 4 MW BESSs (Battery Energy Storage Systems) of 40 electric vessels to pro-
vide frequency control ancillary services (FCAS) to the shore side grid. The results
demonstrated that these ferries could significantly contribute to voltage and fre-
quency stabilization during peak load periods, thereby acting as distributed, mobile
energy storage units within the power system. The results showed the technical
feasibility of integrating maritime transport with grid service, which extended the
idea of vehicle-to-grid (V2G) to maritime applications. However, the study did not
include battery aging or economic analysis, which are important for real world ap-
plications.

Roy et al. [7] investigated the effects of coordinated electric ferry charging on
the local distribution network in Gladstone, Queensland, Australia. The authors
used OpenDSS software to do power flow analysis based on actual load data. In
the model, four battery energy storage systems (BESSs) were implemented, each
representing a proposed EF charging station. A dynamic model of the BESSs was
developed using MATLAB Simulink and linked to the OpenDSS environment. The
simulation results showed that with the coordinated control, the bus voltage in-
creased about 1%-1.5%, the load current decreased around 2%-2.5%. Also,the total
power consumption and losses were reduced, especially when the load increased by
80%. The results showed that the control method could keep system parameters
within the acceptable range. Moreover, electric ferries can work in both Grid-to-



1. Introduction

Ferry (charging) and Ferry-to-Grid (discharging) modes, which means they have the
potential to act as distributed energy storage systems and help support the grid [7].

Pintér et al. [8] studied the potential of small electric boats to support the power
grid at Lake Balaton in Hungary. Their results showed that small electric boats in
the sailing marinas can offer lots of energy storage capacity and interact with the
grid. The study estimated that by 2030, the cumulative energy storage potential
of these boats could reach up to 15.6 MWh, especially in connection with the pro-
motion of micro-grid solutions, local energy communities, and virtual production
integration [8].

Korsner Johansson and Petersson [9] carried out a thorough evaluation of electric
boats in Sweden, focusing on their capability to support grid services like frequency
containment reserve (FCR). The study found that frequency containment reserve
(FCR) currently offers the most favorable revenue potential due to its high compen-
sation and relatively low energy throughput.

Boat to grid applications introduce additional charge discharge cycles beyond nor-
mal use. This increase in battery usage accelerates battery degradation. According
to the cycle-life modeling study by Wang et al. [10], battery aging is significantly
influenced by cycling conditions such as temperature, depth of discharge (DoD), and
charge/discharge rate (C-rate). Battery degradation consists of both cycle aging,
which is usage dependent, and calendar aging, which is related to time, state of
charge (SoC), and temperature.

Wang et al. [11] conducted an empirical study to quantify lithium-ion battery degra-
dation under different operational scenarios, comparing standard driving cycles with
participation in vehicle-to-grid (V2G) services, specifically frequency containment
reserve (FCR). Their results revealed that daily involvement in FCR for up to two
hours imposed only minor additional wear compared to conventional driving. This
suggests that participation in ancillary services may be economically viable, as the
incremental degradation cost is outweighed by potential revenue, particularly when
service duration and current levels are kept within moderate thresholds.

Han et al. [12] proposed an economic model to evaluate the profitability of V2G
frequency regulation services while considering battery degradation. Their model es-
timated degradation costs using a fixed cost per kilowatt-hour of energy discharged.
Although their battery testing procedure included both shallow and deep cycling
profiles, the economic analysis did not explicitly account for the varying impacts of
cycle depth, state-of-charge (SoC), or temperature on battery aging. The simplified
degradation representation may limit the model’s accuracy under diverse operating
conditions and may not fully reflect the nonlinear nature of real-world battery wear.

Previous studies either ignore battery degradation, use overly simple models, or
do not apply their results to the maritime field. Few of them considered operational
constraints, such as ensuring daily usage requirements or meeting a battery warranty
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when analyzing the economic benefits of B2G.

1.3 Goals

This thesis aims to fill the gaps that remain after the literature review. It proposes
an optimization framework for electric ships to participate in grid services. The
framework includes two main constraints. The first is to guarantee the passing of
a minimum battery lifetime for boat. The second is to make sure that the ship is
available for daily usage. The model combines real electricity prices, battery degra-
dation model, and primary operations.

The goals for this thesis are:
« Develop battery usage strategies that extend operational lifetime while ensur-
ing effective participation in B2G services.
e Design an optimization framework that maximizes revenue from ancillary ser-
vices without accelerating battery degradation.
« Establish a control approach that balances grid energy demands with long
term battery health.

1.4 Delimitations

The thesis will be bounded by the following general delimitations:

o The aggregator of boat is assumed to be able to provide frequency regulation
services and is assumed to not cause any frequency imbalances. All offered
bids are assumed to be procured.

» Day-ahead electricity market prices are provided in SEK, with a fixed exchange
rate of 10 SEK to 1 EUR applied throughout the study.

Additional delimitations and assumptions will be introduced in the Methodology
Chapter.

1.5 Thesis Outline

Chapter 1 introduces the readers to the thesis objectives and provides the necessary
background. This is followed by Chapter 2, which sets the stage for understand-
ing the thesis by presenting all necessary theory. Chapter 3 describes the overall
methodology, including the adaptation of degradation models and the optimiza-
tion scenarios evaluated. Chapter 4 presents the results obtained by applying the
methodology presented in Chapter 3. These results are interpreted and discussed in
Chapter 5, with a discussion summary and conclusions given in Chapter 6. Finally,
Chapter 7 proposes potential future work that builds on the findings in this thesis.
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Theory

This chapter provides the theoretical foundation for understanding the subsequent
work in this thesis. It begins by introducing battery structure and two specific
battery chemistries. It then shifts focus to aging/degradation and presents two aging
models. Following this, there is an introduction of the Swedish frequency regulation
market, with emphasis on the specific services and products. The section ends
with some theory about Model Predictive Controller (MPC) and Genetic Algorithm
(GA).

2.1 Battery structure

As this paper has its core in batteries, this theory section will begin with a short
general description of the structure of battery cells. The general structure of battery
cells can be seen in Figure 2.1 below. A battery needs to have two electrodes, one
positive and one negative. They are commonly referred to as anode and cathode.
These are the materials that exchange charge during charging and discharging. The
anode is the electrode where oxidation occurs, while the cathode is where reduction
occurs. These two electrodes are separated by a thin layer called the separator. The
separator is mixed with the electrolyte whose task is to enable ion transportation
between the two electrodes. Both electrodes are connected to current collectors,
which are the attachment between the electrodes and the external circuit [13].

When a battery is discharged, material in the negative electrode undergoes oxi-
dation and releases an electron. This travels through the circuit to the positive
electrode, where it enables a reduction reaction. For discharging, it is therefore the
negative electrode that is referred to as anode and the positive electrode that is
referred to as cathode. The opposite process and labeling are true during battery
charging. This time, it is the negative electrode material that oxidizes and the pos-
itive electrode that gets reduced. The chemical reaction in batteries that results in
this exchange of charge is usually called a redox reaction. In the continuation of
this thesis, the anode and cathode will correspond to the anode and cathode during
discharge, hence representing the negative and positive electrode, respectively.
Alongside the redox reaction, ion diffusion takes place using the electrolyte as its
medium. This diffusion of positive ions (cations) and negative ions (anions) (if
present) is absolutely necessary to maintain charge neutrality in the two electrodes.
Keeping the charge of the electrodes constant enables the redox reaction to con-
tinue [13].
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Figure 2.1: Illustration of a general battery structure

Lastly, the purpose of the separator and current collectors is briefly examined. The
separator acts as an electrical isolation between the two electrodes, meaning it pre-
vents electrons from passing through it. While being electrically insulating, it should
still allow for ionic transport, for the reasons explained previously. By preventing
electron transport between the electrodes, using the electrolyte as medium, the sep-
arator ensures that any current must flow through the external circuit. Here, the
current can be used to provide useful work and power an attached load. Current
collectors, on the other hand, are integrated into or attached to the electrodes to
enhance their electrical conductivity. This minimizes resistive losses during both
charge and discharge [13].

With a general structure of a battery cell presented, we now briefly examine the
origin of the induced electron flow. This flow originates from a potential difference
between the two electrodes, depending on the materials involved. Each electrode’s
potential cannot be assigned any absolute value; however, the electrode potential
for different materials can be quantized with the use of a reference material. The
most commonly used reference is the "standard hydrogen electrode (SHE)", whose
potential is set to zero. Using this reference, the relative potential of any other
material can be easily found and measured using a voltmeter. This measured po-
tential is called the standard potential for that specific material. For a more detailed
description, see Chapter 2 of "Electrochemical engineering" by Fuller eta al. In the
same book, Appendix A contains a table of some standard potentials [14].
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With standard potentials known for two electrodes, it becomes straightforward to
calculate the total cell voltage. It is done by subtracting the half-cell standard
potentials, as in Equation (2.1). As a final remark, it is worth noting that other
reference electrodes may be used to decide an electrode’s potential. As long as both
electrodes use the same reference material to decide their potential, the difference
in potential will be the same [15].

Table 2.1: Table presenting some of the standard potentials given in [16]

Element ‘ Oxidant ‘ = ‘ Reductant ‘ Standard potential

F Fot 20 | = | 2F 2.87
Gl | Ch+2 | = 20 1.3595
Cu Cut +e | = Cu 0.521
H 2HT + 2 | = Hs 0

Zn n*t + 2 | = Zn -0.763
Na Nat™ +e” | = Na -2.714
Li Lit 4+ e = Li -3.045

Ucell = glizﬁtrodel - eTleeJ::tTode2 (21)

2.1.1 Battery Chemistries

Batteries come in many different forms and sizes, varying in both chemical com-
position and active material used. Today, lithium ion batteries (LIBs in short) are
the most widely used secondary battery chemistry in markets such as consumer
electronics, electric vehicles, and grid storage applications. This popularity comes
from their high gravimetric and volumetric energy density in combination with their
moderate cost [17]. LIBs themselves can be divided into several different types, each
with slightly different molecular composition. Some of the most common ones are
listed in Table 2.2 together with their abbreviations.

Table 2.2: Different LIB chemistries with their notation and molecular
composition[18].

Battery chemistry ‘ Notation

LiFePOy, LFP
LiMIlg 04 LMO
LiyTi5Oq9 LTO
LiCoOgq LCO
LiNi,Co,ALLO, | NCA
(r4y+2) =1
LiNi,MN,Co0.0, | NMC
LiNip5Mn; 504 LNMO

In Table 2.2, five out of the six compositions refer to the cathode material used in
the specific cell type. LTO is the only composition that is not used as a cathode,
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but rather as an anode material [18].

In this report, the focus will exclusively be on LFP and NCA type cells. In 2016,
these battery chemistries accounted for 36 respectively, 9 mass % of the LIBs market
share [19]. Both chemistries can be found in EVs [19], and are used by companies
such as Volvo.

2.1.2 LFP

Lithium-locaion batteries having a cathode made of LiFePO, are usually referred to
as "LFP" cells, and were first introduced in 1997 [17]. The half cell voltage for LEP
cathodes, when using Li/Li" as reference, is 3.45 volts. A common choice for the
anode material is graphite, and the voltage for graphite, using the same reference,
is 0.1 volts [18].

This battery chemistry has very long cycle life and is relatively safe [20]. Describing
LFP batteries as safe is somewhat misleading, a point highlighted in "The Hand-
book of Lithium-Ion Battery Pack Design'. The book emphasizes that all lithium-ion
chemistries exhibit similar failure modes. On the other hand, LFP has lower energy
density compared to some of its competitors, which results in less energy dissipation
during failure events[21].

Article [20] provides additional arguments, other than that of low energy density, as
to why LFP cells are a safer option compared to other competitors. It states that
LFP batteries are resistant to many chemicals, making them more chemically stable
and less flammable than many other battery chemistries. These properties result in
high temperature tolerance and less risk of thermal runaway.

The relatively low price and good environmental profile of LE'P batteries are a conse-
quence of iron’s high abundance. This contrasts with other materials such as cobalt
needed in chemistries such as NCA, NMC, and LCO [17]. Further comparisons be-
tween LFP and other lithium-ion chemistries can be made by analyzing Table 7.5
in Chapter 7 in "The Handbook of Lithium-Ion Battery Pack Design". The table
shows the fact that LFP has relatively low energy density; however, simultaneously
it exhibits high power density. It also highlights the long cycle life of LFP together
with its low cost per kWh [21]. Additional relevant properties of LEP cells include
their theoretical capacity limit of roughly 170 mAhg~! [20] and its maximum voltage
of 3.45 volts [18].

Finally, the major disadvantages of LFP cathodes are examined. One of the primary
limitations with LFP cells is their poor electronic conductivity, typically ranging
from 107% to 10719 sem~!. Additionally, LFP has the issue of poor lithium diffusion,
limiting the speed of the redox reactions.

The electrical conductivity can be significantly improved by adding carbon materi-
als, which was first postulated by Prof Michael Armand together with his coworkers.

8
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Examples of other measures improving both the electrical conductivity and diffusion
length of lithium include the addition of metal oxide, reduction of LF'P particle size,
and finally doping the electrode material [20)].

2.1.3 NCA

As seen in Table 2.2 NCA is the abbreviation for LiNi;Co,Al,O,. The sum of z, y
and z should equal one just as for LiNiggCog.15A1p.0502. This specific combination of
NCA has been used as the cathode material in Tesla EVs since the beginning of 2010.

One advantage with NCA compared to LFP is its high theoretical capacity of
280mAhg~!. The difference in practical capacity is slightly smaller because LFP
cells operate closer to their theoretical capacity limit than NCA cells. According to
Table 1 in article [18], the voltage of NCA is also higher than that of LFP [22].

When it comes to batteries using NCA as the cathode material, one has the op-
portunity to choose between high energy density or high stability. The origin of
this tunability follows from the fact that x, y and z can be varied in the chemical
formula. Increasing x raises the concentration of nickel which results in a higher
energy density. This correlation between nickel concentration and energy concen-
tration follows from the fact that nickel is the primary redox active material in NCA.
Unfortunately, a higher nickel concentration also results in more weak bonds in the
form of nickel to oxygen bonds(Ni-O), which lowers the overall stability of the cell
by increasing the risk of unwanted chemical reactions [23].

2.1.4 Aging

As batteries age, they degrade, and their performance gradually declines. This is of-
ten quantified and /or measured by either capacity or power fade. Aging is commonly
separated into two categories, namely calender aging and cycle aging. Calender ag-
ing refers to the degradation originating from the passing of time. No current has
to flow to or from the battery in order for calendar aging to occur. Cycle aging, on
the other hand, is the degradation originating from the flow of current [24].

To accurately model battery degradation, both of these contributions should be con-
sidered. Therefore, this thesis will account for both calendar and cycling aging when
analyzing the degradation of LFP and NCA battery cells. These aging processes are
commonly defined by mathematical expressions, four of which are presented below.

LFP calendar aging

The primary factors contributing to calendar aging are storage time, SoC, and tem-
perature. All of these are incorporated into the LFP calendar aging model presented
in article [25], as shown in Equation (2.2).

Crage(t, SoC, T) = (0.019-S0C*%32 +0.5195) - (3.258- 102 - T>07 1+ 0.295) - t°8 (2.2)

Units for each of the parameters found in Equation (2.2) are presented in Table
2.3. In Equation (2.2) all the parameters are intrinsic and does not depend on the
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Table 2.3: Units of parameters and output value for Expression (2.2)

Parameter t SoC | T | Craqe
Unit [months] | [%] | [C°] | [%]

battery size. Hence it can be applied for any battery size.

LFP cycling aging

When batteries are frequently used, calendar aging alone is no longer sufficient to
model their degradation. In these cases, cycling aging must be included. For LFP
batteries, the cycling aging model used in this thesis is taken from article [10] and is
presented in Equation (2.3) below. In the paper the allowed C, 4. (current/capacity)
range is between C/2 and 10C, and the current throughput, denoted as Ah, is defined
only as the current going into the battery. The other parameters found in Equation
(2.3) are temperature denoted as "T", number of cycles denoted as 'n", depth of
discharge denoted as "DOD" and the battery capacity used in article [10] denoted
as Cp. Equation (2.3) also includes a variable denoted B. This variable depends on
Crate and its expression was deduced based on interpolation of values listed in Table
3 of article [10]. Equation (2.3) and the expression for B are depicted below.

—31700 4 370.3 - Chraze

Cfade<cratea n, DOD, T, C(),) =B- 613]9( R-T

) - AR (2.3)

Ah = Co(DOD -n) , B=522-C?

rate

— 7383 C\yre + 3.742 - 10*

Similarly to the calendar aging model, this cycling aging model gives an output in
percentage. This unit together with the units for the input parameters for Equation
(2.3) are provided in Table 2.4.

Table 2.4: Units for the parameters used in Expression (2.3)

Parameter | C,4 | number of cycles (n) | T | DOD | Co= 2 | Cyage
Unit [Ah] 5 [CT] ] | [Ah] | [%]

NCA calendar aging

Calendar aging for NCA cells is modeled using the expression presented in Equa-
tion (2.4), taken from article [26]. Similarly to Equation (2.2), it depends on storage
time, SoC, and temperature; however, its appearance differs somewhat.

Cremain(ta SOC? Ta CO) = CO : €$p(_k : t0'548) (24)

0.092 - SoC + 170.22 — 7250
R )
The output of Equation (2.4) represents the remaining battery capacity after sub-

tracting the capacity loss due to previous calendar aging. With this in mind, it
becomes clear that Cy. corresponds to the initial capacity and the exponential term

k = exp(

10
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in Equation (2.4) corresponds to the system’s degradation factor. This factor is
independent of the nominal battery capacity and can therefore be applied to NCA
batteries of any size. The units for the parameters found in Equation (2.4) are
provided in Table 2.5 below.

Table 2.5: Units for the parameters found in Expression (2.4)

Parameter t SoC| T Co | Cremain
Unit [days] | [%] | [C°] | [Ah] | [Ah]

NCA cycling aging

In article [27] a cycling aging model for NCA cells is presented. It is given by Equa-
tion (2.5) and holds great similarities with Equation (2.3). However, one important
difference is that while Equation (2.3) outputs capacity fade in percentage, Equation
(2.5) provides the absolute capacity loss.

—18461 + 32|I|
R-T

Clrage(I, AR, T) = 130 - exp( )- A% Ah = Co(DOD -n) (2.5)

Table 2.6 below presents the units for each parameter used in Equation (2.5).

Table 2.6: Units for parameters given in Equation (2.5)

Parameter | 1 Ah T | Co=7 | Ctade
Unit [A] | [AL] | [C°] | [Ah] | [AhL]

2.1.5 Frequency Regulation and Batteries

In the electricity grid the production and consumption of electricity must always
remain balanced. Any mismatch causes the grid frequency and system voltage to
change [28]. For a higher demand than supply of electricity, the frequency drops,
increasing the risk of blackouts. When supply is higher than the demand for elec-
tricity, frequency instead rises, potentially damaging devices connected to the grid
[29]. In the Nordic electricity grid the frequency is always balanced around a value
of 50 Hertz [30]. This means that if the frequency level is below 50 then production
should be increased to exceed the contemporary demand. Having a frequency above
50 calls for the opposite case where production has to be reduced below the size
of the contemporary demand. The grid’s ability to minimize frequency change and
also to restore the frequency to its intended value is what frequency regulation is all
about [30, 31].

Factors affecting the frequency change, following a system perturbation, primary
include the characteristics of the grid system itself, the access to stabilizing re-
serves, and the magnitude of the perturbation/disturbance. The deciding factor in
determining the frequency robustness of a grid is the total rotational inertia present
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in the system [30].

As discussed in article [31] frequency instability can be either short-term, lasting
only for a few seconds, or long term, lasting up to several minutes. This is one of
the reasons why frequency regulation calls for multiple different types of stabilizing
resources [30].

Batteries generally have short activation times, and different batteries can have
a variety of power capacities. This makes batteries suitable for a handful of grid
stabilization services. In article [32] grid services and resources are sorted into three
different categories: high frequency with low intensity, high frequency with high in-
tensity, and low frequency with high intensity. A fourth category can can be added,
namely the one with low frequency and low intensity, see Figure 2.2.

The article provides examples such as energy arbitrage, which usually requires high
frequency and high intensity, while frequency regulation fits more into the category
of high frequency and low intensity. Finally, it presents black start as one of the
applications that requires high intensity and low frequency [32].

While batteries offer a wide range of potential applications, certain use cases are
more commonly studied and implemented. Since 2010, there has been a clear trend
in research and publications on Battery Energy Storage Systems (BESS), with power
support, frequency regulation, and voltage support being the most frequently ad-
dressed and published applications [33]. As frequency regulation is the primary
focus of this thesis, the following two sections will discuss two stabilizing services
commonly used for frequency regulation.

High ;
100% 1 100%
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Intensity R GRCGRTEEEEE e R
100% i 100%
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Low

Time i Time

Low Frequency High

Figure 2.2: Four different types of battery usage profiles that could conduct grid
services.
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Energy storage using batteries

One tool that can be applied to help optimize the frequency in a grid is to implement
energy storage (ES) units. Energy storage units can act as buffers by demanding
energy/charging when the production is to high in the system and similarly it can
discharge when the production is too low. In doing so ES units can minimize the
mismatch between demand and production. Additionally ES systems can be made
to have fast response times, enabling accurate and frequent stabilization [28].

Frequency Containment Reserve using batteries

Frequency Contamination Reserves (FCR) aim to stabilize the frequency in the
event of frequency deviations and are fundamental to balancing the electricity sys-
tem. They are activated automatically if the frequency deviation is measured to
be within their predefined frequency window. According to the Frequency quality
analysis 2022 from Fingird [34], the total number of frequency deviations in 2022 is
shown in the Table 2.7. These results show that although extreme deviations rarely
occur, frequent small deviations still reflect the necessity of implementing effective
frequency control strategies to ensure the stability of the system.

Table 2.7: Total number of frequency deviation in 2022.

f (Hz) Total amount Max duration (s) | Average duration
(s)

> 50.1 591348 800.80 6.21

> 50.2 211 140.10 5.28

> 50.3 7 10.10 5.34

< 49.9 45398 756.60 5.60

< 49.8 131 83.9 6.92

< 49.7 12 11.80 5.45

< 49.6 3 8.70 6.37

< 49.5 2 4.30 0

2.1.6 Frequency Regulation Markets

The Nordic synchronous power system is a jointly operated electricity network that
includes Sweden, Finland, Norway, and Eastern Denmark. Within this synchronous
area, all transmission grids are interconnected through an AC network and operate
at a common frequency of 50 Hz. Maintaining frequency stability across the region is
a shared responsibility among the national Transmission System Operator (TSOs),
and is essential for ensuring reliable power system operation [35].

The role and responsibility of Transmission System Operator(TSOs) is to control

and operate the transmission grid and transport electricity to regional or local dis-
tribution networks [36]. In Sweden, Svenska Kraftnét, have several different an-
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cillary services including Fast Frequency Reserve (FFR), Frequency Containment
Reserve(FCR), automatic Frequency Restoration Reserve (aFRR), and manual Fre-
quency Restoration Reserve (mFRR). These products are traded in markets where
participants bid by offering specific capacities at chosen prices. There is also a
minimum bid size requirement for products that can be offered on the market. In
order for biders to participate in the market for ancillary services they need to get
a permission and a approved result from the prequalification. Prequalification is
the process used to test the unit or group that plans to deliver ancillary services
[37]. In the following Table 2.8 there is the overview of three different Frequency
Containment Reserve products [38].

Table 2.8: Overview of the requirements for reserves.

FCR-D upward FCR-D down- | FCR-N
ward
Description | Upward regulation | Downward regula- | Symmetrical upward
tion and downward regu-
lation
Minimum 0.1 MW 0.1 MW 0.1 MW
bid size
Activation Automatic linear | Automatic linear | Automatic linear
activation  within | activation  within | activation within the
the frequency inter- | the frequency inter- | frequency interval
val 49,90 - 49,50 Hz | val 50,10 - 50,50 Hz | 49,90 - 50,10 Hz
Activation Presented in the | Presented in the | Presented in the doc-
time document with | document with | ument with technical
technical require- | technical require- | requirements for FCR
ments for FCR ments for FCR
Volume re- | Up to 542 MW for | Up to 542 MW for | 224 MW for Sweden
quirements Sweden Sweden
Endurance At least 20 minutes | At least 20 minutes | 1 hour

2.1.7 Bidding Procedure

The reserves for FCR-N, FCR-D upward, and FCR-D downward are secured through
two complementary day-ahead auctions. The majority of the required capacity is
acquired during the first auction, while the remaining portion is acquired in the
second round. The volume of FCR that may be provided per unit is limited to a
maximum of 5% of the total FCR requirement. For instance, if the Nordic region
requires 600 MW for FCR-N and 1450 MW for FCR-D upward, a single unit can
provide maximum 30 MW and 72.5 MW, respectively [39].

The procurement and pricing of these reserves are based on market mechanisms.
The up regulating price is the price of the most expensive up regulating energy
bid accepted, whereas the down regulating price is the price of the cheapest down
regulating energy bid accepted [40]. The following Table 2.9 provides an overview
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of how different ancillary services are procured and priced [41]. FCR full activation
frequency deviation for FCR-N is + 100 mHz. The activation within the interval
49.9 to 50.1 Hz must be proportional to the frequency deviation. 0% activation
is required at 50.0 Hz. When the frequency drops to 49.9 Hz or lower, the 100%
FCR-N capacity in upward direction should be activated.When the frequency equal
to or above 50.1 Hz 100% of the FCR-N capacity being activated in the downward
direction should be activated. The control response follows a linear relationship
within the 49.9 Hz to 50.1 Hz [42].

Table 2.9: Procurement and pricing of reserves.

Feature FCR-D upward |FCR-D down- | FCR-N
ward
Procurement| Bids on capacity |Bids on capacity | Bids on capacity mar-
market market ket
Capacity re- | Pay as cleared.|Pay as cleared.|Pay as cleared. Prices
muneration |Prices per MW |Prices per MW |per MW are pub-
are published on|are published on|lished on Mimer
Mimer Mimer
Energy No energy remuner- | No energy remuner- | According to  up
compensa- |ation ation or down regulating
tion prices. Prices are
published on Mimer
Time for |1 day (closure 18h) |1 day (closure 18h) |1 day (closure 18h) or
trade or 2 days (closure|or 2 days (closure|2 days (closure 16h)
16h) ahead of the|16h) ahead of the|ahead of the hour of
hour of delivery hour of delivery delivery

2.2 Optimization models

2.2.1 Model predicting control (MPC)

Model Predictive Control is a control method that originates from the late seventies.
While it is an umbrella term including a lot of different controllers, each with minor
differences, they all follow the same fundamental structure. The structure is well
described in [43], where the first step is to mathematically define/predict the future
system states. This prediction is then compared to the desired future system states.
The obtained error between these two is then sent to an optimizer as input. The
optimizer minimizes a predefined cost function, which depends on the prediction
error and incorporates system constraints. The output is a sequence of future system
control inputs. The length of this sequence is called the predilection horizon. Of
all the control inputs obtained only the first control input is applied, after which
the process is repeated with updated system information. The process of a MPC is
illustrated in Figure 2.3.
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Figure 2.3: General flow of a MPC, based on figure in book [43].

Knowing the overall structure of MPC, the next step is to explain how to construct
an MPC. First, building an MPC requires the system in question to be represented
by a mathematical model. This model should be able to accurately predict the fu-
ture state and behavior of the system. The extent of this prediction, whether it is
in time or some other unit, is usually referred to as the prediction horizon.

Having the system model, the second part needed is the cost function. The cost
function should depend on the system’s states, which themselves depend on the sys-
tem control inputs. Having this dependence essentially results in the cost function
being dependent on the system’s control inputs.

The constructed cost function can now be minimized with an optimizer that in
addition to the cost function, considers all the system constraints. The optimizer
output will be the optimal control inputs over the prediction horizon. When having
these inputs, merely the first one will be applied, changing the system state and
shifting the prediction horizon one step forward. The process can now be repeated
with the additional system information. Shifting the prediction horizon forward one
step for each iteration is known as the receding horizon principle. What this prin-
ciple does is making sure that the controller continuously adapts and considers all
available system information [43].

Being reliant on the accuracy of the system model, the MPC does not become
any better than the system model it exploits. For complex systems and problems,
the derivation and development of a accurate model can be time consuming and is
often cited as one of the mayor disadvantages with MPC. Depending on the com-
plexity of the model and the length of the chosen horizon utilizing MPC can also
require large computational power. This is especially true when using non linear
MPC (NMPC). The required computational power especially goes up when the in-
troduced nonlinearities converts the problem from being convex to nonconvex. A

16



2. Theory

nonconvex problem contains local maximum and minimum points which can result
in suboptimal solutions, moreover stability issues [43].

To implement MPC in Python the open source package CasADi can be used.
CasADi is capable of solving nonlinear problems, as well as including an arbitrarily
large number of equality and inequality constraints. For detailed information about
CasADi the reader is refer to its own documentation site, see [44].

2.2.2 Genetic Algorithm (GA)

Genetic Algorithm (GA) is a population-based metaheuristic inspired by the prin-
ciples of natural selection and evolution, originally introduced by Holland [45]. GA
has been used in many fields such as engineering design, operations research, artifi-
cial intelligence, and energy systems optimization.

Unlike traditional gradient-based optimization methods, GA does not require deriva-
tive information, making it suitable for non-linear, multi-modal, and black-box op-
timization problems. GA operates on a population, which is a group of individuals.
Each individual represents a potential solution to the optimization problem. Indi-
viduals are usually encoded as binary strings or real-valued vectors. The quality of
each individual is evaluated using a fitness function, the score of the fitness function
based on how well the solution meets the optimization objective.

The algorithm improves the population over generations by applying three main
operators:

e Selection: This step chooses individuals with higher fitness scores. These
individuals are more likely to be used as parents for the next generation. This
simulates the evolutionary concept of “survival of the fittest.”

e Crossover: Combines genetic information from two parents to produce new
offspring. This encourages the inheritance of beneficial traits and exploration
of new solutions.

e Mutation: This introduces small random changes to maintain genetic diver-
sity and avoid premature convergence. Mutation helps explore new areas of
the solution space.

There are common stopping conditions for GA, including:
o The algorithm reaches a predefined maximum number of generations.
o The best fitness value does not improve significantly over several consecutive
generations.
o The fitness of the best solution reaches a predefined threshold or target value.

The performance of GA is highly influenced by its parameter settings. Parameters
are essential to balance exploration and exploitation and to achieve good optimiza-
tion results.
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Population Size: Defines the number of individuals in each generation. A
larger population increases genetic diversity and exploration ability but re-
quires more computational resources. A smaller population reduce computa-
tion time but may lead to premature convergence.

Crossover Rate: Indicates the probability of applying crossover between
selected parents. Higher crossover rates tend to encourage exploration by
creating new genetic combinations , while lower crossover rates limit diversity
and may slow down search.

Mutation Rate: Defines the probability of random changes in the offspring.
Mutation introduces randomness and helps maintain genetic diversity. If the
rate is too low, the population may converge prematurely; if too high, the
search may become unstable.

Selection Method: Determines how individuals are chosen to become par-
ents. Common methods include roulette wheel selection, tournament selection,
and rank-based selection. The choice of selection strategy can influence con-
vergence speed and the quality of solutions.

The general structure of a genetic algorithm is shown below Figure 2.4:

[ Initialize populatlon

Evaluate Fitness

I

—_—

Selection

+

Mutation

Create New
Populatlon

Update Generation

)
)
]
]
)
]

Termination
Condition ?

[ Update Generation ]

END

Figure 2.4: GA Flow Chart

In this thesis, Genetic Algorithm is implemented using the DEAP (Distributed Evo-
lutionary Algorithms in Python) framework, DEAP is a open source evolutionary
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computation framework library for Python. The functionalities provided by DEAP
are organized into several modules. These modules work together to support the
flexible design and extension of algorithms. Users can customize their own algo-
rithm structures based on these strategy module. The tools module includes used
genetic operators such as initialization, crossover, mutation, and selection. These
operators can be easily registered into the toolbox and used during the algorithm
process[46]. DEAP also support single-objective and multi-objective optimization
and allows for easy tracking of algorithm performance through built-in logging tools
such as Logbook.
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Methodology

To determine the optimal usage for boat batteries capable of B2G, multiple factors
must be considered. These include electricity price, battery chemistry, external lim-
itations, and a few more. An effective approach to successfully considering all these
parameters and identifying the best usage profile would be to develop a simulation
tool using all these parameters as input values.

While the scope of this thesis was to develop a method for determining the op-
timal B2G usage for an arbitrary use case, specific cases were also required to run,
test and validate the developed code. The methodology, process, and system limita-
tions applied in this thesis are presented in the following sections. However, a brief
summary of the problem formulation is first provided.

3.1 Problem formulation

Fundamental problem formulation

Even within a maritime system following tight restrictions, many different secondary
usage profiles might be possible. All of these would together with the the fixed pri-
mary usage result in different interactions between the grid and the boats. Therefore
the question arises: "what is the optimal way for the boat/boats to interact with the
grid". To answer this question a better understanding of what the word "interaction"
refers to, and what information it includes is necessary.

The interaction between the boat batteries and the grid embed information such
as the charging and discharging power at different time instances. Furthermore it
contains information on how much energy the battery can provide/reserve for an-
cillary services during each time step. Finding the optimal secondary usage profile,
and as a consequence the most optimal interaction, requires one to find and quantify
the advantages and disadvantages of utilizing as well as not utilizing the battery for
B2G. These contributions must then be compared to eventually find the balance
point giving the highest ratio of advantages over disadvantages.
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Mathematical interpretation

A mathematical description of the more fundamental problem formulation stated
above is necessary, in order for the possibility to solve it. The first step in this tran-
sition is to converted each advantage and disadvantage into either cost or revenue.
These can then be added together to constitute the systems cost function. In this
thesis the cost is the sum of electricity cost and the indirect cost of degradation.
Gained revenue on the other hand is the result of attending ancillary services and
getting compensated for these services. Adding these two contributions gives the
system’s cost function.

Solver approach

With a constructed cost function, a controller, such as MPC or a algorithm such
as GA, can be used to minimize the cost function. The optimization might be
restricted to follow some system constraints such as allowed SoC interval and/or
allowed charging power so these constraints are also essential to include in the opti-
mization problem. With the cost function minimized and all the constraints obeyed,
the optimal solution and with that the best secondary usage profile is found.

With the problem formulation postulated and the core objective defined, system
boundaries can be introduced.

3.2 System boundaries

To conduct an extensive analyzes of the potential of B2G and how to optimize its use,
the system size had to be reduced by either limiting or fixing some parameters. The
assumptions and specifications made in this thesis are all presented in the following
sections. The technical specifications postulated in this thesis are introduced first.

3.2.1 Battery Types and Degradation Models

When deciding which batteries to analyze, the attention quickly went to LIBs. This
was because they are the most widely used secondary batteries. Moreover, out of
these, LFP and NCA both account for a large part of the market share [17] [19].
These arguments, combined with the fact that Volvo Penta uses both NCA and LFP
batteries, made these chemistries a suitable choice to analyze.

Having determined which battery chemestries and degradation models to imple-
ment, the next step was to decide on specific battery packages. Since this thesis
investigates two different cell chemistries it is reasonable to use two different bat-
tery packages, one utilizing LFP and one utilizing NCA. With this in mind the cube
battery and the Peninda (KO01) battery were chosen. Both of these are delivered
by Volvo Penta and suitable for maritime applications. Some general information
about the two batteries are presented in Table 3.1, shown below.
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Table 3.1: Battery specification

Battery model | Cell chemistry | Capacity [kWh] | Voltage [V]

Cube NCA 90 650
Peninda LFP 73.6 620

The above numbers are used as reference numbers for both the MPC and GA later
in this thesis. However, some adjustments will be made for whenever MPC is used.
In these cases each boat battery will be assumed to have the same specifications as
the cube battery. The remaining difference is, of course, the fact that LFP degrada-
tion models will be used. This choice was made to more easily isolate the difference
between the degradation models itself rather than obtaining differences in the result
due to differences in battery specifications. For GA on the other hand the speci-
fications will be exactly as shown in Table 3.1. This to represent a more realistic
scenario and by doing so map the difference between the optimal secondary usage
case for not only two separate chemistries, but rather these two very specific battery
packages.

In terms of configuration, it is assumed that all battery cells of the same type
have the same behavior and degradation profiles. In other words, each cell of the
same type is identical in its performance, specifications and degradation. It will be
assumed that the two batteries presented above, the cube and peninda battery, are
made from the cells used in article [27] and [10]. There overall specifications is given
in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2: Cell specification

Cell chemistry | Capacity [Ah] | Voltage [V]

NCA 7 3.6
LFP 2.2 3.3

Based on this information, the required cell configuration to obtain the two assumed
battery packages can be determined.
For NCA battery:
The number of cells connected in series was
650V

s = 36V ~ 180 cells in series.

The number of cells connected in parallel was

~ 90000Wh 1
P 650V TAL

Now the same calculations can be done for the Peninda LFP battery:
The number of cells connected in series was
620V

N, = 33V ~ 188 cells in series.

~ 19 strings in parallel
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The number of cells connected in parallel was

 620000Wh 1

N = .
P 620V 2.2 Ah

The battery and cell specifications assumed in this thesis is summarized in the

following Table 3.3.

Table 3.3: Battery pack properties for simulations.

~ 46 strings in parallel

Chemistry of battery cells | LFP/C NCA/C
Capacity of the battery 2.2 Ah 7 Ah
Number of cells in series 188 180
Number of parallel branches 46 19
Energy of the pack 73.6 kWh 90 kWh
Nominal voltage of the pack 620 V 650 V

The degradation models used in this thesis were divided into two types, namely
calendar and cycling degradation, see section 2.1.4. Degradation due to mechanical
stress and other factors were excluded. Having determined the battery chemistries
and what degradation types to be considered, the next step was to construct the
degradation models. In this thesis, these models were obtained from existing liter-
ature. For specific cells, a more rigorous approach would have be to conduct degra-
dation experiments and derive the degradation models from the obtained results.
However, such an approach would be both time-consuming and require advanced
equipment, and was therefore left outside the scope of this thesis.

To choose between different degradation models presented in various scientific pa-
pers and books, a couple of requirements were defined. Firstly, it was decided that
the calendar aging model should only depend on time, SoC, and temperature, while
the cycling aging should depend on current or C,.., current throughput, and tem-
perature. This decision was based on the observation that these terms appeared
frequently in the literature and were always primary contributors to the degrada-
tion. The degradation models should also have all their coefficients defined and be
semi-empirical. This ensures that no further battery testing is required before the
models can be applied for calculations. Among the models fulfilling these require-
ments, the newest ones were chosen to minimize the error due to recent developments
in battery technology. The four degradation models used in this master thesis are
based on those presented in the theory section.

A couple of assumptions regarding the batteries were also made. First of all, the
voltage is assumed to be constant and independent of factors such as SoC and age.
The batteries are also assumed to have the same temperature as their environment
(ambient temperature). Yet another battery assumption that has a large impact on
the results is the assumption that the batteries follow the chosen degradation mod-
els. The fact that the models are roughly 10 years old makes the reader justified
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in questioning their accuracy; however, since they are simply inputs values, their
accuracy does not really affect the simulation tool itself.

3.2.2 Locations

Deciding on what locations to be analyzed, a couple of factors were considered.
Firstly, the locations analyzed should be complementary to each other, hence have
large differences in most if not all aspects and parameters. The locations in question
should also have data available for all of the parameters required to conduct this
study, and furthermore, have close access to water. The required parameters are
listed below. Based on these requirements, Gotheburg and Lulea turned out to be
suitable choices. While they might not differ significantly in all aspects, differences
do exist, and both have the necessary data. Once again, it should be stated clearly
that, even tough only the two locations, Gothenburg and Luled, were tested, the final
simulation tool should work just as well for B2G optimization at other locations, as
long as data for the parameters listed below are available:

o Temperature

o Electricity price

« B2G compensation (dependent on what grid service)

o Real time grid frequency

3.2.3 Time Discretization and Data Simplification

In the process of converting continuous time to discrete time, an appropriate step
size needs to be chosen. Since the data used in this thesis, day-ahead market price of
electricity, temperature, and the consumption of energy are provided on an hourly
basis, a step size of one hour seems appropriate. This setting makes it easy to im-
plement the data in the model.

For the frequency deviation, the data collected from Fingrid [47]had a resolution
of 3 minutes. Because other data is only available per hour, it is not necessary to
keep the high resolution of the frequency data. To simplify, the maximum deviation
from the 50.00 Hz in each hour is selected.

Furthermore, in each hour, the charging or discharging power is assumed to stay
constant. This means the power does not change during that hour. Based on this
assumption, the SoC change caused by charging during this hour will appear at the
start of the following hour. This approach matches the hourly time resolution.

3.2.4 Primary Usage and Energy Consumption

When expanding the usage of an electric boats to also do B2G, the factors to be
considered increase. In this thesis it will be assumed that the primary usage can not
be trumped by the secondary usage. This says that independently on how profitable
it would be to attend the FCR market, this will never happen for hours where the
boat will either be used or has to prepare to meet any upcoming SoC target. The
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primary usage represents all the usage patterns that would be found for the boat if
it were not able to perform B2G. The secondary usage on the other hand represents
only the usage following the expansion of using the boat for B2G. Not only will
the secondary usage not trump the primary usage, it will also be assumed that the
primary usage is set by the boat owner and therefore seen as a fixed input parameter
into the optimization problem.

To estimate how daily sailing affects the battery’s SoC, several power levels were con-
sidered. These values reflect imaginary power demands under different operational
conditions. In each case, a certain amount of sailing time is assumed, following the
arrival and departure time presented in the previous section. The energy consumed
during each hour is easily calculated from the power. They relate one to one since
the power is assumed to be constant during each hour. The battery’s remaining
energy after each hour is calculated by deducting the consumed energy from the ini-
tial energy level that hour. The SoC is calculated by dividing the remaining energy
by the total battery capacity. The energy remaining in the boat batteries for each
hour, season and location is assumed to follow the profiles illustrated in Figures
3.1-3.2. These profiles are not based on actual data, but were instead artificially
created to approximate a plausible usage profile for each season at the two locations
of Gothenburg and Lulea.

GOT SPRING

GOT WINTER

012345678 9101112131415161718192021222324
Time [h]
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01234567 8 9101112131415161718192021222324
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(a) Primary usage for winter in Gothen-
burg. burg.

GOT SUMMER GOT FALL

Energy [kWh]

012345678 9101112131415161718192021222324 3456 78 9101112131415161718192021222324
Time [h] Time [h]

(c) Primary usage for summer in (d) Primary usage for autumn in
Gothenburg. Gothenburg.

Figure 3.1: All four seasonal primary usage profiles for Gothenburg.
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(c) Primary usage for summer in Lulea. (d) Primary usage for autumn in Lulea.

Figure 3.2: All four seasonal primary usage profiles for Lulea.

3.2.5 Overview

All the parameter constraints are found below in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4: Parameter values used in B2G.

Parameter Value | Unit
At 1 h
Charging/discharging efficiency 1 -
Minimum allowed SoC 0.15 -
Maximum allowed SoC 0.9 -
EOL capacity fade 0.2 -
Maximum discharging power -50 kW
Maximum charging power 50 kW

Battery cell charge capacity (NCA) 7 Ah
Battery cell charge capacity (LFP) | 2.2 Ah

Battery pack voltage (NCA) 350 V
Battery pack voltage (LFP) 320 \Y%
Battery energy capacity (NCA) 90 | kWh
Battery energy capacity (LFP) 73.6 | kWh
Battery pack cost (NCA) 10000 | Eur
Battery pack cost (LFP) 10000 | Eur
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3.3 Modification of degradation models

With all system limitations defined, the focus now shifts to the degradation models.
In order for the simulation tool, developed in this thesis, to be applicable for all
battery capacities, modifications to Equations (2.3) and (2.5) are required. These
modifications are explained in the following two sections.

3.3.1 Modification of LFP cycling model

Since C.q. is an intensive quantity that does not depend on system size, it might
appear that Equation (2.3) can be applied to batteries regardless of their capacities.
However, this overlooks the fact that current throughput must be scaled in accor-
dance with the chosen battery capacity. The need for scaling current throughput is
illustrated in Figure 3.3. Figure 3.3 can be used to illustrate that C,. is an inten-

1A

L2 Cerzian]

4A | Package 4A
8 [Ah]

Figure 3.3: Battery package separated into parallel cells.

sive quantity however, more importantly it illustrates that the current throughput
differs between the cells and the total battery package. For example, if after one
hour the current throughput for each cell is 1 Ah, then after the same time the
current throughput reaches 4 Ah for the whole battery package. Using Equation
(2.3) together with the fact that a single cell has the same C, 4. but different cur-
rent throughput compared to the whole battery package, it follows that the cells
and package degrade at different rates. This is not possible because the battery
package has to degrade in accordance with the cells from which it is made. This
statement holds true only if the degradation is expressed as a percentage and not as
an absolute value. If the capacity loss is given as a absolute value the package will
degrade in a rate equal to that of each individual cell times the numbers of cells in
the package. If the package contains more than one cell this loss will for obvious
reasons assume a value other than that of the individual cell.

Based on previous arguments, Equation (2.3) has to be modified. Specifically, a
scaling factor must be introduced before current throughput. This scaling factor is
calculated as 2.2/C, where 2.2 represents the battery capacity used in article [25]
and C' the battery capacity of the battery tested. This fraction therefore represents
the hypothetical current passing through each imaginary 2.2 Ah cell in which the
tested battery is conceptually divided.

Yet another factor has to be added into Equation (2.3) before it can be applied
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in this thesis. This factor comes from the fact that in article [10] only the cur-
rent entering the battery is assumed to result in degradation. This differs from the
assumption made in this thesis, where both charging and discharging will degrade
the battery equally. Therefore Equation (2.3) has to be divided by two and ap-
plied not only for charging events, but also for discharging events. This adaptation
of Equation (2.3) to fit the assumptions of this thesis results in a negligible difference.

By adding the scaling factor and dividing Equation (2.3) by two, the final expression
for the LFP cycling degradation model is obtained, see Equation (3.1). Equation
(3.1) also includes the conversion factor 1/100, which converts the unit from per-
centage to a fractional changing factor.

1 —31700 + 370.3 - Cyryte
Cfade(orate7 Aha T) = B - 61]])( _; .T !

2.2
100 -2

C

) - (Ah Y952 (3.1)

3.3.2 Modification of NCA cycling model

In order to use Equation (2.5) for degradation calculations regardless of battery
size, a couple of modifications must be made. First, the current throughput must
be scaled to account for any differences between the studied battery capacity and
the capacity of 7 Ah used in article [27] from which Equation (2.5) originates. This
is done similarly to the LFP cycling case by introducing a scaling factor before the
current through put in Equation (2.5). The intention of this scaling factor is, as
previously mentioned, to divide the battery into imaginary cells with the same ca-
pacity as those used in the derivation of Equation (2.5). Since this original capacity
was 7 Ah, the correct scaling factor becomes 7/C, where C' again is the capacity
of the battery tested. If the tested cells have a capacity of 7 Ah then the original
expression is recovered, as expected.

Next the current must be scaled. Unlike C, 4, used in the LFP model, current
is dependent on the system size. Fortunately the scaling factor for current becomes
trivial after realizing it scales the same way as current throughput. Hence multi-
plying the current by 7/C makes this equation competent independent on system
size. In article [27] only charging current is accounted for. In contrast, this report
assumes that degradation depends solely on current magnitude and not the direction
(sign). To represent this, Equation (2.5) is divided by two, just as was done for the
previously modified LFP model.

One might be tempted to stop here and simply implement these changes. How-
ever, it is important to also consider the output unit. The output from Equation
(2.5) is in absolute capacity loss and not in relative loss. Moreover, due to the pre-
vious scaling of extensive parameters, the absolute loss is in relation to a capacity of
7 Ah. To obtain the relative capacity loss, the result and therefore Equation (2.5)
has to be divided by 7.

Rewriting the original expression according to the changes above, while leaving it
in the unit of absolute degradation for a single 7 Ah cell, yields the final expression
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shown in Equation (3.2).

117, 130 —18461 432 - Crape 704

(3.2)

Cfade(Cratea Ah7 T) - [Crate =

3.4 Testing and Verification of degradation mod-
els

With four applicable degradation models, the next step becomes to implement these
in Python for testing, visualization, and verification. In order to test the models
and create plots visualizing the degradation over time, artificial usage profiles must
be created. The artificial usage profiles used are depicted in Figures 3.1-3.2. Each
profile was made in Excel and includes information about the hourly SoC, current,
power consumption, etc, see Figure 3.4. Notice that 72 kWh is equivalent to 80
SoC in these files. Hence the verification of the degradation models uses the MPC
approach where both the cube and Peninda battery has the same specifications.
The result of the verification should be independent on whether the MPC or GA
approach is applied since everything is given in percentage.

Battery Specifications:  time_hour Power_used: [kW] Energy_left: [kWh] SOC: [%] SOC_diff Voltage: [V] Current: [kA] C-rate: [-]

Capacity: 140 [AR] 0 0 72 80 0 650 0 0

Energy: 90[k\Wh] 1 0 72 80 0 650 0 0

Voltage: 650[V] 2 0 72 80 0 650 0 0

Charge_mazx: 50[kW] 3 0 72 80 0 650 0 0

Discharge_max 100[kW] 4 0 72 80 0 650 0 0
5 0 2 80 0 630 0 0
6 0 72 80 0 650 0 0
7 0 72 80 0 650 0 0
8 0 72 80 0 650 0 0
9 0 72 80 0 650 0 0
10 0 72 80 0 630 0 0
1 0 2 80 0 630 0 0
12 0 72 80 0 650 0 0
13 -20 72 80 0 650 -0.03076923 -0.34188
14 -5 52 577778 -22.2222 650 -0.00769231 -0.08547
15 -5 47 52,2222 -5.55556 650 -0.00769231 -0.08547
16 -25 42 46.6667 -5.55556 650 -0.03846154 -0.42735
17 0 17 18.8889 -27.7778 650 0 0
18 0 17 18.8889 0 650 0 0
19 0 17 18.8889 0 650 0 0
20 0 17 18.8889 0 650 0 0
21 0 17 18.8889 0 630 0 0
22 5 17 18.8889 0 630 0.00769231 0.08547
23 50 22 24.4444 5.555556 650 0.07692308 0.854701
24 72 80

Figure 3.4: Artificial daily data for spring day in Gothenburg.

To achieve a verification of the degradation models, such a calculation will be con-
ducted. It will be done by implementing the degradation models in a simple Python
script taking in all necessary input values. For the usage profiles, one will be created
by repeatedly applying the daily spring profile for Gothenburg, while the second will
do the same for Lulea.

The degradation results obtained using the above Python script should now be

validated. This is done by comparing the obtained degradation output with the
degradation output from Cassandra (Volvo’s own degradation simulation program).
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Cassandra can simulate degradation for both NCA and LFP type batteries. Except
from specifying the battery chemistry, Cassandra also requires the usage profile and
temperature data. Requiring the same input data as the used Python script implies
that the two calculations are similar in nature, hence their results are comparable.
If the overall appearance and magnitudes are similar between the Cassandra out-
put and the results obtained from the constructed Python script, then that would
indicate accurate degradation models. If they were to differ then this can be kept
in mind for the analysis of the results and/or used to correct the degradation mod-
els. Cassandra was not used directly in this thesis because important parts such as
degradation models are not presented but rather integrated in the program.

3.5 Model and Optimization

Having validated the used degradation models, the next step becomes to introduce
secondary usage and optimize its profile. Before choosing a controller and optimizer
the problem /situation should be analyzed. In the case of optimizing B2G one should
realize that most of the parameters are known or accurately predicted for the near
future. Therefore in order to achieve as good results as possible it would be wise
to exploit all the credible data available. A strong candidate to achieve this is to
implement MPC, see subsection 2.2.1. Before choosing MPC as the control method
it is important that non linear models, such as our degradation models, can be taken
as input values. With this concern in mind the Python package CasADi was found
and can be used to solve non linear problems just as the one we are facing using
MPC [44]. Another algorithm that can be used is Genetic algorithm (GA). Both
these models and their design is presented in the following sections.

3.5.1 MPC code design

In order to design the code implementing the MPC. An overview of how it should
work is shown in Figure 3.5.

Having the wanted work flow each segment has to be designed and/or defined. Since
MPC serves as the core, being the solver, of the code developed in this thesis, its
design is presented first. When implementing MPC in Python, a couple of design
choices must be made. First of all, the receding horizon will be set to x hours, where
x is a number between 12 — 35. This interval comes from the fact that Nordpool
releases 24 hours of electricity prices at roughly 12.45 every day [48]. Before the re-
lease, at 12 o’clock, 12 hours remain until midnight where the last known electricity
price is found. Then, at 13 o’clock, these 12 hours have reduced to 11 hours. How-
ever, now the release has taken place, hence another 24 hours are known. This gives
11 + 24 hours, resulting in a known horizon of 35 hours. The MPC step size is set
to one hour in accordance with the technical assumptions stated earlier. Therefore,
the way in which the horizon changes is by counting down from z in steps of one
for each iteration except the one where new data is released. At that point, 24 new
hours are added, extending the horizon length to 35. From there, the countdown
restarts, and the process continues accordingly.
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Figure 3.5: Illustration of the MPC does work flow.

Another design choice that has to be made is the construction of the cost func-
tion. As previously mentioned, only the cost from electricity price and degradation
will be considered in the cost function. As for the revenue, compensation for an-
cillary services is the only contributor. Adding the cost and revenue gives the cost
function used in this thesis, which is shown in Equation (3.24) below. The first
term corresponds to the revenue, while the second and third correspond to the cost
of electricity and degradation, respectively. Depending on the simulations specifi-
cations, additional punishment terms might be added to Equation (3.24) in order
to achieve soft limits. In order for the optimization problem to be totally defined,
some additional equations must be introduced, and furthermore, some parameters
must be assigned values. These additional equations are all presented together with
the cost function below in Equations (3.4) - (3.24).

The only parameter not given in Table 3.4 that has to be defined in the simu-

lation tool is the solver tolerance, the scaling factor and the amounts of allowed
iterations. The tolerance has to be chosen with the following knowledge in mind.
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Lower tolerance results in a harder problem and might result in solver failure. Too
high tolerance, on the other hand, might result in poor solutions, too far from the
optimal one. In order to find a suitable tolerance, this thesis contains a short inves-
tigation testing the solutions obtained using different tolerances. The investigation
was made by creating twelve different scenarios, varying in solver tolerance, degra-
dation limit, and scaling factor. The scaling factor is a factor multiplied with the
cost function to change its magnitude. The appropriate scaling factor will also be
deducted from this tolerance investigation. The scenarios together with their re-
spective results are presented in Figure 3.6. Had the pattern not been clear after
the twelve simulations, additional runs would have been necessary to perform.

Scenario specification tol_sol2 = 1e-9 Revenue: Successfull solver

T_sim=48 t_start=1440  deg = limited tol = 1e-13 scaling = *10**0 max_iter = 5000 -0.001788612 741
T_sim=48 t_start=1440  deg = limited tol = 1e-13 scaling = *10%*(-6) masx_iter = 5000 -0.001878112 48/0
T_sim=48 t_start=1440  deg = limited tol = 1e-11 scaling = *10**0 mav_iter = 5000 -0.001824608 48/0
T_sim=48 t_start=1440  deg = limited tol = 1e-11 scaling = *10**(-6) max_iter = 5000 -0.001647541 48/0
T sim=48 t_start=1440  deg = limited tol = 1e-9 scaling = *10**0 ma_iter = 5000 -0.001768387 48/0
T_sim=48 t_start=1440  deg = limited tol = 1e-9 scaling = *10**(-6) max_iter = 5000 -0.001427485 48/0
T_sim=48 t_start=1440  deg= unlimited tol= le-13 scaling = *10**0 mas_iter = 5000 -0.001714861 6/42
T sim=48 t_start=1440  deg=unlimited tol=1e-13 scaling = *10%*({-6) ma_iter = 5000 -0.001878469 48/0
T_sim=48 tstart=1440  deg=unlimited tol=1le-11 scaling = *10**0 max_iter = 5000 -0.001824285 48/0
T_sim=48 t_start=1440  deg=unlimited tol=le-11 scaling = *10**(-6) mas_iter = 5000 -0.001649206 48/0
T_sim=48 t_start=1440  deg=unlimited tol=1e-9 scaling = *10**0 max_iter = 5000 -0.001721223 48/0
T_sim=48 tstart=1440  deg=unlimited tol=1e-9 scaling = *10**(-6) max_iter = 5000 0.000679333 48/0

Figure 3.6: Twelve use cases tested to determine suitable tolerance. Parameters
used: [Tyqr = 3 years]

The last column in Figure 3.6 above represents how many of the iterations that are
being solved by solver 1 respective solver 2. Solver 2 has a tolerance of 1e — 9 which
is always higher or equal to that of solver 1. Consequently, a problem solved entirely
by solver 1 is always more or equally accurate than one solved partially or solely by
solver 2. Based on this one can draw the conclusion that a tolerance of le — 13 is
too low, both in the case of limited and unlimited degradation with a scaling factor
of 1. Therefore, the lowest tested tolerance that manages to solve the problem
independently of scaling factor is 1e —11. Looking only at a tolerance of 1le — 11 and
le — 9 one can see that a scaling factor of 10° always gives a revenue/cost function
that is lower compared to the scaling factor of 1075, For this reason a scaling factor
of 10° is the preferred choice when conducting future simulations. Having decided
on the tolerance and the scaling factor, the only remaining parameter to define is the
number of iterations. The number 5000 was chosen solely based on the experience
gained during the development of the simulation tool. However, the reader should be
aware that this number, as for the rest, might have to be changed if the simulated
scenarios are changed drastically, either in terms of imposed constraints or, for
example, the implemented degradation models.

Verification of MPC code

Having designed the MPC it is time to validate the MPC code. This is done to
ensure that the code is performing as expected and does not produce any obvious
shortcomings.
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Scenarios with trivial solutions

The first way for which the MPC will be verified is by making sure it works for
very simple scenarios. Two very simple scenarios will be constructed, each having
a known trivial solution. Applying the MPC code to these simple scenarios, the
obtained solutions can be compared with the trivial solution. If the MPC code is
incorrectly constructed it will not work and this verification will have proved that
it has to be revisited and corrected. If the code produces the correct solutions, then
this validates its ability for at least simple scenarios. The following discusses these
simple scenarios and how they will be constructed in this thesis.

To construct the simple scenarios used for the above verification requires simple
inputs. Therefore, parameters such as temperature, electricity price and frequency
regulation compensation are all set to constant values. Furthermore, the grid fre-
quency is set to a step function going between 50 4+ 1 Hz, where 50 is the nominal
frequency. The nature of the primary usage should also be simple; however, it is
important to ensure that primary usage is not being trumped by secondary usage,
since this is a constraint previously imposed. For this reason, the profile that will be
used for the simple scenarios verification is the GOT spring profile. Simplifying the
problems in this way enables rigorous calculations and/or a trivial solution which
can be used to validate the result. The simple scenarios are described in more detail
below, along with the solutions they should lead to.

The first simple use case is constructed to have the trivial optimal solution of con-
stant max charge and discharge. For this to be true, the revenue from frequency
regulation must be high, and the cost of degradation should be low. The first can
easily be implemented simply by having a large FCR compensation term. The cost
of degradation can also be manipulated easily, with the most effective solution be-
ing to simply modify the degradation models to always give out a degradation of
zero. By doing so the optimization problem will never see any degradation cost
and can focus only in maximizing the revenue. The parameters that represent these
changes/implementations are presented in Table 3.5.

Table 3.5: Parameters used for obtaining trivial solution with high charging and
discharging.

Parameter ‘ Value or interval
Calgeg for each iteration 0.0
Cycgeg for each iteration 0.0
Electricity price 1
Frequency pattern Step function [49,51]
FCR compensation 40
Battery price led
Tolerance le — 11
Warranty period 1 year

The second scenario is constructed in a way, such that as little charge and/or dis-
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charge as possible will take place. To achieve this, it is important to minimize the
gain of charging and discharging frequently. This is easily done by setting the FCR
compensation to a negative value. Furthermore, one can increase the cost of degra-
dation by increasing the battery prices. Having a higher degradation will not have
any effect if the degradation is constantly kept at zero. It is therefore changed to
always give a degradation of 0.00001 every hour/iteration. Considering the above,
a set of parameters was chosen for this second simple use case, and its parameters
are shown in Table 3.5.

Table 3.6: Parameters used for obtaining trivial solution with low charging and
discharging.

Parameter ‘ Value or interval
Calge, for each iteration 0.00001
Cycgeq for each iteration 0.00001
Electricity price 1
Frequency pattern Step function [49,51]
FCR compensation -0.01
Battery price lel2
Tolerance le —11
Warranty period 1 year

The resulting usage profile implementing these scenarios are shown in the upcom-
ing result section 4. This verification method only ever captures the accuracy for
simplified scenarios. Therefore, it would be of value to also verify the MPC code
for more realistic scenarios. The way in which this will be done is by comparing the
results produced by the MPC code with the results obtained using GA. If these are
producing similar results for different scenarios, then that would at least indicate
that the solution they produce is close to the real one. If they are not similar, at
least one can draw conclusions about which of the applied codes that performs the
best.

3.5.2 Genetic Algorithm Design

In this thesis, the Genetic Algorithm (GA) was developed using the DEAP frame-
work to solve the optimization problem. Each individual in the GA represented
a charging strategy, starting from the time the boat arrives at the dock until it
departs. During this 24-hour period, two types of time were defined:
e Uncontrollable period: When the boat was sailing, the battery used for
propulsion. The model used real SoC and current data from input data.
o Controllable period: When the boat was docked, the GA was allowed to
optimize battery charging strategy.
For each hour, the GA controls three decision variables. It meant there were 3 values
per hour, and 72 values in total for a full day.
o Operational Mode: A binary vector where 0 indicated normal charging and 1
indicated participation in FCR services.
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o Normal Charging Power (kW): A vector of length 24. Fach element represented
the charging power for that hour.

o FCR Power (kW): A vector of length 24. Each element represented the charg-
ing or discharging power for that hour attending the FCR service.

Constraints and Fitness Function

In the model, main constraints were as follows:
o Charging or discharging power should be within the minimum and maximum
limits of the wallbox.
o SoC should always remain within allowed range from 15 to 90 % during the
whole operation.
o At departure times, SoC should not be lower than the target SoC.
o The initial SoC used in optimization should be the same as the SoC when the
boat returns to the dock.
o Daily battery degradation should not exceed the allowed limit.
The fitness function was designed to minimize the total cost. There were included
electricity cost, FCR cost and revenue, battery degradation, and penalties. Electric-
ity cost under normal charging was calculated by multiplying power and electricity
price. Electricity cost under FCR mode was calculated by multiplying power, elec-
tricity price, and an activation coefficient. Revenue from FCR was determined by
compensation and actual power used. Penalty terms were used to enforce constraints
in fitness function:
o SoC Target Penalty: If the SoC at the end of a controllable window does not
meet the target, a penalty is added.
o Degradation Limits:
— Daily battery degradation
— Cumulative degradation
The total cost equation, see equation (3.3), is shown below. Each term is defined in
Equations (3.4)—(3.20) for GA.

Total Cost = cost® + cost® TR — Rev"“F 4 deg®st + Pen®°C 4 Pen®d  (3.3)

For each hour, the following steps were taken:
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| Decode GAindividual |

| Forhour=0t023 |

Use
external
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|  DecodePMF |
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| Update 50C | | Use external SOC |
!

Compute aging and
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penalties

Return total cost |
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Figure 3.7: Fitness function Flow Chart.

The initial population was created using a custom initialization method. This
method was designed to ensure both feasibility and diversity across the decision
variables. During controllable hours, the charging power was initialized using a uni-
form distribution between 0 W and the maximum allowable charging power. For
uncontrollable hours, the charging power was fixed to 0 W. The operational mode
was initialized with a bias. For each controllable hour, there is an 80% probability
to assign FCR mode and a 20% probability to assign normal charging mode. This
bias encouraged early exploration of FCR services. The FCR power values were
initialized using a uniform distribution between the maximum allowable discharging
power and the maximum allowable charging power. The genetic algorithm used the
following parameter settings:

o Population size: 400 individuals

o Number of generations: 600

o Crossover probability: 0.7

« Initial mutation probability: 0.2, linearly decreasing to 0.05
To maintain diversity and prevent early convergence, the mutation probability was
linearly reduced over generations. The population diversity was monitored using
the standard deviation of individual fitness values. In addition, every 50 genera-
tions, 10% of the population was replaced by newly generated random individuals
to reintroduce changes in case of stagnation.

Performance Evaluation

To ensure effective optimization and avoid early convergence, the performance of
GA was monitored throughout the whole process. For each generation, the aver-
age fitness was recorded. The average fitness showed the overall population per-
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formance. These values were automatically recorded using DEAP’s built-in tool
Logbook. Through the average fitness curve, the optimization effect could be un-
derstood. This also provided a reference for fine tuning.

At the same time, in order to evaluate the effectiveness of the optimized strategy,
the following key performance indicators were tracked:

e SoC progression curve: The SoC curve helped to visualize whether the SoC
kept in the limited range or whether the SoC target was met at the specific
time.

o Mode selection: This illustrated how the GA selected between normal charging
and FCR participation.

o Power and FCR deviation: The charging/discharging power was compared
with the FCR deviation. A positive deviation should correspond to positive
power, and a negative deviation to negative power.

o Cost: The total cost was broken down into electricity cost, FCR compensation,
and battery degradation cost. This helped to assess the economic benefit.
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The parameter values used in the optimization problems are presented in Table 3.7.

Table 3.7: Default values used in this thesis for input parameters to the simulation
tool.

Parameter ‘ Value
Charging/discharging efficiency 1
At 1
El price SE1 & SE3 2024 vector repeated
MPC:[EUR/Wh], GA:[EUR/KWHh]
FCR price SE1 & SE3 2024 vector repeated
MPC:[EUR/W], GA:[EUR/kW]
Frequency 2024 vector repeated [Hz]
Temperature for GOT & LUL Values for 2024 repeated [C°]
Receding horizon x € [12,35]
Cells 1[]
Battery price 10000 [EUR]
Total degradation limit 20 [%)]
Daily degradation limit none
Warranty period 10 [years]
Ah start 2000/2 [Ah]
Max charge and discharge 50 [kW]
Initial battery capacity 90 [kWh]
Initial SoH 100 [%]
SoC interval 15-90 [%]
Tolerance 1010

3.6 Collection of real data

Until this point simple, moreover made up values and profiles/patterns have been
assigned to almost all the variables/parameters. Both in a try to increase readability,
controllability, and to minimize problem complexity. The next logical step in order to
produce more realistic results is to start collecting real data for external parameters
such as electricity price, primary usage and more. The collection of real data will
be for the two locations chosen, Gothenburg and Lulea. The time for which data is
collected is between 2024-01-01 to 2024-12-31. For simulations longer than one year
the collected data is concatenated with itself to obtain lager data sets.

What data and where it was collected from is presented in Table 3.8 below.
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Table 3.8: Parameters and there references

Parameter ‘ Gothenburg source ‘ Lulea source
Electricity price Entsoe [49] Entsoe [49]
Temperature SMHI [50] SMHI [50]
Frequency value Fingrid [51] Fingrid [51]
FCR compensation Miner [52] Miner [52]

3.7 Test scenarios

Having adapted degradation models, collected real data and two verified simulation
codes, more realistic simulations can be performed. The simulations conducted
in this study all fell into one of two categories. The first having no short term
degradation limit while the second use case/category had. The difference is that
the first category, denoted as Use Case 1, implements B2G and attends the FCR-N
market as soon as it is profitable. The second category, denoted as Use Case 2,
have an additional constraint implemented that might hinder the otherwise optimal
charge profile. The additional constraint ensures that the degradation over the
receding horizon does not become larger than a predefined limit/value. The two
categories are described in more detail in the following sections.

Use Case 1: B2G as soon as it is profitable

When using a battery for B2G the future information is limited. Therefore, instead
of relying on predictions, the argument can be made that it is best to implement
B2G as soon as it is profitable and not put too much weight on limiting degradation.
This is exactly what the first use case represents. The only thing stopping B2G from
being implemented, for scenarios where B2G otherwise would have been profitable,
is if the code calculates an end of life (EOL) shorter than the warranty time. In
this thesis the EOL was calculated by assuming solely primary usage for each of
the remaining iterations. Reaching this EOL limit, no further degradation will be
permitted, and all B2G operations stopped.

This use case was represented within the MPC code by implementing the default
values given in Table 3.7. The GA imposed the same values, however it always
contain a short term degradation limit, so to realize this use case it was chosen to
be a large value. It was decided based on the following calculation: Each simula-
tion period covers a single day, starting from the boat arrival at the port until its
arrival the next day. Based on a 10 year battery warranty and a total allowable
degradation of 20%, the theoretical daily degradation limit would be approximately
0.000055 %. In this use case, the goal is to allow the battery to participate in B2G
as soon as it becomes profitable. Therefore, a much higher daily aging limit of 0.001
% was applied. This constraint enables more frequent participation in B2G without
considering long term degradation.
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Further parameter differences between the GA and MPC will be presented in the
end of Use Case 2.

Use Case 2: Additional degradation constraint

Within the MPC and GA model, the second approach is exactly the same as for the
first one, with the only exception being one additional constraint. In contrast to
many other constraints imposed in this study, such as allowed SoC interval, this ad-
ditional constraint is limiting the degradation for the whole receding horizon. This
choice results in more hourly flexibility. Limiting the horizon enables some hours to
have very high degradation as long as other hours have low degradation. The limit
is put equal to the degradation achieved applying only primary usage for the next
24 hours.

This limit and use case was designed to test whether B2G can be performed with-
out causing more battery degradation than that for primary usage. Limiting the
degradation according to this limit ensures that B2G does not introduce any addi-
tional degradation. This setup is intended to evaluate whether the battery can still
participate in B2G while staying within or lower than the lifetime obtained using
only primary usage.

Following the same use cases, the GA and MPC codes only differ by a few pa-
rameters. Specifically, the GA code does not incorporate a tolerance parameter, a
variable horizon length, or a defined warranty period.

Yearly simulations

The final set of simulations conducted in this thesis were yearly simulations. The
yearly simulations were conducted both for Use Case 1 and 2 using only the MPC
code.

The MPC code continuously updates its decisions through a receding horizon ap-
proach, making it applicable on long-term as well as short-term simulations. In
contrast, the GA code used in this study implements a fixed 24 hour optimization
window and simulates each day independently. As a result, the GA code used in
this thesis is not suitable for long-term simulations.

All the simulations were carried out for LFP cells in Luled and used almost only
the default parameters given in Table 3.7. One major difference from the default
scenario was the reduced warranty time. It was changed from a value of ten years to
one year. The primary usage applied in the simulations was constructed by initially
setting all days to follow the winter profile, which corresponds to no boat usage.
Subsequently, every seventh day during spring was replaced with the spring usage
profile. In the summer season, every fourth day was instead replaced by the summer
usage profile. During the fall season, every tenth day was assigned the fall usage
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profile. However, in the case of Lulea, this profile also corresponds to no boat usage
and therefore results in no effective difference.

In addition to the above changes, a degradation factor was introduced. The degra-
dation factor simply scaled the degradation obtained from both calendar and/or
cycling aging. This enabled more control of the simulations and made it possible
to map the difference between Use Case 1 and 2 for both low and high degradation
scenarios. The values imposed for the degradation factors are given in Table 3.9.

Table 3.9: Degradation factors introduced in this thesis.

Degradation factor ‘ Description

1 No scaling of the degradation

5-[1.39] Both calendar and cycling degradation
scaled with the factor (5 - 1.39)

5 [1.45] Both calendar and cycling degradation
scaled with the factor (5-1.45)

5-[1.45,1.65] Calendar degradation scaled with (5 - 1.45)
and cycling degradation scaled with (5 - 1.65)

3.8 Comparison MPC and GA

For both Use Case 1 and 2, daily simulations were made using both MPC and GA.
This enables a comparison between the two methods based on their produced results.

In this thesis, the results obtained using MPC were indeed compared to those ob-
tained using GA. One advantage of comparing the two algorithms is that if they
produce similar solutions, it indicates that the solutions are likely close to the cor-
rect solution. This or they are always equally inaccurate however, this would be an
unlikely outcome. If they differ, the comparison provides insight into which method
that is more suitable for the optimization problem at hand.

The comparison was based on daily simulations conducted for four different dates:
January 1st, April 1st, June 1st, and September 1st. These dates are in different
seasons and helped to capture how well the two models perform under different
seasonal conditions. All test scenarios applied in this thesis are presented in the
following subsection.
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Results

Using the theory in section 2 together with the tools constructed in section 3.5 it
is possible to conduct simulations on the two use cases and start obtaining results.
All the verification and final results will be presented in this section.

4.1 Validation Results

Before running and trusting this thesis’s constructed tools, it’s components and
inputs should be validated. The two validation steps applied in this thesis will be
presented in the following subsections.

4.1.1 Validation of Degradation Models

This subsection starts with presenting the degradation over a ten year period using
the models chosen for this thesis, see Figures 4.5 - 4.6. The figures show the total
degradation for both LFP and NCA for the locations of Gothenbrug and Lulea.

NCA cyc des LFP cyc de
1.00 yeceg 1.000 ye deg

— GOT — GOT

0.995 1

0.990

0.985 1

Capacity loss [-]
Capacity loss [-]

0.980

0.975 4

Years Years

Figure 4.1: Cycling degradation over Figure 4.2: Cycling degradation over
10 years for NCA. 10 years for LFP.
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Figure 4.5: Total degradation over 10
years for NCA cells.

Figure 4.6: Total degradation over 10
years for LEP cells.

Having the degradation curves obtained using the models chosen for this thesis, the
same results using Cassandra will now be presented. In Cassandra, Lulea was not
avaliable as an optional city, so Stockholm was selected instead. However, the av-
erage temperature was changed to match that of Luleds. This shifts the histogram
used by Cassandra to closer match the real weather in Luled. The obtained degra-
dation using Cassandra is presented in Figures 4.7 - 4.10.
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SOH.,
e SO,
SOH System

Figure 4.8: Total degradation over 10
years in LUL for NCA cells using Cas-
sandra.

Figure 4.7: Total degradation over 10
years in GOT for NCA cells using Cas-
sandra.
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Figure 4.9: Total degradation over 10  Figure 4.10: Total degradation over 10
years in GOT for LFP cells using Cas-  years in LUL for LFP cells using Cassan-
sandra. dra.

The degradations obtained using the Python script and Cassandra will be compared
more in detail in the following discussion section 5.

4.1.2 Verification of MPC model

Now with the necessary results for the degradation models validation, it is time to
present the results for the verification of the MPC code. Using the numbers pre-
sented in Table 3.5 as input values to the code one obtains the result illustrated
in Figure 4.11. The scenario represented by Table 3.5 is the one where frequently
charging and/or discharging is very profitable, hence the advantageous choice. In
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Figure 4.11: Optimal solution when having high FCR compensation. Unit of x-
axis [h]

Figure 4.11 no primary usage is compromised; however, for non-primary usage in-
tervals there are a lot of charging and discharging.

Using the numbers presented in Table 3.6 gives the usage profile illustrated in Figure
4.11 below.
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In Figure 4.12, as for Figure 4.11, no primary usage is compromised. For intervals
without any primary usage, close to no charging or discharging is taking place. This
is in well accordance with the trivial solution of this specific scenario.

4.1.3 Evaluation of GA model

In order to evaluate the GA model, the average cost of each generation was recorded.
Figure 4.13 showed the cost curve for one example case. From the figure, it could
be seen that the average cost decreased rapidly during the first 300 generations and
became stable after around generation 450. This indicated that the GA was able to
find better solutions step by step and eventually reached convergence. Some peaks
could also be observed in the curve. These peaks were caused by randomly adding
new individuals to the population every 50 generations. The figure shown here was
only from one case. The same method was applied to all cases. The figures were
provided in the Appendix A.
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Figure 4.13: GA optimization progress over 600 generations for one day.

4.2 Daily simulations

Having validated the MPC for simple scenarios, it is time for the comparison of
the MPC and GA. As described in the method section, merely four days will be
used for this MPC and GA comparison. The results obtained using the two models,
in the case of only primary usage, are presented in Table 4.1 and 4.2. The tables
present the battery degradation cost and electricity cost for each of the four days.
Remember these numbers are only correct for primary usage, hence for days without
FCR service participation.

4.2.1 Primary Usage only

Results using MPC

Table 4.1: Battery Degradation and Cost of Daily Usage Without Optimization
(MPC).

Season Location Battery Daily aging[%] Electricity costfEUR| Degradation costfEUR] Total cost[EUR]

Winter  LUL NCA 4.4e-04 0.0 0.22 0.22
(1 Jan) LUL LFP 0.023 0.0 12 12
GOT NCA 0.0054 0.0 2.7 2.7
GOT LFP 0.023 0.0 12 12
Spring  LUL NCA 0.016 0.0073 8.1 8.1
(1 Apr) LUL LFP 0.023 0.0073 11 11
GOT NCA 0.066 0.041 33 33
GOT LFP 0.025 0.041 12 12
Summer LUL NCA 0.089 0.73 45 45
(1 Jun) LUL LFP 0.026 0.73 13 14
GOT NCA 0.19 1.2 96 97
GOT LFP 0.040 1.2 20 21
Fall LUL NCA 0.011 0.0 5.5 5.5
(1 Sep) LUL LFP 0.024 0.0 12 12
GOT NCA 0.084 0.33 42 42
GOT LFP 0.028 0.33 14 14
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4. Results

Results using GA

Table 4.2: Battery Degradation and Cost of Daily Usage Without Optimization

(GA).
Season Location Battery Daily aging [%] Electricity cost{fEUR] Degradation costfEUR] Total cost[EUR]
Winter LUL NCA 4.4e-04 0.0 0.22 0.22
(1 Jan) LUL LFP 0.023 0.0 12 12
GOT NCA 0.0054 0.0 2.7 2.7
GOT LFP 0.023 0.0 12 12
Spring  LUL NCA 0.010 0.0073 51 51
(1 Apr) LUL LFP 0.0078 0.0073 3.9 3.9
GOT NCA 0.029 0.041 15 15
GOT LFP 0.0098 0.041 4.9 5.0
Summer LUL NCA 0.035 0.73 17 18
(1 Jun) LUL LFP 0.010 0.73 5.1 5.8
GOT NCA 0.049 1.2 25 26
GOT LFP 0.014 1.2 7.0 8.1
Fall LUL NCA 5.2e-04 0.0 0.26 0.26
(1 Sep) LUL LFP 0.0063 0.0 3.1 3.1
GOT NCA 0.012 0.33 5.8 6.1
GOT LFP 0.0076 0.33 3.8 4.1

4.2.2 Case study 1 for profitable B2G

Result using MPC

Using MPC one obtains the results, for Use Case 1, that are given in Table 4.3.
Each combination of season, location and battery chemistry have results regarding
the total daily aging, degradation cost, revenue and total savings given in both euros
and percentage. In addition the results for winter will be graphically illustrated while
the plots for the remaining seasons can be found in the Appendix B.

Table 4.3: Battery Degradation and Cost of Daily Usage without degradation limit
(MPC).

Season  Location Battery Daily Degradation Total Total secu  Total prim  Savings Savings
aging [%] cost [EUR] Revenue [EUR] Cost [EUR] Cost [EUR] [EUR] (%]
Winter LUL NCA 0.0094 4.7 4.5 0.20 0.22 0.014 6.5
(1 Jan) LUL LFP 0.025 12 10 2.2 12 9.6 82
GOT NCA 0.0054 2.7 7.4e-07 2.7 2.7 4.2e-04  0.016
GOT LFP 0.025 12 9.6 2.9 12 8.9 76
Spring  LUL NCA 0.018 9.1 2.3 6.8 8.1 1.2 15
(I Apr) LUL LFP 0.024 12 23 -11 11 23 200
GOT NCA 0.0622 31 5.5 26 33 7.3 22
GOT LFP 0.024 12 6.3 5.4 12 6.9 56
Summer LUL NCA 0.089 45 4.6 40 45 5.4 12
(I Jun) LUL LFP 0.030 15 7.5 7.7 14 6.2 45
GOT NCA 0.19 96 7.5 89 97 8.1 8.4
GOT LFP 0.040 20 9.1 11 21 10 48
Fall LUL NCA 0.011 5.5 6.9e-07 5.5 5.5 0.0031  0.057
(1 Sep) LUL LFP 0.028 14 3.8 10 12 1.8 15
GOT NCA 0.081 41 1.1 40 42 2.8 6.7
GOT LFP 0.029 14 7.3 7.1 14 7.1 50
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energy content.

The daily simulations using MPC for Use case 1 can be summarized as a color map

and is illustrated in Figure 4.15.
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4. Results

Case 1 MPC Savings [EUR]

Winter - 0.014 9.6 0.00042 8.9 40
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Figure 4.15: Color map summarizing the daily simulations done with MPC, for
Use Case 1.

Result using GA

Now switching the controller into GA the same set of results are produced and
presented in Table 4.4 and Figure 4.16.

Table 4.4: Battery Degradation and Cost of Daily Usage Without degradation
limit (GA).

Season  Location Battery  Daily  Degradation Total Total Savings Savings
aging[%]  cost[EUR] Revenue[EUR| Cost[EUR] [EUR] %
Winter LUL NCA 0.011 5.6 5.6 0.021 0.20 91
(1 Jan) LUL LFP 0.026 13 23 -11 22 191
GOT NCA 0.014 7.0 2.2 4.8 -2.1 -80
GOT LFP 0.035 17 24 -6.2 18 154
Spring LUL NCA 0.048 24 20 4.5 0.62 12
(I Apr) LUL LFP 0.017 8.6 50 -41 45 1155
GOT NCA 0.029 15 8.5 6.1 8.7 59
GOT LFP 0.019 9.5 39 -29 34 694
Summer LUL NCA 0.040 20 5.7 14 3.9 22
(I Jun) LUL LFP 0.020 10 20 -10 16 271
GOT NCA 0.052 26 5.1 21 4.7 18
GOT LFP 0.017 8.5 10 -1.8 9.9 122
Fall LUL NCA 0.31 1.5 1.0 0.53 -0.26 -100
(1 Sep) LUL LFP 0.016 7.7 15 -7.6 11 342
GOT NCA 0.013 6.6 2.7 3.8 2.2 37
GOT LFP 0.012 6.0 12 -6.4 11 256
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1

s
g
$ o —
H

5

-10

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 m n 1 1B . B 18 U 1 1 20 2 2 2
Haur
24-Hour Electricity Prices
007

Electricity Rate (EURAWh)

003
002
o001
000
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 L W B 1B 1w 1 1 1V B 1B 20 2 2 2
Hour
24-Hour Frequency Deviations
0073
0050
- Hin__=lls O
£ oo
[ B EE B
0050
0075
-0100
¢ 1z 3 4 5 & 7 & § » 0 B 1B 1 5 1 1 3 b 20 21 2 2
Hour of the Day
o 50C Progression

State of Charge

Hour

NCA - LUL

~~
[V
~

24-Hour Power Strategy by Mode (NCA Battery)

Povier (k)
&L b o

Hour

24-Hour Electricity Prices.

Electricity Rate (EUR/kA)

]
Hour

24-Hour Frequency Deviations

0075

0050
- I . .

0000

Deviation

~0.025

~0.050

0075

0100

0 L B 1 15 1

o 1 2 3 4 5 & 71 & s n
Hour of the Day.

50C Progression

State of Charge

Hour

(c) NCA - GOT

Deviation

Deviation

24-Hour Power Strategy by Mode (LFP Battery)

Power (W)

a0

24-Hour Electricity Prices

Electricity Rate (EURKWh)

0004

Hour

24-Hour Frequency Deviations

0ars

0050

0025

0000

0025

~0.050

0075

0100

o 1 12 13 1 15 1

t
Hour of the Day
S0C Progression

©c 1 2z 3 & 5 & 1 & 3

State of Charge

Hour

LFP - LUL

24-Hour Power Strategy by Mode (LFP Battery)

Power (ki)

20

Hour

24-Hour Electricity Prices

Electricity Rate (EUR/KWA)

0001

Hour

24-Hour Frequency Deviations

0075

0050

0025

0000

0,025

0050

0075

0100

10 FEE )

n T 18 1 20 21 2 2
Hour of the Day.

©c 1 2 3 4 5 & 71 & 5

S0C Progression

°

State of Charge

ALY

Hour

(d) LFP - GOT

Figure 4.16: Result for day in winter using MPC and Use Case 1.

The color map summarizing the daily simulations for Use Case 1 using GA is shown

below, see Figure 4.17.

53



4. Results

Case 1 GA Savings [EUR]

Winter - 0.2
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Figure 4.17: Color map summarizing the daily simulations done with GA, for Use
Case 1.

4.2.3 Case study 2 for limited degradation

Below the collection of results for Use Case 2 are presented. Similar to the results
for Use Case 1, there is one row per combination of season, location, and battery
chemistry.

Result using MPC
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4. Results

Table 4.5: Battery Degradation and Cost of Daily Usage With degradation limit
equal to prim usage deg (MPC)

Season  Location Battery Daily Degradation Total Total secu  Total prim  Savings Savings Solver
aging (%] cost [EUR] Revenue [EUR] Cost [EUR] Cost [EUR] [EUR] [%] fail
Winter LUL NCA 4.4e-04 0.22 0.0018 0.22 0.22 9.9e-04 0.45
(1 Jan) LUL LFP 0.024 12 5.3 6.9 12 4.8 41
GOT NCA 0.0054 2.7 8.3e-07 2.7 2.7 4.5¢-04  0.017 20
GOT LFP 0.024 12 4.8 7.0 12 4.7 40
Spring  LUL NCA 0.015 7.5 2.0 5.5 8.1 2.5 31
(1 Apr) LUL LFP 0.021 11 25 -14 11 25 220
GOT NCA 0.059 30 -0.61 30 33 2.7 8.3 10
GOT LFP 0.023 12 8.4 3.4 12 9.0 73
Summer LUL NCA 0.088 44 0.40 43 45 2.0 4.3 12:1
(1 Jun) LUL LFP 0.026 13 3.7 9.4 14 4.5 32
GOT NCA 0.019 95 2.5 93 97 4.3 44
GOT LFP 0.036 18 1.2 17 21 4.0 19
Fall LUL NCA 0.011 5.5 4.9¢-07 5.5 5.5 0.0032  0.057 12
(1 Sep) LUL LFP 0.026 13 2.7 10 12 14 12
GOT NCA 0.081 40 -0.062 40 42 2.1 4.8 2
GOT LFP 0.031 15 6.1 9.1 14 5.0 35
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Figure 4.18: Results for a winter day using MPC and Use Case 1. The x-axis in
all subfigures represents time, while the y-axes vary: the top graph shows the stagg
of charge (SOC), the second shows battery capacity, the middle graph presents
current, the second-to-last shows grid frequency, and the last graph shows battery
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4. Results

The color map summarizing the daily simulations for Use Case 2 using MPC is
shown below, see Figure 4.19.

Case 2 MPC Savings [EUR]

Wwinter - 0.00099 48 0.00045 47 40
30
Spring B 25 27 9.0
v
=
-20 8
summer - 20 45 43 40
F10
Fall 4 0.0032 1.4 21 5.0
0O
T T T T -
LUL:NCA LUL:LFP GOT:NCA GOT:LFP

Figure 4.19: Color map summarizing the daily simulations done with MPC, for
Use Case 2.

Result using GA

Table 4.6 shows the results from when the daily aging limit is set equal to that of
the primary usage.

Table 4.6: Battery Degradation and Cost of Daily Usage With degradation limit
equal to prim usage deg (GA)

Season  Location Battery  Daily  Degradation Total Total Savings Savings
aging[%]  cost{EUR]  Revenue[EUR] Cost[EUR] [EUR] %
Winter LUL NCA 0.0011 5.4 5.5 -0.11 0.33 148
(1 Jan) LUL LFP 0.023 12 22 -11 22 192
GOT NCA 0.014 6.9 1.5 5.4 -2.7 -102
GOT LFP 0.023 12 4.6 7.1 4.5 39
Spring LUL NCA 0.023 12 6.7 5.1 0.033 0.66
(1 Apr) LUL LFP 0.0078 3.9 12 -7.8 12 299
GOT NCA 0.029 14 6.2 8.6 6.5 44
GOT LFP 0.0098 4.9 7.9 -3.0 7.9 160
Summer LUL NCA 0.040 20 4.3 16 2.6 15
(I Jun) LUL LFP 0.010 5.0 1.5 3.5 2.4 40
GOT NCA 0.050 25 3.6 21 44 17
GOT LFP 0.010 5.2 8.5 -3.3 11 141
Fall LUL NCA 0.0030 1.5 0.84 0.68 -0.42 -159
(I Sep) LUL LFP 0.0068 3.4 0.59 2.8 0.31 9.8
GOT NCA 0.013 6.2 1.3 4.9 1.2 19
GOT LFP 0.0076 3.8 34 0.44 3.7 89
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4. Results

Figure 4.20 shows the result of a the first of January day GA optimization in winter

under limited degradation.
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Figure 4.20: Result for day in winter using MPC and Use Case 2
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4. Results

The color map summarizing the daily simulations for Use Case 2 using GA is shown
below, see Figure 4.21.

Case 2 GA Savings [EUR]

Wwinter 4 0.33 220 45 40
30
Spring - 0.033 12.0 6.5 79
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- 10
Fall - 0.42 0.31 12 37
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Figure 4.21: Color map summarizing the daily simulations done with GA, for Use
Case 2.

4.3 Yearly simulations using MPC

Having data for daily simulations using both MPC and GA, the remaining data to
be presented is for the yearly simulations conducted using only MPC.

LFP Lulea

Case 1 for yearly simulation

Table 4.7: Results for 1 year runs using LFP in Luled (tsiar = 0), Tyar = 1 year

B2G Degradation ~ Yearly Degradation  Total  Total secu Total prim Savings  Savings
approch factor aging cost Revenue Cost Cost [EUR] percentage
Unlimited 1 0.029 1400 4900 -3500 2000 5400 280
5-[1.39] 0.17 8600 6100 2500 5900 3400 58
5 - [1.45] 0.17 8400 4900 3500 6200 2700 44
5-[1.45,1.65] 0.17 8300 4800 3600 6200 2700 43
Limited 1 0.027 1300 4400 -3100 2000 5100 260
5-[1.39] 0.13 6500 1800 4800 5900 1200 20
5 - [1.45] 0.14 6900 2200 4700 6200 1500 24
5-[1.45,1.65] 0.14 6900 2100 4700 6200 1500 24

58



4. Results

The savings data from Table 4.7 can be plotted against the scaling factor which
gives Figure 4.22

Yearly Simulations
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Figure 4.22: Savings in Euros for the yearly data as a function of scaling factor.
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Discussion

Based on the results obtained in this thesis, several conclusions may be drawn. To
reach these conclusions, the data must be carefully analyzed, and any observed pat-
terns and/or differences discussed. These discussions and analyzes will be presented
in this chapter and serve as the foundation for this thesis’s conclusions. The chapter
begins by analyzing the similarities found between this studies degradation models
and the ones implemented in Cassandra.

5.1 Degradation models

In the previous results section, results demonstrating the alignment between Volvo’s
degradation software, Cassandra, and this thesis’s degradation models were pre-
sented. By comparing the two, it is apparent that the nature of the degradation and
the final capacities are somewhat similar. One major difference is that, while the
final capacity using Cassandra for NCA is similar for both Gothenburg and Lulea,
this is not true for this thesis’s degradation models. The opposite is true when an-
alyzing the degradation results for LFP. Here the Cassandra software resulted in a
large absolute and relative difference between Gothenburg and Lulea. The situation
with the most similarities is NCA in Gothenburg. Here, both Cassandra and the
Python script based on the thesis’s degradation models resulted in a final degrada-
tion of roughly 20%.

Although the degradation models used in this thesis do not perfectly align with the
Cassandra software, the similarities ensure that conducted simulations will produce
close to realistic numbers. This statement is obviously only true for a working code
and under the assumption that the Cassandra software is accurate. Furthermore,
this study treats the degradation models as input parameters and are therefore not
central to the study itself. For future work and applications of the developed sim-
ulation tools, the degradation models should always be changed to suit the special
scenario being analyzed. It would therefore be unnecessary to put too much focus on
the accuracy or performance of the degradation models instead of the performance
and reliability of the simulation code itself.

5.2 MPC results

In the following paragraphs, the results obtained using the MPC code will be ana-
lyzed and discussed. To begin this section, the MPC verification is examined.
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5. Discussion

Verification

As seen in Figures 4.11 - 4.12 both the simulations conducted for the code verification
properly include the primary usage for a summer day in Gothenburg. Furthermore,
in accordance with the trivial solutions presented in the method section, one simula-
tion is frequently charging and discharging while the other one displays zero current
for the majority of the time. Accurately implementing the primary usage and closely
following the trivial solutions for the remaining hours clearly proves that the MPC
code works for simple scenarios.

Being satisfied with the "easy case" verifications for MPC, more realistic simula-
tions were performed. The first data set tested using MPC represents the daily
scenario with only primary usage implemented. With exclusively primary usage, it
is apparent that degradation is the highest during summer, reaching a value of 0.19
% and lowest during winter, see Table 4.1. This behavior is expected due to the
absence of primary usage and colder temperatures during the winter season. Ana-
lyzing the total cost follows the same trend where during the summer cost goes up
towards 100 Euros, while winter only ever reaches 12 Euros. Knowing the results for
strictly primary usage makes it easier to distinguish advantages and disadvantages
when applying B2G and attending the FCR-N market as done in Use Case 1 and
2. In the following, the daily simulations for Use Case 1 and 2 will be properly
discussed.

Use Case 1

Table 4.3 presents the results from implementing Use Case 1. Containing a lot of
values, perhaps the most interesting and important set of data is the column second
from the right, showing savings in euros. This column is simply the result of taking
the secondary usage cost and subtracting the primary usage cost. The savings are
positive for all 16 combinations simulated. This shows that independently of bat-
tery type, season and/or location, the MPC code always saves the boat owner money.

It is important to keep in mind that the savings are given in relation to the pri-
mary cost. Hence a positive saving does not immediately imply that money is being
earned; rather, this implies that money is being saved by a reduction of the total
cost. The savings can be converted into relative savings by dividing each absolute
saving with its corresponding primary cost. This is shown in the right edge column,
and it reveals that the largest relative saving is obtained for a LFP battery in Lulea
during spring. For this scenario the code manages to save the user close to 200 %.
Being larger than 100 % this saving actually implies that money is being earned.
Though this indicates huge potential, the value of 200 % is much larger than the
remaining results obtained, where none of the other passes the 100 % limit.
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5. Discussion

Use Case 2

For Use Case 2 the results are all presented in Table 4.5. Though similar to Table
4.5 one additional column is added. This column presents the number of iterations
that could not be solved by the first MPC solver. For all these scenarios, except for
the combination with a NCA battery in Lulea during summer, only one number is
given in this extra column. This means that the unsuccessful iterations were solved
by the second solver instead of the first. The difference between solver 1, 2 and 3 is
that solver 2 has a higher relative unit less tolerance of 107 compared to solver 1
having a tolerance of 107!, Solver 3 has an even higher tolerance of 10~7 making it
less accurate. Having two numbers in the added column, as for the NCA battery in
Lulea during summer, means that both solver 2 and 3 were needed to get out any
savings. The first of the two numbers represents the number of iterations solved by

solver 2 and the second number represents the number of iterations solved by solver
3.

The fact that not every iteration is solved by the first solver proves that Use Case 2
is more computationally heavy compared to Use Case 1. This is reasonable since the
only difference between the two cases is that Case 2 has an additional constraint,
making it more strict. Furthermore, having iterations being solved by solvers other
than the first one will, due to the increased tolerance, result in solutions further
from the optimal one. Since the optimal solution is the one where most money is
saved, drifting away from this solution means that less money is being saved. With
this in mind, it is satisfying to see that the MPC code still manages to save money
for the more troublesome scenarios. The most profitable combination is the same as
in Use Case 1, this time resulting in a saving of 220 %. Use Case 1 and 2 not only
have their largest savings for the same combinations but they also have very similar
savings profiles overall.

Continuing to analyze the savings, it becomes apparent that neither Use Case 1
nor 2 always results in higher savings than the other. The absolute and relative
savings are larger for 11 combinations using use Case 1 and 5 using Use Case 2.
This is highly unexpected when thinking about the difference between Use Case 1
and 2. The reason for this to be unexpected is most easily explained by compar-
ing the solution domain/pool for Use Case 1 and Use Case 2. Implementing the
additional constraint for Use Case 2 only affects the solution domain by making it
slightly smaller. This is because solutions that where allowed in Use Case 1 now
might have to be discarded to to their high degradation. A representation of the
solution domain for Case 1 and 2 is represent in Figure 5.1.

If the most optimal solutions lies within the solution domain for Use Case 1 but
not for Use Case 2, this would result in Case 2 giving out a less optimal solution,
hence a lower saving. This can never happen the other way around, since all the
solutions found in the solution domain for Use Case 2, lies within the solution pool
for Case 1. Knowing this, it is very odd to observe that Case 2 sometimes results in
higher savings than Case 1. The reason why this happens is still unclear; however,
one guess could be that limiting the solution domain takes the solver closer to the
correct solution faster and might therefore converge faster and more closely to the

63



5. Discussion

Figure 5.1: Representation of the solution pool for Use Case 1 and 2.

exact optimal solution. This theory, on the other hand, fails to explain why differ-
ence can be relatively large. Therefore, in order to properly find the origin of this
phenomenon, a deeper analysis must be conducted.

Having distinguished the differences for Use Case 1 and 2, using the MPC code,
it can be of value to investigate how savings change with other parameters. Com-
paring the two battery chemistries, a larger difference can be distinguished, namely
the fact that LFP generally results in greater savings, with the only exception being
in Lulea, during summer for Case 1. For example, no daily simulation using LFP
has a saving smaller than 14 %, while only one simulation using NCA gets past
this limit. Even the only exception disappears when looking at relative savings, for
which LFP always gives the highest savings. This trend can be explained by the low
cycling aging for LFP, illustrated in Figure 4.2. Having low cycling aging enables
more frequent charging and discharging without increasing the overall degradation
too much. For NCA, on the other hand, the largest degradation contributor is the
cycling aging. Hence, increasing the charging and discharging slightly has a much
larger effect on the NCA batteries compared to LFP batteries. This, together with
the fact that the compensation for attending the FCR-N market is the same for both
chemistries, helps explain why the savings found are larger for LFP than for NCA.

The two locations Gothenburg and Luled should also be compared. Doing so it
becomes apparent that each of them are more profitable than its counterpart for
different scenarios. Gothenburg give a larger absolute and relative saving for each
simulation made for fall. The opposite is true during winter even though the margin
here is small for a couple of scenarios. For spring and Summer some combinations
are more profitable in Lulea and some in Gothenburg. The reason to why Gothen-
burg is more profitable during fall than Lulea is probably due to the difference in
primary usage. Some primary usage is applied in Gothenburg but not for Lulea.
Since the degradation limit in Case 2 is set equal to the degradation obtained al-
lowing only primary usage, a profile like Lulea in fall, which contains no primary
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usage, results in almost no allowable degradation, hence leaves very little room for
generating revenue by attending the FCR-N market.

5.3 GA results

When using GA, Case 1 and Case 2 showed clear differences in economic benefits
and battery aging. In Case 1, revenue was quite high; most total revenues were
between 5 and 25 EUR per day. But at the same time, the degradation cost was
also high, mostly between 5 and 15 EUR. It meant we could earn more, but the bat-
tery aged faster. For example, the aging of NCA in winter at Gothenburg increased
from 0.0000535 % to 0.00014 %, mainly because participating in FCR caused more
frequent charging and discharging. Case 1 was suitable for maximizing short-term
profits; however, this case results in a shorter battery life. In some conditions, this
case achieved very high revenue. In Case 2, most degradation costs stayed below 5
EUR, and most revenue was below 7 EUR. This meant we could still make a profit,
but also better protect the battery. In many cases, the aging rate only increased
slightly, such as for the NCA battery in Gothenburg during summer (from 0.00049
% to 0.000497 %). In some cases, the aging was even lower than that of the pri-
mary usage, like the NCA battery in Gothenburg during spring (from 0.000295 %
to 0.000289 %). This showed that Case 2 could balance revenue and battery aging
effectively. In total, 12 out of 16 configurations achieved more than 14% saving rate,
and 5 configurations exceeded 100 %. The choice of Case 1 or Case 2 depended on
whether the priority was immediate gain or long-term sustainability. If the battery
was under warranty or sensitive to aging, Case 2 was the better choice. If the goal
was a quick return on investment, Case 1 might be better.

Battery type selection had a strong impact. LFP batteries performed much bet-
ter than NCA in all seasons and locations. LFP showed lower aging cost, higher net
benefit, and positive saving rates, especially in spring and summer. It meant LFP
was more suitable for regular grid service. In contrast, NCA batteries performed
poorly, due to their degradation being highly dominated by cycling aging. Even
minor charging actions caused noticeable degradation, leading to higher aging costs
and lower or negative savings. This made NCA batteries less suitable for grid ser-
vices, especially in winter and fall.

Geographical location and seasonal factors influenced results across both cases.
Location and season influenced the electricity price and primary usage. In the
same season, two locations performed quite differently. For example, in summer
at Gothenburg LFP saved 141%, while at Lulea, the saving rate was only 14.53%.
Spring and autumn were the most favorable seasons. For example: LFP at Lulea in
spring: 298.6%; LFP at Gothenburg in spring: 159.5%. In summer, although usage
time was high and optimization windows were limited, the model still achieved good
revenue in several cases.

Although GA worked effectively in most cases, it could not always guarantee a good
result, for example, in fall for Lulea of NCA a negative savings was obtained. There
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were several reasons behind this. First, the optimization problem involved multiple
constraints, such as target SoC at the end of the charging window and daily aging
limit. These constraints were implemented as penalty terms in the fitness function.
The algorithm might have focused more on reducing the penalties rather than mini-
mizing the actual operational cost. Second, GA was a heuristic method. It searched
based on random population and evolution rules. Although GA provided a way
to explore complex search spaces, its performance was still affected by the design
of the cost function and the way constraints were handled. However, this negative
optimization result also had practical value, it helped to determine conditions when
the batteries should not be used for the grid service.

In conclusion, the LFP battery was more suitable for FCR service due to its ag-
ing behavior. Location and seasonal factors influenced performance across both
cases. Geographical location and seasonal factors had a significant influence on the
results. Case 1 was suitable when maximizing short-term revenue was the goal, and
battery aging was acceptable. Case 2 was suitable when battery lifetime needed
protection, as it balanced the revenue with degradation.

Comparison of MPC and GA

Having analyzed the results for both the MPC and GA approaches individually,
the next step was to compare the results. Analyzing the scenarios for which only
primary usage was allowed can be used to assess how well the codes align and will
therefore be the starting point of this comparison.

Focusing on January 1st in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 clearly shows how the MPC and
GA codes produce the same results. For spring, this statement is no longer true.
For spring, summer, and fall, the only parameter being the same is electricity cost.
The remaining parameters are all larger for when MPC has been used. Factors con-
tributing to this difference will be discussed later in this chapter.

The numbers start to differ even more when analyzing the results produced by
MPC and GA for Use Case 1 and 2. While the numbers are largely different, see
the highest relative savings for Use Case 1 below, the total trend and relation be-
tween different combinations are largely the same. Analyzing only Use Case 1, an
interesting observation can be made. Although the GA code results in the highest
relative saving of nearly 1200 %, compared to the MPCs highest relative saving of
200 %, the GA code is also the only approach of the two that ever results in nega-
tive savings. Negative savings also occur when using the GA code for Use Case 2.
This indicates that the GA solver is somehow less reliable compared to the MPC
code. However, although it is less reliable, the data produced in this study indicates
that the GA code results in larger overall savings compared to the MPC code. The
average savings for using MPC and GA for both Use Case 1 and 2 are presented in
Table 5.1 below.
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Table 5.1: Average absolute saving for Use Case 1 and 2, using MPC and GA.

Case 1 (MPC) | Case 1 (GA) | Case 2 (MPC) | Case 2 (GA)
Average Savings 6.14 11.5 4.5 4.77

Based on the cost function, it is known that savings can be achieved in one of two
ways. Firstly, revenue can be increased, and secondly, degradation cost can be de-
creased. Both these changes result in an increase in the total savings. Up until this
point, only savings have been compared for the different scenarios, use cases, and
solvers. Therefore, it is currently impossible to draw any conclusions about whether
certain scenarios focus more on increasing revenue or lowering degradation costs.
To address this, additional plots considering both these contributions will be made.
The two contributions will be compared to the reference case, which only allows for
primary usage, and the difference in revenue and degradation cost is what will be
analyzed.

In Figure 5.2 the difference in revenue and degradation cost, compared to the ref-
erence case, which only allows for primary usage, is illustrated. The green dots
represent the optimal solutions found using GA while the blue dots are representing
the optimal solutions found using MPC. The included red line marks the boundary
separating the area where savings are positive (above the curve) from where savings
are negative (below the curve). The average values are also represented in Figure
5.2 as squares, where the red is for GA and the yellow is for MPC.
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Figure 5.2: The difference in revenue and difference in degradation cost for each
daily simulation using both MPC and GA.

Analyzing Figure 5.2, starting with Use Case 1, it is clear that GA finds solutions
with much higher revenue, but also much higher degradation cost, compared to the
MPC. As seen in the color maps 4.15 - 4.21, in the result section, also Figure 5.2a
successfully illustrates the occurrence of negative savings. These are the dots found
below the red line. Comparing Figure 5.2a with Figure 5.2b it can be seen that the
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Figure 5.3: The average for each combination of Use case and solver algorithm.

effect of implementing the additional degradation constraint found for Case 2 has a
much larger effect on the GA than the MPC. This is what to except knowing that
the MPC never reaches very high degradation costs even for implementing Use Case
1. When doing a more general comparison between Use Case 1 and 2 it is logical
to compare the average values depicted as squares. In order to do so all other dots
can be removed and one obtains Figure 5.3.

It is clear that the most revenue is obtained using GA as a solver and implementing
Use Case 1. On the other hand, it is the same combination that on average results
in the highest degradation cost. Some further observations that can be made are
that applying MC as a solver and implementing Use Case 2 the degradation cost
has assumed a negative value. This corresponds to lower degradation than for only
primary usage. This is is what to expect from Use Case 2, since the additional short
term constraint is set to limit the degradation to that of the primary usage. The
degradation for Use Case 2 should therefore never be higher than the degradation
for primary usage. It is therefore more unexpected to see that the GA for Use Case 2
actually breaks this limit by having a positive degradation cost difference. This can
be explained by the soft constraints used for the GA. Lastly, it can be mentioned
that if the average revenue is subtracted with the difference in degradation cost,
each of the averages in Table 5.1 are recovered.

Although differences can be found for the MPC and GA, it is both difficult and
somewhat unjustified to reach conclusions based on these differences. This is based
on the fact that the MPC code and GA code used in this thesis have subtle, yet vital
differences. These differences make the codes non-equivalent in their structure and
can therefore not be compared directly without obtaining some slight differences.
These differences are explained in the following subsection.
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Structure differences between MPC and GA

The comparison between MPC and GA can not really be done one to one, simply
because the constructed codes have subtle differences that will affect the results
obtained.

The first difference between the MPC and GA is that the GA always assumes the
simulation start to be the first hour of 2024. Implementing B2G at a later time
is done by specifying that only primary usage is allowed up until the start time of
B2G. All primary usage conducted before the B2G start contributes to increasing
the current throughput. Hence, a larger current throughput is used for any simula-
tions done later than the first primary usage occurrence. Higher current throughput
lowers the degradation derivative, hence resulting in less degradation for later sim-
ulations that use a larger current throughput as input value.

For the MPC code the simulation start can be changed, depending on simulation
specification. Therefore, in producing the results for Use Case 1 and Use Case 2 the
simulation start was set to the same day. By doing so the initial current throughput
was always kept equal to the default value given in Table 3.7. The simulation start
time also differs within the days between the MPC and GA code. The MPC starts
at midnight or the first departure hour, while the GA starts at either midnight or
the first docking hour. This difference in start time results in different data sets
being used for the optimization. Another difference between the two codes is that
the MPC code uses a receding horizon approach of different lengths, whereas the
GA code has a fixed horizon of 24 hours. Exploiting different horizons results in
different data sets being used. Both these last differences only change which data
sets are being used This should not result in any global difference in profitability
between the MPC and GA, however it will slightly change what the optimal solution
is for the different scenarios.

To continue, the limitation applied in Use Case 2 is equal to the primary usage
for a horizon of 24 hours. Therefore, it should only limit the upcoming 24 hours;
however, this implementation was not done for the MPC code. Instead, it was
applied on the MPC horizon regrdless of its length. This results in too strict degra-
dation limits for horizons with a length longer than 24 hours and too easy for those
shorter than 24 hours. The total effect should therefore be roughly correct; however,
this is something that potentially could be corrected in future work.

While MPC only applies the first control sequence and iterates forward one hour,
the GA code solves one optimization problem each day and applies the found solu-
tion directly. This essentially means that each day is treated separately when using
the GA. Finally, it should be mentioned again that the battery specifications imple-
mented in the MPC and GA codes are slightly different and will therefore contribute
to the overall difference between the two.

All the previous differences add up to changing the outcome between the GA and
MPC. These differences make it difficult to reach accurate and correct conclusions.
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It is also difficult to reach accurate conclusions based on sparse data, which all are
based on input parameters with a varying nature.

5.4 Yearly simulations using MPC

In the final part of the result section, the results for longer simulations, using MPC,
are presented. The data, in Table 4.7 indicates that a lower degradation factor
results in a higher absolute saving. This is trivial since all the degradation factor
does is scale the amount of degradation obtained for any given usage profile. The
savings, expressed as percentage, do not explicitly decrease for a higher degradation
factor. However, this follows from the fact that the primary cost, which acts as
the denominator when calculating the percentage, also increases as the degradation
factor grows.

More interesting than comparing the results for different degradation factors is the
difference between the approaches used in Use Case 1 and 2. Namely, the differ-
ence between having unlimited degradation for all iterations where secondary usage
is allowed versus the case where the degradation is limited for its next 24 hours.
Based on the numbers presented in Table 4.7 one can see that the savings are al-
ways higher for the unlimited degradation approach (Use Case 1). Having no scaling
gives a relative saving of 280 % for unlimited hourly degradation, while it goes down
slightly to 260 % for the limited hourly degradation. Both of these are above the
100 % limit, which means that both approaches not only save money but actually
earn money for the boat user.

The difference between the two approaches and why the short term limited degra-
dation approach (Use Case 2) is slightly less cost effective can be explained by the
nondynamic nature of the limited approach. The problem with limiting degradation
over the next 24 hours is that some optimal solutions might have a lower degrada-
tion than that of the primary usage case. Having less degradation for these intervals
should create the opportunity of allowing higher degradation for other iterations
and/or intervals. However, this dynamic change in hourly degradation limit is not
implemented in the MPC code used in this thesis. The code in question is always
forcing the degradation to be less than that of the fixed degradation limit. The
surplus of allowed degradation will therefore never be exploited; instead, it will ac-
cumulate and result in too high capacity at the end of the warranty period.

Even if a dynamic correction of the allowed degradation were to be implemented
in Use Case 2, Use Case 1 would still result in more savings for the simulations
conducted. This comes from the fact that neither Use Case 1 nor Use Case 2 re-
sults in a final degradation of 0.2, see Table 4.7. The reason why this observation
directly indicates that Use Case 1 would have been more profitable than Use Case
2 is because of the solution domains for the two cases. This was described more in
detail in the MPC part of subsection 4.2.2. Having the larger solution domain, such
as for Use Case 1, should always result in a better or as good solution as Use Case
2 with a smaller solution domain. This is because Use Case 1 always should be able
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to find the best solution for Use Case 2 however, it could also potentially find an
even better solution in the domain part that is not reached with Use Case 2. Using
this argument and analyzing a longer time interval, see Table 4.7, it becomes clear
that Use Case 1 not only produces the most savings short term but also long term.
This is true all the way up until the utilized MPC code sends out that no more B2G
can be applied. This output is obtained when the code calculates that the obtained
EOL, allowing for only primary usage, is the same length as the warranty time. This
output is never obtained in the simulations conducted in this thesis. This is easily
seen by knowing that the degradation limit is set to 0.2 and the maximum degrada-
tion obtained in Table 4.7 only ever reaches 0.17. Having an end degradation lower
than that of the degradation limit implies that the breaking point, where Use Case
1 goes from being unlimited to limited, never is reached.

Never having this transition of the degradation limit results in Use Case 1 being
able to always search for the optimal solution in the larger solution domain. If the
breaking point were reached in Use Case 1 the solution domain would shrink and
the maximum degradation allowed would be the same as that of primary usage.
This essentially means that at this breaking point, Use Case 1 would be converted
into Use Case 2 until the EOL. This last statement is not entirely true since the
code might find a solution where the degradation becomes lower than that of the
primary usage. Therefore, during the next iteration, the code may determine that
the expected EOL is longer than the warranty period and would therefore let the
solution pool expand to its nominal size again.

In this specific scenario, where the additional degradation limit in Use Case 2 is
set to be exactly the same as that of the primary usage, one quickly realizes that
Use Case 2 would never gain savings on Use Case 1 even after the breaking point.
However, this would change if the additional constraint, in Use Case 2, allowed for
more degradation than that of degradation from only primary usage. Then after
the breaking point for Use Case 1 the allowed degradation would indeed be lower
than that for Use Case 2. This dynamic and comparison between the two cases are
illustrated in Figure 5.4 below. In Figure 5.4 the lower graph represent the hypo-
thetical scenario of using Use Case 1 while the top graph represent Use Case 2. For
Use Case 1, high degradation is allowed in the beginning, however after some time
the break point is reached and no additional degradation is longer allowed. From
here on forward the degradation limit is that of the primary usage. For Use Case
2, the degradation is less in the beginning compared to Use Case 1 however, that
decrease in early degradation results in the possibility to degrading the battery for
a longer time. Desirably for the remaining part of the battery life time.

From the above graph it also becomes clear why the additional degradation con-
straint in Use Case 2 has to allow for more degradation than the primary usage
level. Having the primary usage degradation as the limit essentially results in the
exact same early profile as in Figure 5.4. However, having a limit equal to that of
the primary usage would result in the top graph, representing Use Case 2, to have
almost exactly the same derivative as that of the lower graph, representing Use Case
1. Having the same derivative after the breaking point implies that the final degra-
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Figure 5.4: An illustration of Use Case 1 and Use Case 2, for when the additional
short term constraint is higher than that of the primary usage close to the EOL.

dation of Use Case 2 never reaches that of Use Case 1, which at the EOL should
be the same as the degradation limit. This means that Use Case 2 could allow for
more degradation and in doing so, expand the solution domain, which, as we know
from previous sections, can improve the profitability.

Instead of having the degradation limit to be the same as for only primary us-
age, the limit should be given a value calculated based on the warranty time and
degradation limit. This would result in the degradation being limited throughout
the battery lifetime. However, compared to Use Case 1, which is limited by primary
usage after the breaking point, the degradation limit should be slightly higher for
Use Case 2. This would enable Use Case 2 to achieve greater savings compared to
Use Case 1 toward the end of the battery lifetime. Converting Use Case 2 and its ad-
ditional constraint in this way is only possible if the total primary usage degradation
is lower than the total degradation limit.
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Conclusion

This thesis focused on the optimal charging strategy of boat batteries under the
Boat-to-Grid (B2G). The goal was to meet the primary usage power demand of
the boat while maximizing revenue and ensuring battery lifetime. To achieve this,
two different optimization models were developed. These models took into account
several key factors, including battery chemistry, electricity price, usage behavior,
environmental conditions, and the characteristics of grid services.

In terms of methodology, the system boundaries were first defined. Two typical
battery chemistries, LFP and NCA, were selected as study cases. Based on their
characteristics, suitable SoC operating ranges and degradation models were chosen
and validated. Two geographical locations, Gothenburg and Lulea, were chosen,
and seasonal daily usage profiles were designed to simulate typical boat operation
patterns. The requirements and regulations for participating in grid services in Swe-
den were also studied. Two optimization frameworks were implemented: the first
is based on Model Predictive Control (MPC), using IPOPT as the solver and bat-
tery current as the control variable to maximize daily revenue under constraints;
the second is based on a Genetic Algorithm (GA), using the DEAP library, with
charging/discharging power as the variable to minimize daily cost.

The results showed that the optimization tools were able to generate effective charg-
ing and discharging strategies under various usage scenarios. It enabled profit gener-
ation while keeping battery degradation within acceptable limits. Even when aging
was strictly limited, the battery could still participate in grid services and provide
economic value. This showed that B2G strategies could be both practical and prof-
itable, as long as the appropriate aging control methods were implemented. The tool
achieved a good balance between maximizing revenue and preserving battery health,
making it valuable for real-world marine applications. This study also succeeds in
proving that not only can revenue be increased with an optimizer, but degradation
can also be reduced. This is clearly seen in Figure 5.3 where the green square repre-
senting Use Case 2 and MPC lowers the degradation to a level lower than for only
primary usage. Finally, this thesis has provided results indicating that both MPC
and GA can be used to optimize the current profile for B2G applications.
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Future Work

Although this study has achieved multiple results, the thesis leaves room for plenty
of future work. First, the usage profiles used are manually designed and may not
fully reflect real boat operating conditions. Incorporating real world operation data

can be used to improve the accuracy of usage profiles, hence improving the final
B2G results.

Second, the degradation models used in this study are based on literature roughly
ten years old. Developing more accurate and modern degradation models is essential
to accurately represent the degradation of newer batteries.

Third, this study only considered LFP and NCA chemistries. Including additional
battery chemistries would expand the understanding of which battery chemistries
that have have the greatest potential for B2G applications.

Fourth, in the current model, frequency deviation is assumed to be known in ad-
vance, which is a simplification. In reality, frequency deviation is instantaneous and
unpredictable. Future work should consider adding predictions based on statistics
to improve the decision making of when it is reasonable to apply B2G. This would
take the simulation tools one step closer to being a working online tool that can be
used in reel boats.

Fifth, in addition to frequency containment reserve, other grid services with dif-
ferent characteristics and requirements can be explored to evaluate their suitability
and profitability for marine B2G applications. In addition, some other locations
should be tested to better understand for what climates and energy markets B2G
is most suitable.

In future projects, it could be interesting to try different algorithms and solvers.
One optimization method that should be investigated is reinforcement learning,
which might be able to solve for more complex environments and improve solver
performance.

Finally, perhaps the most important change to enforce in future works is to min-
imize or eliminate the differences between the two utilized codes. This includes
implementing a receding horizon for GA and changing the simulation start time. It
also includes having the same specifics for the battery cells and the same horizon
length.
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More specific scenarios that could add value to this investigation would be to replace
the degradation limit used for Use case 2. Instead of defining the limit based on
primary usage, it should rather be calculated based on the warranty period itself.
Such a limit could potentially be calculated based on Equation (7.1).

deglim

degl =k -h - (7.1)

t’lUCLT’

The h represents the length of the current receding horizon, while deg"™ and t,q,
represent the overall degradation limit and the warranty period respectively. As a
consequence, the fraction represents the highest allowed degradation, ensuring an
EOL longer than that of the warranty period. The last parameter k is a season
dependent constant, allowing for different degradation limits for each season. This
could be implemented for applications that require higher degradation during cer-
tain seasons. The only requirement for k& should be that the average value of k is 1.
An average value greater than one would result in an excessively high degradation
allowance, while an average value that is too low would lead to an too low degrada-
tion allowance.

Implementing this limit would eliminate the risk of the battery being over exploited
in the beginning of its lifetime. Moreover, this ensures a more continues revenue
stream, while keeping the battery performance higher. The second part is some-
thing that does not really affect the total calculations, however a rapid performance
decline might concern costumers. If the imposed limit turns out to be unreachable
the code should set the new degradation limit to that of the primary usage, just as
in Use case 2 in this study. This ensures that the primary usage always works as a
solution and should therefore prevent the solver from ever failing.
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Figure A.1: Fall season optimization results using LFP battery in Gothenburg
with high aging limit
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Figure A.2: Fall season optimization results using LFP battery in Lulea with high
aging limit

24-Hour Power Strategy by Mode (NCA Battery)

20
£
5
H

o 1 o2 13 1 15 1 U 18 1

0 21 2 22 o 1 2 3 4 s

c 7 & 3
24-Hour Electricity Prices

0 22 22 22 o 1 2 3 4

s 8 5 1 1 1 1 1 15 16 17 1 19
24-Hour Frequency Deviations

2 2 2 23 0 1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8 5 1 1 L 1B 1\ B 1 17 1 1
S0C Progression

“‘\\\\\

Figure A.3: Fall season optimization results using NCA battery in Gothenburg
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Figure A.6: Spring season optimization results using LFP battery in Luled with
high aging limit
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Figure A.7: Spring season optimization results using NCA battery in Gothenburg
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Figure A.9: Summer season optimization results using LFP battery in Gothenburg
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Figure A.10: Summer season optimization results using LFP battery in Lulea with
high aging limit

24-Hour Power Strategy by Mode (NCA Battery)

Power (k)

0 21 22 23 0 1
24-Hour Electricity Prices

0025

0020

0015

0010

Electricity Rate (EURKWH)

0,005

0000
nor B BB b U B 1B 2 2 22 0 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 1
24-Hour Frequency Deviations

. l . l.
005 I I I lII l

010

Deviation

% A2 2 0 1 2 3 4 35 6 7 & 8 1
SOC Progression

State of Charge

Figure A.11: Summer season optimization results using NCA battery in Gothen-
burg with high aging limit
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Figure A.16: Winter season optimization results using NCA battery in Luled with
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Figure A.17: Fall season optimization results using LFP battery in Gothenburg

with primary usage aging limit
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Figure A.18: Fall season optimization results using LFP battery in Lulea with
primary usage aging
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Figure A.19: Fall season optimization results using NCA battery in Gothenburg
with primary usage aging limit
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Figure A.20: Fall season optimization results using NCA battery in Lulea with

primary usage aging limit
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Figure A.21: Spring season optimization results using LFP battery in Gothenburg

with primary usage aging limit
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Figure A.22: Spring season optimization results using LFP battery in Lulea with
primary usage aging limit
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Figure A.24: Spring season optimization results using NCA battery in Lulea with
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Figure B.30: LFP, LUL, 1 sept, limited
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Longer runs
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Figure B.33: Long run with: deg factor 1, warranty = 1, sim time = 1, limited
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Figure B.34: Long run with: deg factor 1, warranty = 1, sim time = 1, unlimited
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Figure B.37: Long run with: deg factor 5*1.45, warranty = 1, sim time = 1,
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Figure B.39: Long run with: deg factor 5%[1.45, 1.65], warranty = 1, sim time =
1, limited
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