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Abstract: Carbon capture and storage (CCS) is an effective means to achieve the goals of carbon
peaking and carbon neutrality. To improve the operating economics and low-carbon emission of
an integrated energy system, the strong exothermic property of power-to-gas is utilized for heat
recovery and injection into the heat network. This expands the adjustable range of electric output of
combined heat and power (CHP) units which will improve wind power accommodation. The CO,
produced by the coal-fired unit is captured using post-combustion carbon capture technology, and
then stored and used to manufacture methane, in order to realize the electric-gas—heat integrated
energy system coupled with power-to-gas. Based on the ladder-type carbon trading mechanism, a
low-carbon economic dispatch model of integrated energy system is proposed, which considers the
incorporation of power-to-gas heat recovery and carbon capture and storage. The objective function
is to minimize the total operation cost of the system. The model is simulated in the revised IEEE
39-bus power network, Belgium 20-node gas network and 6-node heat network by CPLEX solver and
simulation results verify the effectiveness of the proposed model.

Keywords: carbon capture and storage; integrated energy system; wind power accommodation;
ladder-type carbon trading mechanism; power-to-gas heat recovery

1. Introduction

With the acceleration of globalization, global crises such as the novel coronavirus
epidemic and the Russia—Ukraine conflict have a huge impact on the energy system. To
reduce the dependence on a single energy source, integrated energy systems with diversi-
fied energy sources should be constructed. Wang et al. [1] proposed that building a safe,
efficient, clean and low-carbon new generation integrated energy system is one of the
important means to achieve energy transformation and dual carbon goal. As mentioned in
Lietal. [2] and Fan et al. [3], the two main technological paths are to increase the proportion
of renewable energy and to implement various low carbon technologies. Wind power is
abundant in north China, northeast China and northwest China. In these three regions,
winter heating is generated by thermoelectric units, which are subject to the restriction of
“determining electricity by heat” of combined heat and power (CHP). When the output
of wind power is large, the output adjustment range of thermoelectric units is limited,
resulting in a large amount of wind abandonment. Schneider et al. [4] proposed that
power-to-gas (P2G) has the energy storage characteristics of time-space translation, which
provides a solution for wind power absorption and peak shaving and effectively improves
the flexibility of the integrated energy system. The research on P2G is mainly focused on
the framework of an electric—gas integrated energy system. Ang et al. [5] optimized the
sizing and siting of P2G facilities considering the uncertainties of carbon price and carbon
tax. A co-optimization scheduling model of the two energy systems considering P2G was
proposed by He et al. [6]. Wang et al. [7] built the carbon emission flow model which is used
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to track the emission of P2G. Zhang et al. [8] considered gas-fired power and P2G to absorb
renewable energy. P2G contributed to optimization as a part of the energy hub considered
by He et al. [9]. To solve the problem of “determining electricity by heat”, researchers use
heat storage devices and electric boilers for thermoelectric decoupling. Zeng et al. [10]
proposed a gas storage life reliability model to characterize the performance. The invest-
ment cost of the heat storage device at the source side is high and the planned capacity is
limited. It is difficult to absorb wind power on a large scale using only a heat storage device.
Wang et al. [11] used gas turbines and electricity-to-natural gas facilities to address the
uncertainty of renewable energy power generation. However, the low profit of P2G power
stations have hindered the development of P2G. In fact, it is easy to understand that the
methanation process has strong heat release characteristics from the chemical expression
mentioned by Wang et al. [12]. Gotz et al. [13] proposed that the electricity-to-methane
industrial chain can be incorporated into the heating application to improve efficiency.
Considering the exothermic characteristics of P2G methanation reaction and injecting its
reaction waste heat into the heat network, the coupling of electric-gas-heat network can
be realized, and the economy and energy utilization rate of the system can be further im-
proved. The design of the P2G integrated energy hub (P2G-EH) system is performed with
a stochastic dynamic planning method by Alizad et al. [14]. Mansouri et al. [15] proved
that P2G technology reduces CO, emissions by 9.89% through consuming CO; emitted
from the CHP and boiler. Chaucy et al. [16] used a life cycle assessment methodology to
prove that an integrated system will assess the most significant environmental impacts
with P2G. A model containing P2G and energy storage was established to enhance the
resilience of multi-carrier energy systems integrated with electric-gas—thermal networks
by Hosseini et al. [17].

P2G methanation reaction uses electrolytic water to produce hydrogen and produces
methane with CO, under the action of a catalyst, so the purchase of carbon is also an
important part of P2G operation cost. At the same time, although the use of P2G and
thermoelectric decoupling can effectively improve wind power consumption, the carbon
emissions of thermal power units still need to be solved. Carbon capture and storage (CCS),
as a low-carbon technology to cope with climate change, has great development potential
and has been highly valued by countries around the world. The installation of carbon
capture equipment in thermal power units can capture about 90% of COj to store and utilize
it. With the full use of existing units, it can realize low-carbon power generation, which to
some extent reduces the grounding cost of existing fossil fuel units and the large investment
in renewable energy power generation. Lee et al. [18] analyzes CCS cost reduction and its
macroeconomic effects and shows that CCS can be economically feasible in the long term. A
highly accurate surrogate model of CCS had been built for overall power consumption and
separation responses by Ali et al. [19]. Reddy et al. [20] discussed the modeling and analysis
of the carbon capture technology in emission-constrained environment. The low-carbon
economic dispatch considering carbon capture power plant is solved in a multi-objective
optimization framework by Akbari et al. [21]. Lou et al. [22] described a multi-period
optimization model for carbon capture power plant.

With the increasing attention to carbon emission, carbon dioxide removal technologies
have been developed rapidly. Sunghoon et al. [23] presented an advanced sub-ambient
membrane process that improved CO,/Nj selectivity at low temperatures and reduced
the cost of carbon capture. A solvent storage model had been proposed to improve the
power plant’s ability to reduce power output while operating the CCS system, improving
electricity sales revenue by Stefania et al. [24]. Du et al. [25] investigated the technical and
economic feasibility of achieving zero and negative carbon dioxide emissions in pulverized
coal and natural gas combined cycle power plants using conventional amine scrubbing
using 30 wt% water ethanolamine. A mixture of ionic liquid and monoethanolamine
(MEA) was proposed as a solvent choice with promising prospects for carbon dioxide
removal technology by Akinola et al. [260]. Stefania et al. [27] proved that the capture level
reduction mode is more economical than the traditional mode when applied to natural
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gas power plants, reducing the economic disadvantage of carbon capture power plants.
Yuan et al. [28] proved that after adding sulfolane or imidazole to the second-generation
flue gas amine washing solvent, the circulation capacity of carbon dioxide increases, and
the effect of capturing carbon dioxide increases. Liu et al. [29] proposed that the coupling
of electrocatalytic technology and renewable energy is an important development direction
in the future, which can improve the adsorption capacity of metal organic frameworks for
carbon dioxide. Galina et al. [30] proved that pH change in mineral carbonation results in
a carbon dioxide capture efficiency of 40-50%. Bielka et al. [31] designed a dehydration
compression device that captures carbon dioxide after combustion, reducing the total
energy consumption in CCS.

According to the above analysis, in response to the dual carbon goal, this paper
introduces a ladder-type carbon trading mechanism from the perspective of low carbon,
uses P2G heat recovery to realize the electricity-gas-heat network coupling and uses the
CO;, captured by CCS directly for methane production. At the same time, P2G and a heat
storage tank can achieve thermoelectric decoupling and wind power consumption through
collaborative operation, which realizes the low-carbon operation of the system and reduces
CO, emissions and wind abandonment rate.

2. Electricity—-Gas-Heat Integrated Energy System Model

The electric-gas-heat integrated energy system constructed in this paper includes
carbon capture system, electric-gas—heat network and multiple coupling modules such as
P2G, electric boiler (EB) and CHP. The excess heat can be recovered through the methanation
process of P2G, and the CO; captured by the carbon capture device can be directly produced
by P2G, which can reduce the carbon emission of the system and promote the consumption
of wind power realizing the coupling of electricity, gas and heat networks. The model
diagram of power-gas-heat integrated energy system is shown in Figure 1.

wind power
coal-fired v N power R
unit 4 "l network l 0 "
; . EB
CO25 e b heat storage
: T & T
A , waste |, | v
: I heat
=P CCS e » P2G |--—-——- » heat network [« —- CHP
o f
\
gas | |y [ onawralgas | L .
source network
CO, electric energy ——— heatenergy — - natural gas

Figure 1. Model diagram of integrated energy system combined electricity, gas and heat.

2.1. P2G Model

P2G can be used as the electric load in the power network and the gas source in the
natural gas network. In the process of methane production by P2G, a large amount of
waste heat is generated, which can be used as the heat source in the heat network by its
heat release characteristics. At the same time, P2G can directly use the CO, captured by the
carbon capture device for production in the integrated energy system considering carbon
capture. The reaction process of P2G to produce methane is as follows:

COy+4H, — CH4+2H,0
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During the thermal reaction of methanation, 165.01 kJ of heat is released for every
1 mol of methane produced. The heat released by P2G can be collected through the heat
exchanger and injected into the heat network.

The conversion relationship between CHy4 production rate of P2G and reaction heat
release in unit time is as follows [13]:

o, Proc/vH, Mch,

Vet = -10° 2
4MH, PCH, @

heat

PH, Prog /vn, AHRG
H - 3
P2Gt 4Myy, 3600 )

where V4 is the methane generation rate, vy, is the hydrogen generation rate, vy, =1 Nm?3/
(3.47 kW-h), Mch, and My, are the molar mass of methane and hydrogen respectively,
Mch, =16 g/mol, My, =2 g/mol, pcy, and py, are the density of methane and hydrogen,
respectively, pcy, =717.4 g/Nm?, ppy, = 89.9 g/Nm?, Ppyg is the active power output of
P2G power station, Hpyg is methanation heat reaction exothermic, AH is the value of heat
released by the reaction when 1 mol of methane is generated, AH = 165.01 k], r;l},‘gét is the
proportion of methanation heat reaction injected into the heat network which is set to
nbeat = 0.8 in Tanja et al. [32].

It can be calculated from the above equation that when the operating output of P2G is
1 MW, its reaction thermal output is:

89.9 x 1/3.47 165.01 x 0.8
Hoor — — 01188 M 4
P2G 4x2 3600 0.1188 MW )

The thermal efficiency of methanation reaction can reach more than 10% and in the
case it is worth implementing the heat recovery. Because the volume of CO, input and
methane output before and after the reaction is the same. Therefore, the consumption of
P2G is expressed as follows:

Eout,t = PCOZVtCOZ = pCOthCH4 (5)

where Eqyt,s is the amount of CO, consumed by P2G power station, pco, is the density of

CO,, VtCO2 is the volume of CO, input to P2G power station at time ¢, VtCH4 is the volume
of methane output from P2G power station at time ¢.

2.2. CHP Model

The cogeneration unit includes two types of units: back-pressure unit and steam
extraction unit. The heat and power ratio of the steam extraction unit is adjustable, and
the heat and power ratio of the back-pressure unit is fixed. The heat supply studied in this
paper adopts the steam extraction unit, and Figure 2 shows its operation characteristics.

The operating range of the steam extraction cogeneration unit is ABCD. When the
thermal power of the unit is at point /, the adjustable range of its electric power is between
Pg and Pr. With the increase of thermal power, the adjustable range of its electric power
gradually decreases. Due to the thermoelectric coupling characteristics of CHP, when there
is wind abandonment in the system, it operates in the BC section state to minimize its own
electrical output. However, when there are no other heat sources in the system, in order
to meet the heat load supply requirements, the CHP thermal output cannot be reduced,
making the forced electrical output of the CHP unable to further decrease, resulting in
more severe wind abandonment.
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According to the boundary vertex coordinates, the specific electrical power and ther-
mal power of CHP under any working condition can be obtained:

4
Pcupy = X ¢niPy
n=1

4
H, = H
CHP,t " g 1 47n,t n (6)

4
Z ¢n,t =1
n=1
OS(Pn,tSl

where Pcpp; and Hcpp, are the electrical and thermal power of the CHP unit at time ¢, ¢, 4
is the operating point of the CHP unit at time ¢, P, and H, are the electrical and thermal
power at the operating peak n.

Electric
power A
/MW

P max i

Py
Pg

Pmin

» Heat power
Hax /MW

0

Figure 2. Operating characteristics of pumped heat and power system.

3. Low-Carbon Economic Dispatch of Integrated Energy System Considering P2G
Heat Recovery and Carbon Capture

3.1. Carbon Capture System Model

Carbon capture technology is the core link of CCS. At present, thermal power plants
mainly exist three ways: pre-combustion capture, post-combustion capture and oxygen-rich
combustion decarbonization technology mentioned in Gladysz et al. [33] and Yin et al. [34].
The advantage of post-combustion capture technology is that it can directly transform
the existing unit to install the capture equipment. It has been applied in some thermal
power plants, and the captured carbon dioxide concentration is higher than 99%. In this
paper, post-combustion capture and storage technology is used to deal with the carbon
dioxide produced by coal-fired units. The total energy consumption of carbon capture
system consists of basic energy consumption and operation energy consumption proposed
by Yin et al. [35].

Pccst = P+ Pont

Pon,: = KcesEccst %
Eccst = neccsEct
Eci = 6iP;;

where Pccg; is the total energy consumption of carbon capture device at time ¢, Pp is
the basic energy consumption of carbon capture device, Pon is the operating energy
consumption of the carbon capture device at time ¢, which is proportional to the amount of
CO, captured at the current time Eccs ¢, Kccs is the electrical power required to process
unit COy, Eccs ¢ is the amount of CO; captured by the carbon capture device at time ¢, #ccs
is the capture efficiency of carbon capture device, Ec is the actual carbon emission of the
unit at time ¢, J; is the carbon emission intensity of unit i, P; ; is the output of unit 7 at time ¢.
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Since CO; is always generated during the operation of the unit, the captured CO;
usually needs to be stored or transported to the place of use by pipeline. This paper assumes
that the pipeline has been laid by the investment operator. The system does not consider
the pipeline investment cost and considers the transmission cost and storage cost of CO,
transmission to P2G:

Estore,t = Estore,tfl + ECCS,t - Eout,t - Eex,t (8)
T
fCCS = 2 (CstoreEstore,t + CtranLiEout,t) (9)
t=1

where Egiore, ¢ is the carbon seal stock at time ¢, Ee ¢ is the amount of CO, discharged into
the atmosphere due to the inability to use and store at time ¢, f ccs is the cost of transmission
and storage, T is the dispatch period, Cstore is the cost required to store unit COy, Ciran is
the cost required to transmit unit CO,, L; is the distance from the carbon capture point to
the P2G.

3.2. Carbon Trading Model
3.2.1. Carbon Trading Quota

Under the carbon trading mechanism, the regulatory authority allocates carbon emis-
sion quotas for each carbon emission source in the system. According to the relevant
national policies, the carbon emission quotas for each type of unit are different. The carbon
emission quota Ep of the system can be expressed as mentioned by Chalmers et al. [36]:

Nay

Eg: = ) &Py (10)

i=1

where ¢; is the carbon emission quota reference value of unit i, N,y is the number of all
units.

The carbon emission trading volume E,¢,; ; actually involved in carbon trading can be
expressed as:

Erealt = Ect— Eccsy — EBy + Eext (11)

3.2.2. Ladder-Type Carbon Trading Mechanism

Compared with the traditional carbon trading mechanism, the ladder-type carbon
trading mechanism has strict control over carbon emissions. The ladder-type carbon trading
mechanism is divided into several sections according to carbon emissions. Tabar et al. [37]
showed that with the increase of carbon emissions, the corresponding unit carbon trading
costs will also rise. From the actual carbon emissions of the system participating in carbon
trading, we can get the ladder carbon trading cost as follows:

CtaXEreal,tr Ereal,t <l
Ctax[Ereal,t(1 + 7tax) - l')’tax]/ 1< Ereal,t <2l
ftax,t = CtaX[Ereal,t(l + 'Ytax) - 31')’tax]r 2l < Ereal,t <3l (12)
Ctax[Ereal,t(1 + 'Ytax) - 6l7tax]r 3l < Ereal,t <4l
Ctax[Ereal,t(1 + 7tax) - 1017tax]/ Ereal,t > 4l

where f1ax + is the stepwise carbon transaction cost of the system, Ctax is the system’s carbon
trading benchmark price, ytax is the growth rate of carbon tax, I is the interval length of
total carbon emissions.

3.3. Objective Function

In this paper, the objective function is to minimize the total cost of the system:

minF = f1 +f2 +f3 +f4 +fgas+ftax +fCCS (13)
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where F is the total cost of the system, f; is the fuel cost of coal-fired units, f» is the start-stop
cost of the unit, f3 is wind abandonment cost, f4 is the carbon purchase cost of P2G, f gas is
the system gas purchase cost.

3.3.1. Operating Cost of Coal-Fired Units

The operation cost of coal-fired units includes fuel cost and start-stop cost:

T Nr

A=Y Y (@PE +biPris+c) (14)
=i

where Nr is the number of coal-fired units, g;, b;, and c; are the quadratic fitting coefficients
of the operation cost of coal-fired unit i, Pg; ; is the active output of coal-fired unit i at time ¢.

3.3.2. Start and Stop Costs
The CHP unit cannot shut down due to its heating task. Therefore, this paper only

considers the startup and shutdown of coal-fired units and gas turbines, and the specific

formula is as follows:
T Ng

fo= Y, ) wir(1—uis—1)Copen,i (15)

t=1i=1
where Ng is the total number of coal-fired units and gas-fired units, u; ; and u; ;1 are,
respectively, the operating states of the coal burning or gas generating unit 7 at time .
u;,+ = 1 means that it is in running state, u; ; = 0 means that it is in shutdown state. Copen,; is
the start-up cost of coal or gas unit i.

3.3.3. Gas Purchase Cost

Gas turbines and CHP units can be regarded as gas loads in the electric—gas—heat
integrated energy system. Their fuel costs can be attributed to the gas source purchase cost.
P2G can be regarded as a natural gas source, and its methane income is reflected in the gas
consumption of the gas source.

T Ngas

fgas = Z Z ,BiQ%?S (16)

t=1i=1

where Ngjs is the number of air source points, §; is the gas consumption cost coefficient of
the ith gas source point. Q??S represents the air consumption at the ith air source point.

3.3.4. Cost of Wind Abandonment

The cost of wind abandonment is represented as follows.

T
f3 = Z CCUI"E(P‘,}?;I;d,t - Pwind,t) (17)
t=1

where Ccyrt is the wind abandonment penalty coefficient, Pxi 4 18 the predicted output
value of wind power at time t, Pyinq ¢ is the actual output value of wind power at time ¢.

3.3.5. Carbon Purchase Cost

When P2G is supplied with no carbon source, additional carbon purchase costs need
to be paid:

T
f4 = Z CpEout,t (18)
t=1

where Cp, is the cost required to purchase unit CO,.
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3.4. Constraints
3.4.1. Power Flow Constraints

The power network model mainly includes three parts [10]: constraints on node power
balance, DC power flow constraints and minimum start-stop time constraints.

(1) Constraints on node power balance

L Prit+ L Porit+ L Pwindit+ YL Poupit+ L Py

i€Qr i€Qqgr 1€Qwind icQchp lei (19)
= Poadit + L Peogit+ L Pt + Pocst
ieQPZG iEQEB

where Q) is the set of all coal-fired generators, Qgt represents the collection of all gas
turbines, Ow;ng is the collection of all wind farms, Qcpyp is the set of all CHP units, Qgp
is the set of all electric boilers, Qpyg is a collection of all P2G devices, [€i is all the lines
connected to node i, Py,q ;¢ is the load power of node i at time t.

(2) Constraints on upper and lower limits of unit power

i P < Py < uy PR (20)
where PM@ and P™M are, respectively, the maximum and minimum output values of unit i.

(3) Minimum start-stop time constraints

E+Tog—1
; (1 —ujp) > Tog(uip—1 —uiyp)
—t
kZ Ui > Ton(Uip — Ujp—1)
—t

where T is the minimum shutdown time of the unit, Top, is the minimum shutdown time
of the unit.

(4) Constraint on unit climbing rate

Unit climb rate constraints include coal-fired units, gas turbines and P2G power stations:

Py —Pipq <ujp 1 (PP —SP) + 8P (22)

’

Pyt — Pip1 < ujp(PHOWN — gown) 4 gdown (23)

1

where Piu P and Pl.down are, respectively, the lifting and falling output rates of unit i in
continuous operation, S?p is the lifting output rate of unit i starting, S°"" is the output
reduction rate of unit i shutdown.

(5) DC power flow constraints

Qirqnin S Qn S 9}1111ax
pmin < p,; < pmax (24)
Bl(en *Gm) —Py =0

where 1'% and 6" are the upper and lower limits of power angle of node 1, respectively,
P® and PP are the upper and lower limits of power on the road connected by node 7,
By is the equivalent susceptance of line L

3.4.2. Natural Gas Network Constraints

The natural gas network model mainly includes three parts: gas source point, pipeline
and pressure station (compressor). Natural gas is supplied through the gas source point,
and then transmitted and distributed to the load through the pipeline. The pressure station
can improve the node pressure and reduce the probability of natural gas clogging when
the gas load peaks [10].
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(1) Gas source point
The natural gas in the gas network is injected by the gas source point, and the gas flow

output of each gas source point has upper and lower limits:

Sgass < Sgasst < Sgacs (25)

where Sg}};‘fs and Sgiis are, respectively, the minimum and maximum output flow of natural
gas at the gas source point s.
(2) Natural gas pipeline

For the ideal adiabatic gas pipeline m and 7, the beginning and end points are m and
n, respectively, and the steady-state flow rate can be expressed as:

an,t = Dmn,tcmn \/Dmn,t - (IP%M - lP%,t) (26)
1 ’ lpmt 2 lpnt

D _ . ’ 27

it { 1, Yut < Py @)

where Q1 is the natural gas flow through pipeline mn at time ¢, Cy;;, is related technical
parameter of pipeline, ¥y, ¢, P+ are the pressure values of the source points m and n at
time t. Dy ¢ is the transmission direction of natural gas in the pipeline at time ¢, 1 is the
positive direction, —1 is the negative direction.

Upper and lower limit constraints of pipeline flow:

o < Qunt < QR (28)

where QMm% and QMIN are, respectively, the upper and lower limits of natural gas flow
through pipeline mn.
Upper and lower limit constraints on pressure of each node:

PN < gy, < pmAx (29)

where 3 and ¥™Mi" are the upper and lower limits of pressure of node m, respectively.
(3) Compressor

The pressurizing station increases the pressure of the natural gas pipeline in which
it is located. The most important part is the compressor. Ignoring the consumption
characteristics of the compressor, the pressure relationship between the two ends of the
compressor is as follows:

Y = pcPn (30)

where ¢, and ¢, are the pressure at the outlet and inlet of the compressor, respectively, p.
is the compression ratio of the compressor.

(4) Natural gas flow balance

According to the law of conservation of flow, the flow balance equation of each node
in the natural gas network can be listed as follows:

Y Qunt + Qarmt + Qcrpmt + Quoadmt = Smt + Qp2cmt (31)

nem

where nem is all nodes adjacent to node m, Qg is the amount of natural gas consumed
by the gas turbine connected to node m at time t, Qcyp, ¢ is the amount of natural gas
consumed by the CHP unit connected to node m at time ¢, Sy, ¢ is the natural gas supply at
time t of the gas source point connected to node m, QpaG . is the gas load of node m at
time ¢.
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3.4.3. Heat System Constraints

The heat system mainly includes the constraint of heat source, heat network and heat
storage device [12].

(1) Heat source model

The main heat sources are CHP units and electric boilers. The relevant constraints of
CHP units are shown in Equation (6).

In the electric—gas—heat integrated energy system, the electric boiler is not only the
electric load, but also the heat source. Its thermal output is expressed as follows:

Hgp: = nesPep (32)

where Hgp} is the thermal output of the electric boiler at time ¢, #gg is the electrothermal
conversion efficiency of electric boiler, which is 0.85.

(2) Heat network model

The heat subsystem is shown in Figure 3. The heating temperature T]P " is the inlet
water temperature of water supply pipeline A, heating temperature TP refers to the
p pply p1p g p j

outlet water temperature of water supply pipeline A, heat return temperature ij s
the inlet water temperature of return water pipeline A, the heat return temperature is the
water temperature at the exit of the return water pipeline A, T/"* and T;"" are the mixing
temperatures of water supply pipeline and return water pipeline at node i, respectively,

wﬁj and w!; are the hot water flow in the water supply pipeline and the return water

1]
pipeline, respectively.

fm—mmmm -
|
| ps,in L ps ,out
| Tj feed piping Ti] N -
| »- : = T™ heat source nodei |
| entrance w; exit : I |
|
L ______ N |
| |
____________________ | |
-
| ) return water ) : | :
pr,ou . pr.in |
L P D70 heationd '
< - 7 eat loa I
I entrance W exit | m—m 4
|

Figure 3. Thermodynamic subsystem model.

In the heat subsystem, the temperature relationship between hot water in multiple
pipes before and after mixing with each other at a certain node can be expressed as:

ps,out -
L (17"u) <1 )

JES; JES;

ps,out_ N mmr r (33)
TP =T E
JES; JES;

where j € S is a set of pipes with node i as the end, j € S;" is a collection of pipes starting
with node i.

The temperature of hot water flowing out of node i is equal to the mixing temperature
of the node:

TP — ms e G+
{ j mEs )

prin. gy s —
Tj =T",jeSs;

Residential heating load is the most important heat load of heat subsystem. The
expression of thermal load power is as follows:

Higadi = Cpw;(T{™ — T;"") (35)
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where Hj,,4,; is the thermal load power of node i, Cy, is the specific heat capacity of water,
w; injects water into node i of load node. T;" is the heating temperature of node i after
mixing, T{"" is the heat recovery temperature of node i after mixing.

In addition, the hot water flow in the thermal pipe should meet the conservation of
flow, that is, the sum of the hot water flow out of each node is equal to the sum of the hot
water flow in:

Y wi; =0 (36)

j€i

(3) Heat storage device model

Hsave,t - Hsave,tfl S Hf;‘ax
Hsave,t—l - Hsave,t < Hé?(ax (37)
Hsave,t S HZ3X

save

where Hgave, and Hgaye t—1 are the heat storage capacity of the heat storage device at time ¢
and time t—1, respectively, H? is the maximum heat storage power of the heat storage
device, HZ® is the maximum heat discharging power of the heat storage device, Haox is
the maximum heat storage capacity of heat storage device.

(4) Thermodynamic equilibrium

Hcup, + Hep + Hpogt = Hioad,t + Hsavet — Hsave i1 (38)

3.4.4. Carbon Capture Related Constraints

In the carbon capture system, Zhou et al. [38] proposed that the total carbon storage in
a cycle shall not exceed its upper limit:

Estore,t S E;?ere (39)

max

where EJ5%

is the maximum value of carbon storage capacity.

4. Case Study
4.1. Case Setting

The example in this paper is based on the interconnection network of 6-node heat
network, 20-node gas network of Belgium and IEEE 39-bus power network. In this paper,
the unit wind abandonment Cy,; is set to 0.09 $/(kW-h) in Li et al. [39]. In the ladder-type
carbon trading mechanism, the system’s carbon trading benchmark price Cyqy is 30 $/t, the
growth rate of carbon tax yy is 0.3 and the interval length of total carbon emissions [ is
4 x 107 t in Moskalenko et al. [40]. The specific network structure diagram is shown in
Figure 4. The 39-bus 10-unit power system has two wind power clusters, one CHP unit,
two gas turbines and five coal-fired units. The CHP unit located at bus 30 of the power
grid is connected to node three of the gas network and node one of the heat network, and
the electric boiler located at bus 32 of the power grid is connected to node one of the heat
network. P2G located at bus 31 of the power grid is connected to node seven of the gas
network and node one of the heat network, gas turbines located at bus 33 and bus 37 of the
power grid are connected to node six and node nineteen of the gas network, respectively,
carbon capture devices are installed at bus 39 of the power grid. The CHP unit boundary
vertex parameters are shown in Table 1. Electricity, heat, gas load and forecast output
parameters of wind power are shown in Figures 5 and 6. In this paper, CPLEX solver was
used to solve the problem, the time step was 1 h. The dynamic optimization results of one
day and 24 h were analyzed.
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Figure 4. Electric—gas-heat integrated energy system structure diagram.
Table 1. Boundary vertex parameter of CHP.
Vertex Number Electric Power/MW Thermal Power/MW
1 81 104.8
2 215.0 180.0
3 247.0 0
4 98.8 0
7000 [ .
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Figure 5. Output power forecasting of wind power and load.
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Figure 6. Output power of gas load.

In order to better compare the impact of each module on the low carbon and economy
of the system, six scenarios are set up, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Module settings of each scenario.

Scenario With CCS With P2G With Heat Recovery
1 X X X
2 X v X
3 X v vV
4 Vv X X
5 Vv v X
6 Vv v v

4.2. Simulation Results and Analysis

The results of low-carbon economy dispatch under six scenarios are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Low-carbon economics dispatch results of different scenarios.

Scenario 1 2 3 4 5 6
Total cost/10%*$ 215.66 209.12 204.32 216.85 197.29 192.87
Coal-fired units operating cost/ 10%$ 90.77 90.76 90.76 93.35 93.23 93.20
Gas purchase cost/ 10$ 69.03 67.82 65.91 64.41 63.10 60.74
Carbon purchase cost/10*$ / 4.04 3.86 / 0 0
Wind abandonment cost/10%$ 16.50 7.12 5.63 16.50 5.41 3.77
Transmission and storage cost/ 10%$ / / / 10.13 7.62 8.12
Carbon trading cost/10*$ 39.38 39.38 38.17 3247 27.93 27.04
Methane production/ m> / 71,462 68,317 / 83,819 80,103
Carbon emissions/t 8503.37 8501.16 8339.21 7615.59 6917.02 6731.78

As can be seen from Table 3, the electric output of the CHP unit is restricted because of
“determining electricity by heat” and cannot be lowered, which results in a large amount
of wind abandonment in Scenario 1. In Scenario 2, the total system cost is reduced by
3.03% after the introduction of P2G, mainly due to the absorption of a large amount of
excess wind power during the wind abandonment period, which reduces 56.85% of the
wind abandonment penalty cost. However, due to the need to meet the thermal balance
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constraints, the electric output of CHP units cannot be further reduced at this time, and
wind abandonment still exists. In Scenario 3, heat recovery of P2G is considered. P2G
can not only generate income by using unused wind power to produce methane, but also
inject residual heat from methanation into the heat network. P2G and its heat recovery
relieved the heating pressure of CHP units and further reduced the forced electrical output,
thus reducing the wind abandonment of the system. However, this also reduced the wind
abandonment available for P2G to some extent and reduced the methane production of
P2G by 4.4%. In Scenario 3, when wind curtailment exists, the system will preferentially
use P2G power station for heating. If wind curtailment still exists, it will be supplied by
electric boilers. When wind curtailment has been fully absorbed, the unmet heat load will
finally be supplied by CHP units. In Scenario 3, when the electrical and thermal output
of CHP units are both reduced, the gas purchase cost and actual carbon emissions of the
units are also reduced. This result verifies that considering P2G and its heat recovery can
improve the wind power consumption rate of the system and reduce the unit operating
cost and carbon emissions. Figure 7 shows the wind discard characteristics in six scenarios.

7001 7007
—-=-Scenario 1
600 A 600 Scenario 2
2 ." Scenario 3
5000 I 500 ~ - Scenario 4
5 il — — Scenario 5
= il .
5400r i '| 400 — Scenario 6
= P
2300r i 300
2 i\
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= i
=100 [ 100
o
0+ e
0 5 10 15 20 25 10 15 20 25

Time/h Time/h

Figure 7. Wind power curtailment of different scenarios.

Compared with Scenarios 1, 2 and 3, Scenarios 4, 5 and 6 add carbon capture devices,
and the output proportion of 39-bus coal-fired units increases. In Scenario 4, when wind
curtailment exists in the system, coal-fired units at bus 39 will not operate because the
power output of wind power and CHP has already met the power load requirements.
Therefore, the carbon capture power output is zero and no more wind power can be
absorbed. In the period without wind abandonment, carbon capture devices can capture
a large amount of CO, to reduce carbon trading costs, but limited by storage capacity,
the CO, that cannot be stored needs to be re-emitted into the atmosphere. Therefore, the
reduced carbon transaction cost in Scenario 4 is very limited. The sequestered COj is stored
in large quantities for a long time, thus increasing the storage cost, and the total system
cost is higher than that in Scenario 1.

After considering P2G power stations, Scenario 5 and Scenario 6 solve the problem of
long-term storage of a large amount of CO,. Compared with Scenario 4, the carbon trading
costs are reduced by 13.98% and 16.72%, respectively, and the transmission and storage
costs are reduced by 24.78% and 19.84%, respectively. In Scenarios 2 and 3, the operating
cost of P2G is affected by the additional carbon purchase cost, which reduces the ability
to consume wind power. In Scenarios 5 and 6, the methane production process of P2G is
provided with carbon source by carbon capture device, without considering the additional
carbon purchase cost, wind power and CO; can be consumed while generating income.
Compared with Scenario 2 and Scenario 3, the abandonment cost is reduced by 24.02% and
43.52%, respectively. Figure 7 shows the thermal output of CHP units in Scenarios 5 and 6.
As can be seen from Figure 8, when wind abandonment is severe (from 3 to 6), the thermal
output of CHP unit in Scenario 6 is reduced, so that its forced electrical output continues to
decrease, leaving more room for wind power consumption.
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Figure 8. CHP heat output of Scenarios 5 and 6.

In conclusion, compared with the introduction of carbon capture, P2G and heat
recovery alone, the optimized scheduling model of power—gas-heat integrated energy
system proposed in this paper, which combines P2G heat recovery and carbon capture, has
more significant effects on wind power consumption and CO, emission reduction.

4.3. Influence of Heat Storage Device on Operation Results

Based on Scenario 6, the influence of the heat storage device on the operating results
of the system is analyzed. The operating results are shown in Table 4 and Figure 9, where
the heat storage device is not considered in Figure 9a but is considered in Figure 9b.

Table 4. Impact of thermal energy storage on low-carbon economics dispatch.

Scenario Total Cost Wind Abandonment Cost
/10%$ /10%$
With thermal energy storage 192.87 3.77
Without thermal energy storage 195.61 3.83

As can be seen from Figure 9a, during the wind abandonment period, the heating
output of the electric boiler has been full, and it cannot absorb more wind power. As can be
seen from Table 3, after addition of the heat storage device, the CHP thermal output at 3 h
in Figure 9b further decreases, thus reducing the penalty cost of wind abandonment. In the
rest of the time, the use of heat storage devices can make the electrical and thermal output
of the CHP unit more flexible and avoid the rigid coupling of thermoelectric to a certain
extent reducing the total cost of the system by 1.4%.

4.4. Influence of P2G Capacity and Carbon Sequestration Capacity on Operation Results

This paper considers the combination of P2G heat recovery and carbon capture tech-
nology. However, in Scenario 4, due to the limitation of carbon sequestration capacity, a
large amount of captured CO; is re-discharged, while in Scenarios 5 and 6, after removing
the CO; consumed and sequestration of P2G methane production, some of the captured
CO; can only be discharged. Moreover, wind abandonment cannot be fully absorbed due
to the impact of P2G capacity ceiling in Scenario 6. Therefore, it is necessary to analyze
the influence of different P2G capacity and carbon sequestration capacity configurations
on system operation. The total system cost operation results under different capacity
configurations are shown in Figure 10.
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Figure 9. Effect of heat energy storage on heat output of the system. (a) Without heat storage device;
(b) With heat storage device.

As can be seen from Figure 10, when the P2G capacity is lower than 500 MW, the
system can absorb more wind power with the increase of P2G capacity, and the total system
cost shows a downward trend. When the P2G capacity is greater than 500 MW, the total
system cost will not be affected by the further increase of P2G capacity because the wind
power has been fully absorbed.

When the carbon sequestration capacity is low, P2G incurs an extra carbon purchase
cost, which affects its gas production efficiency. When the carbon sequestration capacity is
high, CO, that is not sequestered decreases and in consequence the carbon transaction cost
is reduced, resulting in a less system operational cost. When the carbon sequestration ca-
pacity is greater than 1900 t, P2G methane production and CO, obtained from sequestration
and capture can be fully supplied, and the total cost of the system will not change.
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Figure 10. Total cost of different carbon storage capacity and P2G capacity.

5. Discussion

From the perspective of reducing carbon emission, this paper introduces the step
carbon trading mechanism and constructs the model of electric thermal integrated energy
system. In order to improve the economy, P2G heat recovery was used to achieve electrical
and thermal coupling, and the carbon dioxide obtained from the carbon capture device
was used for methane production. At the same time, P2G heat recovery and heat storage
boiler improve the level of wind power consumption. The results show that the total
operating cost of the whole system is reduced, and the carbon emission to the outside
world is minimal. In addition, compared with the integrated energy system that does not
consider P2G heat recovery, the wind power consumption of the whole system is improved.

The development of carbon capture technology is very rapid and considering more
efficient carbon capture technology in the future will further reduce the carbon emissions
of system operation [23,24]. In addition, this paper adopts a deterministic model, and
the consideration of weather randomness and event randomness is the direction of future
research. Among them, the commonly used models considering randomness include
Markov model, c chance-constraint programming and robust optimization model. In
recent years, the emergence of random events, such as the novel coronavirus epidemic
and the Russia—Ukraine conflict have had a great impact on the entire energy system.
Therefore, considering the impact of random events on the comprehensive energy system
and prevention of random events are future research topics. By considering extreme
weather or extreme events, the elasticity of the integrated energy system will be improved.

6. Conclusions

Aiming at the dual carbon goal, this paper proposes a low-carbon economic optimiza-
tion dispatch model of the electric—gas—heat integrated energy system, which considers
P2G heat recovery and carbon capture. The influence of six scenarios combining the three
factors of P2G, heat recovery and carbon capture on the system operation results is analyzed
with examples. Sensitivity analysis of some parameters is carried out, and the following
conclusions are obtained:

(1) Neither CCS nor P2G heat recovery alone can achieve the low-carbon and economic
optimization of the system. Combining P2G heat recovery with CCS can effectively
improve the system’s wind power consumption and reduce CO; emissions.

(2) Considering the heat storage device, the operating flexibility of the CHP unit can be
improved, and the total operating cost of the system can be reduced.

(3) The larger the capacity of P2G and carbon sequestration capacity is not better. The
wind power that P2G can absorb is limited. When its capacity is higher than 500 MW,
the total cost of the system will not change. When carbon sequestration capacity
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is increased by 1900 t, the excess CO; that is not used to produce methane can be
sequestered by means of carbon sequestration. Although increasing carbon sequestra-
tion capacity can effectively reduce carbon trading costs, its high carbon sequestration
costs cannot be ignored.

In summary, the conclusions obtained in this paper can provide a basis for a low-
carbon economic scheduling scheme in electric-gas—heat network. The model proposed in
this paper only analyzes the day-ahead economic scheduling of the coordinated operation
of P2G heat recovery and carbon capture under specific conditions, without taking the
investment and operation and maintenance costs of each module into consideration. The
practical application needs further calculation and research. The subsequent work will be
related to the investment cost and policy of carbon capture and P2G.
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