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Abstract:



Hydrogen mobility is one option for reducing local emissions, avoiding greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and moving away from a mainly oil-based transport system towards a diversification of energy sources. As hydrogen production can be based on a broad variety of technologies already existing or under development, a comprehensive assessment of the different supply chains is necessary regarding not only costs but also diverse environmental impacts. Therefore, in this paper, a broad variety of hydrogen production technologies using different energy sources, renewable and fossil, are exemplarily assessed with the help of a Life Cycle Assessment and a cost assessment for Germany. As environmental impacts, along with the impact category Climate change, five more advanced impact categories are assessed. The results show that from an environmental point of view, PEM and alkaline electrolysis are characterized by the lowest results in five out of six impact categories. Supply chains using fossil fuels, in contrast, have the lowest supply costs; this is true, e.g., for steam methane reforming. Solar powered hydrogen production shows low impacts during hydrogen production but high impacts for transport and distribution to Germany. There is no single supply chain that is the most promising for every aspect assessed here. Either costs have to be lowered further or supply chains with selected environmental impacts have to be modified.






Keywords:


hydrogen production; hydrogen transport; Life Cycle Assessment; costing












1. Introduction


For several years now, hydrogen has been discussed widely for mobility applications in order to minimize local emissions, reduce overall greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and decrease dependency on foreign fossil fuel resources. Additionally, fuel cell electric vehicles (FCEV) from different manufacturers are already available on the market [1]. For the production and transport of hydrogen, however, a broad variety of technologies either already exist or are currently under development and/or investigation.



In this context, several recent articles discuss technical aspects of hydrogen production [2,3,4,5,6]. These papers, however, give only an estimation of the cost and lack an environmental assessment. Gnanapragasam, et al. [7] consider such aspects and even include social issues within their assessment. They do not use a life cycle approach, but analyze certain hand-picked qualitative and quantitative indicators; such an approach is more open to subjectivity compared to more standardized approaches, like Life Cycle Assessment (LCA). Additionally, life cycle cost assessments mainly concentrate on one field of technology, e.g., electrochemical [8], solar [9] or fermentative hydrogen production [10]. Regarding LCA, a variety of studies about hydrogen supply are available. For example, Bhandari, et al. [11] performed a review on existing studies on electrochemical hydrogen production. They found that mainly Climate change was assessed as an impact category, and only very few studies broadened their scope to Acidification and Eutrophication. Valente, et al. [12] concentrate in their review on Climate change impacts for renewable hydrogen (electrochemical, thermochemical and biological) production technologies compared to steam methane reforming (SMR). Most of the analyzed studies investigated electrochemical hydrogen production. The authors also harmonized all results to compare different studies with each other. However, even these harmonized results varied significantly between the different studies. In particular, results for biological hydrogen production can exceed values for SMR many times over. A recent comprehensive LCA non-review paper was published by Mehmeti, et al. [13]. However, the authors claim only to perform a streamlined LCA, as “the goal of the analysis is a quick review of the major sources and quantitative … environmental impacts”. Here, thermochemical (coal and biomass gasification, steam methane and renewable ethanol reforming), electrochemical (proton exchange membrane (PEM) and high-temperature electrolysis) and biological (dark fermentation plus microbial electrolysis) production technologies were analyzed against 18 impact categories. It was revealed that hydrogen from PEM electrolysis using electricity from renewable sources and biomass gasification show the most environmentally benign behavior. Regarding biomass gasification, however, the authors restrict their findings due to the high impact of the used feedstock, the involved gasification technology and the broad variety of operating parameters. Older studies had already included hydrogen transport and distribution [14]. In those that are more recent, it has even been the focus of the assessment. Ozawa, et al. [15] assessed the hydrogen supply in Japan for mobility by importing hydrogen from Australia or Norway or importing natural gas and converting it to hydrogen. Liquid organic hydrogen carriers (LOHCs) for transport are compared with liquid hydrogen transport. The presented results show that when using renewable sources for hydrogen production—in particular long-distance transport, as well as the energy carriers used for compression—liquefaction or dehydrogenation become more important. However, in this paper, only the impact category Climate change is assessed, and only a well-to-tank analysis is performed (i.e., the construction of hydrogen production unit and other facilities is not included). Other authors focus on distributing hydrogen, in particular the hydrogen refueling station (HRS) (e.g., Burkhardt, et al. [16]). They investigated different environmental impact categories but only for hydrogen production from wind energy directly at the hydrogen refueling station (HRS). The variation of the full load hours of the electrolyzer revealed that with only 3000 h/a, the environmental impacts from the construction of the electrolyzer and the hydrogen refueling station (HRS) account for 60% of the overall impacts.



In the present paper, many of the above-mentioned aspects will be combined. The spectrum of hydrogen production technologies as well as resources and feedstock are assessed with an LCA as well as from a cost perspective. The choice of environmental impact categories is thereby not limited to Climate change. Furthermore, not only the production of hydrogen is included, but also transport and distribution in Germany (i.e., the whole supply chain for mobility purposes is covered). In this way, a comprehensive picture can be drawn and the positive and negative aspects of current and future technologies for hydrogen supply can be discussed.




2. Methods and Assumptions


The economic and environmental assessment is performed based on widely accepted methodological approaches.



Environmental assessment with an LCA is a well-established methodology for products and services. According to the standards ISO 14040 and 14044 [17,18], it is divided into four steps: Goal and scope definition, to shape the aim of the assessment and define the system boundary; Life cycle inventory analysis, to assume and calculate all necessary input and output parameters; Life cycle impact assessment, to calculate the environmental impacts of the assessed process chain and Life cycle interpretation, to discuss the results. The implementation of the first two steps for this LCA on hydrogen supply are described within this section, while the results of the last two steps are presented in the subsequent sections on results and discussion.



The economic assessment is performed by the approach of levelized cost c, in this case, for hydrogen supply. All costs occurring during the life cycle of hydrogen supply are annualized over the lifetime t of the components. If nothing else is mentioned, the overall lifetime T is assumed to be 20 a. The main cost components are capital expenditure I, operating cost O, including maintenance, consumable expenditures C, mainly for fuel, and revenues R, for side products, which are set into relation with the annual amount of supplied hydrogen H (Equation (1)) [19]. r is the interest rate.
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(1)







Here, a perspective of the overall national economy is chosen, as the LCA also considers effects for the whole community. Therefore, a low interest rate r of 3.5% is assumed based on the average interest rate of German governmental bonds over the last 20 years, which are inflation-adjusted [20,21]. All costs are based on the year 2012. The investment costs are adjusted with the Kölbel-Schulze index [22] and extrapolated to the future using learning curves [23].



2.1. Goal and Scope


The goal of this assessment is to analyze the environmental impacts and the costs of future hydrogen supply in Germany (functional unit 1 kg of hydrogen). The targeted year is 2032. The selection of the assessed hydrogen production processes is based on several criteria. As this is an investigation of future hydrogen supply, not only technologies that are currently on the market are assessed, but also technologies that might be available at that time. Therefore, technologies that have already reached a Technology Readiness Level of 5 [24] are also included. That means that the technologies have already been tested in projects under real-life conditions. Another criterion for a comprehensive assessment is that the variety of technologies is covered by choosing electrochemical (PEM, alkaline and high-temperature electrolysis), thermochemical (steam reforming, gasification), biological (combination of dark and photochemical fermentation) and thermochemical cycle (sulfur-iodine (S-I) cycle) hydrogen production technologies. Furthermore, possible energy sources should also be broadly covered (i.e., wind and solar power, digestible and woody biomass, natural gas and coal). Additionally, by-product hydrogen from industry is included because it is a sometimes-available source of hydrogen. However, hydrogen from industrial processes needs to be made available, because it is often used as a heating fuel. Therefore, the hydrogen is substituted by natural gas in this process chain. All process chains are summarized in Figure 1.


Figure 1. Analyzed hydrogen supply chains.
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As solar radiation is not very promising in Germany for the chosen hydrogen production technologies, these process chains have their production in Northern Africa. Thus, transport and distribution need to cover a significantly longer distance than for production within Germany. For transport only in Germany (i.e., relatively short distances) trucks and high-pressure tanks are the option assumed here. For longer distances, however, other technologies are more efficient due to their higher transport capacities. Here, liquid organic hydrogen carriers are chosen [25]. Such hydrocarbons can be transported in trucks and on ships, like mineral oil-based fuels; i.e., no new vessels need to be considered. Hydrogen production with PEM and alkaline electrolysis are located directly at the hydrogen refueling station (HRS) to avoid transport, and only distribution needs to be considered. Due to these process chains, the scope is not cradle-to-grave but cradle-to-gate, with gate meaning the HRS.



Due to the always-changing predictions of future surrounding conditions (e.g., the electricity mix cf. [26,27]), these background parameters are kept constant with regard to the year 2012.



The selection of environmental impact categories is based on three criteria.

	
First, they must be recommended by the International Reference Life Cycle Data System (ILCD) [28].



	
Second, the quality of the impact assessment methods should be at least “recommended but in need of some improvements” [29].



	
Third, impact categories must have a high importance for the assessment of the mobility sector.








Based on these criteria, six impact categories are chosen: (a) Climate change (IPCC 2013 (as modelled in ecoinvent 3.1)), (b) Acidification (CML [30]), (c) Eutrophication (CML [30]), (d) Photochemical ozone creation (CML [30]), (e) Particulate matter (according to Humbert, et al. [31]) and (f) Human toxicity (USEtox [32]). For Human toxicity, metals are excluded, because these characterization factors are not considered to be robust yet.




2.2. Inventory


The assessed process chains are divided in the two phases “hydrogen production”, as well as “transport and distribution”. For all processes, basic recycling of the main materials is also included. All corresponding tables can be found in Appendix A. The modelling of the process chains is done in Umberto, and for background data, the ecoinvent database version 3.1 [33] is used.



2.2.1. Hydrogen Production


The capacity of the hydrogen production facilities is based on optimal values found in literature and technical prognoses.



For electrochemical hydrogen production directly at the hydrogen refueling station (HRS), two different electrolyzers are available—alkaline and PEM electrolysis. Alkaline electrolysis is more efficient when producing hydrogen steadily, while PEM electrolyzers can more quickly perform load changes and can be operated in low loads [34]. Therefore, PEM is often discussed in combination with fluctuating renewable sources of energy like wind and solar. Here, alkaline electrolyzers are assessed and powered with electricity from wind power guaranteed by green certificates to allow for high full load hours and a PEM electrolyzer with lower full load hours, but with direct wind power input. Because of this, the PEM electrolyzer needs to be larger in production capacity and needs additionally a hydrogen storage unit to deliver the same amount of hydrogen (Table A1). These types of electrolysis are directly located at the hydrogen refueling station (HRS) because they can be built efficiently with smaller installed capacities, and in this way, hydrogen transport can be avoided.


Table A1. Data of hydrogen production by alkaline electrolysis (AE) own data and [39,60,61,62,63,64,65,66,67,68] and PEM electrolysis [62,69,70,71,72].











	
	
	AE
	PEM





	 Capacity
	kg/h
	26
	48



	 Life time stack
	a/a
	10
	8



	 Full load hours
	h
	7500
	4000



	Operating resources
	
	
	



	 Electricity
	kWh/kg H2
	49
	50



	 Water
	kg/kg H2
	19
	19



	 Potassium hydroxide
	g/kg H2
	0.85
	-



	Construction materials
	
	
	



	 Steel, low alloy
	kg
	12,900
	36,000



	 Reinforcing steel
	kg
	-
	1600



	 Aluminum
	kg
	63
	530



	 Chrome
	kg
	200
	-



	 Nickel
	kg
	200
	-



	 Polyethylene granulate
	kg
	50
	-



	 Platinum-group metals
	g
	-
	230



	 Graphite
	kg
	-
	2.1



	 Titan
	g
	-
	760



	 Nafion
	kg
	-
	5.8



	 Solvent
	kg
	-
	1.1



	 Cast iron
	kg
	-
	260



	 Copper
	g
	-
	650



	 Silicon
	kg
	-
	1.3



	Cost
	
	
	



	 Investment
	M€
	1.0
	2.5



	 Cost stack replacement
	M€/replacement
	0.35
	0.98









Steam methane reforming and gasification of coal for hydrogen production are standard industrial processes for hydrogen production. The here-chosen process parameters are based on a comprehensive literature review and are listed in Table A2. For the steam methane reforming facility, a medium-sized capacity is assumed to utilize scaling effects in efficiency and costs on the one side and to allow for moderate transport distances on the other side. Additionally, steam is produced, for which a credit is given. Coal gasification, in contrast, is only reasonable on a very large scale [35]. In both processes, an additional water-gas shift reactor is used to produce higher amounts of hydrogen after the actual gasification and reforming, respectively. The hydrogen from both provision processes is not pure enough for fuel cell electric vehicles (FCEV). Therefore, in both processes pressure swing adsorption is included to guarantee that the given requirements are met. For steam methane reforming external electricity from the grid is used. For the coal gasification, on the other hand, a combined plant design is chosen due to economic advantages producing even surplus electricity [36]. This electricity is used to cover the internal demand and exported to a small amount to the outside market. For this, an extra credit is given, as well as for the sulfur, which is separated during the flue gas treatment.


Table A2. Data of hydrogen production by steam methane reforming SMR [60,73,74,75,76,77], coal gasification CG [35,36,74,77,78], wood gasification (WG) [77,79,80] and substituting hydrogen with natural gas in the chemical industry (SUB) [81,82].













	
	
	SMR
	CG
	WG
	SUB





	 Capacity
	kg/h
	5000
	10,000
	610
	450



	 Full load hours
	h/a
	7500
	7500
	7500
	7500



	Operating resources
	
	
	
	
	



	 Electricity
	kWh/kg H2
	0.20
	-
	3.9
	1.6



	 Natural gas
	MJ/kg H2
	158
	-
	-
	3.0



	 Coal
	kg/kg H2
	-
	7.3
	-
	-



	 Wood chips
	kg/kg H2
	-
	-
	-
	3.0



	 Water
	kg/kg H2
	14.4
	5.0
	5.9
	-



	 Triethylene glycol
	g/kg H2
	-
	60
	-
	-



	 Olivin
	g/kg H2
	-
	-
	260
	-



	 N2 liquid
	g/kg H2
	-
	-
	360
	-



	 Ash
	g/kg H2
	-
	-
	320
	-



	 Steam, credit
	kg/kg H2
	5.3
	-
	-
	-



	 Electricity, credit
	kWh/kg H2
	-
	1.0
	-
	-



	 Sulfur, credit
	g/kg H2
	-
	91
	-
	-



	Construction materials
	
	
	
	
	



	 Steel, low alloy
	t
	100
	-
	-
	-



	 Steel, high alloy
	t
	60
	-
	-
	-



	 Steel, no alloy
	t
	240
	-
	-
	-



	 Zinc
	t
	0.3
	-
	-
	-



	 Aluminum
	t
	3.5
	-
	-
	-



	 Nickel
	t
	0.3
	-
	-
	-



	 Copper
	t
	0.1
	-
	-
	-



	 Concrete
	t
	1,300
	-
	-
	-



	 Plant 1
	Units
	-
	87.5
	4.6
	1 × 10−5



	Direct emissions
	
	
	
	
	



	 CO2
	kg/kg H2
	8.55
	19.3
	-
	6.7



	 CH4
	g/kg H2
	1.82
	-
	0.1
	2.0



	 CO
	g/kg H2
	1.1
	-
	0.01
	0.17



	 NMHC
	g/kg H2
	3.4
	-
	0.0007
	0.32



	 NOx
	g/kg H2
	2.3
	0.010
	0.03
	1.9



	 SO2
	mg/kg H2
	110
	-
	43
	65



	 PM2.5
	mg/kg H2
	22
	390
	3.4
	12



	 H2S
	mg/kg H2
	-
	5.62
	0.0009
	-



	 Further emissions
	
	
	
	2
	2



	Cost
	
	
	
	
	



	 Investment
	M€
	89
	480
	105
	0.45







1 Synthesis gas factory (CG, WG) and gas processing plant (SUB) according to according to [33]; 2 According to a wood combustion and natural gas processing according to [33].








Steam reforming of biomethane uses the same production facility as steam methane reforming. For the supply of biomethane, a standard German mix of digestible biomass consisting of manure, grass, wheat, corn and organic waste is used. After biogas production based on a “classical” anaerobic digestion process, the biogas needs to be purified. As one biogas plant would not be able to supply enough biogas, biogas provided by multitude biogas plants is fed into the natural gas grid and extracted at a location where the further processing to hydrogen takes place on a large scale. Therefore, an enrichment of the biogas with propane is mandatory to adjust the Wobbe Index [37,38].



The parameters for the gasification of wood and the substituted hydrogen from chemical industry are also listed in Table A2. The wood consists of forest residues from German spruces with an initial water content of 50%. Before thermochemical gasification, wood is pre-dried to a water content of 30% and shredded to woodchips. The transport distance to the gasification facilities is assumed to be 50 km, reflecting German conditions. The gasification takes place in a Fast Internal Circulating Fluidized Bed (FICFB) reactor with a subsequent water-gas shift reactor to produce more hydrogen out of the synthesis gas. The hydrogen produced in this process needs further purification within a pressure swing adsorption.



The substituted hydrogen is assumed to come from a chloralkali processes. This hydrogen is already very pure and needs only to be dried. To compensate for the extracted hydrogen currently used for heat production a natural gas boiler is assumed.



The biological hydrogen production is based on dark fermentation of digestible biomass, which consists of the same mix as the biomass for biogas production. In these processes, not only hydrogen is produced, but also organic acids. The organic acids are further processed in a photobioreactor in a photofermentation step together with several nutrients to produce more hydrogen. Table A3 gives an overview of the main process parameters.


Table A3. Data of hydrogen provision by combined photo- and dark fermentation [83,84,85].










	 Capacity
	kg/h
	60



	 Full load hours dark fermentation
	h/a
	7500



	 Full load hours photo fermentation
	h/a
	3300



	Operating resources
	
	



	 Feedstock mix
	kg/kg H2
	262



	 Electricity
	kWh/kg H2
	1.8



	 Heat
	kWh/kg H2
	7.3



	 Potassium hydroxide
	kg/kg H2
	1.5



	 Dipotassium phosphate
	kg/kg H2
	0.30



	 Water
	kg/kg H2
	240



	 Waste water
	m3/h
	1.3



	Construction materials
	
	



	 Plant 1
	Units
	1.0



	Cost
	
	



	 Investment photobioreactor
	M€
	96



	 Investment balance of plant
	M€
	26







1 Anaerobic digestion plant according to [33].








Hydrogen production by thermochemical cycles offer a variety of different processes. Here the sulfur-iodine cycle is chosen because the temperature level of the needed heat corresponds with the temperature level easily achievable by concentrating solar power (CSP) plants and the demanded level of technological development. In addition, high-temperature electrolysis requires a similar temperature for the heat. Furthermore, both processes need electricity (Table A4) which is also provided by the CSP plant. The solar power plant also includes heat storage to enable a constant hydrogen production, independent of the time of the day, and thus the actual incoming sunshine. The location of these hydrogen production facilities is assumed to be in Northern Africa. In Algeria, sites not too far from the coast but with good values of solar radiation are available and are investigated here.


Table A4. Data of hydrogen production by sulfur-iodine cycle S-I [86,87,88,89,90] and high-temperature electrolysis HT [91,92,93,94].











	
	
	S-I
	HT





	 Capacity
	kg/h
	414
	208



	 Full load hours
	h/a
	6300
	6300



	 Maximum temperature
	°C
	850
	800



	Operating resources
	
	
	



	 Electricity
	kWh/kg H2
	20
	36



	 Heat
	kWh/kg H2
	78
	2.5



	 Water
	kg/kg H2
	9
	9.9



	Construction materials
	
	
	



	 Sulfuric acid
	t
	6.5
	-



	 Iodine
	t
	120
	-



	 Helium
	t
	2
	-



	 Inconel
	t
	40
	-



	 Steel, low alloy
	t
	-
	6.7



	 Nickel oxide
	kg
	-
	910



	 Yttrium-stabilized zirconium oxide
	kg
	-
	800



	 Lanthanum strontium manganite
	kg
	-
	160



	 Solvent
	t
	-
	3.0



	 Balance of plant 1
	t
	1000
	50



	Direct emissions 2
	
	
	



	 Sulfuric acid
	kg
	320
	-



	 Iodine
	kg
	5300
	-



	 SO2
	kg
	210
	-



	Cost
	
	
	



	 Investment hydrogen production
	M€
	150
	10



	 Investment solar tower power plant
	M€
	220
	89







1 Chemical factory according to [33]; 2 over the whole life time.









2.2.2. Hydrogen Transport and Distribution


Depending on the hydrogen production technology, the transport and distribution is chosen differently. Hydrogen production directly at the hydrogen refueling station (HRS) based on an alkaline and PEM electrolysis system requires only the distribution by the refueling station, which is the same for all hydrogen supply options (Table A5). The hydrogen is compressed at the hydrogen refueling station (HRS) to over 800 bar to allow for a fast dispensing of the hydrogen to the vehicle. As on-site produced hydrogen and hydrogen from dehydrogenation has a lower pressure level (4 and 1 bar, respectively) than delivered hydrogen (500 bar transport in high-pressure tanks) the electricity demand for compression and precooling varies. As hydrogen is expanded from over 800 to 700 bar during dispensation, heat is released. To avoid possible resulting damage to the vehicle, the hydrogen is precooled to −40 °C. For electricity use at the hydrogen refueling station (HRS), electricity from wind power is considered, because this form of electricity is already being used for on-site electrolysis.


Table A5. Data of hydrogen transport and distribution [39,63,64,65,66,95].










	Fueling station
	
	



	 Capacity
	kg/d
	700



	 Capacity utilization
	%
	75



	 Number storage tank bundles
	
	1



	Operating resources
	
	



	 Electricity (onsite H2 production, LOHC) 1
	kWh/kg H2
	3.2



	 Electricity (delivered H2) 1
	kWh/kg H2
	1.0



	Construction materials
	
	



	 Gaseous fueling station 2
	unit
	0.8



	Cost
	
	



	 Investment
	M€
	4.3



	 Storage tank bundle
	M€/bundle
	0.25



	High pressure transport
	
	



	 Capacity per transport
	kg
	1100



	 Pressure level
	bar
	500



	Operating resources
	
	



	 Electricity 3
	kWh/kg H2
	2.2







1 Compression and precooling; 2 Size/price depending on capacity of hydrogen production facility (HT/S-I); 3 Compression to 500 bar for transport.








Road transport is conducted according to EURO 6 standards. The transport distances for the hydrogen produced in Germany are calculated based on the needed production facilities to meet the hydrogen demand. Therefore, some assumptions have to be fixed to calculate the size of the hydrogen supply chains. Here it is assumed that for the target year, 1000 hydrogen refueling stations (HRS) are in operation and supplying hydrogen to 1.8 Million fuel cell electric vehicles (FCEV) (targets of the H2Mobility for 2030) [39]. Based on this and the average hydrogen consumption of a fuel cell electric vehicles (FCEV), an annual hydrogen demand of 193,000 t (2030) needs to be met. With the capacities of the hydrogen production facilities, the number of plants and subsequently the average transport distance for Germany can be calculated. The results are summarized in Table 1.


Table 1. Transport distances for hydrogen production in Germany.





	Technology
	Production Capacity (kg/h)
	Number Plants
	Transport Distance (km)





	Steam reforming
	5000
	5
	150



	Coal gasification
	10,000
	1
	250



	Wood gasification
	610
	43
	50



	Combined fermentation
	60
	430
	20



	Substitution
	450
	58
	100









The hydrogen import from Northern Africa includes within “transport and distribution” the ship transport—with adjusted sulfur content according to the regulation for ship diesel [40]—and the hydrogenation and dehydrogenation with liquid organic hydrogen carrier (LOHC). Therefore dibenzyltoluene is chosen [41], which can be handled during transport like a conventional mineral oil-based fuel. For dehydrogenation, a temperature of 310 °C is needed. This heat is supplied through a natural gas boiler. In contrast, during hydrogenation realized at the hydrogen production facility in Northern Africa, heat with 150 °C is released. As there is no demand for low-temperature heat at the assumed locations, no credits are given (Table A6).


Table A6. Data of hydrogen transport in Liquid Organic Hydrogen Carrier LOHC [96,97,98,99].










	 Capacity dehydrogenation
	kW
	970



	 Full load hours (de)hydrogenation
	h
	6570 1



	 Capacity hydrogenation
	MW
	5.8/11.6 2



	Operating resources
	
	



	 Heat dehydrogenation 3
	kWh/kg H2
	10



	 Electricity for dehydrogenation
	kWh/kg H2
	1.6



	Cost
	
	



	 Investment dehydrogenation
	M€
	0.78



	 Investment hydrogenation
	M€
	429/648 2



	 Cost LOHC
	€/kg
	4.0



	 Demand LOHC
	t/fueling station
	40



	Transport
	
	



	 Distance ship
	km
	3600



	 Distance truck (Germany + Algeria)
	km
	465 + 650



	 Storing capacity H2 in LOHC
	% (weight)
	6.2



	Production LOHC
	
	



	 Heat
	kWh/kg LOHC
	0.37



	 Electricity
	kWh/kg LOHC
	0.06



	 Chlorine
	kg/kg LOHC
	0.52



	 Toluene
	kg/kg LOHC
	1.12



	 Disposal hydrochloric acid
	kg/kg LOHC
	0.49







1 Corresponds to 75% capacity utilization of the fueling station; 2 Size/price depending on capacity of hydrogen production facility (HT/S-I); 3 Temperature level of 300 °C.









2.2.3. Background Data


For most of the described processes, electricity is an important factor. Thus, the used mix in this study is listed in Table 2. Further background data mainly include the costs for operational resources (e.g., electricity) (Table 3).


Table 2. German electricity mix of the base year [42].





	Lignite
	%
	25.0



	Hard coal
	%
	18.0



	Solid biomass
	%
	1.9



	Biogas
	%
	4.5



	Hydropower
	%
	3.6



	Photovoltaics
	%
	4.4



	Wind power
	%
	8.4



	Natural gas
	%
	12.4



	Nuclear power
	%
	15.7



	Oil
	%
	1.1








Table 3. Costs of operational resources for hydrogen production [43,44,45,46,47,48,49,50,51,52,53,54].










	Energy
	
	



	 Electricity grid mix Germany
	ct€/kWh
	8.95



	 Electricity from wind power 1
	ct€/kWh
	10.95



	 “Surplus” wind power electricity 2
	ct€/kWh
	9.18



	 Natural gas
	ct€/kWh
	3.47



	 Hard coal
	€/t
	105



	 Forest chips
	€/t
	95.0



	 Digestible biomass
	€/t
	17.2



	 Biomethane
	ct€/kWh
	7.0



	Auxiliary supplies
	
	



	 Water/sewage water
	€/m³
	3.83



	 Triethylene glycol
	€/t
	985



	 Potassium hydroxide
	€/t
	606



	 Olivine
	€/t
	76.0



	 Nitrogen
	€/t
	183



	 Dipotassium phosphate
	€/t
	1360



	Waste
	
	



	 Ash
	€/t
	60







1 cost grid mix + green certificate for wind power; 2 electricity generation cost + grid usage charge.








Also, for natural gas and coal, the supply mixes from the base year are used based on [33,44,55].






3. Results


In this section, first the results of the LCA are presented. In a second subsection, the costs of hydrogen supply are discussed. Within each section a sensitivity analysis is carried out to discuss important assumptions.



3.1. Enviromental Assessment


3.1.1. Impact Category Climate Change


Regarding this impact category, hydrogen production wind and solar power have the lowest impacts, with slightly lower results for hydrogen from wind power (alkaline electrolysis 0.85 kg CO2-eq/kg H2, PEM electrolysis 0.95 kg CO2-eq/kg H2 compared to 1.19 and 1.18 kg CO2-eq/kg H2 for high-temperature electrolysis and sulfur-iodine cycle). These results can be assessed for the construction of the plant, the needed consumables, direct emissions, credits for byproducts if applicable, and recycling; this is shown in Figure 2. The hydrogen transport and distribution consists of the actual transport, the conditioning of the hydrogen before transport and the fueling station with its preparation for fueling. For these hydrogen production processes, the demand on consumables (i.e., electricity from wind power (0.82 and 0.94 kg CO2-eq/kg H2, respectively) and solar power, as well as heat from solar power (1.09 and 1.16 kg CO2-eq/kg H2, respectively) cause the majority of the emissions. For hydrogen from wind power, 90% of the emissions are caused by carbon dioxide from electricity generation. By methane from the electricity generation, another 3% of the impacts are produced. Other greenhouse gases like sulfur hexafluoride, which is emitted at electric power transformation substations, have no significant impact (0.7%). For solar powered hydrogen production also, carbon dioxide causes the majority of Climate change impacts (0.85 kg CO2-eq/kg H2) from construction of the solar tower. Additionally, dinitrogen monoxide also from solar tower construction has significant impact (0.38 kg CO2-eq/kg H2). As the produced solar hydrogen needs to be imported from Northern Africa, the long-distance transport—in particular the truck rides (2.67 kg CO2-eq/kg H2 almost exclusively from carbon dioxide emissions) and the heat demand for dehydrogenation with its burning of natural gas (1.96 kg CO2-eq/kg H2, 87% from carbon dioxide, 13% from methane)—sextuple the overall impact on Climate change. This leads to even higher results than the gasification of woody biomass (3.43 kg CO2-eq/kg H2) and results almost as high as the steam reforming of biomethane (5.20 kg CO2-eq/kg H2). Also, for these two biobased hydrogen production technologies the supply of consumables are most important for the results (3.18 kg CO2-eq/kg H2 for wood gasification, 4.69 kg CO2-eq/kg H2 for biogas reforming). For the gasification of forest residues, the biomass is not causing most of these emissions, but rather the electricity needed for operating the gasification unit with its according carbon dioxide emissions (65% of all emissions for hydrogen production, 2.23 kg CO2-eq/kg H2). In contrast, for the reforming of biomethane the supply of biomethane causes 88% of the GHG emissions for hydrogen production (4.55 kg CO2-eq/kg H2). Here also, dinitrogen monoxide plays an important role with 1.40 kg CO2-eq/kg H2, which are caused by direct emissions from fertilizing the crops (3.23 kg CO2-eq/kg H2 from carbon dioxide, 0.46 kg CO2-eq/kg H2 from methane). Within the results of the hydrogen production processes using fossil fuels, i.e., substituted hydrogen (9.30 kg CO2-eq/kg H2), steam methane reforming (SMR, 10.07 kg CO2-eq/kg H2), coal gasification (21.02 kg CO2-eq/kg H2), also the consumables have a significant impact, but the direct emissions determine the results, of which over 99% are provoked by carbon dioxide. The highest results, however, are caused by the fermentative hydrogen production (27.52 kg CO2-eq/kg H2) due to the high demand for digestible biomass, or in other words, the low efficiency of the hydrogen production process. Transport and distribution of hydrogen production processes in Germany have no determining effect on the overall results (1.21–2.46 kg CO2-eq/kg H2). The same is true for the credits of byproducts (−0.21–−1.13 kg CO2-eq/kg H2). The recycling and the construction of the facilities have almost no visible impact on the results (0.00–0.24 kg CO2-eq/kg H2).


Figure 2. Impact of hydrogen supply on Climate change.
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3.1.2. Impact Category Acidification


Also for this impact category, Acidification, hydrogen production from wind and solar power shows the lowest results (Figure 3, 6.6 g SO2-eq/kg H2 from wind power, 8.2 and 6.8 g SO2-eq/kg H2 for sulfur-iodine cycle and high-temperature electrolysis). However, due to the sulfur dioxide and nitrous oxide emissions from transport by ship, these overall supply chains exceed with their results almost all other hydrogen supply chains (additional 14.4 g SO2-eq/kg H2). Only hydrogen production with digestible biomass has significantly higher impacts (660 g SO2-eq/kg H2 for fermentative hydrogen production and 83.0 g SO2-eq/kg H2 for biomethane reforming). The digestible biomass assumed here consists not only of manure and organic waste, but also of energy crops (e.g., corn silage). For the cultivation of such energy crops mineral fertilizer and digestate is used, causing ammonia emissions directly on the field. For biomethane reforming, 88% of the acidifying emissions are caused by the biomethane production (84.4 g SO2-eq/kg H2). As the fossil fuel-based hydrogen production processes use efficient flue gas treatment, the direct emissions do not determine the results, but rather the supply of the resources. Additionally, the transport distance can have a significant influence on the overall emissions. Looking only at hydrogen production, coal gasification (7.7 g SO2-eq/kg H2) has lower impacts than wood gasification (11.5 g SO2-eq/kg H2). As coal gasification is optimally performed in big facilities, the transport distances are much longer than for hydrogen from wood (Table 1) (6.3 and 2.8 g SO2-eq/kg H2 for coal and wood gasification). Therefore, the overall emissions on hydrogen supply are lower for wood gasification. The natural gas-based hydrogen production is in close range to other technology options (13.0 g SO2-eq/kg H2 for steam methane reforming and 12.6 g SO2-eq/kg H2 for substituted hydrogen). For these processes, the transportation distance is also crucial for the assessment of the whole supply chain. For some hydrogen production technologies, the construction of the facilities also becomes visible within the results shown in Figure 3 (e.g., alkaline electrolysis due to usage of nickel, 1.1 g SO2-eq/kg H2). This, however, does not determine the overall result.


Figure 3. Impact of hydrogen supply on Acidification.
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3.1.3. Impact Category Eutrophication


The usage of electricity from the German electricity mix is one of the major aspects determining the impacts on Eutrophication of hydrogen supply chains (Figure 4). This becomes most obvious for the conditioning of the hydrogen for transport (5.4 g PO43− eq/kg H2). In this phase, only electricity for compressing the hydrogen is included. These emissions are caused by the wastewater from lignite pits. Other process chains effected by this are the substituted hydrogen from chemical industry, where the electricity is used to dry the hydrogen (62% of emissions for hydrogen production, 4.0 of total 6.5 g PO43− eq/kg H2), gasification of wood (79% of emissions for hydrogen production, 9.2 of 11.7 g PO43− eq/kg H2) and biomethane reforming, more precise biomethane supply (30% of emissions for hydrogen production). An even higher impact is caused by the usage of fertilizer due to the direct ammonia emissions. Leading to a total impact on Eutrophication for biogas reforming of 25.3 g PO43− eq/kg H2 and of 167.7 g PO43− eq/kg H2 for fermentative hydrogen production. Lowest impacts are provoked by hydrogen production high-temperature electrolysis (2.4 g PO43− eq/kg H2), closely followed by the sulfur-iodine cycle, alkaline electrolysis and steam methane reforming (all 3.0 g PO43− eq/kg H2) and PEM electrolysis (3.4 g PO43− eq/kg H2). For coal gasification, the supply of coal is the main driver within the impacts, leading to 30.4 g PO43− eq/kg H2 emissions for hydrogen production.


Figure 4. Impact of hydrogen supply on Eutrophication.
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3.1.4. Impact Category Photochemical Ozone Creation


The lowest impact on this impact category for hydrogen production causes the high-temperature electrolysis (0.35 g Ethen-eq/kg H2, Figure 5). Slightly higher emissions are caused by the sulfur-iodine cycle (0.44 g Ethen-eq/kg H2) and hydrogen production by wind power (0.41 and 0.42 g Ethen-eq/kg H2). For this impact category, the high emissions occurring during the transport and distribution of hydrogen to Germany from North Africa are caused by emissions from trucks (0.49 g Ethen-eq/kg H2) and ships (0.24 g Ethen-eq/kg H2)—and here in particular from sulfur dioxide (34% of total transport and distribution emissions). In addition, the emissions from heat production for dehydrogenation have a major impact (34% of total transport and distribution emissions, 0.47 g Ethen-eq/kg H2). For the other hydrogen supply chains, the supply of the resources determines the results. For natural gas (steam methane reforming 0.87 g Ethen-eq/kg H2, substitute in chemical industry 0.92 g Ethen-eq/kg H2) methane slip streams from the pipeline transport and during extraction are responsible for the results shown in Figure 5 (23% of total hydrogen production emissions), as well as sulfur dioxide during extraction (55% of total hydrogen production emissions). In total, 0.46 g Ethen-eq/kg H2 are emitted due to the supply of natural gas. In addition, coal supply causes methane emissions, leading to 0.53 g Ethen-eq/kg H2, and biomass supply emissions from agricultural utility vehicles summing up to 0.97 g Ethen-eq/kg H2 emissions for biogas reforming and 5.30 g Ethen-eq/kg H2 for the fermentative process chain.


Figure 5. Impact of hydrogen supply on Ozone creation.
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3.1.5. Impact Category Particulate Matter


As this impact category is often not determined by primary particulate matter (particles < 10 µm) but by secondary particulate matter (sulfur dioxide, nitrous oxide and ammonia) (Figure 6), similar results to those for the impact category Acidification are revealed, and a similar explanation can be found (e.g., direct ammonia emissions due to fertilizers for biomethane supply). This affect is amplified due to there being more primary particulate matter from agricultural processes (e.g., harvest and grinding of corn). Another source of primary particulate matter is the recycling of wind power plants and here in particular the grinding of the rotor blades. Because of this, electrolysis with wind power even has slightly higher emissions (27 µg PM2.5-eq/kg H2, both technologies) compared to gasification of forest residues (25 µg PM2.5-eq/kg H2) and substituted hydrogen from the industry (18 µg PM2.5-eq/kg H2). Another major source is vehicle emissions (e.g., for transporting the hydrogen). This defines the overall result for hydrogen transport, in particular from Northern Africa (75 µg PM2.5-eq/kg H2). The actual production of hydrogen there only accounts for 17 (high-temperature electrolysis) and 19 µg PM2.5-eq/kg H2 (sulfur-iodine cycle), respectively. The fossil fuel-based production technologies have comparably low particulate matter emissions (steam methane reforming 19 µg PM2.5-eq/kg H2, coal gasification 13 µg PM2.5-eq/kg H2, substituted hydrogen 18 µg PM2.5-eq/kg H2) due to mandatory particle filters.


Figure 6. Impact of hydrogen supply on Particulate matter.
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3.1.6. Impact Category Human Toxicity


Wind-powered hydrogen production does not show the lowest results for the impact category Human toxicity (1.47 and 1.85 nCTU/kg H2 for alkaline and PEM electrolysis) (Figure 7). This is due to emissions for supplying electricity from wind power. In the reduced list of assessed substances, carbon disulfide is the main source (72% of total hydrogen production emissions) that is emitted in the pre-chains of the construction of wind power plants. Other sources are the extraction of platinum, leading to the results for the construction of the PEM electrolyzer (0.10 nCTU/kg H2), and the extraction of natural gas (0.014 from total 0.09 nCTU/kg H2 for SMR and 0.010 from total 0.54 for substituted hydrogen). Another important substance is acrolein, which is produced by diesel engines. Therefore, transportation processes have a high impact on the results; most important for the results is truck transport (1.14 nCTU/kg H2 from Northern Africa and 0.04–0.55 nCTU/kg H2 within Germany). The lowest impact regarding Human toxicity is for steam methane reforming (0.09 nCTU/kg H2). The direct emissions, however, not only of steam methane reforming (SMR) but also coal gasification (total hydrogen production 0.17 nCTU/kg H2), might be underestimated. For these processes, the direct emissions are picked by hand and emissions like formaldehyde are not considered. For the substituted hydrogen from industry, a broader range of direct emissions is considered, leading to a much larger impact of direct emissions (0.34 from 0.54 nCTU/kg H2) for the combustion of fossil fuels. The assessment could be improved by including more direct emissions in the life cycle inventory. For the gasification of woody biomass, also, more direct emissions are considered. However, these do not provoke higher impacts (0.0 from 0.56 nCTU/kg H2). The supply of digestible biomass is the determinant factor for hydrogen production by biomethane reforming (0.74 from 0.70 nCTU/kg H2) and fermentative hydrogen production (5.32 from 5.34 nCTU/kg H2).


Figure 7. Impact of hydrogen supply on Human toxicity.
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3.1.7. Sensitivity Analysis


In many technical process chains, the used electricity mix is an important factor. As in this paper, the electricity mix is fixed to the base year (Table 2); in the sensitivity analysis, the influence of this assumption on different environmental impact categories is tested. Therefore, a potential future electricity mix mainly based on renewable energy sources is chosen (Table 4).


Table 4. Potential future electricity mix [26].





	Lignite
	%
	0.0



	Hard coal
	%
	2.1



	Solid biomass
	%
	4.4



	Biogas
	%
	4.9



	Hydropower
	%
	4.4



	Photovoltaics
	%
	16.5



	Wind power
	%
	51.8



	Natural gas
	%
	11.5



	Nuclear power
	%
	0.0



	Oil
	%
	0.0



	Geothermal power
	%
	3.3









For all impact categories, it is the case that the supply chains based on wind and solar energy experience no major changes in the results, because no electricity from the grid is used. All processes are based on wind and solar power. For the impact category Climate change, some changes in the results for the other supply chains can be seen (left part of Figure 8). In particular, for the gasification of wood the emissions can be significantly reduced (−2.5 kg CO2-eq/kg H2). However, this does not change the order of preference of the analyzed options. For the impact category Eutrophication, the changes are much more distinct. Also, for this impact category the results for gasification of wood are significantly reduced (−13.2 g PO43− eq/kg H2). However, steam methane reforming (SMR) (−5.0 g PO43− eq/kg H2) and substituted hydrogen (−8.5 g PO43− eq/kg H2) can also reduce their emissions significantly. As a result, no clear preference between these three hydrogen supply chains can be given.


Figure 8. Sensitivity analysis: change due to an electricity mix based on renewable energy sources on the impact categories Climate change (left diagram) and Eutrophication (right diagram).
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For the other impact categories, the changes due to a changed electricity mix are much less distinct and do not change the order of preference for the assessed hydrogen supply chains.



Next to electricity with the grid mix in all process chains, electricity from wind power is used either as energy carrier for hydrogen production (i.e., alkaline and PEM electrolysis) or for cooling and compressing the hydrogen at the HRS. Due to the upscaling of wind power plants (the environmental impacts of upscaled wind power plants are taken from the master thesis of Hanna Seefeldt at Ruhr Universität Bochum in 2018, supervised by Christina Wulf) the future emissions will change. In this sensitivity analysis it is tested, how the upscaling of onshore wind power plants will affect the results of hydrogen supply. The impacts on Climate change might decrease by 16% before 2050. However, this only has a very small effect on the hydrogen supply chains. For all supply chains with hydrogen production not directly at the HRS the change is less than 1%. For the two supply chains with local electrolyzers, this impact category decreases by around 14%. In the end, this does not change the overall assessment of the hydrogen supply chains. The biggest decrease in impact can be found for the impact category Eutrophication. These impacts can be reduced by 28% percent per kWh electricity from wind power. Again, for most of the supply chains this results in a decrease of emissions by maximum 1%. Hydrogen supply chains producing directly at the HRS can reduce their impact by up to 30%. As these are already the supply chains with the lowest impacts, they can extend their supremacy. For the other impact categories, the results look quite similar.



Another parameter that might change in the future is the efficiency of the truck for hydrogen transport. Studies suggest that up to 31.25% more efficient trucks can be operated by 2050 [56,57,58,59]. Figure 9 shows on the left part for the impact category Climate change a reduction of environmental impacts of truck driving by 30%. The strongest decrease in emissions can be observed for the imported hydrogen from Northern Africa (−0.84 kg CO2-eq/kg H2). Their impact is reduced by 16%. This sets these hydrogen supply chains more apart from the reforming of biomethane (1.10 kg CO2-eq/kg H2), but they cannot reach the values for wood gasification (0.68 kg CO2-eq/kg H2). For the other supply chains with road transport in Germany, greenhouse gas emissions can be reduced by up to 14%. However, this does not change the rank order of the assessed process chains. For the impact category Photochemical ozone formation (Figure 9, right diagram), impacts for high-temperature electrolysis and sulfur-iodine cycle can be reduced by one third (−0.52 g Ethen-eq/kg H2). However, these supply chains still cause much higher impacts than most of the other supply chains due to other transport emissions and heat demand for dehydrogenation. Up to 7% can be the reduction of impacts for the other supply chains, which has little effect on the overall results.


Figure 9. Sensitivity analysis: change due to improved electricity generation for wind power on the impact categories Climate change (left diagram) and Photochemical ozone creation (right diagram).
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Other parameter variations regarding transport with LOHCs, e.g., heat source for dehydrogenation can be found in Wulf and Zapp [41].





3.2. Economic Assessment


3.2.1. Levelized Cost of Hydrogen Supply


The lowest cost for hydrogen supply (Figure 10) is achieved by the substituted hydrogen from industry (1.45 €/kg H2), due to low costs for investments, as well as operational resources (i.e., natural gas and electricity from the grid). In the same way, fossil fuel-based supply chains (coal gasification, steam methane reforming (SMR)) achieve low hydrogen production costs (1.73 and 1.92 €/kg H2, respectively). In these supply chains, the costs for hydrogen transport and distribution are determinant (between 3.67 and 4.12 €/kg H2). The high costs for investments, i.e., the hydrogen refueling station (HRS) (1.86 €/kg H2), and the corresponding high costs for operation and (2.40 €/kg H2) are the reasons for this. The transport distance, in contrast, has a very small effect on the overall result (between 0.35 and 0.86 €/kg H2). This is why hydrogen from wind power cannot compensate the higher cost for hydrogen production with low distribution costs. Both electrolyzer technologies are affected by the high costs for electricity (5.42 from 6.45 €/kg H2 for alkaline electrolysis and 4.66 from 7.20 €/kg H2). Additionally, due to the lower full load hours, PEM electrolysis has higher costs for investments (1.46 €/kg H2). For biological hydrogen production, not only the low efficiency, which has been for the environmental assessment a major reason for the results, but also the high investment costs for the photobioreactor (71% of investment costs for hydrogen production), as well as the high costs for digestible biomass compared to the fossil-fueled hydrogen production technologies, are significant, leading to a total cost of 43.23 €/kg H2. Compared to the SMR the reforming of biomethane has significantly higher costs (3.26 €/kg H2) due to the higher costs for biomethane than natural gas. For solar power-based hydrogen, production processes the investment costs for the CSP systems are the determining factor (58% sulfur-iodine cycle and 83% high-temperature electrolysis, respectively, of investment costs for hydrogen production, 14.57 and 8.06 €/kg H2). The actual facilities, in particular, the high-temperature electrolysis, have significantly lower costs, leading to a total cost of 22.30 and 11.78 €/kg H2 for sulfur-iodine cycle and high-temperature electrolysis. Added to these high hydrogen production costs are higher costs for transport due to the long distance with trucks. The additional ship transport only amounts to 2% of the actual transport costs.


Figure 10. Cost of hydrogen supply.
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3.2.2. Sensitivity Analysis


For the economic assessment, too, several parameters can be identified that determine the results. Here the full load hours, investment costs, cost of consumables and the interest rate are varied from a decrease of 50% to an increase of 40% (Figure 11).


Figure 11. Sensitivity analysis of hydrogen supply cost for (a) alkaline electrolysis, (b) steam methane reforming, (c) high-temperature electrolysis, (d) gasification of wood.
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The interest rate is varied for the alkaline electrolysis (Figure 11a) and the steam methane reforming (Figure 11b). For both technologies, this parameter has no influence. For the alkaline electrolysis, the electricity cost is the most sensitive input parameter (6.90–12.04 €/kg H2), followed by the investment cost for the hydrogen refueling station (8.32–10.91 €/kg H2). Also, the number of full load hours has some impact (9.46–10.79 €/kg H2). For the other analyzed technologies (SMR (5.65–7.66 €/kg H2), high-temperature electrolysis (14.53–28.62 €/kg H2), gasification of wood (9.26–14.52 €/kg H2), Figure 11b–d), however, the full load hours are by far the most important parameter. For the SMR the next most sensitive parameter is the cost for natural gas (Figure 11b) (4.98–6.65 €/kg H2), while the high temperature electrolysis is more sensible regarding the investment cost for the solar power equipment (Figure 11c) (13.84–21.03 €/kg H2). Also, for the gasification of wood (Figure 11), the investment cost for the facility (8.40–10.99 €/kg H2) is more important than the cost of the feedstock (8.92–10.32 €/kg H2), and the external power supply has almost no influence on the result.






4. Final Considerations


In this paper, a comprehensive assessment of future hydrogen supply chains for mobility in Germany is performed. A variety of hydrogen production technologies using the spectrum of potential energy sources are assessed, not only with an LCA (using six impact categories), but also regarding life cycle costs.

	
In five out of six environmental impact categories, wind powered electrolysis reaches the lowest results. However, these hydrogen supply chains have significantly higher costs than the fossil fuel and biomass-based supply chains. The differences between PEM and alkaline electrolysis are very small. If it were necessary to choose only from between these two technologies, a more detailed assessment would be necessary.



	
The lowest costs can be achieved with the usage of substituted hydrogen from chemical industry, but with high impacts on climate change.



	
The lowest cost of hydrogen supply from renewable sources can be achieved by steam reforming of biomethane, which would reduce the impact on Climate change by roughly 50% compared to conventional steam methane reforming (SMR). Simultaneously, high impacts regarding Acidification and Particulate matter occur.



	
Hydrogen production from solar power shows, in itself, very low environmental impacts. When additionally considering, however, the long-distance transport to Germany, higher results are achieved in four out of six impact categories than from fossil fuel-based hydrogen. Furthermore, in the future, the costs of these technologies will also exceed further developed technologies by far.



	
In both assessments, LCA and costs, always the biological hydrogen production showed the highest results due to a low efficiency, usage of crop grown biomass and high costs for investments.



	
The two technologies used at the moment for hydrogen production—steam methane reforming (SMR) and coal gasification—stand out for their low costs. At the same time, they produce high impacts on Climate Change, and for coal gasification, also on Eutrophication.








In the timeframe assessed here it is not possible to have the cheapest and most environmentally friendly hydrogen supply at the same time. Suggestions to close this gap between environmental and economic results are to reduce costs for electricity from wind power and investment costs for electrolyzers and hydrogen refueling stations further. As an alternative, biomethane could only be produced from waste biomass like manure and organic waste. These, however, are less available resources and could probably not fuel as many hydrogen-driven vehicles as other hydrogen supply chains.
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