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a b s t r a c t

The decentralized solar deployment will play a crucial role in the energy transition, especially in urban
areas where high electricity consumption density is found. By implementing local generation systems,
such as photovoltaic panels in buildings’ roofs, energy communities (EC) arise as an innovative and coop-
erative strategy to share these decentralized energy resources.
This work develops a modeling framework to assess the potential of EC creation, by combining Urban

Buildings Energy Modelling (UBEM) capabilities and building’s rooftops potential for solar generation.
Hence, three EC case studies, with multiple building typologies, have been simulated and analyzed for
three energy sharing scenarios: individual self-consumption outside an EC and collective self-
consumption without and with a central battery storage, both inside an EC.
The case study results demonstrate that self-sufficiency in buildings increases when going from indi-

vidual self-consumption to collective self-consumption, having the best results when combining diverse
demand profiles. Self-sufficiencies achieved at a community level range from 16% to 34%. Moreover,
results show that when considering battery storage systems, self-sufficiency increases 16 percentual
points, however decreasing the economic viability.
By considering UBEM outputs the developed model allowed a valuable assessment of EC performance,

constituting a valuable step in enhancing its implementation.
� 2023 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

According to the Energy Performance of Buildings Directive
(EPBD), buildings consume 40 % of primary energy in the European
Union (EU) and are responsible for about 36 % of energy related
CO2 emissions [15]. Both citizens, private and public institutions
are called to take part in the energy transition for a future energy
system that should not only be sustainable but also decentralized
and democratically governed [56]. Energy Communities (EC) that
allow for energy sharing and/or trading among participants are
thus proposed in the Clean Energy Package for all Europeans
[17], as a transversal solution to guarantee a sustainable energy
transition in urban areas, aiming for the decarbonization of cities,
implementing new strategies for energy demand and local energy
production, into a renewable and decentralized energy paradigm
[53].
In the Portuguese context, the regulation of EC deployment is
still recent (DL 162/2019 [43]) and the number of ECs remain sig-
nificantly low, exception made for some research and pilot case
studies trying to assess its potential and motivations [6,8,49].
However, EC study results tend to be extremely case study derived,
and getting access to accurate data is pointed out as a great chal-
lenge [29]. Furthermore, Soeiro & Ferreira Dias [52] state that ‘‘ci-
tizens are willing to participate in an EC, as long as they recognize
that it brings benefits to the community where the renewable energy
project will be installed and to the environment”. As such, to fill the
gap between assessing EC potential and its deployment, economic,
energy, and environmental outputs should be modeled to best
match participant motivation and expectation.

Urban building energy models (UBEM) are being increasingly
used to simulate the energy consumption of large building stock,
from hundreds to thousands of buildings, while considering their
diversity in construction, geometry, and uses [2,22,47]. Although
the value of UBEM tools for energy planning and building stock’
decarbonization is clear and widely used, there is still the need
for incorporating new technologies and systems that can help
stakeholders on implementing energy efficient solutions [20]. Thus
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Nomenclature

Acronyms
CBESS Central Battery Energy Storage System
CEA City Energy Analyst
EC Energy Community
KPI Key Performance Indicator
SOC State of Charge
UBEM Urban Building Energy Modelling

Variables
Bcap Battery capacity (kWh)
Blevel State of charge of the storage system (kWh)
CHAR Charge (kWh)
d Discounted rate (%)
DISC Discharge (kWh)
EC Energy available for charge (kWh)
ED Energy available for discharge (kWh)
Edemandn Energy demand (kWh)
Egenerationn PV energy generation (kWh)
Egridn Building’s energy demand from the grid (kWh)
Enetn Net energy demand (kWh)

ECdemand EC energy demand (kWh)
ECsurplus EC energy surplus (kWh)
ECtoGRID EC export to the grid (kWh)
GHGindex Greenhouse gases emission factor (gCO2/kWh)
GRIDtoEC EC import from the grid (kWh)
I0n Initial building’s PV investment (EUR)
IRR Internal Rate of Return (%)
gcharg Charging efficiency (%)
gdischarg Discharging efficiency (%)
NPV Net Present Value (EUR)
Pbat Maximum CBESS power (%)
pEC Energy price in EC (EUR/kWh)
psurpl Selling energy price (EUR/kWh)
SCEC EC self-consumption rate (%)
SOCmin Minimum SOC level (%)
SOCmax Maximum SOC level (%)
SSEC EC self-sufficiency rate (%)
Dt Duration of the timestep in hours (h)
Xsharingn

Surplus sharing coefficient (%)
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UBEM creates the perfect environment to combine EC modeling,
helping to bridge between EC research and implementation.

This work presents a modeling framework that calculates rele-
vant parameters for assessing energy communities’ performance
from a given building stock after its urban energy modeling. This
framework uses an UBEM tool for modeling the building stock
comprising different typologies and end-uses, to provide hourly
resolution data on building’s energy needs and production and cal-
culates EC key performance indicators (KPIs) by which the EC per-
formance will be assessed and compared. The modeling framework
is tested on an urban neighborhood in Lisbon, Portugal.

The work is organized as follows: section 2 presents related
work on EC and UBEM, while section 3 presents the development
of the modeling framework methodology. In Section 4 the EC sce-
narios and case studies are presented while section 5 discusses the
results. Final statements are made in section 6.
2. Background

Building’s energy consumption plays a significant role in global
energy supply and demand. Nevertheless, significant energy sav-
ings can be achieved in buildings if they are properly designed,
constructed, and operated, and if solutions that maximize energy
efficiency and renewable energy production are implemented.
Urban Building Energy Modelling is an essential line of research
to achieve the reduction of energy demand in buildings and model
its behavior [7]. At the same time, energy communities’ deploy-
ment lack access to systematized demand and rooftop solar poten-
tial data to better estimate potential economical and potential
gains. Thus, integrating UBEM by assessing energy demand and
production for a given building set, with energy communities
could allow increasing buildings and community energy self-
sufficiency.
2.1. Energy communities

Energy communities are expected to pave the way to more
inclusive energy systems by giving citizens democratic control
and ownership over their energy supply, enhance social mobiliza-
2

tion and community empowerment, and tackle fuel poverty on
remote areas [28]. Energy communities can also cooperate with
system operators to increase the resilience of the energy grid. This
resilience is achieved by taking a full advantage of the large num-
ber and different building typologies involved, i.e. benefiting from
the aggregation of demand response, and offering flexibility to the
system operator [24].

Nowadays, EU legislation considers two approaches for defining
energy communities: Renewable Energy Community (REC) [18]
and Citizen Energy Community (CEC) [19]. In Portugal, Decree
Law 162/2019 [43] states the regulatory framework for energy
communities. Moreover, the transposition of Directive (EU)
2019/944 (European Parliament 2019) on common rules for the
internal electricity market, and, partially, Directive (EU) 2018
/2001 (European Parliament 2018) on the promotion of the use
of energy from renewable sources resulted on the Portuguese
Decree-law n� 15/2022 (Conselho de Ministros 2022). Despite the
specific legislation, the real potential and challenges of energy
communities are still being revealed through pilot case studies,
namely in a few industrialized and developed nations [23]. There
is still a need for understanding and evaluating the different
impacts of energy communities both at the individual building
level as to the whole community. Partly, this is related to the con-
vention of taking buildings individually instead of considering
their interdependencies with surrounding buildings [5,46]. Fur-
thermore, the lack of trust in market-based and state-led solutions
concerning EC is pointed as an obstacle to EC implementation [30].

Dóci & Vasileiadou [10] surveyed German and Dutch citizens
regarding their motivation for participating in Energy Communi-
ties and the most frequent motivations were ‘‘cutting energy costs,
expected lower energy prices after the projects, and saving some
money in the long run”. Besides the cost reduction, people also
hoped for getting some profit from the investment. To engage cit-
izens and other stakeholders on participating on energy communi-
ties is crucial to provide detailed analysis on energy demand
reduction, profit, and economic viability analysis [9]. However,
one of the main issues when defining energy communities is the
collection and analysis of the necessary data. Kazmi et al. [29] tack-
led this problem by providing a detailed overview of publicly avail-
able datasets, models and tools that can be used to optimize design
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and operation of local energy communities. Also, in Braeuer et al.
[4] a mixed-integer linear programming (MILP) optimization
model is developed for assessing the implementation of multi-
energy systems in an energy community in multi-family buildings
with a special distinction between investor and user. The results
show the strong influence of the heat demand on the system layout
and that the implementation of energy communities differs greatly
by country. Regarding the last trends on storage technologies in
energy communities, according to Terlouw et al. [55], there is an
increasing interest due to beneficial economies of scale and opti-
mal storage sizes when compared to individual storage. It is
expected that community energy storage will offer distributed
applications and energy trading in electricity markets more effi-
ciently, since the controlling of collective storage is expected to
be more convenient than the controlling of individual storage
[39]. In fact, Roberts et al [50] show that scenarios modelled with
community storage achieve higher self-consumption and self-
sufficiency values than when considering individual storage. The
need to provide detailed information on EC performance, with
and without storage, is pointed as an essential step to enhance
EC implementation. Techno-economic feasibility assessments
must be performed, and energy modelling or optimization are
valuable computational tools that can provide insights on the oper-
ation of power systems while allowing to compare the impact of
their assumptions in their optimal configuration [40;41].
2.2. Urban building energy modelling

Urban building energy modelling is defined as a bottom-up,
physics-based approach to simulate thermal and energy perfor-
mance of new or existing neighbourhoods and cities. The overall
goals of UBEM are to provide data-driven insights for different
urban-level use cases, such as urban planning and new neighbour-
hood development, stock level carbon reduction strategies, and
buildings-to-grid integration [2,21,22,47].

Being able to realistically model the energy performance in
buildings is essential to achieve building’s energy efficiency goals
[35]. In their work multi-detail archetypes for the Portuguese
building stock context, are generated and applied to a neighbour-
hood in Lisbon showing the potential for energy reduction scenario
analysis.

Hong et al. [22], on their review and challenges for UBEM, high-
light that these tools can estimate the potential of renewable
power generation from photovoltaics (PV) located on rooftops or
integrated into building facades and that may provide unprece-
dented value to the design and operation of low-energy buildings
and communities in cities.

UBEM is considered a potential technological trigger to support
kickstarting energy communities, especially as early-stage
decision- and design-support tool [5]. This work addresses the
knowledge gap on accessing systematized building’s energy
demand and rooftop solar generation data to best assess EC
deployment potential, by combining urban modelling to generate
data to feed an EC model and testing it for different EC configura-
tions and energy sharing scenarios.
3. Methodology

The methodology followed in this work is illustrated in Fig. 1.
First, the necessary data for building characterization is collected.
Then, the inputs for building modelling with City Energy Analyst
(CEA) are introduced [21], and building’s energy demand and PV
generation files are produced (Section 3.1). After, different EC con-
figurations and energy sharing algorithms are defined, together
with its main defining parameters (Section 3.2). Finally different
3

EC case study scenarios are simulated, and its performance is
assessed by the introduced Key Performance Indictors (KPIs) (Sec-
tion 3.3 and 3.4).

3.1. UBEM framework

The energy performance of the buildings is modelled through
CEA, with its framework defined in [21]. Regarding the building
data, QGIS tool [45] has been used to create the inputs for CEA,
which are shapefiles that contain the building plans, construction
standards and uses, for each building in a certain urban area. To
assign the type of use and the energy supply for each building, data
is retrieved from Portuguese statistics [26]. The weather data for
Lisbon is collected from Energy Plus Weather Database (Energy
[14] and shadows from surrounding buildings are created in CEA,
with data from Open Street Maps [38]. CEA creates one file per
building with the hourly energy demand data for a year in.csv
format.

Regarding the PV generation potential in buildings’ rooftops, the
implementation of PV panels was assumed in every building if
their rooftops receive a minimum threshold of radiation per year,
using CEA features.

With the georeferenced data and the weather file, CEA calcu-
lates the incident horizontal solar radiation for the rooftops of all
buildings. The output files are also hourly and in.csv format. By
defining the minimum threshold, CEA considers panels only on
surfaces that receive a yearly horizontal radiation above a pre-
defined value in kWh/m2/yr. The optimum slope to install the pan-
els was decided through PVGIS tool [44] as the one with the high-
est yearly in-plane solar irradiation (kWh/m2). It is important to
mention that economic factors (PV investment and maintenance
cost) were not considered when implementing photovoltaic pan-
els, being its viability only restricted by incident radiation and
available area of building’s rooftops.

Fig. 2 shows the inputs and outputs used in CEA for the calcula-
tion of electricity demand and PV generation in buildings.

3.2. Energy community framework

The electricity fluxes for each building and in the EC are pre-
sented next.

The hourly net electricity Enetn for each building n, is calculated
by Equation (1):

Enetn tð Þ ¼ Edemandn tð Þ � Egenerationn tð Þ ½kWh� ð1Þ
The electricity demand and PV surplus of the EC after self-

consumption, are calculated by Equation (2) and (3), respectively.
These are also valid for individual buildings n that make part of
the community.

if Enetn tð Þ � 0 ; ECdemand tð Þ ¼
XN
1

Enetn tð Þ ½kWh� ð2Þ

if Enetn tð Þ < 0 ; ECsurplus tð Þ ¼
XN
1

Enetn tð Þ
�����

�����½kWh� ð3Þ

At community level, the electricity demand will be firstly cov-
ered with surpluses from the EC and when demand is not satisfied,
electricity will be supplied by the grid. Equation (4) defines the cal-
culation for the electricity that would be exported to the grid and
Equation (5) defines the electricity that the energy community
would still need to import from the grid, in each timestep.

if ECsurplus tð Þ � ECdemand tð Þ; ECtoGRID tð Þ
¼ ECsurplus tð Þ � ECdemand tð Þ½kWh� ð4Þ



Fig. 1. Methodology: UBEM inputs and outputs, Energy community definition and modelling outputs.

Fig. 2. CEA demand and generation estimation: inputs/outputs.
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if ECsurplus tð Þ < ECdemand tð Þ; GRIDtoEC tð Þ
¼ ECdemand tð Þ � ECsurplus tð Þ½kWh� ð5Þ

The distribution coefficient of PV surplus among EC participants
Xsharingn ðtÞ, is done proportionally to the building demand (Equation
(6)). The electricity that each building would need to import from
the grid after PV surplus sharing, EGRIDn ðtÞ, is calculated in Equation
(7).

Xsharingn tð Þ ¼ maxðEnetn tð Þ; 0Þ
ECdemand tð Þ ½%� ð6Þ
EGRIDn tð Þ ¼ maxðEnetn tð Þ � Xsharingn tð Þ � ECtoGRID tð Þ ;0 Þ½kWh� ð7Þ
3.3. Community battery energy storage system (CBESS) framework

However, if in presence of a Central Battery Energy Storage Sys-
tem (CBESS), Equation (4), (5) and (7) change to Equations (9), (10)
and (11).

When the energy community is demanding electricity and there
is enough energy in the CBESS, a discharge can occur, while when
there is PV surplus available, no more EC demand to cover and the
battery is not at the maximum capacity, CBESS can be charged.

The algorithm to calculate the performance of the CBESS in each
timestep is presented in Table 7 from Appendix A. Therefore, for
each timestep the electricity that the energy community still needs
from the grid GRID BtoEC and exports to the grid EC BtoGRIDis
obtained by Equation (9) and (10), respectively. At a building level,
4

the electricity consumed from the grid E BGRIDnwould be propor-
tional to the building demand in each timestep (Equation (11)).

GRID BtoECðtÞ ¼ max GRIDtoECðtÞ � DISC tð Þ ; 0ð Þ½kWh� ð9Þ

EC BtoGRID tð Þ ¼ max ECtoGRID tð Þ � CHAR tð Þ=gcharg ;0
� �

½kWh� ð10Þ

E BGRIDn tð Þ ¼ Xsharingn tð Þ � GRID BtoEC tð Þ ½kWh� ð11Þ
It is important to highlight that temperature effects and losses

due to self-discharge and batteries life cycle of the were not
considered.

3.4. Energy communities’ scenarios

This work considers three different scenarios for the configura-
tion of energy communities:

3.4.1. Scenario 1 (SC_1): Building without EC
This scenario considers that each building benefits only from its

own PV generation, without being part of an energy community.
Grid consumption occurs when the demand cannot be covered
by PV generation, and PV surplus export to the grid when there
is no more demand to supply.

3.4.2. Scenario 2 (SC_2): Building in EC
Scenario 2 considers that each building profits from its own PV

generation but also shares or receives PV surplus from other build-
ings’ that are part of the energy community. The sharing coefficient
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(Xsharingn Þ that each building can receive in each timestep is propor-
tional to the building demand and defined in Equation (6). When
the EC still has demand after PV surplus sharing, electricity is
imported from the grid. Also, if the EC still has PV surplus after
sharing with all energy community buildings, electricity is
exported to the grid.

3.4.3. Scenario 3 (SC_3): Building in EC with central battery energy
storage system (CBESS)

This scenario considers that each building electricity demand
can be covered by 1) its own PV self-consumption, 2) with other
buildings PV surpluses, 3) with energy from the CBESS, and 4) with
imports from the electricity grid. The CBESS is only charged with
EC PV surplus and discharged with EC demand needs.

Table 1 resumes and compares the scenarios features.
Grid imports are subject to retail tariffs as the ones reported by

the Portuguese Energy Services Regulatory Entity [16] to the regu-
lated market. PV surplus exports to the main grid are sell for 90 %
of the monthly average daily price from Iberian Nominated Elec-
tricity Market Operators [37], as established by Portuguese regula-
tion (DL 162/2019 [43]).

3.5. Energy and economic key performance indicators

The energy Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) considered to
assess the different configurations considered for energy commu-
nities are the Self-Sufficiency rate (SS), GHG savings and Self-
Consumption rate (SC).

The Self-Sufficiency rate (SS) represents the ratio of demanded
electricity provided from PV panels and battery in relation with
the total electricity demand, providing information of how much
the total electricity demand is covered by PV generation (Equation
(12)), where EgridEC;t represents the consumption from the grid for
the whole EC. Depending on the scenario considered (EC without
or with CBESS), EgridEC;t is defined as GRIDtoECt or GRID BtoECt ,
respectively.

SSEC ¼ 1�
P8760

t¼1 EgridEC;tPN
1 ð
P8760

t¼1 Edemandn;tÞ
½%� ð12Þ

Self-consumption rate (SC) is also a key performance indicator
calculated. This rate refers to the consumed electricity produced
by PV panels in relation with the total PV production. Self-
consumption ratio provides information about the allocation of
the electricity surpluses. At an energy community level, the self-
consumption rate is calculated as defined in Equation (13).
Depending on the scenario considered (EC without or with CBESS),
EsurplusEC;t is defined by ECtoGRID or EC BtoGRID, respectively.

SCEC ¼ 1�
P8760

t¼1 EsurplusEC;tPN
1 ð
P8760

t¼1 Egenerationn; t Þ
½%� ð13Þ

Electricity from the grid has inherent GHG emissions, as conse-
quence of a diversified mix of fossil and non-fossil fuel resources in
its origin, which results on the definition of a certain GHG emission
Table 1
Typology of self-consumption for the different scenarios.

Scenarios Surplus
sharing

Storage
sharing

Public
grid use

Scenario 1 (SC_1): Individual self-
consumption

� � U

Scenario 2 (SC_2): Collective self-
consumption

U � U

Scenario 3 (SC_3): Collective self-
consumption with storage

U U U

5

factor (GHGindex). In the scope of this work, electricity produced by
the photovoltaic panels is considered to have a zero-emission fac-
tor. Thus, GHG savings for each scenario are calculated by Equation
(14), where ECdemand represents the EC yearly electricity demand
and GRIDtoEC is the yearly electricity imports from the grid for each
EC scenario (without or with CBESS).

GHG savings ¼ GHGindex � ðECdemand � GRIDtoEC Þ½gCO2� ð14Þ
The emission factor considered for the electricity from the grid,

GHGindex, is 270.42 gCO2/kWh [13], which refers to 2021, from the
largest low-voltage electricity provider in Portugal.

Regarding Economic KPIs, Net Present Value and Internal Rate
of Return are evaluated. Annual energy costs, savings and PV
income are also assessed for the different scenarios.

Annual energy costs ECostn for each building are calculated by
Equation (15) for the different scenarios considered (building with-
out EC, building in EC or building in EC with CBESS), being the per-
centage savings given by Equation (16).

ECostn ¼
X8760
t¼1

ðEGRIDn;t � pECt
Þ½EUR� ð15Þ

% savings ¼ ECostbasen � ECostn

ECostbasen
½%� ð16Þ

Incomes due to the sale of PV surplus to the grid are also
included in the model and calculated in Equations (17) and (18).
Equation (17) defines the building incomes when it is not part of
an EC (Scenario 1). Esurplusn;t represents the building surpluses and
price for the sale of the surpluses in each timestep is defined as
psurplt .

INCOMEn ¼
X8760
t¼1

ðEsurplusn;t � psurplt Þ½EUR� ð17Þ

In the scenarios of the building in EC and EC with CBESS,
incomes are defined proportionally to the surpluses of each build-
ing regarding the total surpluses generated at the energy commu-
nity level. Equation (18) defines the income of buildings, being
ECsurplus the energy community surpluses injected to the grid in
each scenario (without or with CBESS).

INCOMEn ¼
P8760

t¼1 Esurplusn;tP8760
t¼1 ECsurplus

�
X8760
t¼1

ðECsurplus � psurplt Þ½EUR� ð18Þ

Net Present Value (NPV) (Equation (19)) represents the net
profit generated by an investment, calculated from the discounted
sum of future costs and revenues. The project is considered feasible
when the NPV is greater than zero with a considered discount rate.

NPVn ¼
XT
t¼0

Revenuen
1þ dð Þt � I0n½EUR� ð19Þ

where Revenuen comes either from the building energy cost savings
and the sales of the PV surplus to the grid, I0n is the investment cost,
T is the number of years considered, d is the discount rate.

Internal Rate of Return (IRR) estimates the discount rate d at
which the NPV equals zero (Equation (20)). Projects are considered
feasible when IRR > d, where higher IRR, better is the investment
[11]

XT
t¼0

Revenuen
1þ IRRð Þt � I0n ¼ 0 ½%� ð20Þ

A code in Python has been implemented to calculate the KPIs
defined above. This code has as inputs the outputs from CEA, which
are the electricity demand and the solar PV generation file for each
building simulated. Therefore, by applying the Equations defined in
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Section 3.2 and considering different scenarios for the buildings
(without EC, in EC without CBESS or in EC with CBESS), the code
calculates the KPIs. Analysis are made at two levels: at the building
level and at the energy community level, comparing the different
KPIs for each scenario.
4. Case study

For testing the developed modelling framework, the neighbour-
hood of Madre de Deus, in Lisbon, Portugal is selected, considering
different building typologies (single residential (SR), multi residen-
tial (MR) and School) and three building set combination (defined
as Case study A, B and C) (Fig. 3). The case studies comply with the
Portuguese legislation concerning National Electricity System
operation, the Decree-law n.� 15/2022 (Conselho de Ministros
2022) This regulation stablishes a maximum distance between
EC participants of 2 km for low-voltage and 4 km for medium-
voltage. Also, it is relevant to highlight that no charges for use of
the distribution network are issued to EC’ participants as pre-
conized by the previous regulation.
4.1. Case studies definition

Three case studies with different buildings typologies are con-
sidered as graphically represented in (Fig. 3) and summarised in
Table 2.

� Case study A - is an EC with only single residential buildings. In
this case, 30 single residential buildings are considered among
three archetypes.

� Case study B – is an EC with single and multi residential build-
ings. 17 single residential buildings and 13 multi residential
buildings are considered.

� Case study C – is an EC with single and multi residential build-
ings, and school buildings. In this case, 15 single residential
buildings, 10 multi residential and 5 school buildings are
considered.

4.2. Buildings characterization

For Madre de Deus neighbourhood, construction standards for
buildings are collected from C-TECH project [34] in a shapefile for-
mat. The shapefile contains information about the geometrical
characteristics of the building plans (number of floors above/below
ground and floors height), construction standards and their use-
type (single or multi residential, school, commercial).
Fig. 3. Madre de Deus neighborhood (Lisbon, Portugal) - building typologies

6

Regarding the residential buildings, to define occupational pat-
terns, data is collected from national census information (Geo-
graphic Information Reference Base in 2011, with the last data
update was in 2018 from Portuguese National Statistics Institute
[25]). The energy supply data for the different building typology
energy end-use is collected from the Directorate General for
Energy and Geology and the National Statistics Institution in Portu-
gal [27]. Further, regarding non-residential buildings, school typol-
ogy is also considered. The consumption profile is characterized
considering the Portuguese schools’ profiles on the national energy
certification legislation RSECE (DL 67/2006 [42]).
4.3. PV generation characterization

According to PV-GIS tool [44], the horizontal annual solar radi-
ation for the city of Lisbon is 1764 kWh/m2. CEA has the reference
value of 800 kWh/m2 as the minimum annual threshold. This
means that surfaces that receive less radiation, will not be consid-
ered as suitable for installing PV panels. In this work a more con-
servative value was considered (1000 kWh/m2), although a
sensitive analysis shown that the energy production didn’t chan-
ged significantly.

Regarding the variability of rooftops’ orientation, this measure
will allow to avoid the installation of panels in shaded and/or not
suitable surfaces. The optimal slope angle for Lisbon, according to
the PVGIS tool is 33�, which was assumed for the present case
studies. The PV panels considered are generic monocrystalline pan-
els, with 16 % of nominal efficiency. The nominal operation cell
temperature is 43.5 �C with a cell maximum power temperature
coefficient of 0.0035 1/�C [21].

Regarding the PV investment, it has been assumed 1100 €/kWp
installed, as implemented in Weckesser et al. [58]. The total length
considered for the NPV calculation is 25 years, as this period is the
PV panels lifetime [57,1]. The discount rate used is 5 %. It is based
on Barbour et al. [3], where energy communities with central bat-
teries are assessed. Inflation is not considered, while a 0,8%/year PV
panel degradation rate is implemented, as the efficiency of the
solar PV system decreases by about 20 % during its useful time of
25 years [1,57]. Neither Operations and Management (O&M) costs
are considered as values found in the literature of around 1 to 3 %
were considered negligible [1].
4.4. CBESS characterization

Table 3 gathers the assumptions made for the CBESS definition
based on literature review data from [36]. The review is made for
and Energy Communities’ building set combination (Cases A, B, and C).



Table 2
Case studies characterization.

Building typology Nomenclature Construction period Electric heating? Case study

A B C

Single residential (SR) SR 1946–1960 1946–1960 NO 19 10 9
SR 1961–1970 1961–1970 YES 10 7 21
SR 1981–1990 1981–1990 YES 1 – –

Multi residential (MR) MR 1961–1970 NO – 13 10
School SCHOOL 1961–1970 NO – – 5

Table 4
Electricity demand average results by building typology.

Building typology AVG Demand
(kWh/year)

AVG Occupied
area (m2)

AVG kWh/
m2year

SR 1946–1960 2593 107 24
SR 1961–1970

(electric heating)
14,381 98 150

SR 1981–1990
(electric heating)

14,781 80 185

MR 27,991 1106 25
SCHOOL 39,949 1404 28
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Lithium-ion batteries as recommended in [55] for centralized
energy storage system.

The criteria for battery sizing were for the CBESS to cover the
average daily demand, as it is done by Terlouw et al., [55], by
assuming that the battery is extensively used and that there is
one daily battery discharge. Hence, this leads to a maximum of
365 cycles per year. The battery capacity, Bcap, is defined following
the specifications above. Also, according to SOCmin and SOCmax, the
minimum and maximum battery capacities in kWh are defined by
Bmin and Bmax.

It is considered that the charging and discharging power rate
limit Pbat is 1/3 of the battery capacity, as applied in Mulleriyawage
& Shen [36].

CBESS investment costs in scenario 3 considers a Li-ion central
battery with a cost of 337.4 €/kWh with a lifetime period of
15 years as used in Weckesser et al. [58] for a community battery.
5. Results and discussion

In this section, results from the UBEM are firstly discussed,
while energy community results are then analysed at building
level, reporting the differences observed for each building typology
through the different case studies, and the energy community
level, and compared for the different case studies and scenarios.
Finally, economic KPIs obtained are also discussed.

5.1. UBEM results

In this section the results obtained with CEA are presented
regarding the demand and PV generation on the different buildings
considered in the case studies. Firstly, average yearly demands for
each building typology are gathered in Table 4.

As the second and third type of single residential buildings have
electric heating, their average and per m2 demands are consider-
ably higher than the typology without electric heating. Moreover,
it is important to highlight that indoor comfort settings from UBEM
result on higher comfort standards than those applied to Por-
tuguese reality, consequently, leads to higher energy demands.

Regarding now the PV generation, Table 5 shows the average of
PV capacity installed in roofs and the yearly generation for each
building typology.

Table 6 shows the total energy demand and PV generation val-
ues obtained in each case study. Demand and generation increase
in each case due to the addition of multi residential buildings for
Table 3
Assumptions for energy storage (CBESS).

Parameters ID Values

Minimum State of Charge SOCmin 10 %
Maximum State of Charge SOCmax 95 %
Efficiency for charge and discharge gcharg ;gdischarg 95 %
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case B, and due to the school buildings for case C. The different bat-
tery capacities considered are also shown.
5.2. Building level

The energy KPIs obtained at a building level for case study A, B
and C are presented on, respectively Fig. 4, Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, when
considering the three different scenarios (SC_1, SC_2, SC_3):

For 1946–1960 single residential buildings, differences are only
seen in the scenario SC_3, when considering buildings in an EC
with CBESS. For this building typology, the demand covered by
the CBESS is 33 %, 17 % and 22 % respectively for each case study.
For case study B and C, as multi residential buildings have higher
demands, benefit more from the storage system, leading single res-
idential typologies to have lower percentages of CBESS coverage
comparing to the case study A. Therefore, for this typology, the
highest self-sufficiency rate is for the case study A (62 %).

For 1961–1970 single residential with electric heating, differ-
ences arise on the percentages of energy sharing and in the CBESS
coverage. Regarding the energy sharing, the percentage increases
from 3 % for the cases A and B, to the 12 % for case C. This increase
is due to the inclusion of school buildings in the EC. As schools do
not have demand during weekends and neither during vacations,
all the PV generation in schools is allocated to residential buildings.
Regarding the CBESS coverage, the percentages are 11 %, 7 % and
8 %, respectively. As mentioned before, the addition of the multi
residential buildings in case B and C lead to lower CBESS coverages,
due to higher demand-generation match.

For multi-residential buildings, the energy sharing differs from
case B and C. In case study B it is 1 %, increasing to 5 % when intro-
ducing the school buildings in the EC for case C. Regarding the per-
centage of CBESS coverage, it increases from 19 % to 24 %
respectively, which reveals that multi-residential buildings benefit
greatly from the PV surplus stored in the CBESS from the school
buildings. Therefore, the building typology that benefits more of
being part of an EC without CBESS (SC_2) is the single residential
1961–1970 with electric heating, which has the highest self-
sufficiency increase (12 %) when after energy sharing. Also, for this
scenario the school buildings achieve a self-sufficiency increase of
10 % by benefiting from PV surpluses from the residential
buildings.



Fig. 4. Case A. Distribution of the electricity demand, self-sufficiency and self-consumption rates.

Fig. 5. Case B. Distribution of the electricity demand, self-sufficiency and self-consumption rates.

Table 5
PV characterization and average generation results by building typology.

Building typology AVG PV installed (kWp) AVG Roof area (m2) AVG PV Generation (kWh/year) AVG kWh/m2 of floor area

SR 1946–1960 3.8 60.7 3283 30.0
SR 1961–1970 (electric heating) 3.8 58.8 3183 32.4
SR 1981–1990 (electric heating) 2.9 48.6 2636 33.0
MR 11.7 192.7 10,395 9.4
SCHOOL 48.0 792.3 42,898 33.2

Table 6
Total demand, PV generation and battery capacity in EC.

Case study Energy demand (kWh/year) PV generation (kWh/year) PV installed (kWp) Roofs area (m2) Battery capacity (kWh)

Case A 201,351 93,582 105 1729 550
Case B 486,798 189,572 213 3512 1240
Case C 595,989 369,266 414 6828 1260
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Fig. 6. Case C. Distribution of the electricity demand, self-sufficiency and self-consumption rates.
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Nevertheless, for the scenario SC_3 (with CBESS), the typology
with the highest self-sufficiency increase is the multi residential.
5.3. Energy community level

The energy KPIs at an energy community level for the three case
studies are presented in Fig. 7.

Regarding Fig. 7, when evaluating the results at an EC level, in
scenario 2, self-sufficiencies achieved are respectively 16 %, 21 %
and 34 % for case studies A, B and C. Case study C is the one with
highest percentage of demand during the daylight hours, as its load
curve is a mix between residential and school uses. Hence, this
leads to a higher self-sufficiency rate. Regarding the self-
consumption, percentages obtained for each case study are 34 %,
54 % and 56 % respectively. Also, case A has the lowest self-
consumption value due to the high rate of surpluses.

Regarding scenario 3, when considering CBESS in the EC, self-
sufficiencies observed are 31 %, 38 % and 49 %. Self-consumption
Fig. 7. Self-consumption and self-su
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rates observed increase for each case study until 70 %, 100 % and
80 % respectively. As mentioned in the methodology, the CBESS
is dimensioned to cover the daily average consumption from the
grid of the energy community. Thus, for case B, the CBESS does
not reach the maximum capacity, achieving a 100 % of self-
consumption due to the similar rates of charging and discharging
during the battery cycles.

Comparing the three scenarios, self-sufficiency increases
between 15 and 17 pp when storage is added, being the highest
(17 %) for the case study B. Regarding the self-consumption, the
average increasement is 35 pp, having the highest value in the case
study B with 46 pp of increase when adding the storage.

In what concerns to economic KPIs, when analysing collective
self-consumption (SC_2), all case studies have IRR values above
the discount rate considered (5 %) and positive Net Present Values.
It is observed an increase of IRR throughout the different case stud-
ies. Case study A, composed only of SR profiles presents the lowest
value (8 %). When also considering MR profiles (Case B), IRR
fficiency in the 3 case studies.
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increases until 9.2 %. Finally, IRR increases up to 9.7 % when the
school profile is added to the EC (Case C). Therefore, the more dif-
ferent profiles are added to the EC, better are the results.

Regarding SC_3, all case studies obtain IRR values below the dis-
count rate and NPV is negative for all cases. These results drop
down around 7 pp the viability of the investments due to several
reasons. First, neither PV systems nor CBESS are sized following
economic criteria. CBESS sizing depends on the daily demand of
the EC, and is only charged with EC surpluses, not charging with
lower electricity tariffs from the grid. Therefore, part of the avail-
able storage capacity is not being fully used.
5.4. Comparison with other works on energy communities

When comparing EC results with other works, similarities are
found in (Pontes Luz & Amaro e Silva, 2021) where values of self-
sufficiency of 31 % are achieved in a small Portuguese city. Never-
theless, results differ from the ones found in [54] with 75 % of self-
sufficiency with storage, while in the present work the self-
sufficiency with storage is between 31 % and 49 %.

Regarding the self-consumption results, in [31] percentages
between 43 and 58 % of self-consumption in EC with residential
configuration are achieved, which are aligned with the results
found in case A and B, with 34 % and 54 % self-consumption per-
centages without storage system. Also, when considering shared
storage, self-consumption in [31] increases until 72 %, as in case
A in this work (70 %).

When comparing the differences between scenarios 2 and 3
(without and with CBESS storage), results from [32] show that
the self-consumption increases by 13–24 pp with a battery storage
capacity, while in the present work this increment is between 36
and 46 pp. In [48] a growth of the average self-consumption from
50 to 80 % is found, for the case of 10 residential households, with
battery storage.

Moreover, regarding economic KPIs in other research works, in
[3], IRR falls 4.7 pp when adding a community battery to the sce-
narios considered. In [33] it is stated that existing community-
owned solar projects in the UK commonly return 4.5 % on invest-
ment [12,51].
6. Conclusions and future work

The model created within this work allows to compare the per-
formance of various building typologies (individually and as a
community) in different energy communities’ configurations by
considering the outputs of an UBEM tool, (hourly values of building
energy demand and solar energy production). By analysing all the
results, it is concluded that both environmental and economic ben-
efits are higher when considering energy communities with
diverse load profiles (residential and school), since higher self-
sufficiency results are achieved due to the sharing rates through
buildings. The model allowed different scale of analysis regarding
EC performance. First, results at a building level help to analyse
the performance and influence for EC on different buildings typolo-
gies in the scenarios considered. For the case studies considered in
this work, the results point that the typology most benefited of
being part of an EC, in the collective self-consumption scenario,
is the single residential house with electric heating, as it is the
one with highest increase of self-sufficiency due to the surplus
sharing. School buildings reach as well high increase of self-
sufficiency by benefiting from the surpluses in residential build-
ings (especially due to not coincident demand profiles). By consid-
ering energy storage (CBESS) in the EC, the multi residential
typology is the one that most increases its self-sufficiency.
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Then, through the analysis of the results at an energy commu-
nity level, the comparison for different scenarios and case studies
was performed. When adding different building typologies, self-
sufficiency increases. The highest self-sufficiency value is achieved
in case study C. Therefore, these results demonstrate that diversity
of demand profiles is beneficial for the EC, as for higher sharing
rates self-sufficiency increases. Besides, when considering the sce-
nario with central storage, self-sufficiency increases 16 pp on aver-
age for all cases.

From the economic analysis, it is concluded that collective self-
consumption with storage (CBESS) leads to all buildings typologies
to reach higher savings comparing with the other scenarios. Also,
due to the diversity of building use profiles and its higher self-
sufficiency, the case with higher energy savings includes residen-
tial and school buildings (case study C). However, when assessing
IRR and NPV, results are not so promising since the PV systems and
CBESS were not sized following economic criteria. The building
typology with better IRR and NPV is the multi residential, achiev-
ing its maximum investment return when the EC includes school
buildings (case study C).

Scenarios 1 and 2 are considered economically viable, neverthe-
less, when including the CBESS (scenario 3), the economic indica-
tors show lower economic feasibility. Conclusions drawn from
the economic results arise the necessity of support by public insti-
tutions and funding programs to enhance the viability of these
projects.

All in all, this work presents the added value of a model that by
using UBEM outputs presents a detailed analysis of an EC perfor-
mance. The application of this model to the selected case studies
showed several advantages for individual buildings on setting up
energy communities considering two different configurations: col-
lective self-consumption and collective self-consumption with a
central storage system. A reduction on the energy dependency
from the grid is ensured, which gains more relevance in the current
energy market context and leads to less economic impact by future
variabilities on energy costs. Positive social impact could also be a
key benefit that need to be mentioned, supporting the relevance of
public investment to boost a social and fair energy transition and
shift to a decentralized solar energy production.

Future research lines would improve the model such as cali-
brating UBEM with real monitoring data, considering other EC con-
figurations, testing different sharing coefficients and storage
settings and performance (energy losses from energy storage and
transmission must be addressed as they may influence Energy
Community’ KPIs and their viability). Regarding GHG emissions
estimation, detailed emissions factors across time must be consid-
ered to accurately address EC impact.

This work sets a precedent for the creation of a future dash-
board to assess the energy community’s performance and viability.
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Table 7
Algorithm for performance of the CBESS.

Steps Equation

1 ED tð Þ ¼ max Blevel t � 1ð Þ � Bmin tð Þ;0ð Þ[kWh] (21)
2 EC tð Þ ¼ maxðBmax tð Þ � Blevelðt � 1Þ;0Þ [kWh] (22)

3 if ED tð Þ > GRIDtoEC tð Þð Þ;DISC tð Þ ¼ min GRIDtoEC tð Þ
gdischarg

; Pbat � Dt
� �

[kWh]

else;DISC tð Þ ¼ min ED tð Þ
gdischarg

; Pbat � Dt
� �

[kWh] (23)

(24)
4 if EC tð Þ > ECtoGRID tð Þð Þ;CHAR tð Þ ¼ min ECtoGRID tð Þ � gcharg ; Pbat � Dt

� �
[kWh]

else;CHAR tð Þ ¼ min EC tð Þ � gcharg ; Pbat � Dt
� �

[kWh]
(25)

(26)

5 if DISC tð Þ > 0ð Þ;Blevel tð Þ ¼ max Blevel t � 1ð Þ � DISC tð Þ;Bmin tð Þð Þ [kWh]
else;Blevel tð Þ ¼ min Blevel t � 1ð Þ þ CHAR tð Þ;Bmax tð Þð Þ[kWh] (27)

(28)
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Appendix A. Battery algorithm

The algorithm in Table 7 is applied to calculate the performance
of the CBESS in each timestep. It is divided in 5 steps. In step 1 and
2 is calculated the energy available in the battery in timestep t,
considering the restrictions of being always between 10 and 95 %
level of SOC. Step 3 calculates the discharge of the battery consid-
ering the restrictions of Pbat and the discharge efficiency. In the
same line, step 4 calculates the charge of the battery considering
also Pbat restriction and the charge efficiency. In step 5, the new
state of charge for the battery is calculated depending if it is in
charge or discharge mode, calculating the kWh stored in each
timestep with Blevel.

References

[1] J. An, M. Lee, S. Yeom, T. Hong, Determining the Peer-to-Peer electricity trading
price and strategy for energy prosumers and consumers within a microgrid,
Appl. Energy 261 (2020), https://doi.org/10.1016/J.APENERGY.2019.114335.

[2] Y.Q. Ang, Z.M. Berzolla, C.F. Reinhart, From concept to application: A review of
use cases in urban building energy modeling, Appl. Energy 279 (2020), https://
doi.org/10.1016/J.APENERGY.2020.115738.

[3] E. Barbour, D. Parra, Z. Awwad, M.C. González, Community energy storage: A
smart choice for the smart grid?, Appl Energy 212 (2018) 489–497, https://doi.
org/10.1016/J.APENERGY.2017.12.056.

[4] F. Braeuer, M. Kleinebrahm, E. Naber, F. Scheller, R. McKenna, Optimal system
design for energy communities in multi-family buildings: the case of the
German Tenant Electricity Law, Appl. Energy 305 (2022), https://doi.org/
10.1016/J.APENERGY.2021.117884.

[5] V. Bukovszki, Á. Magyari, M.K. Braun, K. Párdi, A. Reith, Energy Modelling as a
Trigger for Energy Communities: A Joint Socio-Technical Perspective, Energies
13 (9) (2020) 2274.

[6] I. Campos, G. Pontes Luz, E. Marín González, S. Gährs, S. Hall, L. Holstenkamp,
Regulatory challenges and opportunities for collective renewable energy
prosumers in the EU, Energy Policy 138 (2020), https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
ENPOL.2019.111212.

[7] X. Cao, X. Dai, J. Liu, Building energy-consumption status worldwide and the
state-of-the-art technologies for zero-energy buildings during the past decade,
Energ. Build. 128 (2016) 198–213, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
ENBUILD.2016.06.089.

[8] I. Capellán-Pérez, Á. Campos-Celador, J. Terés-Zubiaga, Renewable Energy
Cooperatives as an instrument towards the energy transition in Spain, Energy
Policy 123 (2018) 215–229, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENPOL.2018.08.064.
11
[9] Compile Project. (2022). Compile Project. https://www.compile-project.eu/
about/.

[10] G. Dóci, E. Vasileiadou, ‘Let’s do it ourselves’ Individual motivations for
investing in renewables at community level, Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 49
(2015) 41–50, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.04.051.

[11] E. Drury, P. L. Denholm, R. M. Margolis. Impact of Different Economic
Performance Metrics on the Perceived Value of Solar Photovoltaics (2011).

[12] ECoE. (2022). Exeter Energy Community. https://www.ecoe.org.uk/about/.
[13] EDP. (2022). Origem da Energia. https://www.edp.pt/origem-energia/?sector=

17024&year=2022&trimester=2.
[14] Energy Plus. (2022). Energy Plus. Weather Data by Location. https://

energyplus.net/weather-location/europe_wmo_region_6/PRT/PRT_Lisboa.
085360_INETI.

[15] EPBD. (2021). Revision of the Energy Performance of Buildings Directive
(EPBD). https://euroace.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/EPBD_EuroACE_PP_
2021-1.pdf.

[16] ERSE. (2022). Entidade Reguladora dos Serviços Energéticos. https://www.
erse.pt/inicio/.

[17] European Commission, & Directorate-General for Energy. (2019). Clean energy
for all Europeans. Publications Office. doi/10.2833/9937.

[18] Directive (EU) 2018/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11
December 2018 on the promotion of the use of energy from renewable
sources. http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2018/2001/oj.

[19] Directive (EU) 2019/944 of the European Parliament and of the Council
of 5 June 2019 on common rules for the internal market for electricity
and amending Directive 2012/27/EU. http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2019/
944/oj.

[20] M. Ferrando, F. Causone, T. Hong, Y. Chen, Urban building energy modeling
(UBEM) tools: A state-of-the-art review of bottom-up physics-based
approaches, Sustain. Cities Soc. 62 (2020), https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
SCS.2020.102408.

[21] J.A. Fonseca, T. Nguyen, A. Schlueter, F. Marechal, City Energy Analyst (CEA):
Integrated framework for analysis and optimization of building energy
systems in neighborhoods and city districts, Energ. Build. 113 (2016) 202–
226, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENBUILD.2015.11.055.

[22] T. Hong, Y. Chen, X. Luo, N. Luo, S.H. Lee, Ten questions on urban building
energy modeling, Build. Environ. 168 (2020), https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
BUILDENV.2019.106508.

[23] L. Horstink, J.M. Wittmayer, K. Ng, G.P. Luz, E. Marín-González, S. Gährs, I.
Campos, L. Holstenkamp, S. Oxenaar, D. Brown. Collective Renewable Energy
Prosumers and the Promises of the Energy Union: Taking Stock (2020).
doi:10.3390/en13020421.

[24] IEA. (2021). Empowering Cities for a Net Zero Future. https://www.iea.org/
reports/empowering-cities-for-a-net-zero-future.

[25] INE. (2011). Censos 2011 Resultados Definitivos. http://mapas.ine.pt/map.
phtml.

[26] INE. (2021). Instituto Nacional de Estatística. https://www.ine.pt/xportal/
xmain?xpgid=ine_main&xpid=INE.

[27] INE, & DGEG. (2021). Inquérito ao consumo de energia no sector doméstico:
2020. https://www.ine.pt/xurl/pub/48433981.

[28] G. Joshi, K. Yenneti, Community solar energy initiatives in India: A pathway for
addressing energy poverty and sustainability?, Energ Build. 210 (2020),
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENBUILD.2019.109736.

[29] H. Kazmi, Í. Munné-Collado, F. Mehmood, T.A. Syed, J. Driesen, Towards data-
driven energy communities: A review of open-source datasets, models and
tools, Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 148 (2021), https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
RSER.2021.111290.

[30] M. Lehtonen, L. de Carlo, Community energy and the virtues of mistrust and
distrust: Lessons from Brighton and Hove energy cooperatives, Ecol. Econ. 164
(2019), https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOLECON.2019.106367.

https://doi.org/10.1016/J.APENERGY.2019.114335
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.APENERGY.2020.115738
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.APENERGY.2020.115738
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.APENERGY.2017.12.056
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.APENERGY.2017.12.056
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.APENERGY.2021.117884
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.APENERGY.2021.117884
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-7788(23)00021-X/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-7788(23)00021-X/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-7788(23)00021-X/h0025
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENPOL.2019.111212
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENPOL.2019.111212
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENBUILD.2016.06.089
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENBUILD.2016.06.089
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENPOL.2018.08.064
https://www.compile-project.eu/about/
https://www.compile-project.eu/about/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.04.051
https://www.ecoe.org.uk/about/
https://www.edp.pt/origem-energia/?sector=17024%26year=2022%26trimester=2
https://www.edp.pt/origem-energia/?sector=17024%26year=2022%26trimester=2
https://energyplus.net/weather-location/europe_wmo_region_6/PRT/PRT_Lisboa.085360_INETI
https://energyplus.net/weather-location/europe_wmo_region_6/PRT/PRT_Lisboa.085360_INETI
https://energyplus.net/weather-location/europe_wmo_region_6/PRT/PRT_Lisboa.085360_INETI
https://euroace.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/EPBD_EuroACE_PP_2021-1.pdf
https://euroace.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/EPBD_EuroACE_PP_2021-1.pdf
https://www.erse.pt/inicio/
https://www.erse.pt/inicio/
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2018/2001/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2019/944/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2019/944/oj
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SCS.2020.102408
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SCS.2020.102408
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENBUILD.2015.11.055
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.BUILDENV.2019.106508
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.BUILDENV.2019.106508
https://www.iea.org/reports/empowering-cities-for-a-net-zero-future
https://www.iea.org/reports/empowering-cities-for-a-net-zero-future
http://mapas.ine.pt/map.phtml
http://mapas.ine.pt/map.phtml
https://www.ine.pt/xportal/xmain?xpgid=ine_main%26xpid=INE
https://www.ine.pt/xportal/xmain?xpgid=ine_main%26xpid=INE
https://www.ine.pt/xurl/pub/48433981
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENBUILD.2019.109736
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.RSER.2021.111290
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.RSER.2021.111290
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOLECON.2019.106367


I. Mansó Borràs, D. Neves and R. Gomes Energy & Buildings 282 (2023) 112791
[31] R. Luthander, J. Widén, J. Munkhammar, D. Lingfors, Self-consumption
enhancement and peak shaving of residential photovoltaics using storage
and curtailment, Energy 112 (2016) 221–231, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
ENERGY.2016.06.039.

[32] R. Luthander, J. Widén, D. Nilsson, J. Palm, Photovoltaic self-consumption in
buildings: A review, Appl. Energy 142 (2015) 80–94, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
APENERGY.2014.12.028.

[33] P. Mirzania, N. Balta-Ozkan, A. Ford, An innovative viable model for
community-owned solar PV projects without FIT: Comprehensive techno-
economic assessment, Energy Policy 146 (2020), https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
ENPOL.2020.111727.

[34] MIT Portugal. (2022). C-Tech: Climate Driven Technologies for Low Carbon
Cities. https://www.mitportugal.org/research/flagship-projects/c-tech-
climate-driven-technologies-for-low-carbon-cities.

[35] C.S. Monteiro, A. Pina, C. Cerezo, C. Reinhart, P. Ferrão, The Use of Multi-detail
Building Archetypes in Urban Energy Modelling, Energy Procedia 111 (2017)
817–825, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.EGYPRO.2017.03.244.

[36] U.G.K. Mulleriyawage, W.X. Shen, Optimally sizing of battery energy storage
capacity by operational optimization of residential PV-Battery systems: An
Australian household case study, Renew. Energy 160 (2020) 852–864, https://
doi.org/10.1016/J.RENENE.2020.07.022.

[37] OMIE. (2022). Preço final médio. Consumo nacional. https://www.omie.es/
pt/market-results/annual/average-final-prices/spanish-demand?scope=
annual&year=2021.

[38] OpenStreetMap. (2022). OpenStreetMap. https://www.openstreetmap.org/
#map=6/40.007/-2.488.

[39] D. Parra, M. Swierczynski, D.I. Stroe, S.A. Norman, A. Abdon, J. Worlitschek, T.
O’Doherty, L. Rodrigues, M. Gillott, X. Zhang, C. Bauer, M.K. Patel, An
interdisciplinary review of energy storage for communities: Challenges and
perspectives, Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 79 (2017) 730–749, https://doi.org/
10.1016/J.RSER.2017.05.003.

[40] S. Pfenninger, A. Hawkes, J. Keirstead, Energy systems modeling for twenty-
first century energy challenges, Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 33 (2014) 74–86,
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.RSER.2014.02.003.

[41] G. Pontes Luz, R. Amaro e Silva, Modeling Energy Communities with Collective
Photovoltaic Self-Consumption: Synergies between a Small City and a Winery
in Portugal, Energies 14 (2021), https://doi.org/10.3390/en14020323.

[42] Portuguese Decree-Law. Ministério das Obras Públicas. Diário da República n.o

67/2006, ‘‘O Regulamento dos Sistemas Energéticos de Climatização em
Edifícios (RSECE)‘‘, Pub. L. No. Série I-A de 2006-04-04, páginas 2416-2468,
Decreto-Lei no 79/2006 (2006). https://files.dre.pt/1s/2006/04/067a00/
24162468.pdf.

[43] Portuguese Decree-Law. Presidência do Conselho de Ministros. Diário da
República n.o 206/2019, Pub. L. No. Série I de 2019-10-25, páginas 45-62,
12
Decreto-Lei n.o 162/2019, de 25 de outubro (2019). https://data.dre.pt/eli/dec-
lei/162/2019/10/25/p/dre/pt/html.

[44] PVGIS. (2022). Photovoltaic Geographical Information System. https://joint-
research-centre.ec.europa.eu/pvgis-photovoltaic-geographical-information-
system_en.

[45] QGIS. (2022). Open Source Geographic Information System. https://qgis.org/
en/docs/index.html#322.

[46] C. Ratti, N. Baker, K. Steemers, Energy consumption and urban texture,
Energ. Build. 37 (7) (2005) 762–776, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENBUILD.
2004.10.010.

[47] C.F. Reinhart, T. Dogan, J.A. Jakubiec, T. Rakha, A. Sang. UMI - An urban
simulation environment for building energy use, daylighting and walkability.
in: Proceedings of BS 2013: 13th Conference of the International Building
Performance Simulation Association, 476–483 (2013).

[48] V. Reis, R.H. Almeida, J.A. Silva, M.C. Brito, Demand aggregation for
photovoltaic self-consumption, Energy Rep. 5 (2019) 54–61, https://doi.org/
10.1016/J.EGYR.2018.11.002.

[49] REScoop. (2022). REScoop.eu. https://www.rescoop.eu/network/map/.
[50] M.B. Roberts, A. Bruce, I. MacGill, Impact of shared battery energy storage

systems on photovoltaic self-consumption and electricity bills in apartment
buildings, Appl. Energy 245 (2019) 78–95, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
APENERGY.2019.04.001.

[51] SELCE. (2022). South East London Community Energy. https://selce.org.uk/.
[52] S. Soeiro, M. Ferreira Dias, Renewable energy community and the European

energy market: main motivations, Heliyon 6 (7) (2020) e04511.
[53] S. Soeiro, M. Ferreira Dias, Community renewable energy: Benefits and drivers,

Energy Rep. 6 (2020) 134–140, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.EGYR.2020.11.087.
[54] M.M. Syed, P. Hansen, G.M. Morrison, Performance of a shared solar and

battery storage system in an Australian apartment building, Energ. Build. 225
(2020), https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENBUILD.2020.110321.

[55] T. Terlouw, T. AlSkaif, C. Bauer, W. van Sark, Multi-objective optimization of
energy arbitrage in community energy storage systems using different battery
technologies, Appl. Energy 239 (2019) 356–372, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
APENERGY.2019.01.227.

[56] T. van der Schoor, H. van Lente, B. Scholtens, A. Peine, Challenging obduracy:
How local communities transform the energy system, Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 13
(2016) 94–105, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ERSS.2015.12.009.

[57] C.H. Villar, D. Neves, C.A. Silva, Solar PV self-consumption: An analysis of
influencing indicators in the Portuguese context, Energ. Strat. Rev. 18 (2017)
224–234, https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ESR.2017.10.001.
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