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Abstract

Dynamic grid emission factors provide a temporally resolved signal about the carbon intensity of electricity generation in the power
system. Since actual carbon dioxide emission measurements are usually lacking, such a signal must be derived from system-specific
emission factors combined with power generation time series. We present a bottom-up method that allows deriving per country
and per technology emission factors for European countries based on plant specific power generation time series and reported
emissions from the European emissions trading mechanism. We have matched, 595 fossil generation units and their respective
annual emissions. In 2018, these power plants supplied 717 TWh of electricity to the grid, representing approximately 50 % of
=) power generation from fossil fuels. Based on this dataset, 42 individual technology and country-specific emission factors are
derived. The resulting values for historical per country carbon intensity of electricity generation are compared with corresponding
results from a top-down approach, which uses statistical data on emissions and power generation on national scales. All calculations
—7are based on publicly available data, such that the analysis is transparent and the method can be replicated, adjusted and expanded

Qin a flexible way.
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1. Introduction

Decarbonizing the power sector plays a key role in Europe’s
ambition to be the first climate-neutral continent by 2050 [1, 2].
For the required reduction of carbon dioxide emissions in the

—electricity system, it is crucial to make detailed and transpar-
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ent emission data available to consumers, regulators, and other
stakeholders [3]. Regulators, for instance, must track the av-
erage emission intensity of the electricity mix in their domain
to monitor the fulfillment of given climate targets. Meanwhile,
dynamic grid electricity emission measures with a high tempo-
ral resolution provide a signal for smart energy systems with
storage or demand side flexibility. Such systems, ranging from
data centers or urban districts to charging networks for elec-
tric vehicles, rely on dynamic grid electricity emission signals
to optimize their operational schedule aiming for a minimum
carbon footprint [4-7].

Since actual comprehensive emission measurements are not
yet available [8], the development of emissions in the power
sector is typically tracked through the calculation of total emis-
sions based on emission factors (EFs). The EF is the quotient
that relates the amount of a pollutant (e.g., carbon dioxide emis-
sions) released into the atmosphere to an activity (e.g., produc-
tion of one MWh of electricity) associated with the release of
that pollutant [9].
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One of the most prominent applications is the emission de-
termination for reporting emissions under the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) [10].
Under this convention, all participating countries must prepare
and submit a National Inventory Report for their greenhouse
gas emissions based on one of three methodological approaches.

Tier 1 uses default EFs provided in the IPCC guidelines.
The method can be combined with spatially explicit activity
data from remote sensing, for example satellite data. Tier 2
generally uses the same methodological approach as tier 1, but
applies EFs that are country specific. Country-specific EFs are
those that are more appropriate for the climate regions and sys-
tems used in that country. At tier 3, more complex methods,
including measurements and analytical models to address na-
tional circumstances are used [11].

In life-cycle assessments (LCA), similar approaches are used
for assessing the carbon intensity of energy and material inputs
to a product, process or service. In LCA, it is common to use an
annual mean value that refers to the average emissions that are
caused by the production of one MWh of final energy [12]. The
corresponding calculations are usually based on the energy con-
version processes of representative power plants, from which
emissions for specific technologies in one or more countries are
derived. Generally, this approach does not adequately represent
the variability of EFs in the generation fleet. As aresult, itis dif-
ficult to compare the resulting emissions of different countries
[3, 12]. In many studies, this emission value is often denoted as
the grid-based carbon intensity (CI) of a given country. In most
cases of grid-based ClIs, annual emissions are divided by the
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annual electricity production, which leads to a static average
emission value per year. This approach to evaluate emissions
from different sectors is similar to the tier 2 approach from the
IPCC guideline [13, 14].

Several studies have shown that there are significant varia-
tions in the electricity mix from month to month, and even hour
to hour variations within a day [15]. These variations are caused
by fluctuations in the contribution of both conventional and re-
newable power generation. Consequently, the emissions asso-
ciated with the use of electricity also vary across time [16-20].
This shows that reporting schemes based on aggregated emis-
sions and power generation are not suitable to provide emission
intensity signals on hourly time scales. However, this timely
resolved information is crucial for the operation of flexible sys-
tems, like charging stations for electric vehicles, heat pumps to
data centers, are to be optimized with respect their associated
carbon dioxide emissions [7].

The provision of a widely applicable and transparent carbon
intensity signal is facilitated by the incorporation of publicly
available consistent and consolidated data, as well as the use
of a transparent and easy-to-use method for determining CO,
intensities [3]. Currently, the regulations and scientific research
in the area of energy system analysis often use standard EFs
that are neither technology nor country specific. These standard
EFs do not fulfill either of the criteria ’applicability’, ’accuracy’
and ’transparency’ sufficiently. Often, the data sources used are
not openly available, and the underlying calculations are hard
to replicate due to insufficient documentation. Additionally, the
methods used vary from country to country, making it difficult
to compare the resulting EFs or CIs.

To address this gap, in this study we introduce a consistent
and flexible framework to calculate EFs based on per unit gen-
eration and emission data. Through this bottom-up approach,
emissions can be assessed from the unit up to country level on
different time scales, depending on the spatial and temporal res-
olution of the given generation data. The derived values for the
average carbon intensity of electricity generation for European
countries are compared to results calculated through a top-down
approach based on national statistics [9]. The accuracy of the
methods and the need of further data consolidation is discussed.
The key novelty of this study is the development and assess-
ment of such a self-contained, modular bottom-up approach for
calculating EFs based on publicly available data only. Through
the provisioning of all code and secondary data, the calculation
framework is transparent and accessible for modifications and
extensions, providing a solid foundation for future studies.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. Sec-
tion 2 provides an overview of different calculation schemes
and applications of EFs. In Section 3, the data sources underly-
ing this study are reviewed, followed by the presentation of the
bottom-up and top-down method in Section 4. Results are pre-
sented in Section 5, with a subsequent discussion in Section 6.
Section 7 concludes this article.

2. Research background

A brief literature overview of the calculation and applica-
tion of EFs is given in the following. This is complemented
by a summary of the different methods used to model EFs and
resulting ClIs, including use cases in the literature in Table 1.

2.1. Calculation of emission factors

Most approaches to calculating EFs follow either a process-
based (LCA) scheme, or a balancing method in which total
emissions and total generated electricity are used.

The process-based LCA methods derive the resulting emis-
sions from a systematic analysis of the underlying processes
and infrastructure. In LCA studies, total emissions are usually
classified as either direct emissions (e.g., from the combustion
of the fuel) or indirect emissions (e.g., related to upstream fuel
supply, resources, construction of the power plant, etc.) [12].
Many LCA studies can be found for different power generation
technologies. In [30], for instance, the authors derive an EF
of 882 gCO,/kWh for coal-fired power plants associated with
direct emissions resulting from fuel combustion.

In [12], the authors examine 167 LCA studies of electric-
ity generation for various technologies. One key finding of the
analysis is the broad range of literature values for EFs for dif-
ferent generation technologies, showing a strong dependence
on parameters such as location, efficiency, fuel quality, or type
of use. With respect to direct emissions, EFs range from 660 to
1050 gCO,/kWh for hard coal-fired power plants, whereas for
lignite power plants, values between 800 and 1 300 gCO,/kWh
can be found. For gas power plants, EFs vary between 380 and
1000 gCO,/kWh.

The balancing approach determines EFs via substance and
energy flows. EFs for energy systems are often based on data
for the power generation as well as the amount of fuel used
to generate the respective power. Furthermore, a fuel-specific
EF is required. These factors can be obtained from chemical
fuel analyses. In this method, the fuel quantity is multiplied by
the fuel-specific EF, and divided by the respective energy yield.
The resulting value represents the technology-specific EF. For
instance, in [23], data from the Federal Environment Agency of
Germany [31] is used to determine a technology-specific EF via
substance flows. These factors are combined with hourly gen-
eration data to provide a CO, signal of the German electricity
mix with hourly resolution. Nevertheless, since the input data
is unavailable in a technology-specific manner, only country-
specific values are determined.

In [21], two approaches for calculating a dynamic grid EF
are compared. Different to other studies, which in general in-
clude reported annual power generation and emissions, the au-
thors pair plant emission data from the European Union Emis-
sions Trading System (EU ETS) with generation per unit data
from ENTSO-E to calculate power plant-specific EFs. How-
ever, the study is limited to Germany, and the resulting EFs are
not evaluated for consistency and verification based on further
data sources.



Source EF calculation method EF properties CI resolution Application
Temporal  Spatial
Calculation-based EF
Braeuer et al. [21] Empirical emission & Tech. specific, direct hourly Germany Battery storage dispatch
generation data emissions optimization
Staffell et al. [22] Carbon content of fuel Tech. specific, direct  yearly Great Britain  Decarbonisation
emissions progress measurement
Hein et al. [23] Carbon content of fuel Tech. specific, direct yearly Germany Emission visualisation
emissions
Literature-based EF
Spork et al. [16] Literature-based (IEA) Tech. specific, direct hourly Spain Company dispatch opti-
emissions mization
Marrasso et al. [20] Literature-based (ISPRA) Tech. specific, direct hourly Italy Decarbonisation
emissions progress measurement
Noussan et al. [17] Literature-based (ISPRA) Country specific, di- hourly Italy Decarbonisation
rect emissions progress measurement
Dixit et al. [24] Literature-based Country specific, di- yearly United States  Decarbonisation
rect emissions progress measurement
Vuarnoz et al. [19] Literature-based (LCA) Tech. specific, di- hourly Switzerland LCA application
rect and indirect
emissions
Moro and Lonza [25] Literature-based (LCA) Tech. specific, di- yearly Europe Electric vehicle charging
rect and indirect
emissions
Kopsakangas- Literature-based Tech. specific, direct hourly Finland Household consumption
Savolaine et. al. emissions optimization
(18]
Arciniegas and Hit- Literature-based Country specific, di- hourly United States  Battery storage dispatch
tinger [26] rect emissions optimization
Ang and Su [27] Literature-based Country specific, di- yearly World Decarbonisation
rect emissions progress measurement
Tranberg et. al. [15] Literature-based (LCA) Tech. specific, di- yearly Europe Electricity market car-
rect and indirect bon accounting
emissions
Qu et. al. [28] Literature-based Country specific, di- yearly Eurasia Electricity trade carbon
rect emissions accounting
Zafiraki et. al. [29] Literature-based (IEA) Tech. specific, direct monthly  Europe Storage dispatch opti-

emissions

mization

Table 1: Summary of the methods used for calculating emission factor and the use cases presented in the literature.



2.2. Application of emission factors

Technology-specific EFs are widely used in the literature
for various applications. In [20], Marrasso et al. present per-
formance indicators for country-wide power systems that are
based on annual technology-specific EFs for the Italian power
system. In contrast, Noussan et al. [17] calculate similar per-
formance indicators for the Italian power system, but use yearly
aggregated EFs. In both studies, EFs are taken from the litera-
ture, and hourly CO, emission signals are derived.

In [19], EFs per technology are used to calculate hourly
greenhouse gas emissions of the national electricity supply mix
in Switzerland and neighboring countries. The applied per tech-
nology EFs are based on the life-cycle inventory data of the
ecoinvent 2.2 database and include transport as well as distri-
bution losses. In [24], the authors review current methods for
calculating the primary energy use and the carbon emissions
associated with electricity consumption. For calculating the
carbon emissions, they use different technology-specific EFs
provided by the U.S. Energy Information Administration [32].
In [29], the authors use technology-specific EFs to determine
monthly grid EFs for European countries. They investigate how
the use of storage can help to reduce CO;-intensive electricity
trade from other countries.

In [28], the authors introduce an easy to adapt model, that
uses economic input-output theory to access carbon intensities
of electricity consumption taking trade between countries into
consideration. For a case study covering the Eurasia area, they
used country-specific EFs and generation data to show that ex-
cluding electricity exchanges with other countries can have a
significant impact on emissions estimates.

The “electricityMap” project displays hourly EFs associ-
ated with electricity generation for various countries [33]. The
calculation for the European region is based on generation per

It should be emphasized that both generation and emission
datasets are inconsistent across different sources and across dif-
ferent scales. For instance, aggregated per unit generation time
series do not match with per production type time series; aggre-
gated production type time series from ENTSO-E do no match
with the reported consolidated annual values in the ENTSO-E
fact sheet, which in turn does not accord with the energy bal-
ances published by Eurostat. Analogously, annually reported
emissions per sector and country differ from aggregated re-
ported emissions per power plants. All these inconsistencies
originate from different reporting schemes, coverage and defi-
nitions, misallocation or gaps and errors in the data. Providing
consistent open datasets for generation and emissions on differ-
ent temporal and spatial scales, based on the sources reviewed
below, is a much-needed endeavor, but beyond the scope of this
study. Consequently, in our approach we aim to incorporate
different datasets in separate parts of the method to reduce un-
certainties originating from the inconsistencies outlined above.
In the following, the datasets applied here, and the data process-
ing are described in further detail.

3.1. ENTSO-E per generation unit data

The dataset “Actual Generation per Generation Unit” pro-
vided by ENTSO-E contains dispatch time series for large power
plant units located in the ENTSO-E area [38]. The generation
data is published five days after the operational period. Since
this dataset has only been established in 2015, up to now, no
critical review is available in the literature. The time series has
been corrected for obviously erroneous entries and duplicates,
but we did not fill gaps due to the heterogeneous and often ir-
regular nature of the individual dispatch time series. In the final
step, all generation time series were converted to the same tem-
poral resolution of one hour.

production type data from various sources, predominantly ENTSO-E.

These generation time series are multiplied by carbon emission
intensities mostly taken from the IPCC (2014) Fifth Assessment
Report [34, 35]. Also, a consumption-based carbon intensity of
electricity is derived, which uses a tracing approach to consider
imports through the power grid [15, 36, 37].

3. Used data and preparation

Generally, data on power generation has to be associated
with data representing the corresponding emissions to calcu-
late the carbon intensity and EFs. For the different methods
presented here, generation and emission datasets on different
scales from multiple sources are used. For the generation side,
these are production time series for individual generation units
(Sec. 3.1), for each production type and country (cp. Section 3.3)
and consolidated aggregated yearly production per type and
country (cp. Section 3.2), all from ENTSO-E, as well as re-
ported energy balances per country from Eurostat (cp. Sec-
tion 3.4). The included emission datasets comprise yearly emis-
sions for individual power plants from the EU ETS scheme
(Sec. 3.5) and reported annual emissions for individual coun-
tries as part of the UNFCCC framework (cp. Section 3.6). Ta-
ble 2 gives an overview of the used datasets and their properties.

3.2. ENTSO-E Statistical Factsheets

The annually published “Statistical Factsheet” from ENTSO-E
contains, among other things, yearly aggregated values for elec-
tricity load and generation for European countries [43]. In the
fact sheet, it is stated that the data has been consolidated by
taking into account national statistical resources, but no further
details about the correction process are given.

3.3. ENTSO-E per production type data

The dataset “Actual Generation per Production Type” pro-
vided by ENTSO-E contains power generation time series for

all countries in the ENTSO-E area for different production types [39].

The temporal resolution of the data ranges, depending on the
country, from 15 minutes to up to 1 hour. The completeness
and consistency of the data varies across countries and across
generation types [44]. For instance, for Germany, the aggre-
gated generation time series from ENTSO-E for gas only cov-
ers around 50 % of the corresponding generation reported by
the German Working Group on Energy Balances [45]. We have
cleaned the data and checked for gaps and duplicates. Gaps
with a length of up to two hours long were filled linearly, and



Name Type Unit Resolution Description Reference
Temporal Spatial

ENTSO-E  generation Generation MW I5minto Power plant Netelectricity production time [38]

per block-unit hourly unit series for large power plants

ENTSO-E  generation Generation MW  15minto Country Net electricity production time  [39]

per type hourly series

Eurostat energy balance ~ Generation  ktoe yearly Country Gross electricity production [40]
and associated energy input

EU ETS Data (EUTL) Emissions  tCO, yearly Power plant Reported emissions in the EU  [41]
ETS mechanism

UNFCCC Emissions tCO, yearly Country Reported emissions for differ- [42]

ent sectors in all countries to
the UNFCCC

Table 2: Overview of used datasets and their properties

duplicates were removed. For Sweden, further manual correc-
tions were implemented, because they showed an incorrect allo-
cation in the generation technologies. A detailed description of
all corrections can be found in the published code python [46].
In the final step, all generation time series were converted to
the same temporal resolution of one hour. Although ENTSO-E
classifies more than 20 different generation types, we have re-
duced the technologies to twelve types, for reasons of applica-
bility. The corresponding assignment of the ENTSO-E genera-
tion technologies to the selected technology is shown in Tab. 3.

Technology Subsumed ENTSO-E technologies
hard_coal Fossil hard coal
lignite Fossil brown coal/lignite

gas Fossil gas
other_fossil Fossil coal-derived gas, fossil peat,
other, fossil oil, fossil oil shale

nuclear Nuclear

biomass Biomass

waste Waste

other_renewable Geothermal, marine, other renewable

hydro Hydro pumped storage, hydro run-of-
river and poundage, hydro water reser-
voir

solar Solar

wind_onshore Wind onshore

wind_offshore Wind offshore

Table 3: Mapping for generation technologies from ENTSO-E to the classifica-
tion used in this study.

3.4. Eurostat energy balances

The energy balances published by Eurostat provide an overview

of energy products and their flow in the economy [40]. This
accounting framework for energy products allows studying the
total amount of energy extracted from the environment, traded,
transformed and used by the different European countries. In
the balance sheet, also the relative contribution of each energy

carrier (fuel, product) is represented. For the method presented
in this study, we incorporate data for energy input quantities
used for power generation, as well as the resulting gross elec-
tricity generation. In contrast to the data provided by ENTSO-E,
Eurostat subdivides the energy transformation input into differ-
ent energy carriers. For example, ENTSO-E distinguishes be-
tween lignite and hard coal, whereas Eurostat lists nine differ-
ent coal types (anthracite, coking coal, other bituminous coal,
sub-bituminous coal, lignite, coke oven coke, gas coke, coal
tar, brown coal briquettes) in their energy balance. The result-
ing electricity output is given by Eurostat as the gross electric-
ity production, whereas ENTSO-E reports net production, i.e.,
subtracting the power plant’s own consumption.

3.5. EU emissions trading system

For determining emissions at the power plant level, we use
data from the EU ETS [47]. For the electricity sector, the EU ETS
register records all emissions from enlisted individual power
plants. This central information is represented by the verified
emissions, which refers to the number of CO, certificates (amount
of emitted CO,) needed by an installation during the review pe-
riod. For our method, the so-called free allocations (certificates
distributed to installations free of charge) are also taken into
account. Free certificates are granted to installations when they
provide products that are transferred to a sector that is not cov-
ered by the EU ETS system, such as heat for private households
[48].

3.6. National emissions reported to the UNFCCC

The UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol 2020 specify and
regulate emissions reporting for all participating countries. The
corresponding annual reports contain data for all emissions in
individual countries and sectors. The accuracy of the emission
data depends on the method used in the respective countries.
It should be noted that the reporting guidelines allow some de-
gree of freedom for the individual countries with respect to the
application of different methods for calculating emissions at-
tributed to different sectors. Generally, the corresponding re-
porting schemes are biased toward overestimating emissions



if less elaborated calculation methodologies are applied [11].
The individual reports provide information about the underly-
ing method for each country data. For the method presented in
this study, yearly emissions per country from the public elec-
tricity and heat sector are used.

4. Methodology

In the following, we present two methodological approaches
to assess the carbon emission intensity of electricity generation
in European countries. First, the bottom-up method based on
emission data for individual power plants and time series for
electricity generation is introduced in Section 4.1. The top-
down method, which uses energy balances and reported per
country annual emissions is reviewed in Section 4.2.

4.1. Bottom-up method

The key outcome of the bottom-up method are yearly ag-
gregated CO, EFs of electricity generation per type and coun-
try. It is based on individual emission and generation data per
power plant. The method consists of four main steps involv-
ing two data sources, as visualized in Figure 1. In the first step,
two datasets are matched, one containing production time series
(ENTSO-E generation per unit), and one stating yearly CO,
emissions reported as part of the EU ETS scheme (cp. Sec-
tion 4.1.1). In a second step, the share of CO, emissions, which
can be allocated to heat generation, as further specified in Sec-
tion 4.1.2, is estimated. In a subsequent step, the EFs per power
plant are calculated based on the emission and production data
from the matched datasets, as explained in Section 4.1.3. In the
final step, a representative power plant sample for each tech-
nology and country is chosen to determine their respective EFs
(cp. Section 4.1.4).

The method can be applied for each country separately. For
convenience, we omit an explicit index for the country in our
presentation. If a temporal index ¢ is given, the quantity is de-
fined for the hour ¢, whereas quantities without a temporal in-
dex are defined for the year under consideration. If not other-
wise stated, all data discussed in the following refers to the year
2018.

4.1.1. Matching records in ENTSO-E and EUTL datasets

To derive individual EFs for power plants, we combine two
datasets. Hourly production time series for large power plants
are published by ENTSO-E through the transparency portal [38].
In the following, G,(@) denotes the per unit generation for the
power plant with index « in hour . Carbon dioxide emis-
sion data for power plants is published through reports from
the European Union Transaction Log (EUTL), which contains
all transactions between accounts from the EU ETS mecha-
nism [41]. This data yields the emissions CO,(«@) associated
with electricity generation from power plant « for the given
year. To associate the annual generation G(@) = ), G;(a) with
the corresponding emissions CO,(a), we matched the ENTSO-E
energy identification codes (EIC) with the ETS plant identi-
fier (EUTL-ID). This matching procedure is non-trivial, since

ENTSO-E
(Production per unit)

EU ETS
(Emissions per site)

Data

%

Matching data
entries

Step 1

]

Estimate heat share
of emissions

Step 2

H

Step 3

EF per power plant

H

EF per technology
and country
- @@

Step 4

Figure 1: Process illustration of the bottom-up method

entries from both datasets use different name formats or even
different names for the same power plants. Using other power
plant databases along with manual searches resulted in a match-
ing list containing 859 entries with a total installed capacity of
298.07 GW (233 coal units with 87.13 GW, 452 gas units with
152.77 GW and 131 lignite units with 45.17 GW) [49-52]. The
matching between the two datasets leads to certain data inac-
curacies. First, it is impossible to match all generation units
from the ENTSO-E dataset to an installation listed in the EUTL
dataset. In total, 919 units out of 1759 generation units are
unmatched, representing 257.02 GW of installed capacity. Ad-
ditionally, several individual generation units in the ENTSO-E
dataset are listed under a single location name in the EUTL. In
these cases, we allocated the emissions to the units according
to the installed capacities. A detailed description and evalua-
tion of all matched power plants is available via the data export
within the python code [46, 53].

4.1.2. Determining the heat generation

The reported emissions CO,(a@) do not discriminate between
emissions associated with electricity or heat generation. To take
the heat extraction from power plants into account when calcu-
lating EFs, the amount of CO, which can be allocated to the
heat export must be estimated. Here, we approximate emissions
that can be allocated to heat production using the emission al-
lowances allocated free of charge in the EU ETS system. Based
on the allocation quantity in 2018, a free allocation of 50 % of
the emission allowances for heat production is assumed, which
is consistent with [48]. For 2018, subtracting twice the free
allowances from the reported emission thus yields the annual
emissions CO,%'(a) which are associated with the electricity
generation from the power plant a.

4.1.3. Emission factor per power plant
The annual average emission factor EF (@) for a power plant
is calculated as the ratio of the total generation per year and



Emissions

Fuel type Minimum Median Maximum
(gCO2/kWh)  (gCO2/kWh)  (2CO2/kWh)

Gas 300 500 1000

Coal / Lignite 675 1000 1700

Other fossil 300 850 1700

Table 4: Upper and lower limits for plausibility check of the emission factor
calculation; the values are taken from literature review done by the National
Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) [54].

power plant, G(a) = Y, G/(@), to the corresponding emissions
per power plant, CO»%(a),

CO,¥ (@)
EF(a) = G@ 1)

After calculating the individual values EF(«), a plausibil-
ity check was performed for each power plant. The EF was
included only in the final list if it was within the plausibility
range, based on EFs calculated by the National Renewable En-
ergy Laboratory (NREL) [54]. They performed a systematic
review of about 3 000 publications for life cycle assessment of
electricity generation technologies. The resulting plausibility
range for our chosen technologies is based on 110 studies with
268 estimates for EFs and shown in Table 4. If the calculated
power plant EF is outside this plausibility range, we assume
potential issues with the underlying data (errors, gaps, misre-
porting) and omit the corresponding power plant from further
calculations.

As a result, 595 European generation units and their indi-
vidual average annual EFs were considered valid. Based on the
ENTSO-E time series, these power plants supplied 717 TWh of
electricity to the grid in Europe, which represents roughly 50 %
of the conventional generation in 2018 reported in [43]. The
resulting range of EFs per technology is shown in Figure 2. For
gas, coal and lignite, it is visible that most of the entries are
distributed around the average value. For the few nonspecific
power plants (other fossil), the variance of the calculated EF is
considerably higher. This indicates vaious underlying technolo-
gies, including for instance oil or waste power plants.

4.1.4. Emission factors per country and technology

For each country, we partition the set of power plants G
into four sets G(tech) corresponding to the different technology
categories. To obtain country-specific EFs per technology, the
ratio of all emissions associated with electricity generation from
a certain technology class to the corresponding generation is
calculated:

D€ Gltech) COx*(a)
DiaeGtech) G(@)
Note that we calculate these per technology EFs here for
countries, but since the underlying quantities are given for in-
dividual power plants with a known geographic location, anal-
ogous calculations can be performed on other spatial scales as
well.

EF(tech) =

(@)

1600 s o

1400

1200

1000

CO2 intensity (g CO2/kWh
@©
8

600

400

Other fossil

Coal Lignite
Production technology

Figure 2: Average emission factor per technology and distribution of per unit
EF(a) over the entire dataset. The points represent the annual average emission
factor EF (@) for an individual power plant @. The bars represent the average
emission factor per technology in the entire dataset.

Both emission factors EF(«) and EF(tech) are calculated
as yearly averages. To calculate an emission signal for the gen-
eration mix in an individual hour, these factors must be multi-
plied with the corresponding hourly generation. Since the time
series for the generation per production type can be shown to
have higher coverage, we use per technology emission factors
EF(tech) in the following to calculate such hourly emission sig-
nals as well as the average carbon intensity per country. How-
ever, pooling generation capacities from the same technology
category will smoothen the heterogeneity in the emission in-
tensity and dispatch of individual power plants. To estimate
this loss of information, we compare the hourly carbon inten-
sity per country associated with the power plant dispatch time
series G,(a) and emission factors EF(«) on the one hand, and
E F(tech) on the other hand:

. G (a)EF(a)
CIplanl - Za t ) (3)
' 20 G(a)
~ G,(tech)EF (tech)
CIteCh — Ztech t 4
’ S reen Gir(tech) @
Here, we use
G,(tech) = Z Gia) . )
@ € G(tech)

Figure 3 shows the relative deviation (ClteCh - Clplant) JCT"

for the resulting carbon intensity in gCO,/kWh when using technology-

specific EFs versus the original unit-specific EFs. One point
in this figure represents the resulting carbon intensity for one
hour in the year 2018, based on the generation and emissions
of the power plants in the validated dataset. Note that this
calculation was done based on per unit generation time series
from the matched data, so the resulting values do not corre-
spond to the carbon intensity of the entire generation mix since,
among other things, renewable generation is missing. The re-
sults shown in Fig. 3 indicate that for the given dataset, the
deviations range between minus 2 % and plus 1.5 %, without a
clear bias for over- or underestimation. Therefore, we conclude



that the loss of information originating from using per produc-
tion type emission factors EF(tech) compared to per power
plant emission factors EF(a) is negligible for calculating the
per country hourly carbon intensity of electricity generation.

Deviation (%)

700 750 800 850 900 950
CO2 intensity (g CO2/kWh)

Figure 3: Relative deviation (CIteCh - Clplant) / €I between the hourly car-
bon intensity based on unit specific and technology specific emission factors,
respectively. Each dot corresponds to a value for one hour, with the deviation on
the y-axis and the technology-based carbon intensity CI°™ on the x-axis. The
carbon intensities have been calculated over all power plants from the validated
matched dataset.

The per technology emission factors EF(tech) can be used
along hourly per technology generation time series to provide
an hourly carbon intensity signal. Such time series are given by
ENTSO-E per country, denoted in the following by G*(tech).
This dataset has a higher coverage compared to the per unit gen-
eration time series, of which, only a subset is included in the
calculation of the per power plant emission factors EF(«) due
to the matching procedure. However, for most countries and
technologies, the aggregated generation time series Y, G\""(tech)
yields a lower annual generation than the consolidated values
reported by ENTSO-E in the Statistical Factsheet.To implement
a first-order correction of the time series, we thus scaled the
hourly generation to yield the same reported annual aggregate
per country and technology. If the aggregated time series was
larger than the corresponding value in the Factsheet, we kept
these generation values unchanged.

To assess the representativeness of the per technology emis-
sion factors EF(tech), we compared the aggregated underlying
per power plant generation with the corresponding aggregated
(scaled) per technology generation data,

Zz Za € G(tech) Gt(a)
¥, G (tech)

Coverage(tech) = (6)

Table 5 displays the calculated emission factors EF'(tech)
per technology for each country, and gives an overview of the
underlying data. We assume an EF to be representative for a
country and a technology if the corresponding coverage as cal-
culated in Eq. (6) is larger than 25 %. In Table 5, we list for each
country and technology the number of power plants and their
aggregated capacity as contained in the ENTSO-E per unit gen-
eration time series dataset, the subset which we have matched
to power plants from the EUTL, and the final validated matched
dataset, which fulfills the coverage criterion of 25 %. It should
be emphasized that the coverage of the matched power plants
can be extended in the future, facilitated by the publication of
all code as well as the matching used for the results in this study,
and the public availability of all underlying data.

4.1.5. Average emission intensity per country
The carbon intensity per country is calculated as

Dtech 2t (G;ype(wCh) -EF (tech))

Cl 75
2 2ech G/ (tech)

, @)

using the scaled per generation type time series G;*(tech) and
the per technology emission factors EF(tech) as calculated in
the last section. If no representative EF is available for one
country and technology pair, we use a weighted average value
for this technology, based on the EFs given for the other coun-
tries (1 184.81, 974.91, 419.79, 919.32 gCO,/kWh for lignite,
hard coal, gas, and other fossil). The resulting CI for each
county is displayed in Table 6, where these results are com-
pared with corresponding values calculated using the top-down
method presented in the next section.

4.2. Top-down method

The top-down method uses nationally reported data on elec-
tricity and heat generation as well as associated emissions. This
approach is applied by the European Environment Agency (EEA),
which publishes average annual values for the carbon dioxide
intensity of electricity generation on country- and EU-level [9].
The input datasets are the energy balance sheets published by
Eurostat [40] for the electricity and heat generation, and the re-
ported emissions to the UNFCCC [42] for the associated emis-
sions. The derivation of the national carbon intensity factors
involves four steps which are visualized in Figure 4. The in-
put data is always given for a specific country and year. Thus,
for convenience, we omit corresponding indices in the notation
used in the following description of the process steps.

UNFCCC

D t Eurostat
ata (National emissions) (Energy balance sheets)
Transformation input
CO2 emissions sector: electricity, heat only,
St 1 sector: 1A1a (public combined heat and power
ep electricity- and heat- Gross electricity production
generation) sector: electricity, combined
heat and power
CO2 emissions
sector: electricity
Step 2 (Main activity & Auto
producer)
Net electricity production
Step 3 (Main activity & Auto
producer)
Step 4 Cl per country

Figure 4: Process illustration of the top-down method

4.2.1. CO2 emissions and energy balance

The input values CO,(MAP) for the emissions per country
and year are given by the total emissions from main activity
produces (MAP) with activities public electricity generation,
public combined heat and power generation, and public heat
generation, as reported to the UNFCC (sector 1.A.1.a). These
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Country Technology EF (gCO,/kWh) Coverage (%) Plausible Matched ENTSO-E

Cap. (GW) Count Cap. (GW) Count Cap. (GW) Count
AT gas 398.29 24.0 2384.014 7 7457.226 12 7457.226 12
AT hard_coal 884.07 39.0 693.857 1 1439.148 3 1439.148 3
BE gas 389.64 64.0 14216.707 17 16372.357 19 17181.875 20
Ccz gas 780.84 39.0 1729.036 1 1729.036 1 1729.036 1
Ccz hard_coal 985.55 36.0 1243.426 3 1243.426 4 1243.426 4
Ccz lignite 928.3 58.0 19775.004 18  26607.733 25  21876.551 21
DE gas 354.6 17.0 15235.146 29 29445917 58  29024.315 53
DE hard_coal 934.14 94.0  68655.321 42 78632.75 51 73274.329 48
DE lignite 1125.56 96.0 129230.488 34 129230.488 35  129230.488 35
DE other_fossil 1401.1 30.0 1971.58 2 3759.405 4 6423.292 11
DK gas 329.78 10.0 273.443 1 273.443 1 273.443 1
DK hard_coal 775.84 69.0 4792.089 6 6332.337 8 5562.213 7
EE other_fossil 1057.97 109.0 9592.431 11 9592.431 13 9592.431 13
ES gas 390.43 49.0  26209.431 63 26795465 72 26795.465 72
ES hard_coal 1044.87 99.0 32138.25 19  35004.169 26 35004.169 26
FI hard_coal 754.59 47.0 2816.937 4 5099.777 12 5099.777 12
FI other_fossil 759.81 13.0 725.116 1 725.116 1 3397.165 10
FR gas 396.98 49.0 15259.9 11 19720.563 18  20270.423 19
FR hard_coal 928.83 73.0 4256.081 4 5651.195 5 5651.195 5
GB gas 488.64 64.0 83317.83 57  88668.614 77  91207.961 84
GB hard_coal 1125.0 46.0 7652.145 19 11004.849 25 11004.849 27
GR gas 457.38 65.0 9928.104 10 15146.233 14 15146.233 14
GR lignite 1429.22 100.0 15188.996 14 15188.996 14 15188.996 14
HU gas 379.65 65.0 4081.735 9 4497.068 10 4497.068 10
HU lignite 1355.62 81.0 3850.49 3 3850.49 3 3850.49 3
IE gas 392.88 44.0 6552.647 7 12047.551 16 12047.551 16
IE hard_coal 1032.2 89.0 1894.775 3 1894.775 3 1894.775 3
IT gas 395.17 52.0  64447.804 53 72774.603 69  73504.645 72
IT hard_coal 997.67 59.0 17039.711 15  25848.683 18  25848.683 18
IT other_fossil 458.37 22.0 13726.939 8 2380491 20  36286.053 43
NL gas 393.24 40.0  28718.568 19 36881.05 34 38298.322 37
NL hard_coal 1183.07 24.0 4080.723 1 27130.255 6  27130.255 6
PL gas 370.31 10.0 1294.905 2 2216.311 3 7245.647 5
PL hard_coal 942.41 56.0  44401.449 52 45302.785 56  64890.861 82
PL lignite 1158.65 78.0  35099.139 13 41691.758 19  45574.123 26
PT gas 430.33 42.0 6169.294 7 10187.982 10 10187.982 10
RO gas 426.42 28.0 2991.592 9 6987.634 21 6987.634 21
RO hard_coal 1157.44 72.0 852.205 4 852.205 6 852.205 6
RO lignite 1000.76 88.0 12869.138 11 12869.138 14 12869.138 14
SE gas 361.8 68.0 408.286 1 408.286 1 408.286 1
SK hard_coal 903.09 65.0 782.936 2 782.936 2 782.936 2
SK lignite 1295.55 87.0 1167.766 2 1167.766 3 1167.766 3
Sum 717715.44 595  866316.86 812  907398.43 890

Table 5: Technology-specific emission factors EF(tech) per country determined via the bottom-up method. The coverage of the underlying per unit generation
time series from matched power plants is defined in Eq. (6). A coverage value of more than 100 % for EE is due to misreported values in the ENTSO-E Statistical
Factsheet. Total capacity per country and number of generation units is given for the entries of the original per unit generation dataset, the matched entries, and the
validated matched entries selected through the plausibility criterion shown in Table 4.



reported values exclude life-cycle greenhouse gas emissions,
and therefore assume no CO, emissions from nuclear renew-
able power generation. Also, biomass-related emissions are not
reported in the energy sector according to the UNFCC Report-
ing Guidelines, but they are associated with the Land Use, Land
Use Change and Forestry (LULUCEF) sector. Accordingly, cor-
responding emissions are not included in the input data here [9].

In order to associate the reported emissions CO,(MAP) with
electricity and heat generation, input data from the energy bal-
ance sheet nrg_bal_c, published by Eurostat, were used. The
main input variables are the energy transformation input val-
ues TI(p, s) for main activity producers (p = MAP) and auto
producers (p = AP), distinguished by the sectors electricity
only (s = E), heat only (s = H) and combined heat and power
(s = CHP). Main activity producers generate electricity and
heat for sale to third parties as their primary activity, whereas
auto producers generate electricity and heat for their own use
as a supporting activity for their main activity. The input values
TI(p, s) have been aggregated over the fuel types solid fossil
fuel, oil and petroleum products (excl. biofuel), natural gas,
manufactured gases, peat and peat products, oil shale and oil
sands, and non-renewable waste. Additionally, the resulting
gross electricity production GE(p, s) for p = AP, MAP and
s = E,CHP, and the derived heat dh(p, s) for p = AP, MAP
and s = H, CHP enter the calculation.

4.2.2. CO, emission intensity calculation

The CO, emission intensity of electricity generation C/ is
calculated from the ratio of all CO, emissions from electricity
generation to total electricity generation. For the given input
data, this apparently simple definition involves certain method-
ological choices:

e Auto producers: The reported emissions CO,(MAP) ex-
clude emissions from auto producers, so the calculation
of the carbon intensity CI has to be limited to main activ-
ity producers only, or the auto producers’ emissions must
be estimated based on their share in the energy balance.
We follow the latter approach and include auto producers
in the calculation of the carbon intensity CI.

Heat generation: The reported emissions CO,(MAP) in-
clude emissions from heat generation. Consequently, the
corresponding share of emissions must be estimated based
on the energy balance and then be subtracted, which in
particular involves some approximations done with re-
spect to the combined heat and power sector.

Main activity producers. As stated above, the reported emis-
sions CO,(MAP) represent not only emissions associated with
electricity generation but also consider public heat generation.
The share of emissions associated with electricity generation is
estimated based on the corresponding share of energy transfor-
mation input into the energy balance:

TIY(MAP)

CO,N(MAP) = CO,(MAP) - ———= |
27 ( ) 2 ( ) TIOMAP)

®)
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with
TI(MAP) = TI(MAP,s) , )
s=E,CHPH
TI(MAP) = TIIMAP,E)
dh(MAP,CHP
+ TI(MAP,CHP) - dnMAL, CHP) (10)

0.9

The denominator in Eq. (8) contains the sum of the trans-
formation input from the three relevant sectors for main activity
producers as calculated in Eq. (9). The enumerator contains the
transformation input from the electricity and combined heat and
power generation. In a later step, the CO, emissions that can be
attributed to the heat generation must be subtracted. These are
estimated from the derived heat of the sector, assuming a typical
boiler efficiency of 90 % for heat production [55]. Note that the
EEA uses a slightly different variant of Eq. (10), including the
additional term TI(MAP, H) — dh(MAP, H)/0.9 in the enumer-
ator. This term first adds the transformation input for heat only
generation, and then subtracts the corresponding value based
on the derived heat from this sector, also with an assumed effi-
ciency of 90 %. Since both approaches yield similar results, we
use the simpler version displayed in Eq. (10).

Auto producers. Since the reported emissions to the UNFCC
exclude emissions for auto producers, these emissions are esti-
mated based on the ratio between the electricity-related energy
transformation input for auto producers and for main activity
producers, respectively:

CO'(AP)  TI(AP)
CO*(MAP) TI(MAP) "

an

The energy transformation input 71¢'(AP) for auto producers is
calculated analogously to the one for main activity producers in
Eq. (10).

Carbon emission intensity. To derive the carbon emission in-

tensity of electricity generation, the aggregated emissions CO,(MAP)

and CO,(AP) from the main activity and auto producers must
be divided by the corresponding electricity generation. Follow-
ing the approach by the EEA, this generation is given by the
sum of gross electricity production GE(p, s) for p = MAP,AP
and s = E, CHP from the Eurostat energy balance sheet. Addi-
tionally, we transform the gross electricity production to the net
electricity production assuming a self-consumption of 6 % [45]
for all power plants:

CO (MAP) + CO,*(AP)

Cl = .
Zp:MAP,AP Z.y:E,CHP GE(p,s)-0.94

12)

5. Results

In the following, we present the results of the application
of the top-down and bottom-up method on the emission and
generation datasets for the year 2018.



5.1. Carbon intensity of countries

Table 6 shows the CI per country for the year 2018 based
on the top-down and the bottom-up method, respectively. Both
methods yield comparatively low CIs for Sweden, Norway and
France due to their high shares of nuclear and hydro power
generation. At the other end of the scale, Greece, Cyprus,
Poland and Estonia have high CIs associated with their fossil-
fuel based generation mix [43]. The table shows that although
the top-down and bottom-up methods in general yield similar
results, for some countries, significant differences occur. There
is no overall bias for over- or underestimation of one method
over the other, but variations differ in magnitude and sign. The
CI of Lithuania, for instance, is 53 % higher with the bottom-up
method compared to the top-down approach, whereas for Nor-
way, it is 19 % lower. Other literature also shows a deviation
from the calculated CI values. For example, comparing the
published CIs for Norway from IEA (29.1 gCO2/kWh [56]),
the top-down method (19.45 gCO2/kWh), and the bottom-up
method (16.31 gCO2/kWh), all showing differences. This indi-
cates that these differences are not the result of a single system-
atic bias, but rather are connected to multiple country-dependent
causes and methodological differences (see Section 6).

5.2. Dynamic carbon intensity signal

Publicly available datasets often contain only information
about the average carbon intensity of electricity generation in a
given country. Such a static value neglects the temporal vari-
ability of the generation mix. In contrast, per technology EFs
allow to take into account this generation mix, leading to a dy-
namic assessment of the carbon intensity of power generation
at a certain point in time. To illustrate this difference, the hourly
generation mix and the associated carbon intensity in Germany
and Poland for the week from December 4 to December 24,
2018 is depicted in Figure 5. The variability of the generation
mix is reflected by the hourly carbon intensity of power gener-
ation CI, based on per technology EFs,

Yech G (tech) - EF (tech)

CI; =
Ztech G;ype (teCh)

(13)
Here, we have assigned zero CO, emissions to all non-fossil
generation technologies. Figure 5 indicates that the resulting
hourly emission intensity signal CI; often significantly differs
from the average per country carbon intensity C1.

5.3. Carbon intensity duration curve

To evaluate the variability of the carbon intensity of power
generation across the year, carbon intensity duration curves for
26 European countries are represented in Figure 7. These dis-
play the hourly carbon intensity signals in descending order, for
each country. The variability differs considerably between the
countries, depending on the composition and usage of the na-
tional power generation fleet. Sweden, Norway and France, for
instance, show a flat and low carbon intensity variability caused
by their high and constant use of nuclear and hydropower. In
contrast, Greece has a high and strongly varying CO, emis-
sion signal due to its power generation mix of approximately
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Country CIbottom-up CItop-down  Diff.

(2CO2/kWh)  (gCOkWh) (%)
SE 15.36 13.29 13.0
NO 16.32 1945 -19.0
FR 37.16 56.57 -52.0
LT 129.60 60.45 53.0
AT 136.27 106.16  22.0
FI 155.46 115.63 26.0
SK 231.71 14424 380
LV 260.32 148.24 430
DK 223.17 200.42 10.0
BE 194.79 218.56 -12.0
GB 287.08 256.56 11.0
SI 342.20 260.85 24.0
IT 323.79 262.45 19.0
HU 318.21 265.61 17.0
ES 342.77 291.10 15.0
RO 321.03 308.48 4.0
PT 317.05 32601 -3.0
IE 386.85 369.52 4.0
DE 435.15 423.38 3.0
BG 527.36 449.79 15.0
NL 469.08 465.48 1.0
CZ 479.78 470.43 2.0
GR 726.01 691.17 5.0
CYy 879.69 703.98 20.0
PL 837.94 833.30 1.0
EE 895.14 943.07 -5.0

Table 6: Carbon intensity of electricity generation for EU countries for the year
2018. Bottom-up ClIs are based on per unit emission and generation data, and
per technology annual generation (see Section 4.1), whereas top-down Cls are
calculated using nationally reported energy balances and emissions (see Sec-
tion 4.2).

one-third of lignite, fossil gas and renewable energy, respec-
tively [43]. For Poland, the low share of low-carbon generation
causes the CI to remain high despite some variability around the
average value. For countries with a significant share of inter-
mittent renewable generation, such as Germany and Denmark
(share of generation from wind and solar is approximately 25%
for Germany, and 52 % for Denmark), the associated variabil-
ity in the generation mix translates into a wide range of carbon
intensity values.

6. Discussion

6.1. Comparison of top-down and bottom-up carbon intensity
results

Since each calculation of the carbon intensity of electricity
generation depends on the underlying assumptions and defini-
tions, datasets, and specific methodological choices, there is not
one “correct” result to compare other approaches against. To as-
sess the influence of different factors in the calculation process,
we thus focus on the comparison between the CIs resulting from
the top-down and bottom-up method presented in Sections 4.1
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shown as a black line, compared to the static annually average carbon intensity as a dashed line.
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Figure 6: Poland generation mix in hourly resolution from December 4 until December 24, 2018. The dynamic hourly carbon intensity of the generation mix is
shown as a black line, compared to the static annual average carbon intensity as a dashed line.

and 4.2. While the top-down method only yields static average
annual values, the bottom-up method combines per technology
EFs based on per unit data with generation time series to derive
dynamic hourly carbon intensities. Table 6 shows that the re-
sulting average yearly ClIs differ, depending on the method and
country. Since these differences vary in magnitude and sign, it
stands to reason that multiple underlying causes are involved.
A first origin of discrepancy could be erroneous per unit
EFs in the bottom-up method for some individual power plants.
We have excluded implausible EFs from clear outliers (see Fig-
ure 2), but for a further analysis, plant-specific EFs based on
technical properties and fuel types would have to be evaluated.
Although this is beyond the scope of our work, the suggested
bottom-up method would allow to integrate corresponding re-
sults from future studies. A further uncertainty is the represen-
tativeness of the matched power plants for the generation tech-
nology categories of a given country. Although Figure 3 indi-
cates a minor influence of using per technology CFs compared
to per unit EFs, generation units not contained or unmatched in
the underlying EUTL and ENTSO-E datasets could affect the
calculations. In most cases, we expect these influences to be
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minor due to the already significant coverage of our dataset (see
Tab. 5), but an extension of the matching dataset or estimating
the emissions of units that are not represented could provide a
more accurate assessment.

Using the bottom-up method, the annual average CI of a
country is calculated through multiplication of hourly per tech-
nology generation time series with per country and technology
EFs. Although these time series take into account consolidated
data from ENTSO-E, the aggregated values differ considerably
from the nationally reported electricity generation, as published
by Eurostat. The inconsistencies are related to different cover-
ages and categorizations in both datasets, originating from un-
equal reporting structures (for a discussion focusing on Ger-
many, see [57]). For Italy, for example, it has been observed
that most “other” generation reported in the ENTSO-E gener-
ation time series represents fossil gas [58]. Since the associ-
ated “other_fossil” in the bottom-up method (see Table 3) has a
higher EF than fossil gas, the resulting CI is higher than the one
calculated through the top-down method. Resolving this and
related issues would involve establishing a consolidated dataset
of hourly per country and technology generation time series,
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Figure 7: Carbon intensity duration curves for European countries for 2018. Hourly carbon intensity of electricity generation was calculated using the bottom-up

method (see Section4.1).

based on a comprehensive assessment of nationally and inter-
nationally published data and the underlying reporting method-
ologies. Such an endeavor is beyond the scope of this study,
but, as in the case for per unit EFs, future revised generation
time series can easily be integrated into the published bottom-
up method.

As discussed in Section 4.2, the top-down method employs
energy flows as published by Eurostat to estimate the share
of total reported emissions associated with electricity genera-
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tion [9]. This process explicitly incorporates auto producers, for
whom the production of electricity is not their principal activity.
These units in general are excluded in the per unit generation
data from ENTSO-E, so that this sector is underrepresented in
the EFs contained in the bottom-up method. France, for exam-
ple, has a share of 26 % of electricity-related energy input as-
sociated with auto producers, which could be the cause for the
higher CI calculated through the top-down method, compared
to bottom-up. This discrepancy could be resolved by either im-



plementing corrections in the bottom-up EFs, or by removing
auto producers from the top-down method. As for the consoli-
dation of the generation data, a detailed per country analysis is
necessary to account for this influence.

6.2. Relation to results from the literature

The German think tank Agora Energiewende employs per
technology EFs from the Federal Environment Agency of Ger-
many to calculate a close to real-time CI signal for the Ger-
man electricity mix [23]. This real-time CI signal calculation
is comparable to our "dynamic carbon intensity signal" calcu-
lation in Section 5.2, combining per technology EFs with gen-
eration time series. Both methods consider only direct emis-
sions, and imports and exports are excluded. Our method, how-
ever, allows a more flexible application to other countries since
the necessary datasets are available for all European countries.
Also, the calculation of per technology EFs is integrated in our
method, whereas [23] uses data from other sources [31]. It
should be noted that for 2018, these literature values are similar
to the ones presented in this study (1 090, 820,370 gCO,/kWh
for lignite, hard coal, gas in [23] compared to 1 126,934,355
2CO,/kWh in Table 5).

The company Tomorrow publishes real-time signals for the
carbon intensity of electricity generation and consumption for
European countries through the “electricityMap” [33]. While
historical data and the provisioning of an API is a fee-based of-
fer, which constitutes the business model of the company, the
electricityMap itself is open source and integrates contributions
from the community [34]. The generation-based CI is based
on time series for per country and technology generation from
various sources merged with EFs from the literature. These fac-
tors take into account emissions from the whole life-cycle of the
plant, different from the direct emissions used in this study. The
main source for these factors, according to [34], is the [IPCC
Fifth Assessment Report from 2014 [35]. Compared with the
factors derived in this study, the literature values have a wider
scope than direct emissions only, but do not discriminate be-
tween different countries. This neglects considerable country-
wise differences in the per technology EFs, as they were shown
in Table 5 (for instance, 1126 gCO,/kWh for lignite in Ger-
many compared to 1429 gCO,/kWh for lignite in Greece).

In [19], the hourly greenhouse gas emissions of the national
electricity supply mix in Switzerland are analyzed, consider-
ing imports and exports with neighboring countries. For their
analysis, the authors use ClIs based on LCA studies. For the
neighboring countries, a uniform EF is considered, neglecting
hourly variations of the CI. As we have shown in Figure 7, these
variations can be considerable, and neglecting them leads to im-
precise results.

In [12], the authors review 167 LCA studies on electricity
generation and the resulting emissions. The authors find that
often different LCA methods are used and/or system bound-
aries are not chosen equally, which challenges the comparabil-
ity of the derived results. In contrast, our developed bottom-up
method allows to compare emissions of electricity generation
from many technologies and countries without changing system
boundaries and methods between technologies and countries.

14

This method thus represents a valuable system-wide approach,
complementary to more detailed and specific LCA methods.

Following a similar approach to the bottom-up method pre-
sented in this study, [21] derive a CI signal based on power
plant emission and generation data. The analysis is limited to
the German energy system, with no detailed discussion of pos-
sible inconsistencies of the underlying data or the consideration
of heat generation.

7. Summary and conclusions

Transparent and comprehensible emission factors (EFs) ad-
dress the increasing need for dynamic grid carbon intensity sig-
nals for low-carbon system operation and emission account-
ing [3]. In this contribution, we introduce a bottom-up frame-
work to calculate per country and per technology direct EFs for
European countries, based on publicly available per unit gen-
eration and emission data. The resulting EFs are merged with
generation data to calculate the hourly carbon intensity of elec-
tricity generation. A comparison with results from a top-down
approach based on emission and generation data from national
statistics shows the feasibility of this approach, but also indi-
cates the necessity of further consolidation of the underlying
input data. In the proposed method, these extensions can be in-
cluded on different levels, ranging from individual power plants
to national generation time series or correction factors, taking
into account not represented generation or emissions. The use
of publicly available data and the publication of all code and
auxiliary data, as well as the modularity of the approach facili-
tates building on the presented work in a flexible way.

Data availability

The complete data processing and EF model is implemented
in Python using the developing environment Jupyter Notebook
[59]. This facilitates transparent and accessible publication of
the code, allowing other users to extend and adapt the method
and integrate further data sources. The analysis and processing
of the EFs was also done in Jupyter Notebook. All code is
available on GitHub [46], with the processed input dataset [60]
and output dataset [53] published on Zenodo .
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