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ABSTRACT

Port terminals, especially their reefer container yards, face surging power demands. Efficient reefer
charging is critical for port sustainability and efficiency, as it helps reduce peak energy loads and
total energy consumption. This requires consideration of reefer characteristics, temperature con-
trol requirements, time-variant energy prices, port power distribution network and environmental
factors such as ambient temperature and sunlight. Optimising the charging power and internal
temperature of reefers is therefore essential. This study introduces mathematical models to opti-
mise two efficient charging schemes for reefers: flexible power charging and on/off power charging.
Internet-of-Things (IoT) technologies can enable tailored optimisation strategies for reefer charging
by facilitating information sharing among reefers and the charging planning system. This study also
proposes a cyber-physical system for IoT that allows these charging schemes to be implemented.
Using data from existing ports, the results demonstrate that the optimised reefer charging plan sig-
nificantly reduces energy costs and alleviates peak energy consumption, consistently outperforming
the baseline policy. In the optimised plan, charging periods are slightly adjusted based on energy
price in each period as part of a demand response strategy, and intermittent charging is actively
used for peak energy shaving. The study also quantifies the positive impact of roof shade installation.
Findings provide actionable insights for refrigerated goods.
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1. Introduction efficient charging plan can help reduce total energy

Refrigerated goods are important energy consumers in
warehouse and cold chain operations. Container termi-
nals, whether seaport or inland port, serve as critical
transportation hubs with significantly increased electric-
ity demand due to electrification initiatives. The refriger-
ated or reefer container yard is a major power consumer
in ports, accounting for 50% of total energy consump-
tion in many ports (Iris and Lam 2019). Port yards tem-
porarily store refrigerated containers for import, export,
or transshipment, ensuring that each reefer container
maintains the required temperature range through reg-
ular charging. When a large number of reefer contain-
ers are charged simultaneously, it can lead to peaks
in energy consumption. These peaks put significant
stress on the port’s power substations and grid con-
nections, resulting in higher electricity costs, as energy
charges are partly based on peak power consump-
tion. Moreover, total energy consumption is influenced
by charging power decisions in each time period. An

consumption, peak energy consumption, and associated
costs.

A large number of ports progressively move towards
fully electrified operations, moving away from fossil fuel-
dependent energy sources. This transition significantly
increases the demand for electricity and results in higher
peak power loads. Effective peak power shaving and
energy demand response policies (i.e. adjusting power
demand considering unit electricity price) are therefore
essential to prevent excessive power consumption, reduce
costs and alleviate pressure on the power distribution
infrastructure. Reefers offer a unique opportunity for
optimised energy management. Ports such as PSA Inter-
national and Hongkong International Terminals have
introduced reefer monitoring and control systems for
similar purposes (Port Technology International 2021;
PSA International n.d). These systems enable remote
monitoring and control of temperature, humidity, and
power management in refrigerated containers through
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two-way data communication and automated decision-
making. This approach is a crucial step toward develop-
ing more eflicient, sustainable, and digital ports.

The optimisation of charging power and charging
duration for each reefer faces various challenges. First,
container terminals handle many reefers, each storing
specific products with unique requirements such as tem-
perature range. Second, the dynamic arrivals and depar-
tures of reefers at the terminal yard complicates the
intermittent charging and demand response strategies.
Third, unit electric power purchasing cost fluctuates
on an hourly basis, leading to significant variations in
the cost of charging throughout the day. The costs of
peak energy consumption also affect the total amount
of energy charged. Fourth, the existing power distribu-
tion network and grid connection specifications in a port
limits power charging capacity in a specific way in each
time period. Lastly, environmental and weather condi-
tions in each time period greatly affect both the internal
temperature of reefers and charging requirements. Fac-
tors such as ambient temperature, the availability of yard
roof shade and the sunlight exposure influence the cool-
ing and heating requirements of reefers. Charging and
temperature management decisions must consider all of
these factors, in addition to the energy costing structure,
to obtain optimal decisions in each time unit.

The reefer containers management is studied in a
limited number of works in the cold chain and port
domain and the existing studies do not focus on optimis-
ing energy-efficient charging and temperature manage-
ment of each reefer container (Iris and Lam 2019). Our
problem determines the charging power and the internal
temperature of each reefer in each time period. A port
terminal makes these decisions for a planning horizon
(e.g. spanning several days) using discretised time units
(e.g. hourly planning, 15-minute planning), taking into
account various factors such as reefer container arrival
and departure times, reefer temperature requirements,
power distribution network characteristics, ambient con-
ditions, energy prices, etc.

Aiming at energy-efficient charging for reefer con-
tainers, this paper proposes two smart charging plan-
ning methods for reefers under energy demand response
and peak shaving: flexible power charging (FPC) and
on/off fixed power charging (ON/OFF). In the FPC
method, the charging power delivered (decision variable)
can take any value within a specific range in each time
period. Whereas, the ON/OFF charging method only
allows the power to be either ON or OFF with fixed
power values (maximum (ON) or minimum (OFF)) for
each mode in each time period. The objective function
comprises energy-related costs, which include both the
peak energy consumption in the entire planning horizon
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(i.e. peak cost) and the total energy consumption for
each time period (i.e. total hourly energy consumption
cost).

The aforementioned charging schemes are enabled by
a Cyber-Physical System (CPS), in which sensors detect
the condition of reefer containers and actuators enforce
optimised charging policies. This system provides the
technical network framework and utilises an Internet
of Things (IoT) infrastructure. The charging optimisa-
tion and temperature control mechanism requires each
reefer to have seamless communication with other reefers
and with the charging sockets, forming a bi-directional
interconnected network. IoT facilitates the integration of
cloud services into CPS without requiring human inter-
vention, forming a dynamic global network of intercon-
nected reefers with self-configuring capabilities.

The main contributions are summarised as follows:

o To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work that
presents optimisation models to obtain multi-period
charging and temperature management decisions for
all reefers in a container yard considering different
charging methods (flexible power charging and on/off
fixed power charging), energy prices (peak prices and
time-variant consumption prices), port power dis-
tribution network properties, container details and
environmental factors.

e This study proposes novel charging policies that lever-
age technological advancements in CPS for IoT appli-
cations to facilitate energy peak load shaving and
demand response at reefer yards. These systems trans-
form traditional reefers into intelligent systems capa-
ble of remote monitoring and automated power man-
agement.

e Our results suggest charging in time periods with
lower energy prices, effectively shifting mid-day
charging to off-peak hours for demand response
(e.g. early-day cooling), while intermittent charging is
applied for peak shaving when there are many reefer
containers in the yard. Our research also informs port
operators about peak power thresholds, which can be
incorporated into electricity supplier contracts.

e Findings deliver substantial cost savings and carbon
emission reductions through smart power charging
and advanced control of FPC and ON/OFF charging
schemes, revealing FPC as the better approach. The
impact of roof shade cover in the yard is quantified for
the first time and the positive impact is shown.

In the subsequent section, we review the state-of-the-
art of the literature relevant to our study. In Section 3, the
formal problem definition and details of problem specifi-
cations are presented. Section 4 introduces mathematical
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models for each smart charging and temperature man-
agement method. The case study (instances) and numer-
ical results for the instances are presented in Section 5,
along with extensive sensitivity analyses and manage-
rial insights. The final section concludes the study and
discusses future research directions.

2. Literature review

Electrified port equipment and electrified port areas
-including cranes, yard vehicles, stacking equipment,
reefer racks, and buildings - have led to a surge in port
electricity demand. Previous studies confirm that port
operations planning can significantly reduce both peak
energy costs and total energy consumption costs, primar-
ily due to scheduling flexibility. Energy-aware operations
planning is crucial for logistics facilities and manufac-
turing (Prabhu, Trentesaux, and Taisch 2015). Geerlings,
Heij, and van Duin (2018) apply peak shaving concepts to
electrified quay crane (QC) operations, limiting the num-
ber of cranes lifting containers simultaneously. This oper-
ations planning approach prevents excessive simultane-
ous crane operation, significantly reducing peak energy
costs while only slightly decreasing QC handling rates.
A 50% reduction in the number of lifting QCs leads
to a roughly 40% decrease in peak energy costs. Tang
et al. (2020) present a simulation method to assess the
impact of two peak shaving policies on the handling rates
of QCs and yard trucks (YTs). Their results indicate that
synchronising QC and YT operations leads to a reduc-
tion in peak energy consumption. Alasali, Haben, and
Holderbaum (2019) validate the use of an energy stor-
age system (ESS) integrated into an electrified yard crane
(YC). They address the resulting optimal power flow
problem using a stochastic control algorithm to minimise
idle electrical energy consumption.

Some studies have integrated reefer container yards
into the energy management systems of ports. Iris and
Lam (2021) present the first port microgrid study that
integrates berth, QC, and YC assignments with energy
flow decisions to reduce energy costs. Their results
highlight the positive contribution of energy demand
response in port microgrids. Mao et al. (2022) propose an
integrated flexible resource scheduling model that con-
siders berth allocation for cruise ships. In addition to
power flows, their study incorporates heat and cooling
flows as part of a multi-energy system. However, both
Iris and Lam (2021) and Mao et al. (2022) only estimate
average energy consumption in the reefer yard. They
lack reliable control and decision-making at the indi-
vidual reefer level and do not optimise detailed reefer
charging decisions. In these studies, the reefer container
yard is modelled as a single entity with a total energy

demand within the energy system. Xiong et al. (2024)
treat the energy consumption of refrigerated warehouses
as alow-priority load to optimise energy supply planning.
Sarantakos et al. (2024) present an optimal operation and
power management framework for an electrified port,
integrating the planning of cranes, port vehicles, reefer
parks, and energy storage. However, none of these stud-
ies optimise reefer charging, temperature regulation, or
energy management at the individual container level,
considering different reefer temperature requirements
and ambient conditions, as addressed in this work.

There are studies to estimate the power demand of
individual reefer containers using analytical and simu-
lation techniques. Although these studies do not opti-
mise the power charging of reefer containers, they inform
about the approximated power demand of reefer con-
tainers. Shinoda, Budiyanto, and Sugimura (2022) and
Budiyanto et al. (2018) factor in solar radiation and
heat conduction on container walls, devising a finite-
volume method to calculate reefer power requirements
with and without roof shades. Budiyanto, Nasruddin,
and Zhafari (2019) predict reefer power consumption by
modelling heat transfer processes and heat load. These
studies primarily inform about individual reefer power
consumption while accounting for solar radiation effects.

Terminal operators have to ensure that the internal
temperature of each reefer container is kept in a cargo-
specific range. Some studies focus on the temperature and
energy management problem of reefers at the yard. van
Duin et al. (2018) provide two methods, an intermittent
charging approach and a peak-restriction-based charging
approach. In intermittent charging, they set charging for
each set of containers (rack) for 5 and 15 minutes. For the
peak-restriction based method, they charge until the low-
est allowed inside temperature is reached. The authors
conclude that these approaches have significant opportu-
nities for reefers at the yard, with the aim of reducing peak
power demand and total cargo loss rates. Nel, Goedhals-
Gerber, and van Dyk (2024) compare the efficacy of two
technologies fitted inside reefer containers to improve
airflow for table grape shipments. Finally, Moros-Daza
et al. (2024) suggest underground storage space for reefer
storage and the suggested warehousing system reduces
solar radiation and ambient temperature for reefer con-
tainers. Results show significant cost savings for reefer
power charging, though significant investment might be
required for the suggested system.

The charging planning of electric vehicles (EV's) shares
several similarities with that of refrigerated containers,
particularly in optimising power delivery and manage-
ment. Key advancements include smart charging algo-
rithms, control strategies, and vehicle-to-grid (V2G) con-
tract design. Lu et al. (2023) review the role of EVs in



seaports, highlighting opportunities for optimising EV
charging in these environments. Charging optimisation
has received significant attention in road transport (Wang
and Chen 2024; Zhang, Zhao, and Hu 2023). Said and
Mouftah (2017) present a peak load management tech-
nique and a guidance algorithm that coordinates EV
charging and discharging to mitigate the negative impact
of EV penetration on existing power networks. Alogaily
et al. (2016) propose a flexible charging and discharging
algorithm to manage peak-time power demand effec-
tively. EV batteries can serve as backup energy storage,
shifting power usage from oft-peak to on-peak periods.
Alghamdi, Said, and Mouftah (2021) introduce a profit-
maximisation model for EV charging and discharging,
accounting for electricity price variations throughout the
day. Jiao et al. (2022) design a revenue-sharing contract
for V2G power dispatching to coordinate multi-party
interests in the power supply chain and enhance V2G
service adoption.

Furthermore, many researchers study the future role
of Machine Learning (ML), Artificial Intelligence (AI),
IoT, and blockchain in power management. The devel-
opment of these technologies is crucial to address
the challenges in charging load prediction, decision-
making, real-time data transfer and cybersecurity. Sarda
et al. (2024) provide a review on the impact and chal-
lenges of EVs on the power grids, including increased
electricity demand, potential risks to grid quality and
safety, and higher power losses. They also discuss AI-
driven algorithms for dynamic pricing and charging
load prediction, decision-making. Said et al. (2024) and
Said (2023) discuss the challenges, solutions, and oppor-
tunities associated with demand response, and highlight
the critical role of IoT, ML, and blockchain technologies
in addressing key cybersecurity and information flow
issues. Munusamy and Vairavasundaram (2024) provide
a comprehensive review of energy trading and security
using blockchain, while also exploring the potential of Al
and ML algorithms to enhance sustainable energy man-
agement and grid resilience. Khabbouchi et al. (2023)
introduce a novel Energy Management Protocol (EMP)
that combines ML and game-theoretic algorithms to effi-
ciently manage the charging and discharging processes
of EVs, particularly addressing wind power variability.
Charpentier et al. (2024) point out that the emergence
of 5G offers data rates of up to 20 Gbps, latencies as
low as 5milliseconds (ms) and exceptional reliability.
These advancements present a significant opportunity
for innovation in the maritime sector, enabling smarter,
safer operations and seamless real-time information
flow.
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3. Problem description

We consider a port reefer yard where a total of I reefer
containers arrive and depart during a planning horizon of
T discrete time periods. The planning horizon is divided
into time intervals, with AT" and AT* representing the
time interval length in hours and in seconds, respectively.
Each reefer container i has a minimum required power
charging amount (P™") and a maximum allowed power
charging amount (P;*®*) for each time period, along with
its expected arrival time into yard (ETA;) and expected
departure time from the yard (ETD;). Each container has
an initial internal temperature (U), a permissible min-
imum internal temperature (U™") for each time period,
a permissible maximum internal temperature (U;"*) for
each time period, a surface (wall) area (A;), a thermal
insulation factor (K;), the mass (M;), and the specific heat
capacity of the cargo stored inside the reefer (J;).

The problem involves determining the amount of
power to charge into each reefer and the internal temper-
ature of each reefer at each time step. The charging power
decisions determine the charging current in cables con-
nected to every single device in the power distribution
network in the port. Additionally, charging power deci-
sions determine peak power consumption. The objective
is to minimise total energy costs (i.e. the total energy
consumption cost and peak energy consumption cost)
by reducing electricity consumption through demand
response and peak power shaving.

3.1. Acyber-physical system for loT application for
reefer charging

An intelligent reefer container, known as smart reefer,
is equipped with advanced technologies such as micro-
processors, sensors, communication devices, and auto-
mated controllers. These devices enable real-time infor-
mation flow and allow remote control of power charging
to the reefer. Current smart reefer applications are lim-
ited to remote data monitoring and visualisation, lacking
involvement in energy management.

In traditional reefer yards, port operators manually
check and record container temperatures every 4 hours,
significantly straining human resources. Our proposed
charging optimisation approach determines the power
charging and temperature settings of all reefer contain-
ers while minimising costs and adhering to constraints.
It ensures ideal conditions at discretised 15-minute inter-
vals — an impractical frequency for manual intervention.
Automating the charging process is therefore essential to
enhance efficiency, enable real-time control, and reduce
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Figure 1. Cyber-physical system and loT of smart reefer yards (Source: Authors).

human resource demands. The integration of CPS and
IoT technologies addresses this challenge by enabling
signal transmission from the charging planning system,
automating power adjustments in real time, and improv-
ing operational efficiency. Thus, we propose a CPS and
IoT framework for reefer charging based on the remote
reefer monitoring and control, as shown in Figure 1.

In Figure 1, the top layer represents the reefer charging
planning platform, which serves as the decision-making
layer of the cyber-physical system (CPS). Reefer charging
planning determines the charging power and tempera-
ture for each reefer based on operational requirements.
Experimental results in this work (Section 5.2) are based
on the top layer of Figure 1. The suggested charging poli-
cies can be implemented with remote monitoring and
control, enabled by other system layers. The middle layer
comprises cloud services, which act as intermediaries for
(real-time) data management, storage, and control. The
bottom layer functions as the execution and data collec-
tion layer which includes the power distribution system,
communication systems, sensors, controllers and reefers.

The reefer charging platform (top layer) communi-
cates with the cloud service layer (middle layer) via Appli-
cation Programming Interfaces (APIs), ensuring efficient

data transfer and command execution. The IoT plays
a vital role in this system, connecting data from phys-
ical devices (reefer sensors and equipment) to reefer
charging planning models in the digital space. It enables
seamless cloud service integration into the CPS with-
out human intervention and facilitates communication
between reefers.

The cloud service layer (middle layer) manages the
storage and processing of large data volumes using com-
munication protocols such as MQTT and AMQP. It
also ensures reliable, low-latency data transmission via
advanced wireless technologies like LoRa and 5G, facil-
itating real-time adjustments in the reefer park (bottom
layer). Programmable Logic Controller (PLC) systems, in
the bottom layer, receive power control commands from
the reefer charging planning platform through cloud ser-
vices and the charging physically executes. The bottom
layer collects reefer data (temperature, humidity, etc.) and
inform upper layers, enabling two-way remote monitor-
ing and control. The power distribution network at a port
follows a structured design. Each reefer connects to a
charging socket, a batch of sockets links to a distribution
box, and multiple distribution boxes connect to a box-
type transformer. These components ultimately connect
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to a transformer substation box (see, e.g. Figure 3), allow-
ing for different voltage levels across the system.

3.2. Reefer charging planning: charging and
temperature optimisation problem

The problem decides on power charging amount (p;;)
for each reefer in each time unit in the FPC case, and
power charging states (ON or OFF, represented as x;;)
in ON/OFF case. It also optimises the internal temper-
ature of each reefer in each time unit (u;;) as a function
of the internal temperature of the previous period, charg-
ing amount in that period, and environmental factors in
that period.

The charging decisions determine the power and cur-
rent flow in the distribution box, the box type trans-
former and the transformer substation bus since the volt-
age is an input parameter for each device in the power
distribution network. The charging decisions also deter-
mine the total energy consumption in each period and
the peak power (p’***) in the entire planning horizon.
These decisions are transmitted to smart reefers via CPS
and IoT framework.

The objective function consists of two main costs,
namely total energy consumption cost (depending on
time-variant unit energy consumption cost) and the peak
energy consumption cost. The energy consumption cost
for a given period t is calculated by multiplying the
power consumption by the unit power purchasing price
(Cf) for this period. The total energy consumption cost
over the entire planning horizon is the sum of energy

consumption costs for all periods. For the peak consump-
tion cost, three different methods are considered:

Costing based on peak consumption value: In this
method, the port is charged based on the peak consump-
tion (pP°*) multiplied by the peak price (CP1).

Costing based on both peak consumption value and
excess charging beyond the peak consumption threshold:
In this method, the grid (power supplier) sets a peak
threshold value (P") in advance in the contract. The port
is charg ed on two peak related costs. The peak power
exceeding the threshold is charged at CP*, while peak
power below the threshold is charged at the normal peak
price (CP?).

Costing based on only excess charging beyond the peak
consumption threshold: In this method, the grid (power
supplier) sets a peak threshold value (P"") in advance,
as specified in the contract. The port is charged only for
peak power consumption exceeding the peak threshold
at the peak excess price (CP*).

In the reefer charging and temperature optimisation
problem, we focus on optimal charging planning for
demand response and peak shaving based on two charg-
ing policies. An example solution in the form of a time-
power diagram is shown in Figure 2. In Figure 2, the x-
axis represents discretised time, the upper y-axis presents
the indexes of the reefer containers, and the lower y-
axis shows the total power consumption in each period.
Each reefer is represented by a rectangle, with its left
edge showing the arrival, its right edge showing depar-
ture times, and its filling as the charging state. The x-axis
marks the arrival time (ETA;) and departure time (ETD;)
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for each reefer. Within the rectangle, each small square
represents the charging state of the reefer at each time
unit. For ON/OFF charging scheme in Figure 2(a), the
charging state is determined by a binary variable (x;;) in
Figure 2(a). For a reefer in the yard, if the reefer i is in ON
mode during a period (x;; = 1), it receives the maximum
charging power (Pj"®*), otherwise it receives the mini-
mum charging power (P™"). Power is not provided if the
reefer is not stored in the yard. For FPC charging scheme,
the problem determines the charging power value (p;;)
within the power range in Figure 2(b).

In sub Figure 2(a,b), the total power consumption in
the yard at each time unit is represented as column graphs
below the horizontal axis. The maximum power con-
sumption over the entire planning horizon is the peak
power consumption (pP?k), for which fees are charged
by the grid operator. Each reefer has an upper and lower
limit of its internal temperature. The problem aims to
determine the power charging amount of each reefer in
such a way that reduces peak costs and time-varying
energy costs, while keeping the inside temperature within
the permissible range under environmental considera-
tions and obeying the capacity constraints of the energy
infrastructure.

To compare efficiency of our optimisation framework,
we present base case policy, commonly used in ports.

Base Case Policy: When the internal temperature of the
reefer is within the allowed range of the set temperature,
auxiliary power is used. Once the internal temperature
of the reefer reaches upper temperature bound, charg-
ing power is used to cool the reefer down until it reaches
lower temperature bound.

4. Mathematical models

In this section, we describe six mathematical models for
ON/OFF and FPC type charging considering three peak
costing schemes. The notations for sets, parameters and
variables can be found in Table 1.

4.1. ON/OFF charging scheme

We propose a mixed-integer linear programming (MILP)
model for ON/OFF reefers charging scheme. The deci-
sion variable for charging in ON/OFF case is a binary
variable x; ; that determines the ON or OFF mode of each
reefer in each time period. The objective function con-
sists of the energy consumption costs and the peak energy
costs. The last term in each objective function min-
imises total energy consumption cost (>, CEATHyy)
for demand response management with time-variant

Table 1. Notation for sets, parameters and variables.

Sets
T

Parameters
e
Ct

@

?

3

cP4

max ymax jmax
max, jmax

SGD/kWh

SGD/kW

SGD/kW

SGD/kW

SGD/kW

kw

kw
kw

°C

°C

°C

°C

Set of time teT=
{0,1,2,...,T}

Set of reefers that arrive at yard
over the entire planning period,
iel={1,2...,1}

Set of reefers that charged at the distri-
bution box d, Iy C |

Set of reefers that are at the yard in
time period t and are charged at the
distribution box d

Set of all distribution boxes, d € D =
{1,2,...,D}

Set of distribution box that connected
with the reefer box type transformer b,
D,CcD

Set of reefer box type transformers, b €
B={1,2...,B}

periods,

Utility grid electricity purchasing price
in time period t

Peak price for costing based on peak
consumption value

Peak price for costing based on both
peak consumption value and excess
charging beyond the peak consump-
tion threshold

Peak price for exceeding peak thresh-
old in costing based on both peak con-
sumption value and excess charging
beyond the peak consumption thresh-
old

Peak price for costing based on only
excess charging beyond the peak con-
sumption threshold

time interval, time unit is hours, e.g. if
time interval is 15 min, AT = 0.25
time interval, time unit is seconds, e.g.
if time interval is 15 min, AT* = 900
The minimum power for reefer i, gener-
ally equal to auxiliary power

The maximum power for reefer i

The threshold value of peak power

The expected arrival time of reefer i at
yard

The expected departure time of reefer i
from yard

The initial temperature of reefer i when
arriving at yard

The allowed minimum temperature of
reefer i

The allowed maximum temperature of
reefer i

The ambient temperature in time
period t

The sun intensity in time period ¢

The heating compensation coefficient
The surface area of reefer i

The thermal insulation of reefer i

The mass of cargo in reefer i

The specific heat of cargo in reefer i
Power to current conversion factor for
voltage, which generally is 0.8

The voltage of reefer j, distribution box
d and reefer box type transformer b
The maximum current of the cable con-
nected with reefer i, distribution box d
and reefer box type transformer b

(continued).



Table 1. Continued.
qgmx grbnax Wmax kW

The maximum power capacity of dis-

tribution box d, reefer box type trans-

former b and the transformer substa-

tion bus, respectively

Decision variables for On/off reefers scheme

X €B binary, the decision variable for ON/OFF
reefer: 1 if reefer i in time period t is ON
mode, 0 otherwise

Decision variables for FPC reefers scheme

pir € RY kw continuous, for FPC reefers: the charg-
ing power amount for reefer j in time
period t

Decision variables for both schemes

pPeak ¢ R+ kw continuous, the peak power consump-

tion at reefer yard in the planning hori-

zon

continuous, the internal temperature of

reefer i in time period t

continuous, the power of distribution

box d, reefer box type transformer band

the transformer substation bus, in time

period t

continuous, the charging current con-

nected with reefer j, distribution box b

and reefer box type transformer d, in

time period t

Ujr € R °C

Qdt Gozs vt € RT kw

litlagilos € R* A

energy prices. The other terms of the objective func-
tions (1)-(3) minimise peak energy cost in three different
peak costing approaches. The mathematical models are
presented below.

The objective function for peak power costing based
on peak consumption value and total energy consump-
tion is:

min pPe Pl 4 ZcfATh Wy (1)
teT

The objective function for peak power costing based
on both peak consumption value and excess charging
beyond the peak threshold, and total energy consump-
tion is:

min CpZPpeak + cP3 (ppeak _ Pthr)+ + Z CfATh W

teT
()
The objective function for peak power costing based on
only excess charging beyond peak threshold, and total
energy consumption is:

min CP (pP** — PM)T > CIAT Y, (3)

teT
subject to:
uipta, = U™, Viel (4)
Uirnin S ui,t S Uzmax’
Viel,VteT:ETA; <t < ETD; (5)

b —EAK (148 ATS
am T
uip = uip—1 + (U™ —ujp) (1 —e M
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xj’tP;naXATs .
————, Viel, VteT\{0}:
M;]i
ETA; <t < ETD; (6)
qdt = Z (xi P+ (1 — xi,t)lein),
ieId,t
VdeD,VteT (7)
gb,t:ZQd,t, VbeB,VteT (8)
deDy
Yi= > g VteT 9)
beB
qar < q7*, VdeD,VteT (10)
B <g™, VbeB, VteT (11)
v <™, ViteT (12)
Ppeak = Wi, VtE€E T (13)
l't = —Pi,t < lmaX
Y SBeosgV; T L
Viel;, VdeD,VteT (14)

qd,t max
ljy,=—————<II™, VdeD,VteT (15)
! ﬁcos¢Vd d

8b,t max
Iy = —"—<I™, VbeB, VteT (16)
bt V3 cospVy, b

xi4=0, VielLVteT:t> ETD;||t < ETA; (17)
xiy €{0,1}, Viel,VteT (18)
ui;eR, Viel,VteT (19)
Ppeak = 0 (20)
lig >0,1g; > 0,lp; >0,

Viel,VdeD,VbeB,VteT (21)

qdt > 0,gp > 0, > 0,
VdeD,VbeB,VteT (22)

The model is subject to the following set of constraints.
Constraints (4)-(6) are related to the temperature man-
agement of reefers. Constraint (4) sets the temperature
of the reefer upon arrival as its initial temperature. Con-
straint (5) ensures that the temperature of each reefer
remains within the permissible range in each time period
when it is at the yard. Constraint (6) describes the rela-
tionship between temperatures in two consecutive peri-
ods and calculates the inside temperature for each period,
as referenced in van Duin et al. (2018). The inside tem-
perature in a given period is determined by adding the
temperature change during that period to the temper-
ature of the previous period. The temperature change,
represented by the second term on the right-hand side
of constraint (6), depends on several factors, such as the
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surface area of reefer, the thermal insulation of reefer, the
mass and heat of the cargo in reefer, as well as the ambient
temperature and the sun intensity during the period. This
term is used to calculate the temperature change in the
absence of power supply. The last term on the right-hand
side is used to calculate the temperature decrease when
cooling power (P{"™) is supplied. A similar constraint
to (6) for period 0, using Uii"i instead of uj;—1, is also
included. Constraints (7)-(16) are related to the power
and current limits of power distribution network at reefer
yard, as shown in Figure 3. To maintain the system’s sta-
bility, each distribution box and transformer is designed
with capacity limits to prevent any component from
being overloaded. This ensures that the entire power dis-
tribution network operates within safe parameters, pro-
viding a reliable power source for the reefers at the termi-
nal. Constraint (7) calculates the power consumption of
reefers connected with distribution box b in each period.
Ifitis in ON mode, it gets power of P;"**. If a reefer stored
in the yard is in OFF mode, charging power is the value
of anin. Constraint (8) calculates the power of each reefer
box type transformer. Constraint (9) calculates the power
of the transformer substation, representing the total
power for the entire reefer yard. Constraints (10)-(12)
ensure that power usage does not exceed the capac-
ity of the power network infrastructure at port. Con-
straint (13) sets the maximum total power supplied by
the transformer substation over the entire planning hori-
zon as the peak power. Constraints (14)-(16) ensure
that the current flowing through each device does not
exceed its capacity. The standard power law formu-
las (Power = VoltagexCurrent) are used for current-
voltage-power conversion in (14)-(16), assuming that the
voltage is a parameter. Constraint (17) indicates that, a
reefer will be in OFF mode during periods when a reefer
is not stored in the yard. Constraints (18)-(22) set the
domains of decision variables.

4.2. Flexible power charging scheme

We propose a linear programming (LP) model for flexible
power reefers charging scheme. The decision variable p; ;
in flexible power charging scheme is continuous and it
determines the cooling power delivered to each reefer in
each time period. The three different objectives of flexible
power charging scheme are presented below.

The objective function for peak power costing based
on peak consumption value and total energy consump-
tion is:

min prRCPt + " CEAT (23)
teT

The objective function for peak power costing based
on both peak consumption value and excess charging
beyond peak threshold and total energy consumption is:

min Cp2ppeak + cP3 (ppeuk _ Pthr)+ + z CfATh Wt
teT
(24)

The objective function for peak power costing based on
only excess charging beyond peak threshold and total
energy consumption is:

min CP* (pP*** — Pyt 4" CEAT y, (25)
teT

subject to:

(4)—=(05), (8)—=(16), (19)——(22)

b —CAK; (148 AT
am T
uip = uip—1 + (U™ —ujp) (1 —e M

AT
_PAT e Ve T\(0):

ili

ETA; <t < ETD; (26)

min max
Pi S pi,t S Pz >

Viel,VteT:ETA; <t < ETD; 27)

pir=0, Viel,VteT:t> ETD;||t < ETA; (28)

Qae= D pi VdeD,VteT (29)
iely;

pit >0, VielLVteT (30)

The model inherits constraints (4)-(5) that manage tem-
perature properties, constraints (8)-(16) that restrict
the power and current in grid distribution network
at reefer yard, and constraints (19)-(22) that set the
domain of decision variables. Constraint (26) links tem-
perature decisions to power decisions, similar to con-
straint (6). Constraint (27) guarantees that the charg-
ing power remains within the permissible range. Con-
straint (28) indicates that the power is not delivered to
a reefer in a period in which it is not stored in the yard.
Constraint (29) determines the reefer power supplied by
each distribution box. Constraint (30) sets the domain of
continuous power decisions.

5. Case studies and numerical results

This section explains a series of experimental case stud-
ies based on a real-world port data. The mathematical
models are solved using the IBM CPLEX 12.10 with a
default configuration on a computer with a 2.50 GHz pro-
cessor and 16 GB of RAM. Detailed parameters for the
case studies are provided and the numerical results are
discussed.
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Figure 3. Power distribution network infrastructure at the reefer yard.

5.1. Instance generation and experimental settings

This section outlines the details of instances including,
the number of reefer containers, the reefer yard config-
urations, attributes of the reefers, the power distribution
network, the ambient temperature, the sun intensity and
energy price.

5.1.1. Power distribution network at reefer yard
Figure 3 shows the power distribution network in the
reefer yard at a real-world container terminal. It is
designed to efficiently and safely deliver electricity to
reefers, ensuring that each container receives the required
power. The network has a substation that distributes
power through four box transformers. These four box
transformers step down the 10kV high-voltage power
(from the substation) to 380 V, which is the voltage used
by the reefers. Each transformer is connected to 15 dis-
tribution boxes, which in turn provide power to up to
15 sockets, and each socket serves a single reefer. Each
charging socket, distribution box, box transformer, cable,
and miniature circuit breaker has specific power and
current capacity limits.

5.1.2. Portdata and experimental settings

We use realistic port data to generate our instances.
The average daily reefer throughput in different con-
tainer terminals at the Port of Rotterdam is roughly
between 100 TEU and 1100 TEU. The number of reefer
plugs at container terminals in the Port of Rotterdam

ranges between 40 and 3600 (International Institute of
Refrigeration 2022; Port Of Rotterdam 2021). In the
Port of Antwerp, the average daily reefer throughput
is roughly between 300 TEU and 1000 TEU in different
terminals (Port of Antwerp n.d).

Thus, we generated four families of random instances
(S1-S4: 100, 250, 500, and 1000 reefers) to represent dif-
ferent levels of reefer container throughput over a single
day. These instances are randomly generated and repre-
sent a range of typical real-world terminal sizes. Detailed
information on the total number of reefers in the yard,
along with the arrival and departure throughput of the
reefers over time, can be found in Figure 4. Both math-
ematical models are formulated to discretise time into
equal intervals, such as 15 minutes. These discretised
time units are used to model the problem. The planning
horizon spans one day, with energy prices specified on an
hourly basis.

5.1.3. Reefer and environmental parameters

Each reefer container stores a single product type from
one of the following categories: Deep-Frozen, Frozen,
Chilled, Pharmaceuticals, Bananas, Musical Instruments,
and Painting Products. For products within the same cat-
egory, the inside temperature must be within the specified
range in Table 2. The specific parameters for each type
of product are detailed in Table 2 and are based on the
data presented in van Duin et al. (2018). Each reefer
holds a specific product and it is known. Each reefer’s
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Figure 4. The number of reefers at each time unit at container yard in each instance (51, S2, S3, S4). (a) S1. (b) S2. (c) S3 and (d) S4.
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Figure 5. Environmental parameters settings. (a) ambient temperature and (b) sun intensity.

actual permissible temperature range is randomly gener-
ated by obeying the overall interval of temperature range
and using the fluctuation sensitivity in Table 2. Maximum
cooling power (P;"®*) and auxiliary power for each prod-
uct are also presented in Table 2. We use the historical
data in Budiyanto and Shinoda (2017) to set the ambient
temperature and sun intensity, as illustrated in Figure 5.
In Figure 6, we present time-variant (hourly) power pur-
chasing price from the grid during one day (day-ahead
price), obtained from Iris and Lam (2021).

5.2. Experimental results

We first analyze the computational time required to
obtain the optimal solution and optimality gap for all
instances with different objective functions and charg-
ing schemes, then assess the cost and energy profile of
obtained solutions. We also investigate the impact of
energy peak-shaving, energy demand response, reefer
charging rates, temperature management, and the influ-
ence of the power distribution network on results.
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Figure 6. Time-of-use energy price, Source: Iris and Lam (2021).
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Table 2. Reefer cargo classification and the requirements of temperature and power for each cargo (Source from van

Duin et al. 2018).

The overall interval of inside Temperature fluctuation Maximum cooling Auxiliary
Product temperature (°C) sensitivity (°C) power (W) power (W)
Deep-Frozen: Seafood, Ice-cream [—30, —28] 2 5000 2500
Frozen: Frozen fish, meat [—20,—16] 2 6000 2500
Chilled: Fruits and Vegetables [—=5,5] 1 10,000 2500
Pharmaceuticas [2,8] 1 10,000 2500
Bananas 13 1 12,000 2500
Musical instruments, paintings [18,21] 2 15,000 2500

Table 3. Solution time and optimality gap under different charging schemes and peak thresholds.

Peak costing based on peak
consumption (CP)

Peak costing for both peak value and
excess charging (CPaEPT)

Peak costing based on excess charging
beyond peak threshold (CEPT)

ON/OFF FPC ON/OFF FPC ON/OFF FPC
Instances # Peak Time Gap Time Gap Time Gap Time Gap Time Gap Time Gap
of reefers threshold (s) (%) (s) (%) (s) (%) (s) (%) (s) (%) (s) (%)
S1100 150 kw 1800 081 1.21 0 1800 1.02 1.15 0 1800 1.1 1.18 0
250 kw 1800 0.90 1.09 0 1800 0.79 1.05 0
350 kw 1800  0.85 1.07 0 1800  0.77 1.01 0
$2250 400 kw 1800  0.85 1.57 0 1800 1.27 173 0 1800 1.46 1.48 0
550 kw 1800 1.25 1.66 0 1800 0.82 1.38 0
700 kw 1800  0.95 1.69 0 1800  0.89 1.57 0
$3 500 1000 kw 1800 1.02 1.84 0 1800 1.54 1.95 0 1800 1.55 2.04 0
1500 kw 1800 1.48 1.87 0 1800 0.96 191 0
2000 kw 1800 1.12 2.14 0 1800 1.07 1.99 0
$41000 1500 kw 1800 1.26 226 0 1800 1.72 245 0 1800 2.7 2.38 0
2000 kw 1800 1.56 2.51 0 1800 1.15 235 0
3000 kw 1800 132 2.69 0 1800 1.13 271 0

5.2.1. Model efficiency results

The models are run with 1800 seconds (30 minutes) of
time limit using CPLEX 12.10. Table 3 provides a com-
prehensive overview of solution time (in seconds) and
optimality gap (Gap, %) for all instances. We tested
three methods for calculating peak costs: (1) peak cost-
ing based on peak consumption (CP), (2) peak costing
for both peak value and excess charging (CPaEPT), and
(3) peak costing based on excess charging beyond the
peak threshold (CEPT). These methods were applied to
four different instances (S1-S4) with three distinct peak
threshold values (High, Medium, and Low), considering
FPC and On/off charging. For FPC charging model, the
optimal solution is obtained in less than 3 seconds for all
instances. The optimisation model for ON/OFF charging
is solved with an average optimality gap of 1.17% within
the 30-minute time limit across instances, with 0.98%

for CP, 1.24% for CPaEPT and 1.15% for CEPT, respec-
tively. The ON/OFF charging scheme is more challenging
to solve to optimality due to the large number of binary
variables.

5.2.2. Cost and environmental impact of energy
demand response and peak-shaving

We evaluate the costs and environmental impact of smart
charging management for different types of charging
schemes. Table 4 displays the results for each experi-
ment, including peak power, total energy demand, peak
power cost, energy consumption cost, and carbon emis-
sions. It also highlights the cost savings and emission
reductions associated with the three peak cost meth-
ods for S1-S4 instances of smart charging manage-
ment compared to the base case of traditional reefer
yards. The optimisation model proposed in this paper



Table 4. Energy demand, power cost and carbon emission.

cost (SGD) Carbon emission (kg)
Charging scheme Costing method pthr (kW) Ppeak (KW) APt (kW) Energy (kWh) Peak Energy Total Saving Total Reduction
S1 Base Case Policy - 438.00 - 6979.63 0.00 1407.13 - - 3980.48 -
ON/ OFF CcP - 282.50 - 5401.37 56.59 1013.86 1070.46 42442 3080.40 900.08
CPaEPT 150 24550 95.50 5385.88 87.45 1030.43 1117.88 492.39 3071.56 908.92
250 252.00 2.00 5387.38 51.29 1026.80 1078.09 492.11 3072.42 908.06
350 282.50 0.00 5398.87 56.59 1013.39 1069.99 427.29 3078.98 901.50
CEPT 150 229.00 79.00 5383.87 104.66 1038.99 1143.65 645.02 3070.42 910.06
250 250.50 0.50 5389.87 0.66 1027.41 1028.07 628.12 3073.85 906.63
350 315.50 0.00 5403.87 0.00 1012.79 1012.79 39434 3081.83 898.65
FPC CcpP - 282.76 - 5345.04 56.65 999.36 1056.01 438.87 3048.28 932.20
CPaEPT 150 232.51 82.51 5322.35 79.64 1022.11 1101.75 508.52 3035.34 945.14
250 250.00 0.00 5330.92 0.00 1013.95 1013.95 556.25 3040.22 940.26
350 282.75 0.00 5345.03 56.64 999.37 1056.01 441.27 3048.27 932.21
CEPT 150 221.87 71.87 5324.89 95.21 1029.48 1124.69 663.98 3036.79 943.69
250 250.00 0.00 5330.92 0.00 1013.95 1013.95 642.24 3040.22 940.26
350 315.93 0.00 5343.91 0.00 999.19 999.19 407.93 3047.63 932.85
S2 Base Case Policy - 864.00 - 14655.38 0.00 2950.57 - - 8357.96 -
ON/ OFF CcP - 570.50 - 11109.12 114.29 2090.10 2204.39 919.27 6335.53 2022.43
CPaEPT 400 492.00 92.00 11089.63 135.43 2133.35 2268.77 1040.80 6324.41 2033.55
550 557.50 7.50 11098.88 114.69 2098.54 2213.23 1036.24 6329.69 2028.27
700 579.50 0.00 11125.38 116.09 2090.57 2206.67 924.21 6344.80 2013.16
CEPT 400 471.50 71.50 11085.12 94.72 2139.30 2234.02 1331.26 6321.85 2036.11
550 550.00 0.00 11094.62 0.00 2097.01 2097.01 1269.55 6327.26 2030.70
700 698.50 0.00 11111.88 0.00 2089.56 2089.56 861.01 6337.10 2020.86
FPC CcpP - 572.39 - 10974.74 114.67 2058.42 2173.09 950.57 6258.89 2099.07
CPaEPT 400 470.41 70.41 10930.97 122.45 2103.99 2226.44 1083.13 6233.93 2124.03
550 550.00 0.00 10962.93 110.18 2067.92 2178.10 1071.37 6252.16 2105.80
700 57237 0.00 10974.60 114.67 2058.40 2173.07 957.81 6258.82 2099.14
CEPT 400 455.66 55.66 10935.74 73.73 2114.24 2187.98 1377.30 6236.66 2121.31
550 550.00 0.00 10958.31 0.00 2066.91 2066.91 1299.65 6249.53 2108.43
700 700.00 0.00 10969.35 0.00 2057.65 2057.65 892.92 6255.82 2102.14

(continued).
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Table 4. Continued.

cost (SGD) Carbon emission (kg)
Charging scheme Costing method pthr (kw) Ppeak (KW) APt (kW) Energy (kWh) Peak Energy Total Saving Total Reduction
S3 Base Case Policy - 2290.50 - 38914.38 0.00 7831.85 - - 22192.87 -
ON/OFF CcP - 1702.50 - 29871.12 341.07 5536.43 5877.49 2413.22 17035.50 5157.37
CPaEPT 1000 1298.00 298.00 29785.38 379.43 5759.58 6139.01 2668.76 16986.60 5206.27
1500 1505.50 5.50 29867.63 303.81 5654.20 5958.00 2649.44 17033.51 5159.36
2000 1703.50 0.00 29882.38 341.27 5549.26 5890.53 2121.62 17041.92 5150.95
CEPT 1000 1260.50 260.50 29769.87 345.11 5764.71 6109.82 3431.68 16977.76 5215.11
1500 1500.00 0.00 29758.62 0.00 5621.26 5621.26 3257.85 16971.34 5221.52
2000 1988.50 0.00 29875.37 0.00 5532.14 5532.14 2299.71 17037.93 5154.94
FPC CcpP - 1717.11 - 29526.96 343.99 5448.73 5792.73 2497.99 16839.23 5353.64
CPaEPT 1000 1252.90 252.90 29355.28 35233 5661.35 6013.67 2794.10 16741.31 5451.55
1500 1500.00 0.00 29421.85 300.50 5542.56 5843.06 276438 16779.28 5413.59
2000 1717.11 0.00 29526.97 343.99 5448.73 5792.73 2219.42 16839.23 5353.64
CEPT 1000 1224.79 224.79 29367.11 297.80 5679.13 5976.93 3564.57 16748.06 544481
1500 1500.00 0.00 29421.84 0.00 5542.56 5542.56 3336.55 16779.28 5413.59
2000 2000.00 0.00 29515.49 0.00 5447.13 5447.13 2384.73 16832.68 5360.19
S4 Base Case Policy - 3277.50 - 52588.75 0.00 10606.31 - - 29991.36 -
ON/OFF CcP - 2086.50 - 40083.75 418.00 7526.73 7944.73 3318.17 22859.76 7131.60
CPaEPT 1500 1766.00 266.00 40028.25 460.37 7716.65 8177.01 3798.07 22828.11 7163.25
2000 2004.00 4.00 40166.25 403.07 7598.51 8001.58 3773.17 22906.81 7084.55
3000 2083.00 0.00 40101.50 417.29 7540.70 7957.99 2828.61 22869.89 7121.48
CEPT 1500 1705.00 205.00 40084.75 271.58 7746.27 8017.86 4943.28 22860.33 7131.03
2000 2000.00 0.00 40041.75 0.00 7562.06 7562.06 4736.68 22835.81 7155.55
3000 2847.50 0.00 40086.00 0.00 7513.05 7513.05 3093.26 22861.05 7130.32
FPC CcpP - 2092.38 - 39532.99 419.17 7395.09 7814.26 3448.64 22545.66 7445.70
CPaEPT 1500 1717.82 217.82 39362.99 431.41 7561.37 7992.78 3982.30 2244871 7542.65
2000 2000.00 0.00 39478.26 400.67 7432.93 7833.60 3941.15 22514.45 7476.91
3000 2092.38 0.00 39533.00 419.17 7395.09 7814.26 2972.34 22545.67 7445.69
CEPT 1500 1641.09 141.09 39386.24 186.92 7614.67 7801.59 5159.54 22461.97 7529.39
2000 2000.00 0.00 39478.24 0.00 7432.93 7432.93 4865.81 22514.44 7476.92
3000 2863.45 0.00 3953437 0.00 7395.69 7395.69 3210.61 22546.45 744491
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showcases substantial cost savings and environmental
benefits.

In terms of port operation costs, we quantify the cost
savings of the S1-S4 instances compared to the base case.
The FPC scheme achieves a maximum daily cost saving of
663.98, 1377.30, 3564.57, and 5159.54 SGD/day, for 100,
250, 500, and 1000 reefers, respectively. The ON/OFF
charging scheme delivers a maximum cost saving of
645.02, 1331.26, 3431.68, and 4943.28 SGD/day. These
reductions in operational costs offer significant finan-
cial benefits to port operators, enabling them to improve
efficiency and profitability while optimising resource util-
isation.

Furthermore, from the perspective of energy con-
servation and emission reduction, the suggested meth-
ods reduce energy consumption by approximately 1615,
3675, 9275, and 12,810 kWh/day for S1-S4 compared
to the base case in average. The energy saving leads to
a decrease in carbon emissions, with the FPC scheme
reducing emissions by 945.14, 2124.03, 5451.55, and
7542.65 kg/day, while the ON/OFF charging scheme
achieves a reduction of 910.06, 2036.11, 5221.52, and
7163.25kg/day for S1-S4 instances. The total annual
reduction in energy could reach up to approximately 590,
1340, 3385, and 4675 MWh/day, with corresponding car-
bon emission reductions of around 338, 760, 1950, and
2684 tons/year for S1-S4 instances, respectively. These
reductions provide significant environmental benefits by
lowering the carbon footprint and promoting sustainable
practices in port operations.

For two smart charging control schemes of reefers, the
FPC scheme outperforms the ON/OFF charging scheme.
Specifically, the FPC reefers achieve daily reductions in
energy demand of approximately 58 kWh, 144 kWh, 382,
and 552 kWh; energy costs of 12 SGD, 30 SGD, 92, and
117 SGD; and carbon emissions of 33 kg, 82 kg, 218, and
315kg in average, compared to the ON/OFF scheme,
for S1-S4 instances, respectively. In summary, the FPC
scheme offers greater load flexibility, enabling more effi-
cient energy management compared to the ON/OFF
scheme.

The three different peak costing methods (CP, CPaEPT,
and CEPT) have had a significant impact on both cost and
environmental outcomes, though the effects vary slightly
across methods. The total cost of the CEPT method is
lowest when the peak power remains below the threshold.
In contrast, the total cost of the CP method is minimised
when the peak power exceeds the threshold. Meanwhile,
the total cost of the CPaEPT method is consistently the
highest, regardless of the peak power level. When the
peak power does not reach the threshold, the total cost
of the CPaEPT method is nearly the same as that of the
CP method. Our research provides valuable insights for

port operators in making strategic decisions, particularly
in selecting a peak power costing method and determin-
ing the peak threshold values in contracts with power
suppliers (grid operators).

In summary, the demand response mechanism, which
shifts power demand to lower-cost periods, proves to
be effective, with consistent results across ports of vary-
ing sizes. The methods proposed in this research offer a
practical solution for optimising port operations through
smart charging management, resulting in both cost sav-
ings and environmental benefits. This study contributes
to the advancement of more sustainable and economi-
cally viable practices in port operations.

5.2.3. Energy peak-shaving and demand response
with different charging schemes and peak costing
Figures 7-9 illustrate the total power charging amount
in each hour across different charging schemes and peak
threshold values. FPC and ON/OFF fixed power charg-
ing schemes have been presented with subfigures for S2
and S3 instances as examples. Within each subfigure, the
results are provided for three peak costing methods (CP,
CPaEPT, and CEPT), as well as the base case policy and
the always-on fixed power approach.

When comparing the two smart charging schemes
(FPC and ON/OFF) with the Base Case Policy and the
Always-On Fixed Power Policy, the two smart charg-
ing schemes show better performance as they optimise
the timing of charging power. Their demand response
is effectively managed through charging flexibility based
on time-of-use energy price. Energy consumption is
shifted to the early hours of the day, when energy
prices are lower. As a result, electricity consumption
is reduced during the day, particularly between 7 AM
and 3 PM. The shift in power demand is a key com-
ponent of the demand response mechanism, driven
mainly by the time-of-use energy prices, which are higher
between 7 AM and 10 PM, as shown in Figure 6.
Meanwhile, within the limitations of the peak thresh-
old for the CEPT method, a higher peak threshold value
(Figure 9) allows a greater gain in demand response,
particularly by allowing more reefer containers to be
powered simultaneously during periods of lower energy
prices.

There are also some differences between the FPC
and ON/OFF smart charging schemes in terms of peak-
shaving and demand response results. The flexibility
of the FPC scheme is higher compared to that of the
ON/OFF scheme, which leads to less fluctuation in power
demand. This reduced fluctuation is particularly benefi-
cial for the capacitated power distribution network, as it
helps to stabilise power flow and maintain infrastructure
reliability.
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Figure 7. Power charging with low peak threshold. (a) FPC S2. (b) FPC S3. (c) ON/OFF S2 and (d) ON/OFF S3.

By comparing the results from low, medium, and
high peak thresholds, it clearly shows that the peak
threshold significantly affect the amount of power that
can be shifted to lower-cost energy periods, particu-
larly in the CEPT and CPaEPT methods. For S1-S4
instances, CP method is not affected by the thresh-
old value, with its peak power consistently remaining
at approximately 282.5kW, 570.5kW, 1702.5kW, and
2086.5kW for ON/OFF scheme, as well as 282.76 kW,
572.39kW, 1717.11 kW, and 2092.38 kW for FPC scheme.
In the CEPT case, the primary goal is to minimise power
consumption that exceeds the peak threshold. As a result,
the peak power is kept close to the threshold, allowing
as much power as possible to be shifted to lower-cost
energy periods, thereby reducing overall energy costs.
However, if the peak threshold is set too high (Figure 9),
the peak may not be reached due to the limitations of
the power distribution network’s capacity. On the other
hand, if the threshold is set too low (Figure 7), the power
curve will flatten out, staying as close to the threshold as
possible. This phenomenon is desirable in this case, as
the price of peak power is significantly higher than the
hourly energy prices. It demonstrates the effectiveness of
the optimisation strategy in shifting power consumption
and highlights the strong responsiveness of case CEPT
in various peak thresholds. In the CPaEPT case with a

low peak threshold (Figure 7), the peak power is min-
imised to stay as close to the threshold as possible. But
it’s slightly higher than that of the CEPT case and the
power curve forms a dip between 7 AM and 11 AM.
In case CPaEPT with high peak thresholds, the peak
power is nearly the same as that of case CP, as shown
in Figure 9. For medium peak thresholds, as shown in
Figure 8, the power curve closely mirrors that of the
CEPT case, with the peak power equal to the threshold.
Case CPaEPT demonstrates a nuanced performance in
managing peak power across different peak thresholds. It
is capable of significant peak power reduction and opti-
mising energy use under stringent conditions with low
and medium peak thresholds. The CPaEPT’s response
to high thresholds is less effective than that of the
CEPT.

5.2.4. Analysis of reefer charging rate with different
peak threshold values

Figure 10 illustrates the hourly charging rate of reefer
containers at the yard, using the S2 instance as an exam-
ple. It includes both FPC and ON/OFF charging schemes
across different peak threshold settings. In contrast to the
Base Case policy, all the smart charging optimisation sce-
narios incorporate some form of demand response by
shifting charging to lower energy price periods.
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Figure 10. Charging rate of S2 instance. (a) FPC with low peak threshold. (b) ON/OFF with low peak threshold. (c) FPC with medium peak
threshold. (d) ON/OFF with medium peak threshold. (e) FPC with high peak threshold and (f) ON/OFF with high peak threshold.

As shown in Figure 10(a-d), the FPC smart charging
scheme using the CEPT method with low and medium
peak thresholds, as well as the CPaEPT method with the
low peak threshold, exhibits a steady increase starting
from 7 AM. This trend differs from that of the ON/OFF
charging scheme. Due to the low and medium peak
threshold, their charging rate is distributed more evenly
throughout the entire day. For high peak threshold, the
FPC scheme consistently achieves a higher charging rate
than the ON/OFF scheme before 7 AM. This is due to
the greater flexibility in power management offered by
the FPC scheme. As a result, with the same total power

supplied by the yard, more reefers can be charged under
the FPC scheme.

Figure 11 illustrates this trend through the temper-
ature and power plots for two reefers (Frozen reefer
and Chilled reefer) as examples. FPC control provides a
continuous supply of moderate power to maintain the
temperature within the allowed limits. This approach
enables more reefers to be charged during this period,
whereas the ON/OFF control relies on intermittent max-

imum cooling power, leading to more fluctuating charg-
ing behaviour.

5.2.5. Temperature management for reefer
containers

Figure 12 shows the average internal temperature ,
along with the minimum and maximum allowable
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Figure 11. Anillustration of temperature and power charging curve for two reefers in the benchmark. (a) ON/OFF power-Frozen reefer.
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Figure 12. Average temperature of S2 instance. (a) FPC with low peak threshold. (b) ON/OFF with low peak threshold. (c) FPC with
medium peak threshold. (d) ON/OFF with medium peak threshold. (e) FPC with high peak threshold and (f) ON/OFF with high peak

threshold.

temperatures of all reefers for different charging schemes
with three thresholds in S2 instance. The proposed
method ensures that all reefers remain within the desired
temperature range. The average temperatures for the FPC
and ON/OFF charging schemes are relatively similar for
a given instance. Furthermore, when comparing differ-
ent peak-costing approaches (CP, CPaEPT, and CEPT)
for the same instance in each sub-figure, the results
show little variation. The charging power and average

temperature are inversely proportional across all three
peak-costing methods, with higher charging power lead-
ing to lower average temperatures. Results indicate that
the average temperature from 11 AM to 10 PM is close to
the upper allowed limit. During this period, the ambient
temperature and sun intensity are high, as well as demand
response mechanism carefully shifts power charging to
other periods in order to reduce unit energy purchasing
costs. At night (12 AM - 8 AM), the average temperature
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Figure 13. Power charging with and without power distribution network for S3 instance.

for reefer containers falls within the range between the
lower and upper temperature limits.

5.3. Theimpact of power distribution network in the
yard

Figure 13 illustrates an example of power charging com-
paring both with and without a power distribution
network for S3 instance. The solid lines represent the
results without the power distribution network, while the
dashed lines correspond to the S3 instance with the net-
work in place. It is evident that the power distribution
network helps to reduce fluctuations between 7 AM and
10 PM. Without the network limitation, charging is pri-
marily influenced by time-of-use energy pricing and the
peak threshold costing. However, since the energy price
remains constant and below the threshold between 7 AM
and 10 PM, there is no mechanism in place to restrict
power consumption during these hours. In contrast, the
power distribution network divides the reefers stored in
the yard into multiple groups, balancing load distribution
across different nodes. This prevents overloading at any
single nodes in Figure 3 and ensures a more stable power
supply throughout the day. As a result, the presence of
the power distribution network leads to a more stable and
reliable charging experience, particularly during the criti-
cal hours between 7 AM and 10 PM when energy demand
is below peak power.

Figures 7-9 illustrate that both S1 and S2 show fluc-
tuations between 7 AM and 10 PM when the power
distribution network is in place. This is because the num-
ber of reefers is relatively small, and the capacity of the
network nodes is not fully utilised. Only when the num-
ber of refrigerated containers is significantly larger (S3
and S4 instances), the effect of the power distribution
network becomes more apparent.

5.4. Installation of roof shade (RS) in the yard

Installing roof shades over the reefer area is a critical
topic of discussion in the port industry. Roof shades
have a solar radiation absorption rate of 50% (Shinoda,
Budiyanto, and Sugimura 2022), which is expected to
enhance energy efficiency in reefer yards. An alterna-
tive approach is the construction of underground storage
and cooling spaces for reefer containers (Moros-Daza
et al. 2024). This study evaluates the potential benefits of
installing a roof shade in the yard. We have set the envi-
ronmental parameters with the roof shade, as shown in
Figure 14, and conducted experiments with S2 instance.

5.4.1. Theimpact analysis of roof shade on charging
schemes

Table 5 presents the peak power and energy demand for
the RS case, as well as the differences between scenarios
with and without the roof shade (RS and S2 instances).
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Table 5. Peak power and energy demand for RS and the differences between scenarios with and without roof shade (RS and S2).

RS Reduction only by roof shade
Smart charging Peak costing Total energy Total energy
scheme method P (kW) Ppeak (KW) AP (kW) demand (kWh) Ppeak (kW) AP (kW) demand (kWh)
Base Case Policy with roof shade - 823.00 - 13955.13 41.00 - 700.25
ON/OFF P - 543.50 - 10486.62 27.00 - 62250
CPaEPT 400 461.50 61.50 10465.38 30.50 30.50 624.25
550 546.50 0.00 10489.13 11.00 7.50 609.75
700 547.00 0.00 10489.63 32.50 0.00 635.75
CEPT 400 441.50 41.50 10458.87 30.00 30.00 626.25
550 550.00 0.00 10482.12 0.00 0.00 612.50
700 688.50 0.00 10479.63 10.00 0.00 632.25
FPC cp - 54338 - 10355.02 29.01 - 619.72
CPaEPT 400 455.40 55.40 10314.63 15.02 15.02 616.34
550 54336 0.00 10354.71 6.64 0.00 608.22
700 54337 0.00 10355.17 29.00 0.00 619.43
CEPT 400 429.94 29.94 10318.61 25.71 25.71 617.14
550 550.00 0.00 10354.90 0.00 0.00 603.41
700 700.00 0.00 10349.47 0.00 0.00 619.88
0.7 : _—
—Without roof shade (LS) 5882.44 to 5982.23 kg/day. The FPC schemes generally
el —With roof shade (RS) result in lower energy consumption (and emissions) as
well as reduced total costs compared to the ON/OFF
0.5[ 1 schemes with RS.
2 Table 6 also presents the cost savings and carbon emis-
[ - . . . . . . .
§0'4 sion reductions for peak costing optimisation methods
< compared to the Base Case Policy with roof shade. In
=1 03r 1 . . . .
@ particular, the various peak costing schemes still show
02f 1 significant reductions in both energy costs and carbon
emissions with roof shade. A smaller threshold (400 kW)
o1r 1 provides greater cost savings compared to higher thresh-
olds (550 and 700 kW) in the CEPT and CPaEPT cases

at g e o b o b o b ot

Time

Figure 14. Sun intensity with/without roof shade.

The results show that installing the roof shade reduces
total energy demand, peak energy consumption, and the
peak demand exceeding the threshold in both charging
schemes and three peak costing methods. The installa-
tion of the roof shade can reduce peak power by up to
30 kW and save more than 600 kWh/day in total energy
consumption.

5.4.2. Theimpact of roof shade on cost and
environmental performance

Table 6 outlines the various cost components (Peak costs,
Energy costs, Total costs) and carbon emissions for roof
shade (RS) case, as well as reduction in cost and car-
bon thanks to roof shade compared to the base case
policy with/without roof shade and the optimisation
without roof shade for S2 instance. Results demonstrate
positive impact of RS on costs and carbon emissions.
For all RS cases, the total costs range from 1937.24 to
2131.54 SGD/day, and the carbon emissions range from

when roof shading is installed. This lower threshold bet-
ter presents the performance of roof shading.

Compared to the base case with roof shade, the
FPC scheme achieves a maximum cost savings of
1319.83 SGD/day and a reduction in carbon emissions
of 2076.17 kg/day. The ON/OFF charging scheme, on
the other hand, results in a maximum cost savings of
1280.08 SGD/day and a reduction in carbon emissions
of 1993.91kg/day. These average savings could total
approximately 475,000 SGD/year, with a potential reduc-
tion in carbon emissions of up to 740 tons/year for the
S2 instance with roof shade, compared to the Base Case
Policy. In terms of both energy cost and carbon emission
reductions, the FPC scheme outperforms the ON/OFF
charging scheme.

Table 6 details the impact of roof shade installa-
tion compared each optimisation result between RS
instance and S2 instance shown in Table 4. The total
cost savings range from 120.41 to 159.67 SGD/day,
while carbon emissions are reduced by 344.12 to
362.57 kg/day. These savings could amount to approx-
imately 51,000 SGD/year and 129 tons/year. This data
clearly demonstrates the positive effect of roof shading
in reducing energy demand, energy costs, and carbon
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Table 6. Cost and carbon emissions for RS instances and the reduction by peak costing optimisation and roof shade.

Reduction by both roof shade and

Reduction only by

Reduction only by peak costing

roof shade peak costing optimisation

optimisation

Carbon
emission (kg)

Energy costs Total costs

Peak costs

Peak costing

Carbon (kg)

Carbon (kg)  Cost (SGD)  Carbon (kg)  Cost (SGD)

Cost (SGD)

(SGD)
2076.96
2131.54
2077.67

(SGD)
1968.08
2014.44
1968.19

(SGD)
108.88

PIT (kw)

method

Charging scheme

ON/OFF

2377.44
2389.56
2376.01

1046.70
1178.03
1171.80
1052.95
1490.93
1399.39
983.60

1978.09 127.43 355.01
1990.20
1976.66

1976.37
1993.91

881.95

5980.52

cP
CPaEPT

356.01

137.24

996.86

5968.40
5981.95

117.09
109.48

400
550

347.74

135.56

990.62

2375.73

362.57

128.75

896.42
1280.08
1188.54

5982.23

2077.92

1968.34
2019.37
1967.17

109.58

700
400

2393.26
2380.00
2381.43

357.15

159.67

5964.70
5977.96
5976.53
5905.47
5882.44
5905.29
5905.29

2074.35
1967.17

54.98

CEPT

129.84 349.31

1980.65
1982.08
2053.14

0.00

0.
108.86

550
700

360.57

122.59

827.06

1966.98
2046.86

1966.98

1938.01

00

2452.49
2475.52

1076.80
1218.38
1202.67
1083.97
1530.68
1428.54
1013.34

353.42

126.23

912.05
1037.20
1021.49
1021.49
1319.83
1217.69

cP
CPaEPT

FPC

135.25 351.50

2076.17

2091.19

1977.77
1937.95
1937.95
1994.93
1938.02
1937.24

113.43
108.85

400
550
550

2452.67

346.87

131.30
131.30
153.38

2053.31

2046.80
2046.80

2452.40
2473.26
2452.56

346.87

2053.31

108.85

351.95

2073.90
2053.21

5884.70
5905.40
5902.30

2034.60
1938.02
1937.24

39.67

400
550
700

CEPT

344.12

128.89

0.00
0.00

2455.66

2056.31 120.41 353.52

856.80

emissions. The installation of roof shade offers an effi-
cient and sustainable solution for energy management.

In comparison to the base case policy without roof
shade of the S2 instance, the combined impact of roof
shade and peak costing optimisation is presented in
Table 6. The total cost savings range from 983.60 to
1530.68 SGD per day, while carbon emissions are reduced
by 2375.73 to 2475.52 kg per day. The effect of roof shad-
ing and peak costing optimisation results in more sub-
stantial cost reductions and efliciency gains than either
strategy could achieve individually.

6. Conclusion

Our study focuses on the smart charging planning of
reefers for energy demand response and energy peak-
shaving at ports using Internet-of-Things (IoT) technol-
ogy. By leveraging intermittent charging capabilities and
responsiveness to time-variant energy prices, we opti-
mise power charging and temperature management dur-
ing each time period of the planning horizon. Address-
ing the challenges posed by the increasing electrifica-
tion of ports, our research provides effective strategies
for reducing energy costs, mitigating peak energy stress
on the grid, and reducing the carbon emissions associ-
ated with charging. We consider the diverse attributes
of reefers, such as dynamic arrival/departure times and
reefer cargo content requirements, as well as external
factors like ambient temperature and sunlight intensity
and power distribution network properties, to deliver
comprehensive insights.

The suggested operational policies building Cyber-
Physical Systems (CPS) for an Internet-of-Things (IoT)
framework transform traditional reefers into smart
reefers within Industry 4.0. This integration forms an
interconnected network that enables seamless commu-
nication among reefers and enhances real-time monitor-
ing, data collection, and power control. The optimisation
models embedded in this IoT framework provide deci-
sions on power and temperature control for energy peak
load shaving and demand response management. Given
the flexibility of IoT-based control, two types of smart
reefer charging methods (FPC and ON/OFF charging)
and three energy costing methods (including different
types of peak costs and total energy consumption costs)
are investigated. The suggested CPS enable suggested
charging schemes.

Results show that the power charging for reefers can
effectively be shifted between periods and intermittent
charging is helpful, reducing electricity consumption,
peak power purchasing and total energy costs. The power
charging is shifted to early hours of the day, influenced by
high energy prices during the day. The power charging is



also carefully distributed between periods to limit peak
power consumption as the unit peak power consumption
cost is higher compared to the average unit power con-
sumption cost per period. Our study also informs ports
about different energy costing schemes (e.g. unit energy
consumption and energy peak costing). Three different
peak costing schemes are evaluated in this work. For the
schemes with peak costing beyond the peak threshold,
the value of agreed peak thresholds plays a crucial role
in managing power consumption effectively. A high peak
threshold may lead to energy waste, while a low thresh-
old could restrict power shifting (demand response) and
incur high peak costs and energy consumption costs. The
power distribution network leads to a more stable and
reliable charging experience for larger-scale reefer yards,
such as $3 and S4 instances, particularly during the criti-
cal hours between 7 AM and 10 PM when energy demand
is below peak power. Moreover, roof shading has been
identified as an efficient method for decreasing the power
demand during daytime hours (and resulting costs and
emissions), reducing the need for a demand response.

We also compare two smart charging schemes. Our
study suggests that flexible power charging (FPC) con-
trol delivers better performance compared to ON/OFF
charging control with respect to studied costs and con-
straints. FPC control leads to a smoother power con-
sumption curve and maintains a more consistent tem-
perature within the reefers. In contrast, ON/OFF con-
trol frequently cycles between maximum and minimum
power states, causing more frequent temperature fluctua-
tions and increased wear on refrigeration equipment. The
enhanced flexibility of FPC control results in more effi-
cient energy use, greater cost savings, and better preser-
vation of goods. Additionally, the model for FPC scheme
is easier to solve and we obtain optimal solutions within
short computational times (less than 3 seconds).

Our research quantifies the substantial cost savings
and environmental benefits of smart charging mecha-
nisms and roof shade installation. The total annual reduc-
tion in energy could reach up to approximately 590,
1340, 3385, and 4675 MWh/day, with corresponding car-
bon emission reductions of around 338, 760, 1950, and
2684 tons/year for S1-S4 instances. These annual cost
savings could reach to approximately 240,000, 500,000,
1,270,000, and 1,850,000 SGD/year. Roof shade could
save total cost more approximately 51,000 SGD/year and
reduce carbon emission more 129tons/year than S2
instance.

The managerial implications of our work offer port
operators the means to make informed decisions on
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electricity supplier contracts (selecting a proper cost-
ing structure), peak threshold decisions, and power
charging amounts in each time period. In addition
to reducing energy costs, this approach helps to min-
imise product spoilage and ensure the quality, fresh-
ness, and safety of cargo in the cold chain. Through
effective energy and temperature management, we also
reduce the environmental impact of refrigerated con-
tainer transportation, making this technology more sus-
tainable and eco-friendly. While this work considers the
application of reefer containers at container terminals
and yards, the proposed approach may equally be applied
to related problems in logistics and storage of refrigerated
goods.

It is important to also acknowledge the limitations of
our study. Our research solely focuses on reefer park in
a container terminal. However, a complete energy man-
agement system in a port would include other energy
consumers such as container transport and handling
equipment. Future works can integrate other energy
demand generators into refining the optimisation mod-
els, and additional factors such as specific cargo require-
ments can be integrated in the models. Furthermore,
exact and heuristic solution algorithms can be stud-
ied to enhance the optimality performance of the solu-
tion approaches. In future studies, the reefers can cap-
ture more data with sensors (e.g. humidity) and fore-
cast their temperature with machine learning methods.
These data can serve as input for our charging opti-
misation platform. IoT systems require robust security
measures. Blockchain can manage access and secure
communications and transactions by the cryptography
layer (Surucu-Balci, Iris, and Balci 2024). Thus, future
research could also focus on enhancing the security of
IoT-enabled reefers through blockchain that will also
deliver a secure platform for electric power supply
contracts.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Notes on contributors

Dr Guolei Tang is an Associate Professor
at Dalian University of Technology.



7484 G.TANG ET AL.

Ms Zhuoyao Zhao is a PhD student at
Dalian University of Technology.

Dr Frederik Schulte is an Assistant Profes-
sor at Delft University of Technology.

Dr Cagatay Iris is an Associate Professor
at the University of Liverpool. He is the
corresponding author of the article.

Data availability statement

The data that support the findings of this study are available
from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

ORCID

Frederik Schulte © http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3159-4393
Cagatay Iris ‘© http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5422-354X
References

Alasali, Feras, Stephen Haben, and William Holderbaum.
March, 2019. “Energy Management Systems for a Network
of Electrified Cranes with Energy Storage.” International
Journal of Electrical Power & Energy Systems 106:210-222.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijepes.2018.10.001.

Alghamdi, Turki G., Dhaou Said, and Hussein T. Mouf-
tah. 2021. “Profit Maximization for Evses-Based Renewable
Energy Sources in Smart Cities with Different Arrival Rate
Scenarios.” IEEE Access 9:58740-58754. https://doi.org/10.
1109/ACCESS.2021.3070485.

Alogqaily, Osama I, Irfan Al-Anbagi, Dhaou Said, and Hus-
sein T. Mouftah. 2016. “Flexible Charging and Discharg-
ing Algorithm for Electric Vehicles in Smart Grid Envi-
ronment.” In IEEE Wireless Communications and Net-
working Conference (WCNC 2016) - Track 4 - Ser-
vices, Applications, and Business, 1-6. Doha, Qatar: IEEE.
https://doi.org/10.1109/WCNC.2016.

7565123.

Budiyanto, Muhammad Arif, Nasruddin Ir, and Fariz Zha-
fari. 2019. “Simulation Study Using Building-Design Energy
Analysis to Estimate Energy Consumption of Refrigerated
Container.” Energy Procedia 156:207-211. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.egypro.2018.11.129.

Budiyanto, Muhammad Arif, Firman Ady Nugroho, B. Wib-
owo, and Takeshi Shinoda. 2018. “Estimated of Energy sav-
ing from the Application of Roof Shade on the Refriger-
ated Container Storage Yard.” Journal of Advanced Research
in Fluid Mechanics and Thermal Sciences 46:114-121.
https://semarakilmu.com.my/journals/index.php/fluid_me
chanics_thermal_sciences/article/view/2745

Budiyanto, Muhammad Arif, and Takeshi Shinoda. 2017.
“Stack Effect on Power Consumption of Refrigerated Con-
tainers in Storage Yards.” International Journal of Technology
8:1182. https://doi.org/10.14716/ijtech.v8i7.771.

Charpentier, Vincent, Nina Slamnik-Krijestorac, Giada Landi,
Matthias Caenepeel, Olivier Vasseur, and Johann M.
Marquez-Barja. 2024. “Paving the Way Towards Safer and
More Efficient Maritime Industry with 5g and beyond
Edge Computing Systems.” Computer Networks 250:110499.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comnet.2024.110499.

Geerlings, Harry, Robert Heij, and Ron van Duin. 2018.
“Opportunities for Peak Shaving the Energy Demand of
Ship-To-Shore Quay Cranes at Container Terminals.” Jour-
nal of Shipping and Trade 3 (1): 3. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41
072-018-0029-y.

International Institute of Refrigeration. 2022. “Reefer Con-
tainer Throughput in Main European Ports.” Accessed
February 14, 2025. https://iifiir.org/en/news/reefer-container
-throughput-in-main-european-ports.

Iris, gagatay, and Jasmine Siu Lee Lam. 2019. “A Review of
Energy Efficiency in Ports: Operational Strategies, Technolo-
gies and Energy Management Systems.” Renewable and Sus-
tainable Energy Reviews 112:170-182. https://doi.org/10.10
16/j.rser.2019.04.069.

Iris, ¢agatay, and Jasmine Siu Lee Lam. 2021. “Optimal Energy
Management and Operations Planning in Seaports with
Smart Grid While Harnessing Renewable Energy under
Uncertainty.” Omega 103:102445. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
omega.2021.102445.

Jiao, Zihao, Ying Yin, Lun Ran, and Zhen Gao. 2022. “Inte-
grating Vehicle-To-grid Contract Design with Power Dis-
patching Optimisation: Managerial Insights, and Carbon
Footprints Mitigation.” International Journal of Production
Research 60 (17): 5354-5379. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207
543.2021.1956694.

Khabbouchi, Imed, Dhaou Said, Aziz Oukaira, Idir Mellal,
and Lyes Khoukhi. 2023. “Machine Learning and Game-
Theoretic Model for Advanced Wind Energy Management
Protocol (awemp).” Energies 16 (5): 2179. https://doi.org/10.
3390/en16052179.

Lu, Ying, Sidun Fang, Tao Niu, and Ruijin Liao. 2023. “Energy-
Transport Scheduling for Green Vehicles in Seaport Areas: A
Review on Operation Models.” Renewable and Sustainable
Energy Reviews 184:113443. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.
2023.113443.

Mao, Anjia, Tiantian Yu, Zhaohao Ding, Sidun Fang, Jin-
ran Guo, and Qianqgian Sheng. 2022. “Optimal Schedul-
ing for Seaport Integrated Energy System considering
Flexible Berth Allocation.” Applied Energy 308:118386.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2021.118386.

Moros-Daza, Adriana, Dariela Castro, Jose Bonifacio, Rene
Amaya-Mier, and Stefan Vof3. 2024. “Greening Container
Terminals: An Innovative and Cost-Effective Solution for
Sustainable Reefer Container Storage.” Journal of Cleaner


http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3159-4393
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5422-354X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijepes.2018.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2021.3070485
https://doi.org/10.1109/WCNC.2016.7565123
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2018.11.129
https://semarakilmu.com.my/journals/index.php/fluid_mechanics_thermal_sciences/article/view/2745
https://doi.org/10.14716/ijtech.v8i7.771
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comnet.2024.110499
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41072-018-0029-y
https://iifiir.org/en/news/reefer-container-throughput-in-main-european-ports
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2019.04.069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.omega.2021.102445
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2021.1956694
https://doi.org/10.3390/en16052179
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2023.113443
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2021.118386

Production 466:142664. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.20
24.142664.

Munusamy, Nagarajan, and Indragandhi Vairavasundaram.
2024. “Ai and Machine Learning in V2g Technology: A
Review of Bi-Directional Converters, Charging Systems, and
Control Strategies for Smart Grid Integration.” e-Prime -
Advances in Electrical Engineering, Electronics and Energy
10:100856. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prime.2024.100856.

Nel, Margot, Leila Louise Goedhals-Gerber, and Esbeth van
Dyk. 2024. “A Comparison of Different Technologies to
Improve Temperature Control in Refrigerated Contain-
ers: A Table Grape Export Case.” Heliyon 10 (4): e25988.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e25988.

Port of Antwerp. 2025. “Deepsea Terminals in Antwerp.”
Online Resource. Accessed February 15, 2025. https://www.
portofantwerpbruges.com/en/deepsea-terminals.

Port Of Rotterdam. 2021. “Container Terminals and Depots
in the Port of Rotterdam.” Accessed December 15, 2024.
https://www.portofrotterdam.com/sites/default/files/2021-0
6/container-terminals-and-depots-in-the-rotterdam-port-a
rea.pdf.

Port Technology International. 2021. “Hongkong Interna-
tional Terminals Launches Greater Bay’s Largest Remote
Reefer Monitoring System.” Accessed February 20, 2025.
https://www.porttechnology.org/news/hongkong-internatio
nal-terminals-launches-greater-bays-largest-remote-reefer-
monitoring-system/.

Prabhu, Vittaldas V., Damien Trentesaux, and Marco Taisch.
2015. “Energy-Aware Manufacturing Operations.” Interna-
tional Journal of Production Research 53 (23): 6994-7004.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2015.1100766.

PSA International. 2018. “Cold Phain - Keeping It Cool.”
Accessed February 14, 2025. https://www.globalpsa.com/
cold-chain-keeping-cool/.

Said, Dhaou. 2023. “A Survey on Information Communica-
tion Technologies in Modern Demand-Side Management
for Smart Grids: Challenges, Solutions, and Opportuni-
ties.” IEEE Engineering Management Review 51 (1): 76-107.
https://doi.org/10.1109/EMR.2022.3186154.

Said, Dhaou, and Hussein T. Mouftah. 2017. “A Novel Electric
Vehicles Charging/Discharging Scheme with Load Manage-
ment Protocol.” In Conference Proceedings: IEEE ICC 2017
SAC Symposium Communications for the Smart Grid Track,
1-6. Dresden, Germany: IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICC.
2017.7997117.

Said, Dhaou, Mubashir Husain Rehmani, Idir Mellal, Aziz
Oukaira, and Ahmed Lakhssass. 2024. “Cybersecurity Based
on Converged form of Blockchain, Internet-of-Things and
Machine Learning in Smart Micro-Grid.” In 2024 Inter-
national Conference on Computing, Internet of Things
and Microwave Systems (ICCIMS), Quebec, Canada, 1-6.
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICCIMS61672.2024.10690628.

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF PRODUCTION RESEARCH e 7485

Sarantakos, Ilias, Saman Nikkhah, Meltem Peker, Annabel
Bowkett, Timur Sayfutdinov, Arman Alahyari, Charalampos
Patsios, et al. 2024. “A Robust Logistics-Electric Framework
for Optimal Power Management of Electrified Ports under
Uncertain Vessel Arrival Time.” Cleaner Logistics and Sup-
ply Chain 10:100144. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clscn.2024.10
0144.

Sarda, Jigar, Nilay Patel, Hirva Patel, Rohan Vaghela, Biswa-
jit Brahma, Akash Kumar Bhoi, and Paolo Barsocchi. 2024.
“A Review of the Electric Vehicle Charging Technology,
Impact on Grid Integration, Policy Consequences, Chal-
lenges and Future Trends.” Energy Reports 12:5671-5692.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egyr.2024.11.047.

Shinoda, Takeshi, Muhammad Arif Budiyanto, and Yoshihisa
Sugimura. 2022. “Analysis of Energy Conservation by Roof
Shade Installations in Refrigerated Container Areas.” Jour-
nal of Cleaner Production 377:134402. https://doi.org/10.101
6/j.jclepro.2022.134402.

Surucu-Balci, Ebru, ¢agatay Iris, and Gokcay Balci. 2024. “Dig-
ital Information in Maritime Supply Chains with Blockchain
and Cloud Platforms: Supply Chain Capabilities, Barriers,
and Research Opportunities.” Technological Forecasting and
Social Change 198:122978. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore
.2023.122978.

Tang, Guolei, Ming Qin, Zhuoyao Zhao, Jingjing Yu, and
Chen Shen. 2020. “Performance of Peak Shaving Poli-
cies for Quay Cranes at Container Terminals with Dou-
ble Cycling.” Simulation Modelling Practice and The-
ory 104:102129. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.simpat.2020.102
129.

van Duin, J. H. R. (Ron), H. (Harry) Geerlings, A. (Alexan-
der) Verbraeck, and T. (Tushar) Nafde. 2018. “Cooling down:
A Simulation Approach to Reduce Energy Peaks of Reefers
at Terminals.” Journal of Cleaner Production 193:72-86.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.04.258.

Wang, Yucong, and Ping Chen. 2024. “An Adaptive Large
Neighbourhood Search for Multi-Depot Electric Vehicle
Routing Problem with Time Windows.” European Journal of
Industrial Engineering 18 (4): 606-636. https://doi.org/10.15
04/EJIE.2024.139327.

Xiong, Chang, Yixin Su, Hao Wang, Danhong Zhang, and
Binyu Xiong. 2024. “Optimal Distributed Energy Schedul-
ing for Port Microgrid System considering the Coupling of
Renewable Energy and Demand.” Sustainable Energy, Grids
and Networks 39:101506. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.segan.20
24.101506.

Zhang, Bo, Meng Zhao, and Xiangpei Hu. 2023. “Location
Planning of Electric Vehicle Charging Station with Users’
Preferences and Waiting Time: Multi-Objective Bi-Level
Programming Model and Hnsga-Ii Algorithm.” Interna-
tional Journal of Production Research 61 (5): 1394-1423.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2021.2023832.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2024.142664
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prime.2024.100856
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e25988
https://www.portofantwerpbruges.com/en/deepsea-terminals
https://www.portofrotterdam.com/sites/default/files/2021-06/container-terminals-and-depots-in-the-rotterdam-port-area.pdf
https://www.porttechnology.org/news/hongkong-international-terminals-launches-greater-bays-largest-remote-reefer-monitoring-system/
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2015.1100766
https://www.globalpsa.com/cold-chain-keeping-cool/
https://doi.org/10.1109/EMR.2022.3186154
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICC.2017.7997117
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICCIMS61672.2024.10690628
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clscn.2024.100144
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egyr.2024.11.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.134402
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2023.122978
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.simpat.2020.102129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.04.258
https://doi.org/10.1504/EJIE.2024.139327
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.segan.2024.101506
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2021.2023832

	1. Introduction
	2. Literature review
	3. Problem description
	3.1. A cyber-physical system for IoT application for reefer charging
	3.2. Reefer charging planning: charging and temperature optimisation problem

	4. Mathematical models
	4.1. ON/OFF charging scheme
	4.2. Flexible power charging scheme

	5. Case studies and numerical results
	5.1. Instance generation and experimental settings
	5.1.1. Power distribution network at reefer yard
	5.1.2. Port data and experimental settings
	5.1.3. Reefer and environmental parameters

	5.2. Experimental results
	5.2.1. Model efficiency results
	5.2.2. Cost and environmental impact of energy demand response and peak-shaving
	5.2.3. Energy peak-shaving and demand response with different charging schemes and peak costing
	5.2.4. Analysis of reefer charging rate with different peak threshold values
	5.2.5. Temperature management for reefer containers

	5.3. The impact of power distribution network in the yard
	5.4. Installation of roof shade (RS) in the yard
	5.4.1. The impact analysis of roof shade on charging schemes
	5.4.2. The impact of roof shade on cost and environmental performance


	6. Conclusion
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	Data availability statement
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [609.704 794.013]
>> setpagedevice


