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Energy, Economic

and Environmental (3E)
Assessments on Hybrid Renewable
Energy Technology Applied in
Poultry Farming

Yuanlong Cui, Saffa Riffat, Elmer Theo, Tugba Gurler,
Xuan Xue and Zohreh Soleimani

Abstract

This chapter aims to design, construct and test a new and renewable heating
system for fulfilling the energy demand and ameliorating the interior environment
of poultry farming in the UK. This system consists of a photovoltaic/thermal mod-
ule attached to the polyethylene heat exchanger integrated with a geothermal cop-
per pipe array and heat pump. The thermal and electrical energy performance of the
hybrid renewable heating system is investigated based on a numerical model and
experimental test. Moreover, the economic analysis (and environmental assessment
are conducted. It is concluded that the electrical energy production from the pho-
tovoltaic array could reach 11867 kWh per annum whereas the heat pump thermal
output is about 30210 kWh per annum. Meanwhile, the overall gas and electrical
cost of the hybrid renewable heating system are £320 and £129, which are much less
than that of the gas burners system and could save £763 and £750, respectively,
resulting in less than 6-year of payback period. The energy consumption of the
hybrid renewable heating system could decrease about 28873 kWh, resulting in a
reduction in total CO, emission of approximately 8.3 tons, in comparison with the
gas burners system.

Keywords: poultry farming, photovoltaic/thermal array, geothermal copper pipe
array, energy efficiency, economic and environmental assessments

1. Introduction

The poultry industry is a significant economic part, supplying energy, meat,
eggs and livelihoods to an increasing human population. Nevertheless, it is highly
exposed to global-scale warming and climate change caused by human activities [1].
The direct impacts on poultry farming involve the growth, breeding, health and
welfare whereas the indirect influences are owing to the global warming on the
productivity of forage crops, pastures and feeds [2]. Poultry farming makes up a
large proportion of the world’s entire requirement for family livestock, meanwhile,
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the global population is going up continuously, which results in a growth in the
need for poultry providing over the upcoming decades. To be more specific, com-
pared with 2010, the consumption of poultry meat is anticipated to enhance from
330 to 455 million tons per annum in 2050 [3].

Traditional farming solutions are not the capability of fulfilling this demand, in
particular for the broiler breeding. This is because the indoor temperature needs to
be controlled with accuracy for achieving optimum growth [4, 5]. And also, the
health status of the chicken extremely depends on the ambient temperature inside
the poultry shed. In the heating season, it is necessary to sustain indoor air temper-
ature in the range of 21-32°C for broiler birds, while in the cooling season, it should
avoid the overheating and heat stress on chicken. What is more, there is major
pollutant gas including carbon dioxide (CO,) and ammonia (NH;) emitted from
poultry facilities that must be maintained underneath the critical concentration
levels of ~2500 ppm and ~ 25 ppm, respectively [6].

Although, indoor ambient temperature and harmful gases emission should be
controlled effectively, the energy consumption and overall expenses still need to be
decreased. Energy is utilized for environmental control including lighting, ventila-
tion cooling and heating, preparation and distribution of feed as well as manure
management [7, 8]. Specifically, broiler breeding farming for indoor temperature
control makes up 96.3% and 75.5% of the entire thermal and electrical energy
demands, respectively. Meanwhile, in laying hen sheds, the power output for
indoor condition control and ventilation demand is 58.9% and 43.7%, respectively
[9, 10]. Additionally, the electricity expense involving heating, lighting, ventilation
and cooling is the biggest part for poultry farmers [11].

Water is a vital input for poultry meat and eggs production and plays an impor-
tant role in guaranteeing chicken health. The traditional water sources, such as
rivers, lakes, rainfall, aquifers and snowmelts are not sufficient to fulfill the mini-
mum water demands. Currently, 61% fresh water is obtained from seawater desali-
nation processes, 21% from brackish water as well as 8% from river water. In
general, 90% of fresh water is attained from these three sources and the remaining
is extracted from brine, wastewater and other sources. Desalination is regularly
utilized to produce freshwater eliminating salts, pollutants and minerals from
brackish water [12]. However, desalination technology requires considerably higher
energy, cost and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions compared to traditional water
treatment approaches. Currently, two mature technological solutions are employed
include thermal and membrane approaches. It is found that the thermal-based
approach has much higher energy-intensive compared to membrane-based ones
[13, 14]. Specifically, Ahmed et al. [15] found that the desalination capacity across
the globe based on the membrane desalination method makes up about 73%
whereas the thermal-based solutions account for merely 27% until 2016. Moreover,
the membrane approaches require high operating pressure ranging from 55 to
70 bar, by comparison, the normal pressure for the brackish water desalination
varies from 15 to 30 bar [16]. Integrating the desalination technologies with renew-
able energy sources have the potential to produce fresh water for future develop-
ment. This mainly includes three merits, namely, energy sustainability, future fresh
water sustainability and environmental sustainability. Renewable energy technolo-
gies like solar photovoltaic (PV), solar photovoltaic/thermal (PV/T) and geothermal
heat pumps are state-of-the-art and could become feasible and economically prom-
ising for different areas. Nevertheless, when the technologies continue to enhance,
the fresh water becomes scarce and fossil fuel energy price increases, thereby
renewable energy desalination suits more viable economically. Additionally, the
CO, emission is the major factor by the operation of desalination processes. It is
reported [17, 18] that the CO, emission is over 1500% and it is predictable to
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increase to 2200% by 2040. Herein, the efficiency enhancement of water and
electricity, is vital to regulate CO, emission to protect the environment.

Hence, to ensure energy sustainable development, decrease cost as well as GHG
emission in poultry farming, sustainable energy development in poultry production
and reduce cost and GHG emissions, there is a strong incentive to explore energy
conservation and deployment of renewable energy technologies for improving
energy conversion efficiency for heating and cooling and replacing the utilization of
fuel. In comparison with conventional oil and gas energy resources, renewable
energy technology shows massive potential owing to its excellent quantity and
environmental friendliness.

To be more specific, solar energy technologies including photovoltaic (PV), solar
thermal collector and solar photovoltaic/thermal (PV/T) are the ideal solutions for
warming poultry shed. This is because they are both inexpensive and efficient to
operate and could solve fossil fuel-oriented environmental matters, compared to
traditional energy sources such as gas and oil. Gad et al. [19] built a solar energy
heating system for poultry shed to assess the energy efficiency and system cost. It is
observed that the thermal and electrical efficiencies could achieve 71.6% and 12.5%,
respectively. The electricity cost of renewable technology is about 1.12 US $/kg
which is less compared to 1.46 US $/kg of the conventional power operating system.
Mirzaee Ghaleh et al. [20] built a solar thermal collector system for heating a
poultry shed in Iran, and demonstrated that the system could fulfill at least 20% of
the energy demand in the heating season. Bazen et al. [21] carried out an economic
evaluation of a solar PV system for Tennessee’s poultry farm in USA, and concluded
that the effects of initial cost, installed expense and tax credit on the net present
value could reach 35%, 10.6% and 15%, respectively. Fawaza et al. [22] performed a
techno-economic assessment of a solar heating system for broiler breeding in Leb-
anon. The results illustrated that the hybrid system can achieve 74% of energy-
saving and overlay 84% of heating load demand in the heating season. Moreover,
annual operating cost saving is approximately $3389, resulting in a 4.6-year’ pay-
back period. Chen and Sheng [23] proposed a solar thermal vacuum tube collector
system for warming poultry shed, and found that the system can save around
148.6 kg of CO, emissions.

Geothermal energy is a potential heat source to provide space heating for
a chicken shed owing to the comparatively constant temperature of the soil.

And also it has minimal maintenance during the long operation period. As a
result, the influences of the GHP poultry shed on indoor temperature control

and energy efficiency assessment are investigated in some case studies [24, 25].
Specifically, Kharseh and Nordell [24] developed an integrated solar-geothermal
system for evaluating the energy demand for a poultry shed in Syria. It is
concluded that this hybrid unit can generate 92 MWh of heating and 13 MWh

of cooling, respectively. Choi et al. [25] applied a GHP unit for heating a

broiler in Korea. It is demonstrated that the maximum and minimum indoor tem-
peratures could be maintained in the range of 26.4°C-33.5°C and 22.4°C-30.9°C,
respectively.

Green poultry shed is a wise choice for resolving basic and applied problems in
connection with livestock production in an economic and ecological way. There is
still currently a research gap in the area of investigating the energy, economic and
environmental (3E) evaluation to study conversion efficiency, economic and GHG
emission elements for design and performance estimation of the renewable energy
unit in poultry shed. The major novelty of this work is to utilize the techno-
economic evaluation approach to predict the annual electrical and thermal energy
output and calculate system electrical and thermal energy cost savings, net present
value, payback period and GHG emission.
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2. System description

Figure 1 illustrates the fundamental design schematic of the hybrid renewable
heating system. To be more specific, the hybrid system could produce highly effi-
cient heating by solar photovoltaic/thermal (PV/T) array with a novel category of
cheap polyethylene heat exchanger (PHE) loop assisted a heat pump and couple to a
low expense geothermal copper pipe array. The PV/T module can simultaneously
produce electrical energy for driving the running of heat pump compressor and
thermal energy for inputting to the heat pump evaporator along with the geother-
mal pipe array. In the meantime, geothermal energy can offset the heat source
production from the PV/T module for heat pump condenser, such as in the absence
of solar radiation or nighttime. The fan coil as a recirculation device is utilized to
provide space heating to the poultry shed.

2.1 JWL poultry farm

This hybrid heating renewable system is installed in an actual poultry farm called
John Wright Ltd. (JWL), located in Newark-on-Trent of Nottinghamshire in the East
Midlands of England, UK. It has four poultry houses with 40,000 chickens in at a time.
Figure 2(a) presents an actual photo of JWL. The dimension of shed 1is 62 x 8 x 2m
(L x W x D) which is selected for the hybrid heating system because it is the smallest
one on-site and thus needs the least heating demand in winter as given in Figure 2(b)-
(d). The photo of young birds, the control unit and 66 kW gas burner are shown in
Figure 2(e)-(g), respectively. Additionally, in shed 1, the indoor temperature should
be maintained in the range from 32-20°C. The relative humidity (RH) varies from 50—
70%. Two 66 kW gas burners are utilized to warm the poultry shed in winter.

2.2 Meteorological data

Meteorological data are crucial for assessing the thermal and electrical energy
output and shed heating load. Figure 3 describes the average ambient temperature,
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Figure 1.
Schematic diagram of hybrid renewable heating system.
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(b) © (d) (3]

Figure 2.
JWL photos: (a) satellite view; (b) south view; (c) back view; (d) front view; (e) young birds; (f) heating
control unit; (g) 66 kW gas burner.
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Figure 3.
Weather conditions: (a) average air temperature and wind velocity; (b) solar radiation in Newark over a year.
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wind velocity as well as solar radiation [26]. Specifically, the highest average ambi-
ent temperature is 17.1°C in August whereas the lowest reaches 4.7°C in December.
The monthly wind speed varies from 3.6 m/s to 5.2 m/s on average. Meanwhile, the
highest and lowest solar radiation are 207.2 W/m?” in June and 24.2 W/m? in
December.

2.3 Experimental description

Figure 4 depicts the layout of the hybrid heating system installation. Because the
survey presented that there are not any poultry sheds in JWL which are fit for the
installation of the PV/T array. Hence, only the workshop, which is located next to
shed 1 as presented in Figure 4(a) is fulfilled the requirement of the structural
reinforcement. The energy output from the PV/T module is piped down the side of
the workshop, under the entrance road and through shed 1 to the plant room as
exhibited in Figure 4(b). Moreover, 52 (260Wp) Canadian solar PV panels [27] and
four 1 x 12 m PHE mats are mounted on the roof of the workshop with 15° oriented
to the south for enhancing solar energy harvesting. The solar PV inverter is placed
on the external wall of the workshop as displayed in Figure 4(c)-(d). A
15 kW F1145 NIBE heat pump [28] with R407C refrigerant is designated as it is the
biggest capacity the consortium and can afford almost the required thermal energy
input from the PV/T and ground copper pipe arrays as given in Figure 4(e). The
heat pump system could be employed in reverse to supply cooling in summer if

Shed 1 at TWL

Trenched under access
roadto shed 1

Figure 4.
Hybrid renewable energy heating system installation: (a) workshop and shed 1; (b) trenched under access road
to shed 1; (c¢) PV/T installed on the workshop roof; (d) inverter along with the external wall; (¢) NIBE F1145

heat pump; (f) fan coil.
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required. Additionally, the fan coil is mounted vertically on the south internal to
provide spacing heating for shed 1 as shown in Figure 4(f). Furthermore, there are
fifty ground copper pipes with 15 mm diameter and their dimension size is

2.5 x 5m (length x deep). The overall surface region of the geothermal pipe array is
approximately 10 x 10 m. The vertical copper pipes are connected and run back to
the plant room.

3. Numerical model
3.1 Energy model

3.1.1 PV/T array

Thermal energy conversion is classified into two processes including solar radi-
ation conversion into thermal energy and transferring collected thermal energy
towards PHE. Hence, this dynamic model is expressed by:

0Q, dTpyr
o5 mpy,rCpv/T at/ = Qups — Qpv/T—toss — Qete (1)

where Q; is the overall thermal energy (kW); mpy,r is the mass of PV/T (kg);
Cpv/r is the heat capacity of PV/T (J/ (kg-K)); Tpy,r is the temperature of PV/T (°C);
t is the time (s); Q.ps is the solar energy absorbed (kW); Qpvy/T.10ss is the overall
thermal loss (kW); Qe is the power output (kW).

Qups = TcaabsAe_ﬁ”I (2)

T. is the transmittance of PV/T; o,y is the absorptivity of PV/T; A is the
effective area of PV/T (m?); I is the solar radiation (W/m?);

QPV/T—los_v = Qcom},c + Qc,_vky + Qconv,pl,heo + Qpl,heo (3)
Qconv,c = hCU(TC - Tﬂ) (4)

where hy, is the forced convection coefficient (W/m?-K), which is written as:

hey =57 + 3.8 Viina (5)
T, =30 4 0.0175 x (I — 300) + 1.14 x (T, — 25) (6)

where V4 is the wind velocity (m/s); T. is the PV surface temperature (°C);
T, is the air temperature (°C);

Quy =& -0+ (T2 = T7) )
T, = 0.037536 - T1° + 0.32T, (8)

where €. is the emissivitzl of PV/T cover layer; o is the Stefan-Boltzmann’s
constant, 5.67 x 10~ W/m*K*; T, is the sky temperature (°C).

Qconv,pl,heo = hair - (Tpl - Theo) 9)

where h,;, is the convective heat transfer coefficient (W/m?K); Tp1> Theo are the

temperature of the EVA layer and PHE wall temperature, respectively (°C).



Energy Efficiency

Nu A ir
hm’r - 2 (10)
6m’r

where A, is the air thermal conductivity (W/m K); ,;, is air gap thickness
between the surface cover and PV module (m).
Nu is the Nusselt number as expressed:

_ _ LAY PRRTE
N, = {0.06 0.017(90)}& (11)

where f is the title-angle of PV panels; Gr is the Grashoff number given as:

g (Tpt = Theo) - 82y

Gr = (12)
yozzir ’ Tﬂi”
Qpl,heo =& "0 (T;l - T;zfeo) (13)
where e, is the emissivity of EVA layer;
Qe = ﬂeAqTI (14)

where 1 is the electrical efficiency of PV array (%); A is the effective area of
PV array (m?).
The overall heat production is written as:

Q, = Ay hi - (Ta = Ty) (15)

where h, is the overall heat transfer coefficient between the water and PV
module (W/m?K); T,, is the water temperature within the PHE (°C).

_Q
nt_Aqff'I (16)

where 1, is the thermal efficiency (%).

3.1.2 Ground copper pipe array

To supply an adequate heat source for the evaporator of the heat pump unit, a
low expense geothermal copper pipe array is developed. In lights of the heat trans-
fer fields, it is categorized into solid and fluid regions [29].

3.1.2.1 Solid field

The solid field contains soil and pipe wall as presented:

oT, _0(, oL\ 9o (, oL\ o/ I, a7
1Cs0il =5, = 3. il - il = il
Ps0il€soil ot o soil o @} soil ay P soil oz
oT 0 oT 0 oT 0 oT
yp _ . p . J4 . p
ppipecpipe ot - o (lpzpe ax) + @} (ﬂpzpe @/_) +_dz (llpzpe P ) (18)

where p is the density (kg/m>); c is the thermal capacity (J/kg-°C); A is the
thermal conductivity (W/m-K).
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3.1.2.2 Fluid field
The energy balance equation of the inlet pipe is given as:

T iuie T iuie azTinle
pﬂuidcﬂuid Tt + (pC‘U)f oz L = ;lﬂuid ?zt + bzg (Tgrout - Tinlet) (19)

The energy balance equation of the outlet pipe is expressed as:

2
aTautlet 0 Toutlet 0 Toutlet

pﬂuidcﬂuid T + (pcv)f oz — j:ﬂm’al ? + bog (Tgrout - Toutlet) (20)

3.1.3 Heat pump

The heat source of the heat pump is provided by PV/T and geothermal copper
pipe to offer a comfortable climate for the shed in the heating season. Hence, a heat
pump model is expressed as [30]:

Py con g
my = Vcwpr,suc 11+ G, (1 - )—d) ] (21)
r.evap
n Pr,eva P cond =
Agcomp = ‘fr,dis - fr,suc = n_1 ) », Suf : [(Pi :ZZP) - 1] (22)
Ah

Q, = LrZeomp (23)

Meomp

where m, is the refrigerant mass flow rate (kg/s); V. is the compressor swept
volume (m?); o is the compressor rotational speed (rev/s);
The coefficient of performance (COP) is given as:

Qheating

COP;, =
Qi

(24)

3.2 Economic model

Economic policy has a vital effect on the life cycle cost (LCC) analysis in lights of
the hybrid renewable heating system. Hence, the LCC is given as [31, 32]:

n

LCC = Ejc + Z(ESEC + Eme + Epc + Errs) (25)
i1

where LCC is the system lifetime expense (£); Ej¢ is the original expense (£);
Eggc is the system energy cost (£); Eypg is the maintenance cost (£); Epc is the
system periodic cost (£); Ejrs is the system income tax savings (£).

The payback period (PBP) is employed to determine the time required to recoup
the fund expended in an investment [33, 34].

PBP =X + ; (26)

where X is the number of years of final recovery (£); Y is the balance amount to
be recovered (£); Z is the cash inflow (£).
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4, Results and discussion
4.1 Model validation

Before performing the prediction of the annual thermal and electrical energy
output, it is necessary to validate the accuracy of the numerical model. Hence, the
comparisons between numerical and experimental results, in terms of the PV elec-
trical energy production, PHE and thermal energy output from the heat pump, are
analyzed based on the error analysis model from 01/Nov/2016 to 31/Jan/2017.

Ervor — T numerical — Texp erimental (27)

Tnumerical

4.1.1 Electrical energy production from PV array

Figure 5 displays the comparison of daily electrical energy output from PV array
based on the simulation and test results. It is concluded that the error is up to
14.93% occurred at the termination of the operating phase, the mean error reaches
9.26%. Moreover, the experimental data demonstrated that the total electrical
energy production could achieve 1125.89 kWh from 01/Nov/2016 to 31/Jan/2017
(228 days), by contrast, the numerical result exhibits close proximity of value,
achieving 1247.51 kWh within a 10% error. This means that the numerical result is
in very good agreement with experiment data, which validates the reliability of the
numerical model.

4.1.2 Thermal energy output from PHE

It can be observed from Figure 6 that the temperature variation between
the experimental data and the numerical result has a similar trend. The highest
thermal fluid temperature within the PHE reaches 15.75°C on 10/NOV/2016, by
comparison, the lowest one is 0.75°C on 25/JAN/2017. And also, the minimum
temperature difference was around 3.29% on 31/DEC/2016, the mean one
being 9.11%, while the maximum temperature difference is approximately 14.72%
on 14/NOV/2016.
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Figure 5.
Electrical energy output from PV array.
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Figure 6.
Thermal energy output from PHE.
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Figure 7.
Heat production from ground copper pipe.

4.1.3 Thermal output from ground copper pipe

Figure 7 displayed a similar temperature change tendency between the simula-
tion and test results. Specifically, the temperature of the test could realize up to
14.23°C on 15/JAN/2017 whereas the lowest temperature could reach 0.89°C on
08/NOV/2016. Additionally, the maximum, minimum and average relative errors

are 11.33% on 16/DEC/2016, 2.40% on 15/JAN/2017 and 6.36%, as clarified in
Table 1.

4.1.4 Thermal energy output from the heat pump

Figure 8 compared the thermal energy output from the heat pump system, and
found that the daily maximum and minimum differences are about 9.30% appeared
on 16/JAN/2017 and 5.49% occurred on 05/DEC/2016, respectively. Consequently,
the numerical model could be employed to assess the annual thermal and electrical
energy output of the hybrid renewable heating system over a year.

Table 1 illustrated the relative error analysis of PV electrical, thermal, geother-
mal thermal and heat pump outputs between simulation results and experimental
data. It is found that all error values are less than 15% which fulfill the requirement.

11
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Date PV electrical PHE thermal Geothermal thermal Heat pump

output (%) output (%) output (%) output (%)
03/NOV/2016 14.84 12.39 8.07 7.01
14/NOV/2016 4.15 14.98 7.07 6.33
28/NOV/2016 9.05 11.86 6.73 5.94
15/DEC/2016 8.22 9.75 14.79 5.49
23/DEC/2016 3.48 8.78 6.12 9.01
31/DEC/2016 14.88 3.29 4.98 8.28
08/JAN/2017 14.93 8.50 4.47 8.86
21/JAN/2017 8.45 8.91 2.40 9.30
26/JAN/2017 5.38 3.49 2.57 9.13

Table 1.

Relative ervor analysis of PV electrical, thermal, geothermal thermal and heat pump outputs.
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Figure 8.
Thermal energy output from the heat pump system.

4.2 Year-round system performance assessment

Figure 9 depicts the monthly power energy production and efficiency from the
PV array. It can be concluded that the minimum and the maximum monthly
electrical energy generation are around 335.81 kWh with the lowest efficiency
(about 14.85%) in December and 1830.35 kWh with the highest efficiency (about
15.9%) in June, respectively. And also, the overall electrical energy obtained from
the PV array could reach 11,867 kWh during a year. This means that it not only can
meet the power demand of the poultry shed, but also could supply around 43.5%
power requirement of the heat pump compressor operating.

Additionally, diminishing the PV surface temperature contributes to increasing
the voltage and electrical efficiency. The PHE under the PV array could help to
decrease the PV surface temperature resulting in a PV electrical efficiency
enhancement. Figure 10 exhibits the monthly thermal energy output and COP
variation of the heat pump unit. Results show that the highest and the lowest
monthly thermal energy output could achieve 3848.77 kWh in July and 1610.77
kWh in February, respectively. And also, the overall thermal energy output is about
30210.98 kWh per annum. This means that some capacity of the gas burners would

12
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Monthly PV electrical energy production and efficiency.
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Figure 10.
Monthly thermal energy output and COP of heat pump system.

be needed alongside the heat pump to warm the shed sufficiently, especially from
December to February.

Furthermore, the highest and lowest PV/T thermal efficiency could reach 28.3%
in June and 7.3% in December. When the PV/T operates in conjunction with the
geothermal copper pipe array, the COP of the heat pump could achieve up to 5.01 in
June, while a minimum COP of 2.17 can be achieved in December.

4.3 Economic assessment

It can be observed from Figure 11 that the comparison of gas and electricity cost
between the current system and PV/T and heat pump system each period. Notably,
the overall cost of the PV/T with heat pump system is lower than the gas burners
system. To be more specific, the gas cost of the PV/T with heat pump system is
approximately £319.74, which is significantly lower than that of the gas burner
system (approximately £1083), saving about £763. Similarly, the electrical cost of
the PV/T with heat pump system is approximately £128.52, which is lower com-
pared to the gas burner system (approximately £893), saving about £750. Addi-
tionally, the payback period is about 5.5 years.

13
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Figure 11.
Comparison of gas and electrical cost between gas burners and hybrid renewable heating systems.

4.4 Environmental evaluation

To perform the environmental evaluation, the CO, emissions related to gas and
electricity prices are needed, as applied to the UK. Therefore, the values assigned to the
parameters in this study are provided [34, 35] including 0.5246 kg CO, (e)/ kWe h for
electricity and 0.1836 kg CO, (e)/kWth h for gas. Additionally, in the UK, the elec-
tricity price at Feed-In Tariff (FIT) and the renewable heat incentive (RHI) are
£0.1097/kWh and £0.052/kWh, respectively [36, 37]. Results confirmed from Fig-
ure 12 that the gas burners system produces energy consumption of about 39,851 kWh
resulting in about 10.27 tons CO, emission, while the hybrid renewable heating system
has an only energy consumption of 10,978 kWh which is equivalent to 2.026 tons CO,
emission. This indicates that the novel hybrid system could save about 28,873 kWh
energy consumption, making for a reduction of total CO, emission of approximately
8.3 tons. Table 2 describes the calculation processes of energy consumption, CO,
emission and operating cost of the gas burners and PV/T with heat pump systems.

4.5 Summary

To sum up, the hybrid renewable energy heating system could save 28,873 kWh
of thermal and electrical energy consumption, £1528 of operating cost with

B Gas burners H Hybrid renewable heating system

50000 39851
40000
30000
20000
10000
0

Energy consumption CO2 emission (kg)
(kWh)

Figure 12.
Comparison of energy consumption and CO, emission between gas burners and hybrid renewable heating systems.
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System/items Gas burners system PV/T with heat pump system  Saving
Total energy 31,199 + 8652 = 39,851 10946.57 + 31.21 = 10,978 28,873
consumption, kWh kWh
(228 days)
CO, emission, tons 31,199 x 0.1836 + 8652 x 0.5246 10946.57 x 0.1836 + 31.21 x 0.5246 8.3
per (228 days) =10266.98/1000 = 10.27 tons =2026.16 kg/1000 = 2.03tons tons
Operating cost (£) £1083 + £893 = £1976 £319.74 + £128.52 = £448.26 £1528
(228 days)

Table 2.

Calculation process of energy consumption, CO, emission and operating cost between gas burners and PV/T
with heat pump systems.

5.5 years’ payback period and 8.3 tons of CO, emission. Additionally, the electrical
output of the PV/T array could achieve approximately 11,867 kWh per annum
whereas the thermal energy output is about 30,210 kWh per annum.

According to previous studies [19, 22, 25, 38], it is observed that the hybrid of
solar and geothermal energy systems used in a poultry house is rare. Specifically,
Fawaz et al. [22] demonstrated that the solar-assisted localized heating system could
save approximately 74% of the energy demand and exhibit a 4.6 years of payback
period. To improve the chicken meat and eggs production, Gad et al. [19] concluded
that the thermal efficiency of the solar heating system is about 71.6% whereas the
PV electrical efficiency is 12.5%. Choi et al. [25] designed, constructed and tested a
geothermal heat pump system for ameliorating the interior environment of the
poultry shed. It is demonstrated that the average interior air temperature could be
kept in the range from 24.8 to 32.2°C whereas the relative humidity varies from 45.2
to 72.6%. Moreover, the GHP poultry house could save about 92% of the overall
energy expense in comparison with the normal poultry shed. And also, the concen-
tration of CO; in the GHP poultry house could be decreased by 3299 ppm, by
comparison, in the conventional shed, it is decreased by 4945 ppm. Uzodinma et al.
[38] assessed the performance of a solar thermal collector with a phase change
materials system for poultry incubating chamber, and observed that the tempera-
ture of the chamber could be kept in the range from 36 to 39°C, meanwhile, an
average egg hatchability could reach 62.37%.

Herein, this proposed hybrid PV/T with heat pump system could allow taking
the benefit of high solar irradiation rates and soil heat, thus improving system
performance, ameliorating the interior environment of poultry shed and boost meat
and eggs production.

5. Conclusions

In this chapter, a novel PV/T with PHE array coupled to a low expense geother-
mal copper pipe array and heat pump system is installed in the JWL poultry farm. A
numerical model is established and has a good agreement with experimental data
within a 15% error. In the meantime, the yearly system energy output is predicted
based on the Newark-on-Trent of Nottinghamshire, UK weather conditions. More-
over, the comparisons of the gas cost, electrical cost and CO, emission are investi-
gated between the gas burners and hybrid renewable heating systems. Some
significant outcomes are obtained as below:

* The electrical production from the PV array could realize 11,867 kWh per

annum. It not only meets the power requirement of the poultry shed, but also
supply around 43.5% power needed for the heat pump compressor operation.
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* The heat pump thermal energy output is about 30,210 kWh per annum, which
indicates that some capacity of the gas burners would be required alongside the
heat pump to warm the shed adequately in winter.

* When the PV/T operates in conjunction with the geothermal pipe, the COP of
the heat pump could reach up to 5.01 in June, while a minimum COP of 2.17
could be achieved in December.

* The overall gas and electrical cost of the hybrid renewable heating system
are £320 and £129, which are much less than that of the gas burners system
saving £763 and £750, respectively, resulting in less than 6 years of payback
period.

* In comparison with the gas burner, the energy consumption of the hybrid

renewable heating system can decrease about 28,873 kWh, making for a
decline of total CO, emission of approximately 8.3 tons.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

CO, carbon dioxide

COP coefficient of performance

FIT feed-in tariff

GHG greenhouse gas

GHP geothermal heat pump

LCC life cycle cost

NH3 ammonia

PBP payback period

PHE polyethylene heat exchanger

PV photovoltaic

PV/T photovoltaic/thermal

RH relative humidity

RHI renewable heat incentive

WelChic  welfare enhanced living conditions for healthier chickens
3D three-dimensional

3E energy, economic and environmental
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Nomenclature

A area (m?)

c thermal capacity (J/kg-K)

H depth (m)

h heat transfer coefficient [W/(m-K)]
A thermal conductivity [W/(m-K)]

r radius (m)

T temperature (°C)

Author details

Yuanlong Cuil?*, Saffa Riffat?, Elmer Theo?, Tugba Gurler!, Xuan Xue®
and Zohreh Soleimani?

1 Department of Architecture and Built Environment, The University of
Nottingham, Nottingham, UK

2 School of Built Environment, College of Engineering and Technology, University
of Derby, Derby, UK

3 School of Pharmacy, The University of Nottingham, Nottingham, UK

*Address all correspondence to: ezzycl4@yahoo.com

IntechOpen

© 2022 The Author(s). Licensee IntechOpen. This chapter is distributed under the terms
of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by/3.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,

provided the original work is properly cited.

17



Energy Efficiency

References

[1] Wreford A, Topp CFE. Impacts of
climate change on livestock and possible
adaptations: A case study of the United
Kingdom. Agricultural Systems. 2020;
178:102737

[2] Rasul G. Twin challenges of
COVID-19 pandemic and climate
change for agriculture and food security
in South Asia. Environmental
Challenges. 2021;2:100027

[3] Izar-Tenorio J, Jaramillo P,

Griffin WM, Small M. Impacts of
projected climate change scenarios on
heating and cooling demand for
industrial broiler chicken farming in the
eastern U.S. Journal of Cleaner
Production. 2020;255:120306

[4] Anastasiadis F, Tsolakis N.
Environmental hotspots analysis: A
systematic framework for food

supply chains and implementation

case in the UK poultry industry.

Journal of Cleaner Production. 2021;305:
126981

[5] Costantino A, Fabrizio E, Ghiggini A,
Bariani M. Climate control in broiler
houses: A thermal model for the
calculation of the energy use and indoor
environmental conditions. Energy and
Buildings. 2018;169:110-126

[6] Du L, Hu C, Yang C, Yang L, Du H,
Li Q, et al. Investigation of a
preliminary ventilation energy-recovery
system for poultry houses. Computers

and Electronics in Agriculture. 2020;
175:105521

[71 Zhao Y, Shepherd TA, Li H, Xin H.
Environmental assessment of three egg
production systems—part I: Monitoring

system and indoor air quality. Poultry
Science. 2015;94:518-533

[8] Ren G, Lin T, Ying Y, Chowdhary G,

Ting KC. Agricultural robotics research
applicable to poultry production: A

18

review. Computers and Electronics in
Agriculture. 2020;169:105216

[9] Costantino A, Fabrizio E, Biglia A,
Cornable P, Battaglini L. Energy use for
climate control of animal houses: The
state of the art in Europe. Energy
Procedia. 2016;101:184-191

[10] Weindl I et al. Livestock in a
changing climate: Production system
transitions as an adaptation strategy for
agriculture. Environmental Research
Letters. 2015;10:094021

[11] Bazen EF, Brown MA. Feasibility of
solar technology (photovoltaic)
adoption: A case study on Tennessee's
poultry industry. Renewable Energy.
2009;34(3):748-754

[12] Jones E, Qadir M, van Vliet MTH,
Smakhtin V, Kang S, mu. The state of
desalination and brine production: A

global outlook. Science of the Total
Environment. 2019;657:1343-1356

[13] Tomaszewska B, Akkurt GG,
Kaczmarczyk M, Bujakowski W,

Keles N, Jarma YA, et al. Utilization of
renewable energy sources in
desalination of geothermal water for
agriculture. Desalination. 2021;513:
115151

[14] Al-Karaghouli A, Kazmerski LL.
Energy consumption and water
production cost of conventional and
renewable-energy-powered desalination

processes. Renewable and Sustainable
Energy Reviews. 2013;24:343-356

[15] Ahmed FE, Hashaikeh R, Hilal N.
Solar powered desalination-technology,
energy and future outlook. Desalination.
2019;453:54-76

[16] Dashtpour R, Al-Zubaidy SN.
Energy efficient reverse osmosis
desalination process. Journal of
Membrane Science. 2012;3(4):339



Energy, Economic and Environmental (3E) Assessments on Hybrid Renewable Energy...

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.102025

[17] Shahzad MW, Burhan M, Ang L,
Ng KC. Energy-water-environment
nexus underpinning future desalination
sustainability. Desalination. 2017;413:
52-64

[18] Shahzad MW, Ng KC, Burhan M,
Chen Q, Jamil MA, Imtiaz N, et al.
Demystifying integrated power and
desalination processes evaluation based
on standard primary energy approach.

Thermal Science and Engineering
Progress. 2022;27:101153

[19] Gad S, El-Shazly MA, Wasfy KI,
Awny A. Utilization of solar energy and
climate control systems for enhancing

poultry houses productivity. Renewable
Energy. 2020;154:278-289

[20] Mirzaee-Ghaleh E, Omid M,
Keyhani A, Javadikia P. Forecasting the
thermal load for implementing solar
energy in a model poultry house. Journal
of Agricultural Engineering and
Biotechnology. 2013;1:30-36

[21] Bazen EF, Brown MA. Feasibility of
solar technology (photovoltaic)
adoption: A case study on Tennessee’s
poultry industry. Renewable Energy.
2009;34:748-754

[22] Fawaza H, Abiad MG, Ghaddar N,
Ghali K. Solar-assisted localized
ventilation system for poultry brooding.
Energy and Buildings. 2014;71:142-154

[23] Chen W, Sheng C. Mitigation of

carbon dioxide emissions in a warming
system for chicks by using solar energy.
Life Science Journal. 2013;10:1845-1850

[24] Kharseh M, Nordell B. Sustainable
heating and cooling systems for
agriculture. International Journal of
Energy Research. 2014;35:415-422

[25] Choi HC, Salim HM, Akter N,

Na JC, Kang HK, Kim M]J. Effect of
heating system using a geothermal heat
pump on the production performance
and housing environment of broiler

19

chickens. Poultry Science. 2012;91:
275-281

[26] Weather statistics for Newark-On-
Trent, England. Available at: Newark-
On-Trent, Nottinghamshire, United
Kingdom Historical Weather Almanac
(worldweatheronline.com)

[27] CS6P-250P (250W) Solar Panel.
Available at :CS6P-P_en.cdr (zonnepane
len.net)

[28] Ground Source Heat Pump

NIBE™ F1145. Available at: http://www.
ecolivinguk.com/media/29491/nibe_
product_guide_ £1145.pdf

[29] Cui Y, Zhu J. 3D transient heat
transfer numerical analysis of multiple
energy piles. Energy and Buildings.
2017;134:129-142

[30] Jin H, Spitler JD. A parameter
estimation based model of water-to-
water heat pumps for use in energy
calculation programs. ASHRAE
Transactions. 2002;108:4493-4510

[31] Gu Y, Zhang X, Myhren JA, Han M,
Chen X, Yuan Y. Techno-economic
analysis of a solar photovoltaic/thermal
(PV/T) concentrator for building
application in Sweden using Monte

Carlo method. Energy Conversion and
Management. 2018;165:8-24

[32] Cui Y, Zhu ], Zoras S, Qiao Y,
Zhang X. Energy performance and life
cycle cost assessments of a photovoltaic/

thermal assisted heat pump system.
Energy. 2020;206:118108

[33] Chandra S, Yadav A. Site selection
based on thermo mechanical decay and
payback period of solar PV system:
Need of present scenario. Materials
Today: Proceedings. 2021;43 Part 1
287-292

[34] Herrando M, Markides CN,
Hellgardt K. A UK-based assessment of
hybrid PV and solar-thermal systems for



Energy Efficiency

domestic heating and power: System
performance. Applied Energy. 2014;122:
288-309

[35] Amrizal N, Chemisana D, Rosell JI.
Hybrid photovoltaic-thermal solar
collectors dynamic modeling. Applied
Energy. 2013;101:797-807

[36] Ofgem. Feed-in Tariff: Guidance for
renewable installations. 2016. Available
at: 2005_fits_guidance_for_installa
tions_v15_clean.pdf (ofgem.gov.uk)
[Accessed: June 20, 2016

[37] Ofgem. Tariffs and payments:
Domestic RHI. 2016. Available at: Tariff
s and payments: Domestic RHI | Ofgem
[Accessed: April 15, 2016]

[38] Uzodinma EO, Ojike O,

Etoamaihe UJ, Okonkwo WI.
Performance study of a solar poultry egg
incubator with phase change heat

storage subsystem. Case Studies in
Thermal Engineering. 2020;18:100593

20



