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Executive Summary
The Horizon 2020 Project ‘Increasing the value of Hydropower through increased Flexibility
(HydroFlex)’ aims towards scientific and technological breakthroughs to enable hydropower
to operate with very high flexibility in order to utilise the full power and storage capability.
The project will create the environmental, social and technical basis for successful future
industrial developments by performing well-focused research and innovation activities on
the key bottlenecks of hydropower units that restrict their operating range and thus limit
their flexibility.
One objective of the HydroFlex project is to develop a water turbine capable of doing a
significant number of starts and stops per day. Work package 2 aims to investigate if there
is a demand for such a turbine in the future power system, for example from an economical
perspective in the power markets or from a technical perspective in terms of grid operation
and short term system stability. To fulfil this task, simulations of the future European power
system are needed. As the future development of the European power system is subject to
uncertainty, this report defines three European energy scenarios as a framework to cover
various future developments in the simulations.
At first, this report explains the status quo of electricity generation in Europe as well as
fundamental knowledge related to the term flexibility. Flexibility provision needs to meet
certain demands caused by different elements of power systems. This report also presents
different flexibility options able to cover these demands for flexibility. Although all provide
individual advantages, this report identifies hydropower, especially pumped storage
hydropower, to be a very flexible, diverse option and a technology capable of facing flexibility
challenges set by the increase of intermittent renewable energy sources.
Hydropower is especially common in the Nordic and Alpine countries and might provide
flexibility. Assessments of future possibilities regarding this technology should therefore
consider hydropower located in these countries. In order to evaluate requirements for
hydropower providing flexibility, factors are described, which are essential to the future
success of this possibility. As the future is subject to uncertainty, numerous outlines of the
future European power system are available, designed by different parties involved in power
systems. This report examines existing scenarios on possible opportunities of hydropower
based on the mentioned factors.
Finally, this report defines three scenarios, the Green Hydro, Reference and Prosumer
scenario, which are specifically designed as suitable input for the following computational
simulations of the European power systems. To evaluate the possible profitability of
hydropower and to achieve HydroFlex’s main objective, the scenarios describe different
contexts for Nordic hydropower.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Background and motivation

The Paris Agreement [1], signed in 2015, unites the entirety of the world’s nations on a single
goal: proceed against global climate change. The fact that nearly 200 countries are
collaborating on one issue stresses the importance of limiting global warming and lowering
carbon emissions. The success of this global collaboration will be mainly determined by
changes in the usage of fossil fuels within the energy sector in particular. Their use in
electricity generation is a significant contributor to greenhouse gas emissions. [2–5]
In the wake of the Paris Agreement, nearly all countries involved are changing their climate
policies. Among these, the European Union (EU) has a history of pushing for climate action
where it assumes a leading role in climate policy on the European continent. In order to emit
fewer greenhouse gases, European countries have combined their efforts and agreed on
common climate policies. They are planning to reduce the amount of climate-damaging
fossil-fuelled power plants, e.g. hard coal and lignite. To cover electricity demand, European
countries are increasing the share of renewable energies within their power systems. [2; 3]
Renewable energy sources (RES) are – in contrast to fossil fuels – considered
climate-friendly. The term RES refers to, among others, wind and solar energy, biomass as
well as hydropower. These energy resources are able to restore themselves, but are
flow-limited [6]. They have the ability to generate electricity without utilizing fossil fuels. [6;
7]
In order to implement the Paris Agreement and reach climate goals, European countries have
been increasing the amount of RES, in particular, wind and solar power units. As electrical
power generation (actual electrical power output) by wind and solar power plants fluctuates,
these technologies will be referred to as intermittent renewable energy sources (IRES) in this
report. The fluctuating electrical power generation by IRES causes several challenges, which
European countries have to find solutions for. Supply-dependent IRES increase the need for
technologies able to balance power systems by providing flexibility.
In a joint effort of 16 research and industry partners from five European countries, the
HydroFlex project ‘Increasing the value of Hydropower through increased Flexibility’ explores
the role of hydropower as a flexibility option. HydroFlex is a research and innovation action
funded under the EU Horizon 2020 programme “H2020-EU3.3.2 – Low-cost, low-carbon
energy supply”. It addresses the technology-specific challenge “Hydropower: Increasing
flexibility of hydropower” of the work programme topic “LCE-07-2016-2017 – Developing the
next generation technologies of renewable electricity and heating/cooling”, which focuses
on the need to develop new technologies, generators and turbine designs to increase the
flexibility of hydropower plants while mitigating environmental impacts. The project is
divided into seven work packages. Figure 1 depicts the tasks of work package two (WP2),
which this report originates from.

7

THREE EUROPEAN ENERGY SCENARIOS

T 2.1 Energy Scenarios

T 2.2 Reference Sites

T 2.3 Simulations

T 2.4 Guide

Figure 1: Tasks of work package 2
The main objective of WP2 is to identify and describe the demands hydropower plants will
be confronted with in future power systems. The focus will be on identifying dynamic loads
such as those resulting from providing high ramping rates and frequent start-stop-cycles. In
order to achieve this main objective, future flexibility demands need to be taken into account
in this project. As the future is subject to uncertainty, computational simulations based on
various scenarios provide suitable assessments of the future. Therefore, this report defines
three energy scenarios to fulfil task 2.1. In the further course of this work package, the
identification of reference sites, the simulations and a guide describing the operational
requirements hydropower plants have to meet in the future will follow. [8–10]

1.2 Aims and structure of the report

The aim of this report is to derive three scenarios suitable to model the range of future
developments in computational simulations as well as to examine demand on future
flexibility and profitability of hydropower. These scenarios will serve as suitable input for the
simulations created subsequent to this report. These will judge the suitability of hydropower
as a flexibility option.
In order to provide a framework for judging hydropower’s options in the future, chapter 2
explains the status quo of electricity generation in Europe as well as fundamental knowledge
related to the term flexibility. Flexibility provision needs to meet certain demands caused by
different elements of power systems. This chapter also presents different flexibility options
able to cover these demands. It aims to identify the currently most suitable flexibility option.
Based on these findings, section 2.2.3 presents factors essential to appropriately judge
future possibilities for Nordic hydropower. Chapter 3 describes the tool chain processing the
simulations and chapter 4 provides an overview about scenario development with regard to
the subsequent simulations.
As the future is hard to estimate, numerous outlines of future power systems are available,
designed by different parties involved in power systems. Chapter 5 examines existing
scenarios on possible opportunities of hydropower.
Chapter 6 explains three scenarios based on the findings of the previous chapter. These
scenarios are specifically designed as suitable input for computational simulations of the
European power systems. To evaluate the flexibility provision by hydropower plants, these
explanations describe different contexts for Nordic hydropower represented by the Green
Hydro, Prosumer and Reference scenarios.
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2 Evaluation of flexibility in the light of future European
power systems
The following chapter first explains the status quo of European power systems. Secondly, it
describes demands on flexibility provision as well as options able to provide flexibility. The
chapter ends with the conclusion of factors essential to an evaluation of flexibility provision
in future European power systems.

2.1 The status quo of European power systems

Due to the characteristics of Europe comprising of several nations, the European power
systems can also be seen as a union made up by the electricity supply of each country. They
have developed individually within each country. The design of power systems in the late
19th and early 20th century was not meant to transmit electricity long-distance. Mostly
centralised systems with large fossil-fuelled power plants developed in close proximity to
demand centres. These areas of supply expanded as technology was evolving, but remained
limited. Consequently, countries were not necessarily well-connected to the power system
of their neighbouring country. These large-scale, mostly fossil-fuelled power plants have
shaped European power systems.
The same accounts for nuclear power plants. Their shares in electrical energy production
(amount of electrical energy generated) increased in the 1950s. Figure 2 depicts the shares
in electrical energy production, within Europe as of 2016, of the following four types of
generation: hydropower, nuclear, fossil fuels, and RES excluding hydropower. As can be seen,
nuclear and fossil fuels combined still amount to over 60%. Therefore, they still play an
important role in electricity supply today. [11–13]

RES
excluding
hydropower
17%

Hydropower
17%

Nuclear energy
25%

Fossil fuels
41%

Figure 2: ENTSO-E shares of electrical energy production in 2016 [14]
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Reflecting European countries’ diversity, their composition of power plant units vary
profoundly. They have grown nationally due to different geographical aspects, regional
availability of primary energy sources and political objectives. At the beginning of electricity
generation, countries used resources found within their territories. They developed the
infrastructural means to transport these resources over short distances to large electrical
power generation units. E.g., Germany has built its power supply on coal and lignite deposits
mined in its western and eastern regions. These resources have also been mined within
neighbouring countries of Germany or have been imported from Germany.
Figure 3 illustrates the share of fossil fuels electrical energy production within Europe in
2016 on the left hand side. As can be seen, Germany and adjacent countries still rely on fossil
fuels to a great extent, mostly due to this historical development. [11; 15–17; 13; 18–20] In
contrast, Nordic countries traditionally used the advantage of their topography to generate
hydropower. Figure 3 also depicts this particular Nordic characteristic by showing the share
of hydraulic electrical energy production within Europe on the right hand side. Sweden
includes hydropower to approximately 40%. Norway’s share in hydropower even amounts to
over 95% of its electrical energy production.
France on the other hand has always been relatively low in fossil resources. To become more
independent from importing fossil fuels, France turned to nuclear energy as an alternative in
the 1970s. Today, France derives approximately 80% of its electrical energy production from
the nuclear sector. These examples illustrate the following: Europe consists of many
countries, all of which have their own characteristics. Their power systems and preferred
source of energy reflect this diversity. [15–17; 13; 18; 20; 14]

74

0

96
21
2

2

24

41
86

38
75

56

85
29
13
9

42

3

85

56

58
20
29

2

32

18
36

65 73
41
73 66
64

40

0,1

30

59

38

0,3

46

2

0,1
2
74
12

39
45
30

15

28
2

5

4

60

55
31

19
0,9

3 27
54
4
59
16
27 31

30
11

13

95

0,0

Lowest

Highest

Figure 3: Share of fossil fuels (left) and hydropower (right) in total national electrical energy
production [14]
Although having mostly individual power systems, European countries established
cross-border transmission capacities where it was reasonable regionally. Switzerland for
example, due to its geography and high amount of hydropower generation, linked parts of its
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system to bordering parts of Germany, Italy, and France as early as the late 19th century [13].
Individual connections like these were rare at first and there was no methodical
interconnecting of several countries. Over time, European countries established more and
more of these links, connecting a growing number of countries in Continental Europe. [13;
21; 22]
These links were possible as all these different power systems are based on the same
underlying technical standards. European countries implemented for the better part 50 Hertz
as their standard system frequency as early as the beginning of the 20th century. Nowadays
power systems either function with 50 or 60 Hertz worldwide; the latter being used on the
American continent while the former on most of the others. The frequency is a measure of
balance between the amount of energy generated and demanded. It is an important and
necessary tool as electrical grids are not able to store electricity. This balance is shown in
Figure 4: when demand is higher than generation, the frequency drops and vice versa. These
imbalances happen naturally as neither demand nor generation are completely certain. As
the basic principle of energy conservation dictates, the amount of energy within the system
has to be balanced at any time. Therefore, flexibility options, such as hydropower plants, are
essential to the power system. [23; 21; 24; 13; 22]

Generation

Demand

Figure 4: The balance of load and generation [25]
During the last century, European countries have continued to agree on common standards
and to interconnect their power systems. Especially after World War II, they have increased
collaboration on many issues, including electricity. [26; 22] They have formed several
foundations and have initiated international standardisation regarding power systems, their
history described in detail by [26] and [22]. These ambitions resulted in today’s European
Network of Transmission System Operators for Electricity (ENTSO-E), a pan-European
organisation currently including 43 Transmission System Operators (TSOs) from 36 EU and
non-EU countries [27]. Figure 5 illustrates these member countries. As shown, the ENTSO-E
area covers the majority of Europe. The member countries are organised regionally as
synchronous areas, also illustrated in Figure 5. As outlined in [28], ENTSO-E was founded to
improve coordination between TSOs. This includes, but is not limited to, the development of
a European transmission system as well as the development and monitoring of the
implementation of network codes. To ensure implementation, ENTSO-E takes actively part
in the development of European regulations, especially in close cooperation with
EU legislation. [28]
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Nordic
Continental Europe
United Kingdom and Ireland
Baltic

Observer Member

Figure 5: The origin of member TSOs of ENTSO-E [27]
European countries have also most notably agreed on decreasing their environmental
emissions and limiting global warming. As one result of these agreements, they have
introduced policies to increase the amount of emission-free RES considerably within their
systems and strategies on how to include them. These plans also include altering their
composition of power plant units. Clearly, European countries will need to build more RES
and implement them into power systems. These countries will achieve less emissions most
effectively by decreasing the usage of fossil-fuelled power plants. These changes will affect
not only the composition of power plant units, but also the structure of transmission grids,
as will be explained in the course of this chapter.

12

THREE EUROPEAN ENERGY SCENARIOS

Figure 6 shows the course of electrical energy production by fuel within the EU. Starting in
1990, it illustrates the decline of fossil fuels and the rise of RES until the year 2015.
Traditionally most used fossil fuels are decreasing while renewables are steadily increasing.
A change within European power systems towards RES has begun. Continuing on this path
towards one pan-European power system primarily supplied by RES, European countries
have to face several challenges. [12; 29–31]
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Figure 6: Electrical energy production by fuel in the EU (1990-2015) [32]

2.2 Flexibility within European power systems

As the electrical power generation in renewable European power systems will fluctuate
depending, inter alia, on the weather, the need for balancing will increase. Flexibility options,
such as hydropower plants, could become more important. The more measures available
within a system to balance demand and generation, which derivate in time, the more
flexibility it offers [33]. The term flexibility in a broad sense describes the mere potential to
balance the generation and demand by adjusting the electrical power generation or demand,
whenever there is a deviation from the usual amount in the system. These imbalances
originate from different elements of the power system and put different demands on the
source of flexibility. [33–35; 30; 36; 37; 9]

2.2.1 Demands on flexibility provision

The following will explain fundamental causes of flexibility demands such as power plant
outages, load fluctuation, and fluctuation in power generated by RES. In principle, it is the
task of the wholesale electricity markets to match demand and supply. Nevertheless, shortterm imbalances occur due to the limited temporal resolution of products or uncertain
circumstances. Regulatory control regularises today’s control actions to balance those
imbalances. Finally, this section deals with grid congestion management, which requires
flexibility as well.
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2.2.1.1 Power plant outages
When designing power systems, fossil-fuelled power or hydropower plants primarily ensured
electrical power generation. The output of these power plants is dispatchable. Nevertheless,
the availability of power plants is limited because of unforeseeable failures of power plants.
These losses happen continuously, stochastically and need to be compensated by other
means. Disturbances do not have to be within gigawatts to disturb the power system: Even
minor outages of power plants can cause a derivation from the standard frequency. [8, 38]
2.2.1.2 Load fluctuation
Another fundamental cause for an imbalance of demand and generation is load fluctuations.
The demand side has always been volatile as it consists of numerous differing components.
Large industrial complexes with relatively steady and high electricity demand can cause a
high discrepancy if disconnected suddenly. Multitudes of small consumers who can connect
and disconnect household appliances or small devices at any time are uncertain in their
individual behaviour and account for a natural fluctuation in demand. Therefore, load is not
homogeneous, but varies in time and amount. [38; 8]
Using data and experience of load development, demand can be categorised into base,
medium, and peak load. Figure 7 shows these three categories in a generic load curve
example over an exemplary 24-hour period. Base load refers to the amount of consumption
which is almost the minimum over a span of time; therefore representing the base of the
area shown in Figure 7. Its level can differ in between seasons or within a day. For example,
the electricity use is higher during operational hours of businesses than at night. It is also
higher in winter than in summer due to electrical space heating. These differences are well
known using historical data. If demand levels exceed this base level within smaller spans,
the term medium load is used, highlighted in Figure 7. If demand levels change within higher
spans and shorter time frames, they exceed the medium load and the term peak load applies.
As can be seen in Figure 7, peak load occurs during a smaller period of time and to a lower
extent. [7; 39–41; 8]

Peak load

Medium load

Base load
1

3

5

7

9 11 13 15 17 19 h 23

Figure 7: A generic load curve example [42]
With regard to the short-term load fluctuation, it is necessary to distinguish between
forecasting errors and noise. Figure 8 exemplarily illustrates short-term fluctuations in load
over time and their deviation from forecasted values. Prognoses refer to time intervals as
14
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small as possibly tradeable on electricity markets, mostly 15 minutes. An exemplary
prognosis is highlighted in blue. Within one interval of 15 minutes, the forecasting error is
the difference between the average value of actual load, inscribed in red, and the value of
prognosis. As the demand of electricity is fluctuating, short-term variations occur. The
deviation of load from its average value is called noise. Both deviations cause the need for
flexibility options, such as hydropower plants. [43]

Power

Noise
Forecasting
error

00:00

hh:mm

00:15

00:45

time
Actual load

Actual value of prognosis

Average value

Figure 8: Short-term fluctuations and forecast errors in load
The power systems have grown to meet these demands as they occur and have adapted to
these fluctuations. As electrical power generation is becoming increasingly renewable, the
residual load gains greater significance. This term describes the actual electricity demand
minus the power generated by renewable energy. It has been introduced as the energy
provided by IRES must be prioritised in the power systems of most European countries.
Giving priority to the feed-in of wind and solar power is a part of their plans to include RES
into their power systems. The more energy IRES feed into the systems, the lower the amount
of residual energy and the less fossil-fuelled power plants get to supply electricity. Since
these power plants have provided a large part of the flexibility so far, other flexibility options,
such as hydropower plants, might become more important. [7; 39–41]
2.2.1.3 IRES fluctuation
The amount of energy being provided by IRES can vary within and between seasons,
depending on their type. Wind and solar energy, for example, depend on supply of wind and
solar irradiation. Figure 9 compares two days of wind and solar power feed-in in Germany.
The 22nd of September in 2017 was comparatively low in electrical power generation by IRES.
Except for midday, electrical power generation on this day was insignificant in comparison
to 26thof December the same year. Figure 9 illustrates that 26thof December accounted for
almost three times as much electrical power generation. Forecasts can, to some extent,
calculate these differences in supply beforehand, using meteorological data. As the weather
15
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cannot yet be determined completely, different frameworks and models are available to
make such prognosis. Depending on the choice of methodology, meteorological parameters
and their variation are calculated differently. This leads to different qualities in forecasting.
The position of the sun determines solar electrical power generation output. Even though the
position of the sun is well calculable, solar radiation can be hindered by fog or clouds. The
formation of these meteorological processes is hard to simulate in a computer model, as
further explained in [44]. Errors are thus still common in forecasting. [44; 45; 8]
60
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Figure 9: Exemplary feed-in by wind and solar power in Germany (2017) [46]
The quality of a prognosis always depends on various factors: the forecast horizon, the size
of the area considered, and the properties of facilities available within said area. This quality
can only be assessed retrospectively and consists of the prognosticated amount of energy
and the amount actually occurred. Forecast errors can be either negative or positive. If there
is more electricity being generated than forecasted, the error is negative and flexibility
options need to absorb this extra amount of energy. If there is less than expected, other
electrical power generation units have to cover the remaining demand. [44; 45; 8]
Figure 8 in paragraph 2.2.1.2 exemplarily illustrates short-term fluctuations in load over time
and their deviation from forecasted values. The distinction between forecasting errors and
noise is also valid for the electrical power generation by IRES. Prognoses refer to time
intervals as small as possibly tradeable on electricity markets, mostly 15 minutes. Within
one interval of 15 minutes, the forecasting error is the difference between the average value
of actual electrical power generation by IRES and the single value of prognosis. As the
generation by IRES is fluctuating, short-term variations occur. The deviation of actual
generation from its average value is called noise. This deviation occurs for example due to
the effects of cloud course on solar irradiation. Both deviations cause the need for flexibility
options. [43]
16
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The forecast horizon has a significant effect on quality. Figure 10 shows the example of wind
power forecasts in Spain, from 2008 to 2012, and their forecasting errors in relation to the
forecast horizon. The shorter the forecast horizon, the smaller the forecasting error. The
limited reliability of weather forecasts hinders accurate planning of load supply. As can also
be seen in Figure 10, forecasting improved within only a few years. As the amount of IRES is
increasing and forecasting methods are still evolving, flexibility absorbing these forecasting
errors gains growing importance. [44; 45; 8]
25
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Figure 10: Errors in wind power forecasts in Spain plotted against the forecast horizon [8]
2.2.1.4 Steps in unit commitment
Program changes of cross-border exchange transfer due to electricity trading activities and
thus changes in the feed-in of power plants cannot be realised immediately for technical
reasons. If such jump occurs, an inter-periodic ramping (increase or reduction) of the set
point of cross-border exchange takes place controlled by the Frequency Restoration Reserve
(described in section 2.2.1.5). This extends over a time range of up to 10 minutes. In this
time range, the feed-in power of the power plants has to be adjusted as well. As this adaption
can be non-synchronous, imbalances can occur resulting in an additional demand for
flexibility provision by e.g. hydropower plants.
2.2.1.5 Regulatory Control
Following the above-described fundamental causes of flexibility demands, control actions
have been developed in the European power system. Today, regulatory control standardises
and coordinates those measures within Europe to balance short-term imbalances.
Control actions respond within different time frames. Figure 11 shows their sequence and
interconnection. To give an example, a sudden power plant’s outage causes a derivation
from the standard frequency. This automatically activates Frequency Containment. It is a
response of all technical elements operating within the system like speed controllers of
turbines of power plants. They sense the derivation from the usual frequency within a span
of ± 20 mHz and adjust their power. This change in kinetic energy alters the amount of power
17
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Frequency / power

delivered until a balance between electrical power generation and consumption is reestablished. If the frequency deviates up to ± 200 mHz, every Frequency Containment
Reserve is fully activated. As Frequency Containment Reserves act as proportional control,
the frequency cannot reach its original level, but only stabilise. After 15 to 30 seconds
Frequency Restoration Reserve supersedes Frequency Containment Reserves. Frequency
Containment Reserves resources are then fully available again. Grid operators activate
Frequency Restoration Reserve automatically, which can stabilise the frequency back to its
original level. When disturbances continue after these actions, grid operators can manually
relieve Frequency Restoration Reserve and activate Replacement Reserves. Additional load
or generation can be activated within the area in which the disturbance has occurred.
Regarding a future energy system with less fossil-fuelled power plants, other options need
to be implemented to provide regulatory control. [37, 39–41]

Frequency Restoration
0

Occurrence of
the disturbance

Replacement
Reserves

Frequency
Containment

Time

Time to restore
frequency

Figure 11: Time frames and measures of regulatory control [47]
To facilitate the exchange across borders and further international standardisation, these
control actions were formulated at the beginning of the 21st century for the area of today’s
ENTSO-E [43]. ENTSO-E has also published several regulations, called network codes, which
include measures for electricity balancing and frequency restoration. Due to the high
complexity and technical differences within European power systems, the implementation
of a common European regulation and market is still in progress. These rules are widely
agreed upon, but can differ between synchronous areas, e.g. between Continental Europe
and the Nordic countries. States within these areas are also allowed to differ from
regulations when necessary or reasonable. [44, 45]
2.2.1.6 Congestion management
In order to ensure security in transmission grid operation, certain conditions must not be
violated. Power grids are built to function at the height of forecasted transmission even if
one element should fail or be shut down, therefore called (n-1)-criterion. Moreover, the level
of voltage must not change considerably and other network elements must not overload in
case of a failure. In case not all power flows can be sufficiently handled by the power grid
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without violating these operating conditions, congestions occur. The TSO’s task is to prevent
these congestions, therefore called congestion management. [48; 49]
One measure to do so is called redispatch. If the operators of power grids deem it necessary,
they can order operators of power plants to reschedule their electrical power generation. As
the sum of energy being supplied cannot change in order to cover all demand, a power plant
on one end of the bottleneck needs to generate less electricity. Another plant on the other
end of the bottleneck then increases its generation. The congestion is simply avoided by this
type of rescheduling. As illustrated above, fluctuations historically occurred on the demand
side of power systems. Reliable sources on the side of generation balanced these
fluctuations. With weather dependent IRES becoming a bigger part of power systems,
congestion management has to adapt its strategies as well. [50; 48; 49]
Additionally, IRES are built at locations which promise high output, but are often remote from
demand centres. As mentioned, the power grid was designed to supply locally, not to
transmit electricity over long distances. Consequently, connecting these remote locations
as well as variability caused by both sides of power systems increase the burden put on the
power grid, the likeliness of congestions, and the complexity of managing the power flow.
With the increasing amount of IRES and delays in grid expansion projects, finding solutions
to lighten the burden on the elements of the power grid is an increasingly important task and
an opportunity for flexibility options, such as hydropower plants. [50; 19]

2.2.2 Four kinds of flexibility

Flexibility measures can be categorised into four main categories: dispatchable generation,
demand side management, increased interconnection, and energy storage [35; 51; 8]. There
are different kinds of facilities being able to provide either one or several of these types of
flexibility. [35; 51; 8; 36; 52; 42]
2.2.2.1 Dispatchable generation
Fossil-fuelled and nuclear power plants
First of all, when there is a surplus or deficit of energy within a system, one option is to alter
generation itself. Therefore, large-scale power plants are traditionally a main source of
flexibility. The sensibility of this measure depends on the properties of the facility. This type
of flexibility is hindered by four restrictions of power plants: minimum point and maximum
point of operation, ramp rate, and start-up time [53]. These key figures can vary depending
on characteristics of the facility. As fossil-fuelled power plants can be in operation for several
decades, more recently built power plants are often further developed and more dynamic.
The key figures mentioned below contain modern and older power plants. [24; 54; 36; 55]
Operating conditions of fossil-fuelled and nuclear power plants
Start-up time, as illustrated in Figure 12, is the amount of time needed for a power plant to
reach a stable point in operation, which is mostly defined as the minimum load [34]. This key
figure can generally be categorised as hot, warm, or cold start-up [56; 34]. The reason for this
distinction lies in operating conditions. The materials of power plants can only endure
certain temperature changes without damages [57]. Elements in fossil-fuelled power plants
need a certain operating temperature, which has to be regained after a standstill [57]. In the
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future, power plants which are able to react quickly to fluctuations of IRES are gaining
importance. In order to balance variability of IRES, other sources of electrical power
generation will need to be able to be turned on and off quickly, within 15 to 30 minutes [8],
and often, even several times within a day. [57; 53; 58; 59; 8]
Nominal load
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Figure 12: Exemplary illustration of restrictions of fossil-fuelled power plants [53]
While in operation, fossil-fuelled power plants are often not dispatched below a certain point,
the lowest stable point of operation, as shown in Figure 12. Operating power plants at a
minimum load avoids long start-up phases and enables them to react more quickly to
changes within power systems and energy markets. In regard to the creation of power
systems, fossil-fuelled power plants are not optimised to function at low points of operation,
but to constantly cover stable amounts of base load. Concerning a future highly renewable
power system, low possible minimal loads are desirable. If electrical power generation by
IRES is considerably high, for example at peak hours of photovoltaic electrical power
generation at midday, the option of dispatching fossil-fuelled electrical power generation as
low as necessary provides valuable flexibility. [57; 59]
The third parameter for this type of flexibility, the ramp rate, is the rate at which the supply
of power can be adjusted [34; 53], again illustrated in Figure 12. It describes the potential
change in load in proportion to the nominal load of the power plant [34]. The highest rates
are achievable within the bandwidth of minimal to nominal load [34]. A high speed of load
change indicates a high flexibility. Such a power plant is able to react more quickly to
changes within power systems and power markets [57]. With IRES increasing within power
systems, higher ramp rates provide higher degrees of flexibility [59].
Base load power plants
Following the categorisation of load explained before, fossil-fuelled and nuclear power plants
are mainly used to cover base load. Due to the development of power systems, lignite and
nuclear power plants are among the earliest and most common large-scale power plants.
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They used to cover mostly expectable demand curves and to be operated for long periods at
once. They are often high in investment costs, especially nuclear power plants in order to
fulfil high safety requirements [60]. Due to low variable costs, fossil-fuelled power plants are
most cost-effective over a longer period of operation [24]. Therefore, it is economically
sensible to maximise the usage of these power plants, covering the mostly constant base
load [24; 54].
After a standstill, depending on its duration, power plants can take several hours to reach a
stable point of operation again. Even if they have been standing still for less than eight hours,
lignite power plants require a run-up phase of two [61] to six hours [55; 57; 58]. The warm
and cold start-up time can take five [61] to ten hours [57]. [55; 58; 57; 61].
Given their start-up phases lignite power plants do not completely disconnect from power
systems in many cases, but operate at minimum load. These levels are about 35 to 60% of
nominal load [53; 57; 55]. This point in operation limits the flexibility of lignite power plants.
Their load change rate lies between one and four percent per minute given the fact that they
are operating at 50 to 90% of nominal load [55; 58]. Table 1, at the end of this section,
provides an overview over the characteristics of these and the following power plants.
Nuclear power plants are generally less dynamic and take longer to restore their maximum
amount of power. Despite the technical ability of these power plants to provide regulatory
power reducing their output to provide short-term regulatory actions can be less economical.
Bringing them back to a stable point of operation can last three hours for a hot, eight to
twelve hours for a warm and even up to fifty hours for a cold start-up [61; 34]. Therefore,
nuclear power plants are often in operation even if power systems do not need their output.
Them taking several days to be fully effective again would result in higher opportunity costs
as they could not supply the market. This is why they often operate at a minimal load of 50%
or higher, even though their technically possible minimum load is set at 20 to 30%. Above
this minimal load, they can provide a load change rate of 10% per minute [62]. Therefore, they
are not flexible enough to cushion short-term forecast errors of IRES. [55; 61; 34; 59]
As fossil-fuelled power plants already generate heat, there are power plants additionally
offering a combination of electricity and heat supply. The heat provided by these facilities
cannot travel long distances, but is used for heating applications and district heating
networks within a nearby area, mostly near city or industrial areas [35; 24]. As they are not
only feeding into the electricity but also the heating system, they are bound to the demands
of both systems. This additional restriction, in comparison to regular fossil-fuelled plants, is
a reason they tend to be less flexible. [24; 35; 55; 34]
As all of these base load power plants are often operated at a high amount of power, they do
not have many resources left to provide regulatory power, except Frequency Containment
Reserves. Due to their long run-up phases, they cannot react quickly to possible short-term
changes caused by IRES and cushion prognosis errors. Additionally, to reach their climate
goals, European countries will, in the long run, have to abolish fossil-fuelled sources of
electrical power generation. Their properties make base load power plants fairly inflexible
options for balancing a highly renewable power system. [54; 24; 63; 41; 64; 55; 65]
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Medium load power plants
Plants for medium load are similar, but are able to regulate their power output more easily.
Plants powered by hard coal for example share many properties with lignite power plants,
but are able to regulate more easily with a slightly shorter run-up phase and higher ramp
rates. For an easier comparison of these power plants, refer to Table 1. Hard coal plants need
two to three hours to provide their full potential again after a standstill of under eight
hours [58; 57]. More recently built hard coal plants can even start up within one hour [61; 57].
Warm start-up can take three to ten, a cold one four to ten hours [61; 57]. Their minimum load
is set at 25 to 40%. During operation, they can provide tertiary control as they can alter the
amount of power provided by two percent per minute [55; 63]. Modern hard coal power plants
can even reach six percent per minute [53]. Consequently, hard coal power plants are better
equipped to serve as flexibility option than base load power plants. They are still not flexible
enough to balance short-term fluctuations of IRES. In order to achieve more environmentally
friendly power systems, many countries are planning to reduce the amount of power plants
using fossil materials. Among those, hard coal causes the most greenhouse gas emissions.
Eventually, other flexibility options have to be integrated into the systems. [55; 63]
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Peak load power plants
Peak load power plants on the other hand mainly cover high demand periods. Primary
facilities for this use are often gas fired. Power plants using gas turbines are very flexible.
Source [61] lists the start-up phase of gas turbine power plants as 0.33 hours, which equals
approximately 20 minutes, regardless of the type of start-up phase. Sources [55] and [58]
define their cold and hot start-up phases as less than six minutes. Unlike the former, [34]
lists their warm start-up phase at one hour. As with other fossil-fuelled power plants, these
characteristics can vary due to the properties of the facility. Although differing, these
numbers show the higher amount of flexibility of gas power plants in comparison to other
fossil-fuelled power plants. The minimum load is approximately 20 to 50% of nominal
load [34; 57; 58]. They can change their load with a speed of eight to fifteen percent per
minute within a load range of 40 to 90% of nominal load [57; 58]. These high degrees of
flexibility reflect in their high operating costs [24]. Although low in investments costs, their
high operating costs limit their appeal as a flexibility option. In general, many countries are
trying to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and will need to abolish fossil fuels overall at
some point in the future. [24; 54; 55; 34; 63]

Hot
(<8 h)
Start-up
time

Warm
(8h-48 h)
Cold
(<48 h)

Minimum load
%Pnom
Load change rate
%Pnom/min

Lignite

Nuclear

Hard coal

Gas

2h-6h

1h-3h

1h-3h

6min-20min

5h-10h

8h-12h

3h-10h

6min-20min

5h-10h

<50h

4h-10h

6min-20min

35%-60%

20%-30%

25%-40%

20%-50%

1%-4%

10%

2%-6%

8%-15%

Table 1: Characteristics of dispatchable power plants [53; 56; 34; 58; 59; 8; 61; 57; 55; 62;
63]
Renewable power plants
Alternatives to fossil-fuelled power plants are already part of power systems. Run-of-river
hydropower has been used for a long time to cover base load. As other base load power
plants, run-of-river power plants are low in variable costs and are in operation for long periods
of time. Run-of river hydropower does not consume materials like coal, but uses a river’s
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current flow to provide electricity steadily. In continental Europe, only a small amount of
water can be withheld or stored and therefore, the generation of electricity cannot change to
a great extent. On the contrary, run-of-river hydropower in the Nordics is often considered
dispatchable due to large reservoirs high up in the rivers. The output depends highly on the
availability of water, which can vary within or during seasons, depending on the location of
the power plant. They can provide Frequency Containment and Frequency Restoration
Reserve, but are bound to the restrictions of their environment and properties. [63; 66–68]
This dependency of supply is a key element of all IRES. If there is no wind or sun available,
there is no generation of power and no flexibility. If there is, they have the ability to generate
electricity without consuming natural resources and causing greenhouse gas emissions.
These are reasons why converting wind and solar energy is more climate friendly than
burning fossil fuels. This is also why their share and importance will increase in the future to
achieve climate goals. [8]
The only type of RES power plant able to dispatch its generation is bioenergy. It uses
harvested organic matter, including biomass and waste fuels, in solid, liquid or gaseous form.
Compared to other RES, bioenergy only accounted for 8% of global renewable energy
production in 2016. Their relatively high operational costs, in comparison to other, more
mature technologies, often cause concerns about integrating this technology into power
systems. The largest market for bioenergy is within the heat sector. This technology might
become more important within power systems in the future. [69]
Aiming at making power systems as environmentally friendly as possible, current laws in
many European countries give priority to the feed-in of wind and solar power. Their electrical
power generation has to be implemented into systems first, then other plants have to follow
their lead and adjust. This is why they mostly operate at their highest amount of power even
though it limits their flexibility. The dispatch of IRES would be easier than the dispatch of
fossil-fuelled power plants. Restrictions such as minimal load and start-up phases do not
apply. Giving priority was a measure to promote the development of IRES and has helped to
increase their amount. It also means that this priority will have to end at some point. When
the priority feed-in is abolished, wind and solar power may not be generating on their highest
power at every opportunity, but be reduced when desirable. Then, they would be able to
provide flexibility in either dispatch or increase of their generation. These reasons limit the
flexibility of wind and solar energy currently, but may provide possibilities in the future. [36;
8; 55; 66; 70]
In conclusion, flexibility in dispatching generation is technically possible for all these types
of power plants. Altering their outcome may not always be economically sensible for various
reasons. Additionally, as European countries are sharing a future vision of including higher
amounts of RES and excluding fuel based power plants, many of these generation options
may not be desirable or available in the future.
2.2.2.2 Demand side management
Secondly, on the other side of the value chain, demand side management (DSM) can be used.
DSM includes reviewing, choosing, and implementing measures to influence the amount or
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time of demand by TSOs, industrial or private consumers [64; 71]. These means can decrease
costs, for consumers and TSOs, and increase system stability [64; 71; 72].
There is a variety of options all classified by the term DSM. It includes simple measures like
energy reduction programmes, using more efficient technical elements which reduce energy
losses in general. DSM also refers to load management programmes altering load shapes.
Important examples are shown in Figure 13 and referred to as peak clipping, valley filling,
and load shifting. Peak clipping aims to reduce the amount of load during peak hours. Valley
filling aims to increase the usage of electricity during off-peak hours. Load shifting is a
combination of the former two methods, aiming to shift demand from periods of peak
demand to periods of low demand. [64; 71; 73; 72]

Peak clipping

Load shifting

Valley filling

Figure 13: Load management programmes
To achieve altering load shapes, the demand side has to react, hence the term demand
response. Consumers can be motivated to forgo electricity consumption. Regarding
measures to incite different consumption behaviour, [74] discusses the possibility of
different prices within a day or between peak and low demand periods. To give an example,
interconnected communication systems could notify consumers of real-time changes in
electricity prices. Furthermore, [105] suggests that other factors than prices, for example
environmental or political engagement, could be even stronger motivations for practice
change among consumers. As the development and integration of smart home applications
is expected to increase in the future, load could even reduce automatically during peak load
hours, for example by altering temperatures or lights. Intelligent applications can also plan
these tasks ahead of time. [74–77]
Historically, generation followed demand. As it has not been needed, flexibility on the
demand side is not well-developed. As of 2014, only 4% of available load within the ENTSO-E
area was used as a DSM measure [78]. With generation becoming more and more volatile,
flexibility on the demand side is gaining importance. As flexible load is able to decrease their
need in periods of high demand and low generation, the need for fossil-fuelled power plants
might be lower in the future. If load can increase flexibly in periods of low demand and high
generation, a surplus of electricity could be absorbed. Following this reasoning, load could
function as regulatory control. Currently strict regulations and long product cycles are
hindering flexible load to participate broadly as regulatory control. This is due to the history
of power systems when well-plannable fossil-fuelled power plants provided regulatory
control. Flexible load could also be used to avoid congestion and within redispatch
measures. Flexibility on the demand side can therefore ease the integration of IRES into the
power systems. [64; 72; 78].
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With a future highly renewable power system, flexible options to cushion IRES variability and
forecast errors are becoming increasingly important. There is still a great amount of
uncertainty about the future potential of load flexibility. As explained in [72], there are
numerous technologies and industries which can be taken into consideration. With different
assumptions and deductions, the possibilities cannot be clearly defined currently.
Additionally, different countries offer different DSM options and frameworks. With a
pan-European power system in mind, European countries will need to agree on common
regulations concerning DSM to harness the potential of these measures. [78; 79]
2.2.2.3 Increased interconnection
Thirdly, expanding power grids can help integrate IRES. Power grids did not use to transmit
electricity over long distances, but did use to supply within limited areas. IRES facilities are
bound to certain locations due to supply and location properties. Wind parks are therefore
often not close to big demand centres and a growing number of private citizens are operating
small-scale solar panels on village-based roof tops. Having these increasingly remotely
located or decentralised sources of electrical power generation, the need for a stronger
network is growing. Improving infrastructure can help include these locations and transport
energy generated by IRES over longer distances. Developing power grids would also help
prevent congestions within the power grids and provide more flexibility. More connections
between generation and demand units could balance fluctuations in either load or generation
more easily.
This is not only a task on a national, but on an international level in order to manage flows
more efficiently. As mentioned in section 2.1, the electricity supply system in the European
countries has mostly developed individually. Therefore, the European power system is
heterogeneous and further interconnection in between European countries could lead to
compensation effects decreasing the demand of flexibility.
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Figure 14 shows interconnection levels of power systems within Europe. As can be seen,
these are currently below 15% for the better part.
Figure 14 however also depicts the fact that numerous countries are collaborating on
projects to interconnect their power systems. Building one future European power grid will
itself present a challenge as it is a highly complex operation in need of support by European
governments regarding laws and policies. [8; 36; 29; 12; 80; 81; 15; 11; 30; 7]

Lowest

Highest

Projects of priority cross-border
interconnections and projects
under study

Figure 14: Map of interconnection levels and interconnections projects (2017) [82]

2.2.2.4 Energy storage
This chapter describes the last flexibility option: energy storage. Electrical energy cannot be
stored directly. Storing electricity is a process of converting electrical into a different kind of
energy, e.g. potential or chemical. At a later point in time, when needed, it is converted back
into electrical energy and fed into the power system. There are several dissimilar storing
options available. Their advantages, capacities, and costs can vary profoundly. [36; 8; 83; 55]
Compressed-air energy storage systems
Compressed-air energy storage systems (CAES) are an example of mechanical storage,
using electricity by compressing air into caverns below the surface. In this manner, CAES
can absorb surplus of electricity in times of low demand. These systems can later release
the compressed air into a turbine, using it to generate power, and balance times of low
electrical power generation. The size of CAES is technically unlimited, but depends on the
volume of the caverns available. Sources [30] and [84] name northern Germany and northwestern Europe specifically to offer suitable salt caverns for possible future CAES. These
caverns also store gas which can restrict the availability for CAES. [41; 8; 30; 34; 84]
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So far CAES has not been widely used. There are only two relevant CAES facilities
commercially in use today. The concrete possibilities and profitability of CAES as a future
flexibility option are still affected by uncertainty and will depend on further technological
developments. Therefore, CAES’ technical details are not considered in in this report in detail.
[34; 85]
Batteries
A chemical storage possibility is using batteries. They are charged during a chemical
process induced by a voltage source and drained by a reversed chemical process. They are
also able to self-start and can provide the maximum of their power within seconds. Batteries
therefore can provide Frequency Containment and Frequency Restoration Reserve. They can
absorb surplus electricity during periods of low demand as well as provide electricity during
periods of low electrical power generation. These processes of charge and discharge can
happen repeatedly. Therefore, they are able to cover fluctuations of IRES and demand. The
capacity and maximum power of batteries are technically very high, but depend on their type
and profitability. [55; 8; 86; 87]
There are different technologies being used for different purposes. Lithium-ion batteries
provide high efficiency and energy density. This is why they are common within the
electromobility industry. The integration of batteries into power systems is currently under
development. Recently, as of June 2018, the largest battery storage system in Europe started
operation in Jardelund, Germany. This pilot project uses Lithium–ion batteries and offers
48 MW with a capacity of 50 MWh. The largest battery storage in the world is located in
Australia and offers 100 MW with a capacity of 129 MWh. Electricity can be supplied or
consumed in a split second [88; 89]. Lead-acid batteries are much cheaper, but tend to selfdischarge more and endure fewer charging cycles. Either one of these types of batteries can
react within less than ten milliseconds [90; 35]. Source [9] characterises battery storage as
suitable for time frames of milliseconds to hours. In general, the potential of batteries
providing flexibility is currently limited. Pilot projects like Jardelund are being developed and
operated, but this technology is not yet commercially used in larger scales within power
systems. They still cause high investment costs and may be a more suitable option in the
future if further developments are achieved and costs decreased. [55; 8; 86; 90]
Power-to-gas
For a higher amount of storage, power-to-gas-systems are an option. This technology offers
an interconnection of fields. Electricity can be transformed into hydrogen or, using additional
transformation, methane. Source [91] provides a detailed description of the transformation
process and technology involved. The gas can either be fed into the gas network or stored
for later usage. Hydrogen can only be fed into power systems to a certain extent. The existing
gas network offers some storage capacities in contrast to power systems. Connecting the
electricity to the gas system expands the reach of energy within larger areas and adds extra
flexibility. As this process also adds the demand for gas into the equations, this added
flexibility is counterbalanced to a certain extent. [91; 55; 86]
Depending on future growth of these systems, added gas storage facilities may be needed
which reduce their appeal of flexibility. Storing energy by these systems has a high potential
28

THREE EUROPEAN ENERGY SCENARIOS

as they allow for large capacities. However, they only offer an efficiency of 50% if the
electricity is turned into hydrogen and back into electricity. If the electricity is additionally
turned into methane, the efficiency is lowered to 30%. Despite this rather low efficiency, this
technology profits from the well-expanded gas infrastructure in Europe. The possibility of
connecting these systems within this infrastructure are numerous. In order to make this
technology a viable option, the efficiency has to improve further. In case of such
developments, these systems might be a promising technology, especially for seasonal
storage. [55; 8; 86]
Storage hydropower
Overall, all of these storage systems cannot currently deliver the high level of flexibility
needed while offering profitability at the same time. Another flexible storage alternative has
already been used reliably for decades: storage hydropower. It is currently the most used
storage technology worldwide, accounting for over 127 GW of installed power [90]. Storage
hydropower facilities hold up water from a natural source in a reservoir. Figure 15, shows an
exemplary structure of a hydro storage plant. As illustrated in Figure 15, the stored water can
be released, mostly through the gates of a dam, to generate electricity. The water is not held
and flows, e.g., into a river afterwards. Therefore, only the downwards motion illustrated in
Figure 15 is relevant for storage hydropower. Depending on the volume of these plants, water
can be stored for days or months – in the Nordics even for years by multi-year reservoirs –
and released whenever electricity is needed. [66; 92; 41; 93]
Adding more flexibility to storage hydropower is pumped storage hydropower (PSH). Figure
15 illustrates an exemplary PSH plant. PSH plants consist of at least two basins of water, as
Figure 15 depicts, one higher up than the other. Again, to release saved energy, water can
flow downstream into a turbine. In contrast to storage hydropower, the released water then
remains in a lower basin. The benefit of these power plants is their ability to use and store
excess energy by pumping water upwards into the higher basin. [41; 66; 93; 30]

Upper basin

Lower basin

Figure 15: Exemplary structure of storage and pumped storage hydropower plants [41]
These power plants provide an electricity conversion efficiency rate of 80 to 95% [55; 30; 94].
The amount of power one facility can offer depends on the volume of the basins and can
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account for several hundred MW on short notice. They are quick to react and can provide
their maximum pump power within 75 to 110 seconds, even after standing still [55].
Additionally, they provide self-start ability. Some highly flexible PSH plants can provide their
full amount of power within a few seconds while in operation. [92; 66; 30; 41; 93]
With their ability of functioning as generation or demand unit, PSH especially can help ease
variations in prognosis of both sides of power systems. This well-developed technology is
able to provide all types of regulatory power. Traditionally designed as peak load power
plants they are able to supply all categories of load. With this high degree of flexibility, PSH
has a high potential to successfully integrate IRES into a European electricity system. [55; 8;
66; 9]
Due to their many benefits as well as their early implementation into power systems, PSH
plants are well represented. Figure 16 compares the globally installed capacities of PSH to
other storage technologies. As can be seen, the total number of installed PSH capacity (sum
of maximum power output) worldwide is considerably higher than any other storage
technology. Source [94] lists the installed capacity of the 28 countries in the EU plus
Switzerland, Norway, and Iceland at 51 GW and their generation resulting through pumped
storage plants at 33 TWh in 2017. This reflects the many possibilities of PSH for future use.
CAES
Lead-acid battery
Lithium-ion battery

PSH

Figure 16: Proportion of installed capacity of various electric storage systems [95]
PSH facilities are high in space requirements: not only do they need wide spaces to include
the volume of their basins, but significant differences in altitude as well. Interferences with
nature as well as investment costs are high. As installed PSH plants are already numerous,
additions are not expected in high numbers in the future. Updating storage hydropower to
PSH or installing more capacity in existing power plants in Europe might be an option
providing additional flexibility without additionally interfering with nature or causing the high
investment costs of a completely new power plant. Depending on the properties of storage
hydropower plants, updating might be easier with some power plants than with others. Many
storage hydropower plants do not offer the possibility of creating a lower basin. Therefore, a
great possibility is seen in the hydropower resources in the Nordics. The installed storage
capacity of Norway, for example, is already listed at 110-120 TWh. Upon that, hydropower
plants in the Nordics have often large reservoirs both upper and lower in many places which
simplifies updating to PSH. Including these storage possibilities into a European system,
could allow, for example, balancing Northern Europe’s wind electrical power generation. [35;
30; 67]
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2.2.3 Essential factors for flexibility

When evaluating Nordic hydropower as an option for flexibility, certain future developments
will influence their suitability. The following key factors will affect the possibilities of
hydropower in future scenarios: net transfer capacity, extent of grid expansion, relation of
hydropower to other sources of flexibility as well as of electrical power generation, the total
IRES share, and the distribution ratio.
2.2.3.1 Grid expansion within Europe
Higher levels of flexibility can be achieved by increased interconnection as mentioned in
section 2.2.2.3. Expanding power grids creates more interconnections between and within
European power systems. By these means, more facilities of generation and demand would
be interconnected and able to balance each other. A higher number of flexible facilities would
be able to contribute to the stability of the overall system as well. Recognised as an
important form of flexibility, the expansion of power grids is currently a goal of many
European countries. Following the same reasoning as above, the extent of compensation
effects cannot be evaluated currently, but does not decrease the importance of this key
factor.
2.2.3.2 Net Transfer Capacity between Continental Europe and the Nordic
countries
Net Transfer Capacity (NTC) refers to the expected maximum amount of generation which
two systems can exchange without causing system disturbances in either of them [96].
NTCs are defined by the sum of maximal transmission power of the border coupling lines. If
NTCs between European countries rise, possibilities of electricity exchange improve. Higher
NTCs between the Nordic countries and Central Europe in particular are of importance for
hydropower. The Nordic countries include, in this report, the countries of Sweden, Norway,
and Finland and exclude Iceland and Denmark due to their geographical position. Denmark
is considered a part of Continental Europe due to its geographical position. When these
Nordic countries, rich in hydropower, can deliver higher amounts of electrical power, they can
provide higher flexibility. Even though higher NTCs offer added flexibility, this can be
contradicted as the compensation area increases as well. Within a larger area, more
compensating effects occur. This might decrease the need for flexibility, thus the potential
need for hydropower. These contradicting effects are not measurable, which is why a
statement about their extent cannot be made currently and has to be examined further using
adequate computational simulations.
2.2.3.3 Number of base load power plants
As hydropower plants can operate as base load power plants, their future benefits are highly
dependent on the availability of other base load power plants. European countries are
currently trying to limit global warming. For them to achieve their goals, they will eventually
have to abolish or greatly reduce the amount of hard coal and lignite power plants from their
power systems. If these currently used base load power plants are no longer in operation,
hydropower plants are suitable to function as base load power plants. As base load power
plants are operating continuously and at high levels of electrical power generation, they
would be less able to alter their generation quickly and frequently. The flexibility of these
hydropower plants would be limited. They would be less able to provide Replacement
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Reserves or function as long-time storage. A fewer amount of base load power plants could
also imply less Frequency Containment Reserves provided by base load power plants.
Hydropower plants would be a suitable option to cover these needs. If high numbers of
competitors exist, other non-hydropower options might cover flexibility needs.
2.2.3.4 Competition of peak load power plants
As hydropower plants can operate as peak load power plants as well, their expected future
benefits depend on the availability of other flexibility options. Currently, there are numerous
peak load power plants implemented into European power systems. These mostly
fossil-fuelled power plants alone are not suitable to integrate high amounts of IRES, as
discussed in section 2.2.2.1. If high numbers of competitors exist in future European power
systems, flexibility provided by Nordic hydropower might not be needed. This competition
might include CAES and batteries, depending on their future profitability as well as suitability.
As gas power plants already cover peak load demand periods, they might be an important
competitor to flexible hydropower within this field.
2.2.3.5 Proportion of hydropower to other flexibility options
As hydropower plants can provide all sorts of flexible reaction, their future benefits highly
depend on the availability of other options. The quotient of the available hydropower divided
by the sum of available hydropower and other options measures this competition. A small
quotient indicates a high number of competition while a high quotient indicates a lower
number of competition. Competitors might be power-to-gas, batteries or CAES. Though
currently not profitable, their technological and economic circumstances might change in
the future and make them competitors of hydropower. If high numbers of these exist in the
future, hydropower might not be the primary choice for flexibility needs.
2.2.3.6 IRES shares
This key factor reflects the share of IRES in electricity net generation. When looking at future
scenarios, IRES shares include fluctuating RES like wind and sun rather than stable RES like
run-of-river hydropower or bioenergy. As forecast errors and their fluctuation will cause
higher disruption within a system of high IRES shares, the amount of these varying RES
dictates flexibility needs. Therefore, the more IRES are included in power systems, the more
potential for hydropower as flexibility option arise.
2.2.3.7 Distribution ratio
For the purpose of this report, this term is defined as follows: distribution ratio is a key
indicator describing the decentralisation of power systems. Decentralisation describes the
existence of several small-scale generation units distributed within an area. In contrast,
power systems have historically been built centralised with large-scale power plants. The
distribution ratio is expected to increase in the future alongside the rise of IRES capacities.
For the usage of large-scale hydropower plants, a smaller distribution ratio is desirable. A
high number of distributed small-scale IRES plants would go alongside a high number of
home storage as well as local balance concepts. These would provide flexibility locally and
be able to compensate each other. They would decrease the need for flexible hydropower
plants.
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3 IAEW toolchain – power system simulation
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WP2’s main objective in the HydroFlex project is to identify and describe the demands that
hydropower plants will be confronted with in future power systems. In order to do so, one
main task is to simulate three scenarios of the European power system. Figure 17 depicts
the different steps of the simulation toolchain.
Stability
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Time series of
frequency
Evaluating
frequency
deviation

Critical situations

Figure 17: Overview of power system simulation toolchain

3.1 Market

The market simulation is the first step of the simulation toolchain and calculates the
dispatch of generation units, the net positions, costs, and prices. Those output parameters
are time series and input to the next step of the toolchain. The market simulation uses a
fundamental approach and conducts a minimisation of the total costs for electrical power
generation for an entire year in an hourly resolution for European countries considering
exchanges between market areas [97]. The optimization approach considers the following
technical and economic parameters:


detailed composition of power plant units of all coupled market areas



demand for electrical energy and balancing reserves



technical parameters and limited availabilities due to power plant outages



the variable costs of power plants



primary energy and emission certificate prices



dispatch constraints

Hence, this report defines three scenarios, which represent the input data for the market
model. The status quo of the market model contains 40 interconnected European market
areas. Regarding power supply, over 3000 hydraulic and thermal power plants in Europe are
included with their commissioning date, rated power, planned decommissioning date, etc. –
if publicly available. Those power plants cover 100 % of the installed capacities in Europe,
since actual power plants with less than 50 MW can be aggregated. Upon that, RES units
with unit type, rated power for each unit, etc., as well as the power demand for electrical
energy and control reserves, are part of the model. Finally, household, commercial and
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industrial loads are modelled depending on population density for postal code areas and
economic strengths of regions.
In order to parametrise a future scenario, the status quo of IAEW’s (Institut für Elektrische
Anlagen und Energiewirtschaft: Institute of Power Systems and Power Economics) power
system database is used as a starting point. This offers the advantage that planned
developments, such as commissioning and decommissioning of individual power plants, are
taken into account. Upon that, it is possible to parametrise certain target installed capacities
by fuel type with the knowledge of generation units, demands, and their locations. In this
way, the parametrisation realises e.g. additional capacities as extensions of actual power
plants or new constructions near historical locations. This procedure leads to a more
appropriate future model, in particular, the connection to the transmission grid.

3.2 Grid operation

The second step of the toolchain is the grid operation simulation. In order to evaluate the
requirements for hydropower plants providing flexibility towards transmission systems
operators (TSO), estimations on future transmission grid congestions and the amount of
redispatch for removing these congestions are necessary. In order to achieve realistic
results, operational practices and regulatory constraints have to be considered in an
adequate way in a redispatch simulation model. This includes the (n-1)-criterion as well as
the most effective and economically efficient remedial actions to relief congestions. The
redispatch model used within this study uses a fundamental approach based on an
optimisation problem design [98]. It was developed in cooperation with European TSOs and
research facilities as part of a study for the European Union and determines optimised
redispatch measures for a given grid parametrisation.
In the HydroFlex project, the future parameterisation builds on an approximated model of the
European transmission grid. This includes lines according to grid maps and additional
publications with their construction date as well as planned grid expansion projects.
Furthermore, it uses standard operational equipment and connects power plants based on
their location. Additionally, load is distributed according to known load centers. The
parameter of the grid model has been set by means of published reference load flows.
In order to parameterise future scenarios, this grid model is used as a basis. Regarding the
near future, planned grid expansion projects are included in the grid model’s database and
can be easily integrated. Upon that, future scenarios have to define certain transmission
capacities because no detailed grid expansion projects are available. To parameterise those,
the actual grid will be taken into account. This procedure ensures an appropriate future
model of the European transmission grid.

3.3 Stability

This paragraph gives a short overview of studies on frequency stability. For the analysis of
frequency stability time domain simulations from a few milliseconds up to a few minutes are
performed. As shown in Figure 17 critical scenarios and events can be derived by market
simulation and followed by a grid operation simulation and are important for stability
analysis.
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In Figure 18, an overview of the different steps within the simulation tool for frequency
stability analysis used in the HydroFlex project is shown. In general, the necessary input
parameters are a grid model, data of loads and supply and a disturbance. The impact on the
system of the latter is to be analysed by the tool.

Steady-state
initialisation

Initialisation of components for
power flow calculation

Dynamic
simulation

Input parameters
Grid model
Loads and feeders
Disturbance

Initialisation of dynamic
components for simulation

Power flow calculation

Simulation in time domain

Output of results
For each site:
Time series of frequency
Evaluation rate of frequency deviation
Figure 18: Overview of simulation tool for stability analysis
First, the system needs to be initialised by a power flow calculation to obtain an initial steadystate system. To start a simulation in the time domain, the transient components are
initialised. After applying the disturbance to the network, the time series of frequency for
each site are calculated by solving the differential-algebraic equation system in use of
numerical integration. The time series of frequency and the evaluation of the rate of
frequency deviation is used to derive conclusions regarding the frequency stability of the
network. Exemplary disturbances to be applied for calculations in this project are defined in
paragraph 6.2.
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4 Scenario development with regard to subsequent
simulations
Scenarios have been established in many fields as concepts of thinking systematically and
reasonably about the future. These often describe fields of high social relevance. They
especially discuss in detail fields characterised by great uncertainties. Uncertainties contain
the extent of certain key factors involved as well as differences in opinions and knowledge
about these. The future is seen as uncertain, but analysable by scientific methods, and to
some extent shapeable. Scenarios express the possibility of future developments.
Possibility, in the context of scenarios, implies a consistency with currently available and
relevant knowledge. [99]
These characterisations are especially relevant for the future of electricity supply. Decisions
about power grids or power plants always cause several economic, social, and ecological
consequences. To give an example, building and operating a power plant is not only a
significant financial expense but also often a commitment of several years, if not decades.
Before investing in such projects or the development of new technologies, all parties involved
are interested in their future profitability. Scenarios about the future electrical landscape are
therefore a means of making well-founded decisions and are of high interest to all parties
involved. [99]
State institutions, companies as well as civil society organisations publish scenarios in high
numbers every year. Consequently, they differ in objectives and results, as well as
transparency and quality as well as suitability to the tool chain described in chapter 3.
Well-founded scenarios are an important foundation of social discourse, which can help to
achieve consensus about the future of power systems. There are two different approaches
for scenario development for future European power systems. [99]
The first approach is using scenario techniques and models to develop future scenarios of
the European power system. Most of these models start from scratch. Based on external
parameters, e.g. prices or electricity demands, these approaches use capacity expansion
planning models to optimise the minimal cost development of the European generation
system. PRIMES (Price-Induced Market Equilibrium System), as one example, has been used
to create energy outlooks such as the EU reference scenarios or the so-called EUCO
Scenarios of the European Commission [100]. Although this approach offers high
transparency, these scenarios often have to deal with problems of acceptance. Since
suitable input parameters are essential to the output of the optimisation models, the results
of these models are often questionable. For this reason, using these scenarios based on
expansion planning models or even optimising the future development of the European
generation system is not reasonable to achieve the main objective of the HydroFlex project.
An alternative approach is using other selected European scenarios as a reference or starting
point to define scenarios. The ENTSO-E publishes European scenarios such as the Mid-term
Adequacy Forecast (MAF) and the Ten-Year Network Development Plan (TYNDP) on a regular
basis. Various (national) stakeholders, e.g. TSOs, contribute national future developments
that can be foreseen with certainty. In this way, the resulting scenarios are linked with
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national development plans. Upon that, the stakeholders discuss further developments in
workshops and, in addition, validate their results by public consultations. Although these
processes sometimes lack transparency, deriving scenarios from these ENTSO-E scenarios
ensures the most appropriate and probable basis. For this reason, the following chapter
describes the ENTSO-E’s scenarios of future European power systems.
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5 ENTSO-E’s scenarios of future European power systems
ENTSO-E publishes scenarios of future electricity demand and supply on a regular basis,
painting pictures of every aspect intertwined with and within these fields. As an umbrella
organisation of European TSOs, ENTSO-E has access to TSO’s data, besides others, building
a reasonable foundation to base scenarios on. In the following, ENTSO-E’s three scenarios
for the years 2030 and 2040 are described. Based on ENTSO-E’s scenario report [101–103],
this chapter summarises the main points of their storylines (cf. Figure 19) and outlines the
results of a meta-analysis using the essential factors defined in section 2.2.3.

5.1 Storylines

This section will judge the three ENTSO-E scenarios using the essential factors defined in
chapter 2.2.3.

Figure 19: Overview of the ENTOS-E’s scenarios for 2030 and 2040 [101]

5.1.1 Sustainable Transition

Conservative developments characterise the Sustainable Transition (ST) scenario. Within
this scenario, CO2 level decreases quickly and economical viably. Altogether, the EU is on
course with 2030 targets, but behind schedule with 2050 targets. Nationally implemented
regulations include binding targets of decarbonisation, support RES projects, and decrease
the number of fossil-fuelled power plants. This reduction is achieved by gas substituting coal
in the power sector. Gas power plants are widely used. Nuclear power plants are less
numerous. Other low-carbon technologies, e.g. power-to-gas, are not developed as not seen
as cost-efficient. [101]
Electricity demand is stable from 2030 to 2040 in the industry and residential sector. Within
the transport sector, electromobility is only growing moderately. In total, electricity demand
is stable or grows to a limited extent within the timeframe of this scenario. Gas is preferred
38

THREE EUROPEAN ENERGY SCENARIOS

to electricity in the transport sector. The number of gas vehicles has increased significantly.
Gas demand in the industrial sector is relatively stable. The heating sector is mainly supplied
by gas, but efficiency measures have decreased gas demand. Demand flexibility has grown
moderately and does not play a significantly more important role than today. [101]

5.1.2 Global Climate Action

The Global Climate Action (GCA) scenario is based on the ST scenario for 2030 and provides
a separate scenario for 2040. Therefore, the following description is limited to 2040. After
relatively slow developments until 2030, common global attempts and achievements are
made to decrease greenhouse gas emissions. Policies globally and within the EU are
established to achieve decarbonisation. The EU is beyond their 2030 target and on track with
their 2050 target. All other categories are driven and affected by these efforts. [101]
Policies implemented to achieve decarbonisation motivate a high growth in wind and solar
energies. Investments in RES are financially rewarded while carbon-intense power plants are
affected by a CO2 market price. These price signals cause technologies characterised by low
emissions to be more profitable and to be developed, e.g. power-to-gas. Gas power plants
replace coal power plants to offer flexibility and integrate IRES into the power systems. As
nuclear power plants are generally low in greenhouse gas emissions, they are not affected
by CO2 market prices. [101]
Electricity demand overall has grown, significantly in electromobility and electrical heating.
Energy policies support the electrification of the transport and heating sectors to decrease
the use of fossil fuels. Alongside, residential and commercial electricity demand shows
moderate growth. Increasing energy efficiency restricts further growth. [101]
Opposing developments influence gas demand. The transport sector shows high numbers
of gas vehicles. The residential sector’s needs have decreased as electrification,
improvements in building insulation techniques, and efficiency rose. The gas demand of the
industrial sector is stable within the timeframe of this scenario. [101]
Demand flexibility is taking a more important role, in industrial and residential sectors.
Additionally, demand response has grown in this sector. Consumers use higher numbers of
automated and interconnected appliances, and have more choices in shifting load to periods
of low demand. Industrial demand is stable, but also marked by more possibilities of demand
response. [101]

5.1.3 Distributed Generation

The focus of the Distributed Generation (DG) scenario centres around prosumers and their
end-user technologies. Prosumers are consumers and producers of electricity at the same
time, hence the term. Electrical power generation is primarily provided by small-scale
technologies. This technology is not subsidised, but costs decrease rapidly as the economy
strives. Solar panels in combination with advanced batteries balance the residential sector
while fossil-fuelled power plants are decreased. Due to efforts and regulations to develop
low-carbon technologies, power-to-gas is financially attractive and further developed. [101]
Electrical heating as well as smart home applications are widespread and interconnected,
therefore able to communicate price signals to the consumer. The electromobility sector has
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highly increased, solar panels and batteries are widespread. Demand flexibility has also
increased in the industry sector. With this high degree of interconnection, demand side
management is of great importance. [101]
Overall, electricity demand has grown in the transport sector, but reduced in the residential
sector due to energy efficiency and interconnection. Due to these developments in the
electricity sectors, gas demand has only grown slightly. Gas is still required to cover peak
load periods. [101]

5.2 Meta-analysis of ENTSO-E’s scenarios with respect to flexibility and

hydropower

This chapter will judge these scenarios using the essential factors defined in section 2.2.3.
For these comparisons, data published in conjunction with these scenarios and available on
the ENTSO-E website [104] has been used. Though non-member nations are included in
ENTSO-E’s data, only ENTSO-E member nations are considered in the following.

5.2.1 IRES shares

The amount of IRES installed is generally increased in all the scenarios as European
countries follow their path to a highly renewable and low-carbon power system. Figure 20
shows the amount of installed IRES capacities within each scenario of 2030 and 2040. On
the left hand side, the two scenarios, ST and DG, of 2030 are shown. On the right hand side,
all three scenarios of 2040 are shown. For each, from left to right, the installed capacities of
solar, wind, and their total sum are shown. The ST scenario shows lower capacities in 2030
than the DG scenario. This is in harmony with the ST storyline of a more conservative
transition. As the main attribute of the DG storyline centres on small-scale solar panels of
prosumers, the amount of solar is slightly ahead of wind capacities in 2030. By 2040, the ST
scenario has reached the IRES capacities of DG in 2030, slightly above 40%, with a
moderately higher share in wind than solar power. DG by then has reached 53.93% of total
generation capacities, the highest of all scenarios. GCA is characterised by a storyline
pushing towards a low-carbon power system, subsidising all sorts of low-carbon
technologies. The total IRES capacities of GCA amount to slightly less than for the DG
scenario. Solar and wind power capacities within the GCA scenario are more balanced than
within the DG scenario.
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Figure 20: Installed IRES capacities, given in percentage of overall installed electrical power
generation capacities [104]
Installed capacities already show the tendencies of increasing IRES. As the installed
capacities do not necessarily reflect how much electricity wind and solar plants actually
provide, Figure 21 illustrates the share of wind and solar regarding the overall annual
electrical energy production within each scenario. Their share in electrical energy production
is given in percent. On the left hand side, the scenarios of 2030 are shown, the scenarios of
2040 on the right hand side. For each scenario, the share of solar, wind, and their sum, the
IRES share, are shown from left to right. Due to the lowest installed capacities, the ST
scenario shows the lowest IRES share, in 2030 as well as 2040. Therefore, ST shows the
least potential for PSH contributions, judging by IRES share. The share in electrical energy
production of the DG scenario is lower than of the GCA scenario, in both timeframes. Even
though the DG scenario shows higher capacities, the IRES share is lower than in the GCA
scenario. This difference is a result of their storylines. Within the DG scenario small-scale
solar panels are widespread. Even though their installed power is considerably higher, their
share in electrical energy production is less than of wind power. Solar panels can only
provide power during the day. Within the GCA scenario, higher wind capacities, which can
provide power night and day, contribute to higher electrical energy production overall
compared to the DG scenario. Regarding the key factor of IRES share, the GCA scenario
shows the most potential for PSH. It is followed by the DG scenario closely behind.
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Figure 21: Share of solar and wind electrical energy production, given in percent of total
electrical energy production [104]

5.2.2 Distribution ratio

As the mere share in electrical energy production is not enough to judge the suitability of
hydropower within these scenarios, the share of distributed generation and flexibility options
need to be taken into account (hereafter referred to as distribution ratio). Naturally, the DG
scenario shows a high distribution ratio. The key element of this scenario’s storyline is
centred on decentralised electrical energy production. Prosumers are consumers more
demanding of products than average end-users. Interactive technologies and the
combination of solar panels with batteries allow prosumers to decide and control their
consumption behaviour, decreasing the need for further flexibility added by PSH.
Additionally, a very high growth in electric cars allows further flexibility, by electricity being
absorbed during high demand periods. The need for hydropower is the lowest in this
scenario, with regard to the distribution ratio.
Within the GCA scenario, judged by today’s perspective on prognosis, higher shares of wind
power amount to higher forecast errors. Therefore, a higher share in wind power calls for a
higher need for hydropower, especially to balance short-term fluctuations. As IRES power
plants are located where generation possibilities are high, wind power plants in particular
will not be close to demand centres. The distribution ratio might therefore be higher than in
the ST scenario due to a higher IRES share, but lower than the DG scenario due to a higher
share in wind energy.
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Within the ST scenario, due to conservative developments, power systems are still more
centralised. As the IRES share is the lowest in this scenario, the distribution ratio is also the
lowest. Therefore, ST shows high potential of PSH contributions.

5.2.3 Base load power plants

With rising IRES shares, the traditional terms of base, medium, and peak load are losing
clarity and residual load is gaining importance. As distinctions between these terms are
fading, only base and peak load are distinguished in the following. Additionally, ENTSO-E
does not specify which technologies are used to cover which kind of load. Adequate
assumptions are made based on the traditional use of power plants. Possible competitors
for hydropower within this key factor are therefore nuclear, hard coal, lignite, and gas. These
technologies are the most used within all scenarios. Gas power plants, though possible as
base load power plants, are categorised as peak load power plants due to their significantly
higher operational costs in regard to nuclear and coal power plants in all scenarios and their
high level of flexibility in comparison. Oil amounts to less than 0.01% to electrical energy
production within all scenarios and is therefore not examined further. The same applies to
biofuels and other non-intermittent RES.
To illustrate the power plant compilation within the ST scenario, Figure 22 shows the
installed capacities by fuel type in overall electricity generation. The number of coal-fired
power plants slowly decreases due to emission regulations and low gas prices. With 51 GW
by 2040, their importance has significantly faded, especially compared to their role today. It
is reasonable to say that coal power plants cover some amount of base load, but are likely
to be abolished over time along this storyline. As nuclear power plants are seen as climatefriendly and stay low-cost, they still amount to 89 GW in 2030 and 79 GW in 2040 of this
scenario. As no information is given on their technical specifications, but they generally
endure long operating lives, it is assumed that they are equal to or only slightly improved
compared to today’s standards. Therefore, they are highly likely used as main base load
power plants. The installed capacities of hydropower amount almost equal in both years of
the ST scenario. It is assumed that run-of-river hydropower is used to cover base load.
Whether PSH or storage hydropower cover base load, cannot be distinguished. As reliable
sources of power are covering base load needs, PSH has many competitors in this field of
operation. These possible competitors can also contribute Frequency Containment
Reserves. With many competitors in the field of base load power plants, the opportunities of
PSH to provide Frequency Containment Reserves are also limited.
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Figure 22: Installed capacities by fuel type within the ST scenario [104]
In the DG scenario, IRES are steadily decreasing in costs and increasing in installed
capacities, therefore challenging large-scale power plants in their profitability. Figure 23
shows the installed capacities by fuel type in electricity generation. There are still high
capacities of traditional power plants in electricity generation in 2030. Coal and lignite plants
amount to 100 GW in 2030 while being reduced to 76 GW by 2040. Nuclear even amounts to
92 GW in 2030 and is decreased to 79 GW by 2040. As the IRES share is significantly high in
this scenario, some steady sources must be available to secure supply. Batteries are
installed with solar panels, but are only able to balance consumption needs within a day. The
installed capacity of hydropower amounts to 323 GW both in 2030 and 2040. In this scenario,
a significant effort of decreasing carbonisation can be seen in the decrease of coal and
lignite power plants. In comparison to the ST scenario, there are fewer base load power
plants in operation. Due to these lower numbers of competitors, hydropower could be used
to cover base load and provide Frequency Containment Reserves. Assuming no significant
improvements in forecasting, uncertainties still occur with high amounts of IRES. During
long periods of darkness and calm, the composition of power plant units of DG in 2040 might
not be able to uphold supply security. There is a significantly high amount of hydropower,
parts possibly suitable of upgrading to PSH.
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Figure 23: Installed capacities by fuel type within the DG scenario [104]
Figure 24 shows the compilation of electricity generation within the GCA scenario. In this
ambitious scenario, coal and lignite power plants are reduced to 34 GW in 2040. This is
significantly lower than the amount of the ST scenario in 2030. This development might be
the effect of high decarbonisation ambitions as well as CO2 pricing. The nuclear energy
sector is not affected by CO2 pricing and amounts to 95 GW. The amount of hydropower is
significantly higher in this scenario, possibly to substitute for coal and lignite. Therefore, it
might be assumed that hydropower plants are used frequently as base load power plants. A
higher installed capacity of PSH, in comparison to the other scenarios, might be the result of
the considerably high IRES share, especially of wind power. Assuming that no significant
improvements have been made in forecasting, short-time fluctuations might be cushioned
by PSH in this scenario.

45

THREE EUROPEAN ENERGY SCENARIOS

2500

Installed capacities

GW

1500

1000

500

0
ST 2030

Hydro and Pumped Storage
Coal + Lignite
Solar

GCA 2040

Oil + Non-RES
Gas
Wind

Nuclear
Biomass and Other RES

Figure 24: Installed capacities by fuel type in the GCA scenario [104]
In conclusion, competition is mostly derived from nuclear power plants within the field of
base load power plants. These are still limited in their flexibility. By 2040, coal and lignite are
reduced in every scenario, in some more than in others. Possibilities for PSH as base load
power plants can be seen especially within the GCA scenario and to some extent within the
DG scenario. The least possibilities are seen in the ST scenario. To achieve more possible
provisions by hydropower, the amount of PSH can be increased. Figure 25 shows the
percentage share of different types of hydropower plants within the different scenarios. In
every scenario the amount of hydro-turbine capacity is considerably higher than of other
hydropower. Upgrading some of these to PSH plants might gain additional flexibility.
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5.2.4 Peak load power plants

While base load power plants often operate continuously, peak load power plants cover
demand peaks on short notice. Peak load power plants need to be able to react quickly and
flexibly. Main competitors, which already cover peak load today, are gas power plants. There
are no specifications made about the flexibility of other, especially newly developed, sources
of energy; therefore, gas will be considered the only relevant competitor to hydropower.
Figure 26 shows the percentage share of gas-fired plants within the different scenarios.
Shares of gas in installed capacities are highest in the 2030 ST scenario with 15%. In 2040,
ST shows the highest amount of installed capacities among the scenarios with 12%. It is
mentioned in the ST storyline that gas is the preferred fuel for peaking power plants. In DG,
installed capacities decrease significantly as well from 2030 to 2040. In this scenario, gas
power plants are needed to balance the high IRES shares, especially short-time fluctuation
of high amount of solar panels. Similarly, in GCA, the installed capacity of gas-fired plants
still amounts to 9%, balancing the high IRES shares.
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Figure 26: Installed capacities of gas-fired plants, percentage shares of overall installed
capacities [104]
As no other relevant competition is in the market, chances for PSH are high, especially in
2040 GCA for balancing short-term fluctuations of wind power, and in 2040 DG for covering
periods of darkness disrupting solar electrical power generation during peak demand
periods. Within the ST scenario, PSH finds its strongest competitor in gas power plants and
the least chances in comparison to the other scenarios.

5.2.5 Proportion of hydropower plants to other flexibility options

There are not many details given on other flexibility options. Power-to-gas is mentioned to
be a commercially viable option in the DG and GCA scenarios, for the production of gas, but
of no significance in the ST scenario. There is no information given how much gas is turned
back into electricity after storage. Power-to-gas seems to mostly absorb electricity and cover
gas demand. Within the 2030 timeframe, power-to-gas only covers 0.1% of gas demand in
the DG scenario. By 2040, power-to-gas covers 1.1% in the DG and 2.5% of gas demand in the
GCA scenario. It is not specified whether additional gas is stored or transported over large
distances.
Storage options have grown slowly in the ST scenario, moderately in the GCA scenario, and
very high in the DG scenario. There is no distinction made between types of storage. As the
key element of the DG scenario is containing solar panels in combination with batteries, this
might be the key driver of storage amounts. This combination also provides very high levels
of demand flexibility in the DG scenario. Demand flexibility is more important as well in the
GCA scenario, but is not significantly relevant in the ST scenario.
Therefore, the key factor concerning the proportion of hydropower to other flexibility options
cannot be calculated accurately, but will amount to higher levels within scenarios of fewer
competitors. It is therefore assumed that the factor is high in the ST scenario, therefore
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offering good chances for hydropower. The factor will be lower in the DG and GCA scenarios,
therefore offering fewer chances for hydropower.

5.2.6 Grid expansion

Chances for hydropower to provide flexibility increase with the size of the area
interconnected. More connections between countries include a higher number of flexibility
options. This also means a higher number of competitors is able to provide flexibility. The
expansion of grids depends on the storylines of the scenarios. Slow developments and the
lowest number of IRES power plants characterise the ST scenario. Grid expansion will be
least developed in this scenario, simply out of less necessity. The chances for hydropower
to be provided long-distance are therefore the lowest within the ST scenario. High number of
decentralised small-scale solar panels characterise the DG scenario, which is therefore not
in great need for a wide-cast net to transfer power. Hydropower might have low chances in
this scenario as well. Within the GCA scenario global interaction is of high importance and
will show the highest grid expansion. To include hydropower within a pan-European power
system, the more interconnection, the better. Therefore, the GCA scenario shows most
potential to benefit from Nordic hydropower.

5.2.7 Net Transfer Capacities

The NTCs between Nordic countries and Continental Europe are relevant to include
hydropower as a flexibility option. To compare possibilities for hydropower, the extent of NTC
from the Nordic countries to Continental Europe is regarded and includes connections from
the Nordic countries of Norway, Finland, and Sweden to Continental Europe. Connections
from these countries to the Netherlands, Germany, Denmark, Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, and
Estonia are taken into account. The sum of NTC capacities along these connections is
shown in Table 2, for each scenario in 2040. In harmony with their storylines, the ST scenario
shows the lowest and the GCA scenario the highest NTC, while the DG scenario is in between.
Slow developments characterise the ST scenario. It is reasonable that the expansion of NTC
is also progressing more conservatively. As the GCA scenario’s storyline is one of global
interaction and decarbonisation efforts, higher NTC and higher interconnection levels are
within reason. Regarding this key factor, GCA show most possibilities for hydropower. The
more power can be transmitted safely from the Nordic countries to Continental Europe, the
more flexibility by hydropower can be offered. Therefore, within the ST scenario, PSH can
offer the least flexibility.

NTCs [GW]

ST 2040

DG 2040

GCA 2040

11,335

12,335

14,335

Table 2: Net Transfer Capacities from the Nordic countries Sweden, Norway and Finland to
Continental Europe within each scenario [104]
In conclusion, regarding these key factors combined, all scenarios show some potential for
hydropower. GCA shows the highest overall potential for hydropower. DG offers the highest
RES share, but other factors show fewer opportunities. ST, including most large-scale power
plants, offers the least chances for Nordic hydropower.
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6 Deriving scenarios of European power systems placing
high demands on hydraulic power plants
An evaluation of the role of hydropower in evolving European power systems needs to
foresee future developments, which are, to some extent, tough to estimate. The further into
the future, the harder it becomes to foresee developments and to make valuable
assumptions. Figure 27 illustrates this effect showing a scenario funnel.

Scenarios

B2

Simulation year

Figure 27: Schematic illustration of a scenario funnel
Scenarios can depict these uncertainties. As uncertainties increase for simulation years
further in the future and thus the scenario funnel opens, differences between possible
scenarios should increase as well. The term scenario in the HydroFlex project refers to a
path projecting the developments in the European power system over a future period in
intervals, e.g. 5-year-intervals, as shown as the dashed line in Figure 27.
Chapter 5 has shown such exemplary outlines of future power systems. These are not
drafted with a focus on the future role of hydropower within a pan-European power system.
In order to further examine future possibilities of Nordic hydropower in particular,
computational simulations of European power systems will depict the use of hydropower in
the context of different trends. These simulations themselves will need suitable input to
judge the profitability of including Nordic hydropower into European power systems.
The following chapter will describe three scenarios depicting different opportunities of
hydropower to as flexibility option, which are designed for this purpose and the upcoming
simulations in the HydroFlex project. Before explaining the cornerstones of the scenarios,
general assumptions will be described.
Figure 28 illustrates the models of the European AC transmission grid used by the grid
simulations for the scenario in 2020 and 2025. As described in chapter 3.2, these models
provide the basis for the scenarios after 2025. This way, it is possible to add certain grid
expansion projects exactly and integrate increased transfer capacities according to existing
lines in order to ensure appropriate simulations.
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Figure 28: European AC transmission grid models for 2020 (left) and 2025 (right)
Figure 29 shows the assumed fuel prices over all scenarios. The prices are calculated and
interpolated on the basis of [70]. The assumed exchange rate between dollar and euros
amounts to 1,19 $⁄€ (average from January to October 2018).
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Figure 29: Assumptions of fuel prices [70]

51

2040

2035

2030

2025

0

2020

Fuel Price

30

THREE EUROPEAN ENERGY SCENARIOS

Figure 30 depicts the assumed prices for CO2 allowances for all scenarios. The prices are
calculated and interpolated on the basis of [70]. The assumed exchange rate between dollar
and euros amounts to 1,19 $⁄€ (average from January to October 2018).
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Figure 30: Assumptions of prices for CO2 Allowances [70]

6.1 Three scenarios of European power systems

In the following, this chapter introduces a reference scenario, providing a baseline to
compare and quantify characteristic values. These characteristic values are the key factors
defined in paragraph 2.2.3. Figure 31 depicts the three different development paths for the
defined scenarios of the future European power system, which will be the input data of future
simulations in the HydroFlex project.
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Demand for flexibility provision by hydropower plants

2020

low

Figure 31: Schematic illustration of the three scenarios of European power system
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The scenario framework of the HydroFlex project uses 5-year-intervals and thus, every fifth
year will be simulated. The Reference scenario represents the best guess scenario and
therefore the most probable developments of the European power system. As uncertainties
in the near future are not significantly high, the Reference scenario is the only one in 2020
and 2025. Then, the Green Hydro and the Prosumer scenario start to differ from the
Reference scenario. The Green Hydro scenario contains assumptions favourable to the
demand for flexibility provision by hydropower plants. On the other hand, the Prosumer
scenario represents less favourable conditions for this demand and hence for hydropower
as flexibility provider. Both scenarios are designed explicitly for 2030 and 2040 regarding to
the TYNDP scenarios described in chapter 5. The input data building the scenarios for 2035
is the result of the interpolation of the corresponding data of 2030 and 2040. The following
describes the three scenarios in detail.

6.1.1 Reference Scenario

As computational simulations need a point of reference in order to compare results, the
Reference Scenario will serve as a starting point. This scenario is designed as best guess
scenario, judged from today’s perspective. As for the near future, i.e. 2020 and 2025, most of
the developments can be foreseen with less uncertainty, the Reference scenario is the only
scenario simulated for those years. From 2025 on, it represents the most likely outcome if
current developments within European power systems continue.
A balance of the essential factors characterises this scenario. All factors are equally
developed, none is dominating. In comparison to today, IRES shares in power systems are
increased. However, as the installation of IRES is not subsidised to noteworthy extents in
this scenario, the increase of IRES shares is consummated rather gradually. The change of
the European composition of power plant units is proceeding in a similar manner as the
amount of coal and lignite power plants decreases slowly. Using a comparable approach to
the ST Scenario analysed in chapter 5, this Reference Scenario contains a time of
transition. Technologies designed to balance fluctuating electrical power generation are
developed and integrated into the power systems when financially reasonable. That means
if not profitable, other options are developed first before fossil-fuelled power plants are
abolished from operation. As a result, other flexibility options and power plants are
available in reasonable numbers.
Figure 32 shows the characteristics of this scenario, classified by their extent in the essential
factors in a radar chart. As can be seen, all factors are in balance. Neither kind of power plant
technology dominates the composition of power plant units but contains base load and peak
load power plants in equal proportion. IRES are integrated into power systems to an extent
which is manageable by base and peak load power plants. Putting this categorisation into
perspective, gas is gradually replacing coal and lignite in electrical energy production. The
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions is an important goal of European countries, but is
pursued sustainably.
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Figure 32: Essential factors of the Reference Scenario
Grids are expanded when reasonable and needed based on economic advantages. As
large-scale power plants are only gradually being replaced by IRES, the need for further
interconnections of power systems is only moderately evolving. Without high levels of
interconnection within Europe, flexibility provisions from the Nordic countries can be
distributed across Continental Europe to a moderate extent. Consequently, the rise of NTCs
is not an urgent matter and not developed to a significant degree, but still offers some
possibilities for the provision of flexibility by Nordic hydropower.
Figure 33 illustrates the sum of net generation capacities of thermal power plants in Europe
assumed in the Reference Scenario. The values largely correspond to the TYNDP ST
scenario, in order to represent the best guess scenario. The values in 2035 are interpolated
between 2030 and 2040. The capacities of 2020 and 2025 are based on today’s European
electrical power generation adjusted by planned and certain developments. The net
generation capacities of nuclear power plants will decrease slightly until 2040, while the
reduction of power plants fuelled by hard coal and lignite will be significant. A decrease from
2020 to 2030 and an increase from then on characterise the development of oil-fired power
plants. At this point on, the installed capacities of gas-fired power plants will decrease
slightly.
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Figure 33: Net generation capacities of thermal power plants in Europe of the Reference
Scenario
Figure 34 shows the assumed RES share of final electricity consumption of the Reference
scenario. The RES share increases from mostly 40% in 2020 to over 50% in 2040. The values
in 2020 and 2025 are derived on todays installed capacities adjusted by planned and other
expected developments, 2030 and 2040 correspond to the ST scenario and 2035 is
interpolated between 2030 and 2040.
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Figure 34: RES share of final electricity consumption of the Reference scenario
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Figure 35 shows the assumed annual European electricity demand in the Reference
scenario. The demand increases from 2020 to 2025 by approx. 100 TWh due to additional
consumers, e.g. electric vehicles and heat pumps. Afterwards, the annual demands do not
differ significantly until 2040 because efficiency measures and additional consumers
compensate.
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Figure 35: Annual European electricity demand in the Reference scenario
In conclusion, the profitability of Nordic hydropower in this Reference Scenario seems to be
neither particularly high nor particularly low. A well-balanced composition of power plant
units in combination with moderate grid and NTC expansion might leave Nordic hydropower
as one option among many. This environment is thus a suitable neutral context to compare
the profitability of Nordic hydropower within the other scenarios in computational
simulations. The future simulation will provide the results to evaluate the flexibility provision
by Nordic hydropower in this scenario.

6.1.2 Green Hydro Scenario

The Green Hydro Scenario shows similarities with the GCA scenario, but offers more
possibilities of relevance for Nordic hydropower. While efforts to limit global warming in the
GCA scenario have only started in global cooperation after 2030, rapid global collaboration
at an earlier stage characterises the Green Hydro scenario. These efforts result in higher
IRES shares already by the year 2030, in comparison to the GCA scenario. Consequently, the
amount of coal and lignite power plants is reduced at a stage prior to the GCA scenario.
Therefore, a need for flexibility options arises at an earlier point in time and to a higher extent.
Figure 36 shows the aspects of this Green Hydro Scenario, using the essential factors
defined in section 2.2.3. The blue arrows mark significant deviations from the GCA scenario,
in order to ensure optimal circumstances for flexibility provision by Nordic hydropower.
While IRES shares are high in this Green Hydro Scenario, peak load power plants are not
numerous. Therefore, IRES shares exceed the assumptions of the GCA significantly.
Inversely, the net generation capacities of peak load power plants fall below GCA scenario’s
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assumptions. However, there is a number of competitors regarding flexibility, large
opportunities for hydropower to cover peak load are available. Figure 36 also depicts that
base load power plants are higher in their characteristic than peak load power plants and
amount as high as in the GCA scenario. Therefore, there are chances for hydropower to
function as base load power plants and provide Frequency Containment Reserves.
The distribution ratio is low, describing a system of large-scale electrical power generation
units. Compared to the GCA scenario, the Green Hydro scenario includes less decentral
generation units and flexibility options, e.g. roof-top solar panels and home battery systems.
The large-scale electrical power generation contains power plants as well as large-scale wind
parks, off-shore wind parks, and photovoltaic units on free spaces. This constellation leaves
high demand in balancing demand and generation.
The extent of NTCs and grid expansion are both higher than in the reference scenario. NTCs
between the Nordic countries and Continental Europe are well-developed in the Green Hydro
scenario. The Green Hydro scenario assumes more grid expansion projects realised between
the Nordic countries and Central Europe than the GCA scenario. With a high amount of NTCs
and low extent of grid expansion within Europe, flexibility provision by Nordic hydropower is
a likely future development.
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Figure 36: Essential factors of the Green Hydro Scenario
Figure 37 depicts the net generation capacities of thermal power plants in Europe in the
Green Hydro scenario. Although, the capacities of nuclear power plants increase slightly, the
sum of base load power plants decreases significantly by reducing the amount of coal- and
lignite-fired power plants. To ensure optimal conditions for flexibility provision by
hydropower plants, the net generation capacities of peak load power plants are assumed to
only slightly increase even though RES shares strongly increase. The net capacities of 2035
are interpolated between 2030 and 2040.
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Figure 37: Net generation capacities of thermal power plants in Europe of the Green Hydro
Scenario
Figure 38 shows the assumptions of RES shares in Europe in the Green Hydro scenario. The
RES shares are significantly higher than in the Reference scenario and even slightly higher
than the GCA scenario. The RES share of 2035 is interpolated between 2030 and 2040.
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Figure 38: RES share of final electricity consumption in the Green Hydro scenario
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Figure 39 shows the assumed annual European electricity demand in the Green Hydro
scenario. The demand increases slightly from 2030 to 2040. Additional consumers, such as
electric vehicles and heat pumps, and efficiency measures nearly compensate.
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Figure 39: Annual European electricity demand in the Green Hydro scenario
Overall, the Green Hydro Scenario offers suitable circumstances in which Nordic hydropower
could become an important provider of flexibility.

6.1.3 Prosumer Scenario

The Prosumer scenario is designed in order to evaluate chances of hydropower in
unfavourable circumstances. It captures developments with respect to hydropower not
being the flexibility option and thus presents the pessimistic scenario in this report.
While sharing similarities with the DG scenario, the Prosumer scenario differs significantly,
e.g. by more mature technologies aiding the integration of IRES into the power systems. A
high amount of small-scale solar panels is combined with batteries as storage systems.
These batteries are a more advanced technology than within the DG scenario, causing them
to achieve high profitability and thus be widely used. At the centre of this scenario are
prosumers, actively taking part in a decentralised electrical power generation system. These
prosumers are owners of high amounts of solar panels acting as both consumers and
producers of electricity. Prosumers are balancing their own electricity demand with
small-scale solar panels and batteries and, thus, provide flexibility themselves. Due to the
technological improvement of batteries in general, the electromobility sector has thrived and
led to high numbers of electric vehicles as well. These technologies offer a high number of
additional options to provide flexibility. This development decreases the need for Nordic
hydropower.
As technological developments are assumed to have evolved rapidly in this scenario,
digitalisation, intelligent networking of technologies and communication systems are
common in households and industries. Smart home appliances are widely used and
connected with power systems. These technologies can often regulate demand
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automatically, offering numerous options of DSM. The high availability of these technologies
causes more flexibility needs to be met on a local level. This high demand side flexibility
hinders opportunities of hydropower. High numbers of peak load power plants cover
flexibility needs not provided for by these technologies. This competition reduces the need
for flexibility by Nordic hydropower further.
In this environment of high demand side flexibility and solar power storage by batteries, the
overall need for additional flexibility provided for example by hydropower is rather low. High
numbers of peak load power plants provide regulatory control, not covered by these options
on the demand side. Figure 40 shows the extent of peak load power plants in relation to the
other essential factors of this Prosumer Scenario. The blue arrows mark significant
deviations from the DG scenario.
Numerous measures of DSM balance the fluctuating electricity generated by a high amount
of IRES on a local level. The Prosumer scenario assumes even more decentral generation
units and peak load power plants than the DG scenario. As a result, the proportion of
hydropower to other flexibility options is low and thus opportunities are few. The involvement
of high numbers of prosumers lessens the need for the provision of flexibility and thus the
opportunities of hydropower plants. The NTCs between Continental Europe and the Nordic
countries will not be significantly expanded in the Prosumer scenario and assumed less than
in the DG scenario. This complicates the opportunities of Nordic hydropower plants. Due to
the high amount of other flexibility options available in this scenario, opportunities for Nordic
hydropower providing flexibility might be low.
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Figure 40: Essential factors of the Prosumer Scenario
As electricity supply and demand are balanced locally to a great extent, grid expansion within
Europe is not of high importance. There is no significant need to expand the power grids as
electricity is primarily transferred on local levels. Following the same reasoning, NTC levels
between the Nordic countries and Central Europe show similar characteristic value.
However, the distribution grid will be well expanded due to the highly decentralised electrical
power generation and flexibility. As European countries are able to balance their power
systems using decentralised small-scale technologies, there might be low demand for
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exchanging electricity between the Nordic countries and Central Europe. Without suitable
amounts of NTC between the Nordic and Central European countries, flexibility is not easily
provided by Nordic hydropower. The lack of transfer capacities could cause hydropower to
be difficult to be obtained.
Figure 41 depicts the net generation capacities of thermal power plants in Europe in the
Prosumer scenario. While capacities of nuclear power plants and coal-fired power plants
decrease significantly, the capacities of gas- and oil-fired power plants increase. The net
generation capacities of 2035 are interpolated between 2030 and 2040.
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Figure 41: Net generation capacities of thermal power plants in Europe of the Prosumer
Scenario
Figure 42 shows the assumptions of RES shares in Europe in the Prosumer scenario. The
RES shares are significantly higher than in the Reference scenario but a bit lower than in the
Green Hydro Scenario. RES is to a large extend integrated as decentral units, e.g. roof-top
solar panels, instead of large-scale units, such as onshore and offshore wind parks. The
Prosumer scenario assumes IRES shares to increase further than the DG scenario. The RES
share of 2035 is interpolated between 2030 and 2040.
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Figure 42: RES share of final electricity consumption in the Prosumer scenario
Figure 43 depicts the assumed annual European electricity demand in the Prosumer
scenario. The demand for 2030 is significantly higher than in the Reference or Green Hydro
scenario. Due to its decentralised character, it assumes the highest number of electric
vehicles and heat pumps. This development continues and cannot be fully compensated by
efficiency measures until 2040. Therefore, the annual electricity demands are increasing
from 2030 to 2040.
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Figure 43: Annual European demand in the Prosumer scenario
To conclude, the Prosumer scenario represents a development to a high share of distributed
generation and flexibility in the European power system. In order to evaluate the profitability
of Nordic hydropower, this scenario will serve as a scenario which captures developments
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with respect to hydropower not being the flexibility option in the following computational
simulations.

6.2 Scenarios on frequency stability

As already noted in section 3.3, one input of the simulation tool for frequency stability
analysis is the disturbance, which can be derived by market simulation and followed by a
grid operation simulation and which impacts the network. In the following, different
examples for possible disturbances as an input for stability analyses are shown.
One common fault is the tripping of one or more generators. Generator tripping describes an
outage of one or more generators, which leads to the generator(s) being disconnected from
the grid which in turn results in an imbalance of electrical generation and load. The missing
generation leads to a descending frequency, which can be analysed. This kind of fault is to
be investigated for fossil-fuelled power plants.
Also leading to a descending frequency because of missing generation are cloud-drifts and
doldrums when it comes to power plants based on renewable energies like wind power plants
and photovoltaic power plants. These weather effects can occur within a few seconds and
can lead to a lack of generation. In contrast to cloud-drifts, wind fronts can lead to a quick
rise of generation by wind power plants and therefore result in an ascending frequency.
Hence very often, power plants based on renewable energies are connected to the grid by
inverters. The defect of one or more inverters is another scenario because it will lead to an
imbalance between generation and load as well.
To this point, all scenarios on frequency stability are addressing the fault of one or more
generation units. Another kind of fault can occur in the network itself, e.g. by line tripping.
Line tripping can lead to cascading faults in the network which can affect both generation
and loads and therefore the frequency of the network in a high grade as well.
The last scenario to be investigated is the change of load. The load of a network is highly
volatile but usually stays within certain borders. In some cases, it is possible that many loads
are switched on or off at the same time which leads to a high rate of change of loads and
results in an imbalance between load and generation. Eventually this results in a deviation
from the nominal voltage in the grid. These scenarios should be investigated within this
project to analyse the transient behaviour of water turbines depending on the fault applied
to the network.
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7 Conclusion and future prospect
The Paris Agreement of 2015 has united the world’s nations on the issue of climate policy.
As fossil-fuelled power plants cause a high amount of greenhouse gas emissions, these
nations are working on changing their power systems. Having committed to the climate
goals of the Paris Agreement, European countries are collaborating on changing means and
circumstances of electricity generation. Their goal is to incorporate high amounts of
low-carbon and climate-friendly RES, especially IRES.
Changing power systems and including higher shares of IRES will increase imbalances and
thus the need for flexibility. Imbalances have always occurred in power systems, resulting
from various reasons, and power systems are able to react with flexibility. The term flexibility
in a general sense refers to means able to balance electricity supply and demand. Considered
options, categorised into four kinds of flexibility, all offer possibilities to balance the systems
by different approaches. Although all providing individual advantages, hydropower,
especially pumped storage hydropower, was identified in this report to be a very flexible,
diverse option and a technology capable of meeting flexibility challenges set by the increase
of IRES.
Hydropower is especially common in the Nordic countries. Assessments of future
possibilities regarding this technology should therefore consider hydropower located in
these countries. Flexibility might be transferred from the Nordic countries to Continental
Europe. In order to judge profitability, factors were described essential to the future success
of this possibility.
These factors were used to evaluate future possibilities of hydropower. As uncertainties
characterise any assessment of the future, scenarios act as framework to evaluate these
uncertain circumstances. Within this report, existing scenarios published by ENTSO-E were
compared. These scenarios offer very different approaches to future designs of power
systems. Among these three scenarios, this report identified the GCA scenario to offer the
most possibilities for flexibility provision by Nordic hydropower.
Based on these findings this report derived three scenarios specifically designed to describe
both favourable and less favourable conditions for the provision of flexibility by Nordic
hydropower. These scenarios will be the basis of computational simulations, evaluating
demands on and profitability of flexibility offered by hydropower of the Nordic countries to
Continental Europe.
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