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Abstract

The energy transition is reshaping electricity systems, bringing new challenges, and emphasizing the need for strategic planning.
Energy policies play a crucial role in guiding this transition. However, assessing their impacts often requires robust modeling in-
volving multiple models and going beyond a single country’s scope, analyzing international interactions. In this study, we examine
three Swiss energy policies, analyzing their impacts on both the national energy system and the cross-border electricity flows. We
use a model inter-comparison approach with four electricity system models to explore scenarios involving Swiss renewable gener-
ation targets, the Swiss market integration, and the Swiss winter import limitations, in the context of various European electricity
developments. The results indicate that a renewable generation target leads to a reduction in net imports and electricity prices. Ad-
ditionally, reduced market integration impacts both Swiss and European energy transitions by limiting trade benefits, underutilizing
Variable Renewable Energy Sources (VRES), and increasing electricity supply costs. Lastly, we observe that limiting Swiss winter
imports adversely affects electricity trading, driving up both supply costs and electricity prices.
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1. Introduction

The energy transition is transforming our electricity sys-
tems [1]. This is reflected in the evolving generation mix and
the increasing electrification of the heating and transportation
sectors [2]. This brings rising challenges which require proper
planning and resource allocation to ensure the reliability of the
power supply in the future [3]. Therefore, the scientific com-
munity is placing significant efforts in developing energy sys-
tem models to better understand these challenges and to inform
decision-makers [4]. However, modelers face hurdles in the se-
lection of appropriate modeling approaches, the lack of data,
the diversity of exogenous inputs, and their related uncertain-
ties. Hence, the obtained modeling results often differ signifi-
cantly across models and frameworks [5], limiting their applica-
bility in obtaining policy-relevant findings [6]. This motivates
the research on model inter-comparisons comparing models in
their natural environments [7], such that a strict alignment on
modeling assumptions and inputs is not required, but compara-
bility is assured by harmonizing selected scenarios and key pa-
rameters [8]. Such an approach increases the robustness of the

∗Corresponding author.
Email addresses: gblazhe@ethz.ch (Blazhe Gjorgiev),

sansavig@ethz.ch (Giovanni Sansavini)

policy-relevant results by identifying result consensus across
models and scenarios [9, 10].

Energy and electricity system model inter-comparisons are
increasingly performed. A review of 19 studies between 2011
and 2018 with various scenarios for Switzerland in 2035 is con-
ducted in [11]. The analysis highlights that most models show
a dependence on fossil fuel-based generation and net electric-
ity imports, contrary to what the general public expects. In a
recent study, the authors compare three spatially resolved elec-
tricity system models to gain insights into the role of renewables
in the Swiss energy transition in 2035 [7, 12]. In general, dis-
agreements among these model results exist for valid reasons;
however, they find Photovoltaic (PV) is a common denomi-
nator in the future generation mix. Similarly, [13] compares
six energy and electricity system models with different spatial
and temporal resolutions focusing on Switzerland in 2050. Al-
though the models mostly agree on PV as the driver of the en-
ergy transition, some models and scenarios obtain higher par-
ticipation of wind in the supply mix. In [14], the authors com-
pare four electricity system models for Germany, focusing on
investment decisions and operational behavior in 2030. For this
purpose, they harmonize scenario data and show that the result
differences mainly depend on the modeling approach. Three
electricity system models focusing on electrification and load
shifting with electric vehicle batteries and heat pumps are com-
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pared to study Germany’s generation adequacy in 2030 [15].
The study results show discrepancies in load shifting, which
are directly attributed to model features. In [16], the authors
compare six electricity models with country-level aggregation
for central Europe utilizing a highly simplified test case. They
identify expansion deviations, which can be related to specific
modeling differences. Similarly, [10] compares five electricity
models for Europe with high spatial aggregation. The paper ar-
gues that a multitude of modeling approaches enable the eval-
uation of result variance because of model uncertainty. The
”Energy Modeling Forum” (EMF) has conducted 37 model
inter-comparisons on topics such as macroeconomic and cli-
mate change impacts, global energy modeling, electricity and
fuel markets, and electric load forecasting [17]. In general, the
literature mainly focuses on defining a comparison methodol-
ogy and understanding what drives result commonalities and
differences, while little or no focus is given to policy-relevant
impacts.

The literature agrees that model inter-comparisons are pow-
erful methods for policy-relevant studies [6, 18]. The main ad-
vantage lies in the analysis of commonalities and differences
in results derived from various frameworks, models, assump-
tions, and case studies [19]. The theoretical groundwork for
inter-comparisons applied to policy questions is laid out in [20].
This work reviews significant policy instruments for renew-
able energy integration and explores models and decision sup-
port tools developed for energy policy analysis. Similarly, [21]
evaluates model suitability for specific policy questions, and
[22] investigates how different modeling frameworks can be
compared to answer policy-relevant questions. Results from
inter-comparisons are extensively used to assess the impact of
CO2 targets and other climate policies on the energy system,
as shown in [23, 24]. In [25], the authors utilize eleven as-
sessment, energy system, and sectoral models to assess the im-
pact of the European climate goals with respect to costs, in-
vestments, and employment. Model inter-comparisons also ad-
dress policy questions beyond climate goals. In [26], 17 mod-
eling teams from the EMF analyze the North American en-
ergy integration and trade under various future energy market
conditions and policy scenarios. Furthermore, studies focus
on technology-specific policy questions, including policies and
subsidy schemes for photovoltaics [27], renewable generation
technologies [20, 28], and storage technologies [29].

Most inter-comparison studies primarily address the theoret-
ical aspects of best practices in model inter-comparison and fo-
cus less on policy-relevant questions. They examine how mod-
eling features influence results and often emphasize significant
harmonization efforts in input data. While some studies address
policy-relevant questions, they typically focus on the impacts of
climate policies on the electricity system at large. Furthermore,
the specific interactions between countries and the effects of
policy measures on these interactions have not been thoroughly
examined. Overall, the model inter-comparisons often overlook
the analysis of cross-country interaction and market integra-
tion. To tackle these research gaps, we employ four modeling
frameworks analyzing the interactions between the electricity
systems of Switzerland and its neighboring countries. In partic-

ular, we define scenarios representing different realizations of
policies concerning the Swiss renewable generation target, the
Swiss market integration, and the Swiss winter import limita-
tions. We do so while concurrently considering different devel-
opments of the European electricity system. To enhance the
results’ comparability across different models, we perform a
harmonization of the scenario-relevant inputs as in [30].

Here, we aim to answer the following policy-relevant re-
search questions: i) What is the effect of a renewable gener-
ation target on long-term planning for 2050? ii) Is the full po-
tential of invested renewables utilized? iii) How is Switzerland
affected by its (non-)integration into the European electricity
market? iv) How is the electricity system affected by a limit
on the winter net imports? The main contributions of the paper
are threefold: 1) We analyze the future Swiss electricity system
and its interactions with its neighboring countries under differ-
ent policy conditions, 2) We answer policy-relevant questions,
and 3) We ensure result robustness by conducting this study as
a model inter-comparison.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 de-
scribes the models used in the analyses. Section 3 details the
case study, including the case study system, the scenarios, and
the inter-comparison protocol. Section 4 compares the results.
Section 5 discusses the relevance of the results in decision-
making. Finally, Section 4 provides a summary and future
work.

2. Method

The model inter-comparison utilizes four electricity system
models. Each model is developed by a different institution to
answer a set of energy transition and policy-relevant questions.
Here, we provide an overview of these models (Section 2.1) and
present their main similarities and differences (Section 2.2).

2.1. Models

2.1.1. Nexus-e
Nexus-e is an integrated energy systems modeling platform

that combines multiple modules to simulate different aspects of
the electricity system [31]. In this study, we utilize the CentIv
and DistIv modules. The CentIv module computes the optimal
dispatch and the optimal generation and transmission expansion
from a centralized perspective, minimizing system investment
and operation costs [32]. Conversely, the DistIv module focuses
on the consumer perspective, optimizing investments and oper-
ational decisions to minimize consumers’ electricity costs [33].
Additionally, DistIv incorporates a national grid injection tar-
iff, which provides additional earnings to consumers who feed
electricity back into the grid. The CentIv and DistIv modules
are soft-linked and solved iteratively, as detailed in [31]. This
iterative approach ensures two critical aspects: first, that con-
sumer decisions are informed by the operations of the central-
ized system, and second, that the centralized planning strategy
considers the distributed investments made by consumers.

Nexus-e utilizes a comprehensive techno-economic charac-
terization of the generation and storage technologies [34]. In
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particular, CentIv has a diverse set of centralized technologies,
and DistIv focuses on rooftop PV and battery storage. Addi-
tionally, both modules can curtail excess Variable Renewable
Energy Sources (VRES) generation. CentIv fully models the
transmission grid and computes the DC power flows, respecting
line and transformer limits. On the other hand, DistIv models
each municipality as a single-node distribution system, without
modeling the distribution network. CentIv has a high spatial
resolution, modeling every extra-high voltage node in Switzer-
land. DistIv, instead, considers municipal resolution for elec-
tricity demand and renewable potential, using data from the
Federal Statistical Office [35] and Sonnendach [36], respec-
tively. Although Switzerland is modeled in high detail, Nexus-
e represents the neighboring countries as a single node. Their
hourly dispatch is optimized together with the Swiss dispatch,
although their installed capacities are fixed. Both modules use
an hourly resolution, simulating every second day, and consid-
ering a yearly time horizon.

2.1.2. EXPANSE
The EXPANSE (EXploration of PAtterns in Near-optimal

energy ScEnarios) model is a single-year, bottom-up, perfect-
foresight, linear optimization model [7, 37]. EXPANSE ad-
dresses the least-cost capacity and aggregated transmission ex-
pansion and generation dispatch in the electricity system. The
model incorporates constraints for technology ramping and
start-up, power reserves, power flows on lines, balances for
storage, and interconnection with neighboring countries. EX-
PANSE provides flexibility on the demand side through load
shedding in extreme situations of grid congestion or generation
deficit. On the generation side, EXPANSE provides flexibility
through curtailment of VRES, and storage technologies such as
pumped hydropower storage, grid-scale batteries, decentralized
batteries with solar PV, and power-to-hydrogen technology.

In this study, EXPANSE has a spatial resolution of 2’136
Swiss municipalities, according to the definition of Swiss mu-
nicipalities of 2023 [38]. The model represents demand and
generation balancing with 15 Swiss national clustered nodes
and 4 nodes of neighboring countries. Each municipality-level
node directly feeds into the nearest grid node within Switzer-
land. Each neighboring country is modeled at the national level,
considering technology-specific generation, storage, and inter-
connection transmission dynamics. The temporal resolution in
this study is six hours to balance result accuracy and computa-
tional efficiency due to the model’s high spatial resolution and
grid expansion capability. More detailed documentation of the
model and dataset used can be found in [39–42].

2.1.3. FEM
The Future Electricity Market Model (FEM) is an electricity

market model that extends the capabilities of Swissmod [43],
which primarily addresses market dispatch decisions. FEM fo-
cuses on medium- and long-term electricity market develop-
ments, particularly within Switzerland. In this study, FEM is
formulated as a least-cost dispatch and investment model. Rec-
ognizing the significance of imports and exports, FEM also in-
corporates dispatch operations in 18 EU countries. Each coun-

try or market zone is represented by a single network node, with
trade modeled using Net Transfer Capacity (NTC).

The FEM operates on an hourly resolution over an entire
year, utilizing perfect foresight for both supply and demand
aspects. Given the critical role of hydrological systems in
Switzerland, the model adheres to a hydro year starting in Oc-
tober and includes a simplified representation of Switzerland’s
hydro system. Additionally, the model integrates data on con-
ventional power plant capacity and availability, fuel-specific
generation costs, and country-specific renewable energy infeed
time series.

2.1.4. OREES
OREES is an optimization model computing the optimal

investment in PV and wind capacities, as well as the opti-
mal power dispatch. It ensures the power balance in the sys-
tem through optimal DC power flow, considering the extra-
high voltage grid in Switzerland. At each simulation step, the
optimization of the power dispatch considers the state of the
hydropower infrastructure (reservoir levels, inflows), the ex-
pected Swiss load and generation from non-dispatchable re-
newable sources for the coming week and an annual strategy
for the management of the large reservoirs. The objective is
to smoothen the imports and exports required to balance the
country. The optimal investment in new capacities is obtained
through an evolution strategy as described in [44]. The objec-
tive function maximizes the net income for new photovoltaic
and wind power installations in the modeling year, given their
production profile and an exogenous market price of electric-
ity. The work in [45] describes the optimal power flow algo-
rithm used in OREES as well as the modeling of the storage
and pumped-storage hydropower infrastructure.

OREES utilizes curtailment, grid expansion, and load shed-
ding as flexibility sources. First, curtailment of photovoltaic
and wind power installations is allowed and directly impacts
their revenues. This curtailment is performed by the optimal
power flow and is used when grid congestions occur. Second, in
case of optimization failure, the most loaded transmission lines
are reinforced with 5% capacity increments until the power dis-
patch is successful. The updated capacity of each line is then
used for the following time steps. Finally, if the optimal power
flow still fails while all lines are used below 80% of their ca-
pacity, load shedding is imposed by progressively reducing the
demand of the nodes with the highest positive netload. This
strategy allows us to systematically reach a power dispatch with
minimal load shedding and minimal line reinforcement.

2.2. Model similarities and differences
The models used in this inter-comparison are similar at the

core, computing optimal capacity expansion and dispatch over
a yearly time horizon. However, different objective functions
and modeling characteristics lead to a different decision logic
embedded in the optimization problems. Namely, Nexus-e, EX-
PANSE, and FEM minimize total investment and operational
costs, while OREES maximizes the net incomes of PV and
wind generators. Another major difference is that OREES com-
putes the optimal investment and the optimal dispatch in two
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separate problem setups. Additionally, the model uses imports
and exports as a last resort only when power balancing cannot
be performed endogenously. Therefore, this model has lower
curtailments as well as lower imports and exports than the oth-
ers. Conversely, Nexus-e’s special trait is using the DistIv mod-
ule, which confers a decentralized consumer perspective to this
model. Additionally, DistIv models fixed grid fees and, hence,
persistent self-consumption incentives for households. This re-
sults in considerably higher investments in decentralized PV
and battery storage in Nexus-e compared to the other models.

Other important differences lie in the modeled technologies
and in the temporal and geographical scales. For instance,
alpine PV is modeled only in Nexus-e and OREES, while
demand-side management is modeled only in Nexus-e. The
temporal scale spans from hourly resolution in Nexus-e, FEM,
and OREES to a 6-hour resolution in EXPANSE. The geo-
graphical scale spans from a municipal level in EXPANSE and
OREES to a cantonal level in FEM. Nexus-e has a combination
of municipal and regional detail. Additionally, the geographi-
cal scope is limited to Switzerland in OREES, to Switzerland
and the neighboring countries in Nexus-e and EXPANSE, and
extended to 18 EU countries in FEM. Both the temporal and
the geographical scales affect the model outcomes. A higher
temporal resolution exposes the system to the variability of the
time-dependent input parameters. A higher geographical reso-
lution increases the level of detail. Finally, the models also dif-
fer regarding the representation of the electricity grid. Nexus-e
and OREES use a full representation of the Swiss transmission
grid, EXPANSE has a reduced grid representation, and FEM
does not have a power grid model but instead uses the NTC
modeling approach. The representation of the electricity grid
affects the permitted power flows in the model. A higher level
of detail corresponds to a more constrained system since power
flow limits are enforced at each line. This can lead to results
with higher curtailments and increased system costs. Endoge-
nous modeling of grid expansion, as in Nexus-e, EXPANSE and
OREES, however, allows to overcome some of the limits by in-
vesting in the grid. A summary of the models’ characteristics
can be found in Appendix A.

3. Case study

We analyze the 2050 Swiss electricity system in a European
context. Our models have a detailed representation of the Swiss
electricity system and a simplified representation of Europe.
We ensure that the models align on the fundamental inputs, par-
ticularly those enabling the interactions with Europe, and retain
their original sets of parameters otherwise. This approach en-
sures that the models provide consistent outputs for compari-
son, although reflecting the diversity of methodologies and as-
sumptions inherent in each modeling framework. The follow-
ing sections describe the scenarios, the input parameters, and
the inter-comparison protocol.

3.1. Scenario-based inputs
The model inter-comparison aims to produce robust results

to support policy-relevant research questions. Hence, we assess

the impact of different European developments on the Swiss
electricity system. Moreover, we evaluate different Swiss poli-
cies: 1) a renewable target, 2) the integration into the European
electricity market, and 3) the limit on net winter imports. For
each of the European and Swiss policy dimensions, two possi-
ble realizations are considered, as summarized in Table 1. Each
scenario is then defined by a combination of realizations for
those four dimensions (one for the European development and
three for the energy policies), leading to a total of 16 scenarios.

The European dimension is captured by alternative European
developments in the electricity system. The Global Ambition
(GA) and Distributed Energy (DE) scenarios from the ENTSO-
e Ten-Year Network Development Plan (TYNDP) provide in-
formation for the whole ENTSO-e’s future energy system [46].
The GA and DE scenarios represent different European devel-
opments, assuming the energy transition will be based on cen-
tralized renewable and low-carbon technologies, and decentral-
ized initiatives by prosumers, respectively. The European di-
mension defines the model input parameters for the electric-
ity demand, the installed capacities per technology type, the
generation profiles for renewable generation in the neighboring
countries, the electricity flows between these countries and their
neighbors, and the NTC values for all countries. OREES is the
only model where the European dimension does not impact the
results, as OREES models only Switzerland endogenously.

All input parameters are defined for the 1995 climate year.
This is one of the three climate years considered in the TYNDP
2022 scenarios, representing the scenario with intermediate
severity of energy drought periods (Dunkelflaute) [46]. In the
ENTSO-e analysis of the severity of 30 climate years, 1995
scores as the fourth most severe. In this study, the climate year
defines the European electricity demand, the installed capaci-
ties per technology type, the generation profiles for renewable
generation, and the electricity flows between the modeled Eu-
ropean countries and their neighbors.

The Swiss renewable generation target aims to achieve 45
TWh of yearly generation from PV, wind, and biomass. This
reflects the most recent renewable targets set by the Swiss gov-
ernment [47]. We simulate the realizations of the renewable
target by imposing a 45 TWh (R45); alternatively, no renew-
able target (RNT) is enforced. Additionally, this work explores
the effects of full (N100) and reduced (N030) power market in-
tegration by setting NTC values to 100% or 30% of the TYNDP
values for 2050, respectively. The reduction to 30% of the NTC
value is an extreme and pessimistic outcome of the partial mar-
ket integration [48]. It is important to note that the authors deem
this 30% scenario highly unlikely, so it should not be considered
for planning an efficient system. Nevertheless, when thinking
about a robust system, it could still be considered a relevant
extreme case. The net winter import limitation represents an
initiative put forth by the parliament to increase generation ad-
equacy by reducing the reliance on electricity imports in the
winter months [49]. In this work, the effects of the net win-
ter imports policy are studied by imposing a strictly binding 5
TWh winter net import target (W05); alternatively, the winter
net imports are not constrained (WNC).

Given the large number of scenario combinations, we select
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Table 1: Summary of the European and Swiss policy dimensions defining the
inter-comparison scenarios

European development
space

Gloabal Ambition (GA),
Distributed Energy (DE)

Renewable target
space

No Target (RNT),
45 TWh target (R45)

Market integration
space

Full integration (N100),
Reduced integration (N030)

Net winter import limit
space

No Constraint (WNC),
5 TWh constraint (W05)

for analysis five representative scenarios, namely a reference
scenario (Ref), three scenarios where a single policy is varied
relative to the reference (R45, N030, W05), and a scenario in-
corporating all policy variations (All):

• Ref: reference scenario, with no policies active
• R45: scenario with renewable generation target policy
• N030: scenario with market integration reduction policy
• W05: scenario with winter net import limit policy
• All: scenario with all policies active

All the representative scenarios use the GA European develop-
ment. This is sufficient because our findings indicate that this
dimension has little influence on the models’ outcomes.

3.2. Model-based inputs

In addition to the scenario-specific inputs, there are other fun-
damental inputs on which all models align. The models align
on the nuclear phase-out policy, assuming a 60-year operational
lifespan for nuclear plants, and on the national electricity de-
mand as described in [50]. Furthermore, all models adopt a
uniform value of lost load of 10’000 Euros per MWh [51].

Despite the alignment of key parameters, each model retains
its unique parametrization of the techno-economic character-
istics of the generating technologies. The potential of VRES,
including wind, PV on buildings (rooftop and facade PV), and
alpine PV, varies across models and depends on the spatial res-
olution of the model and the underlying study. Input data on the
network and the technical characterization of generating tech-
nologies for Nexus-e are detailed in [34]. The investment and
operation costs have been updated based on recent data from
[52, 53].The EXPANSE’s input parameter dataset is presented
in [39–42], FEM’s in [54], and OREES’s network, PV and wind
data in [44] and [45].

3.3. Model inter-comparison protocol

A model inter-comparison protocol is used to structure the
scenarios as well as the input and output data for the case stud-
ies. First, the input data is provided in a standardized format to
all modeling teams. This is then converted to a model-specific
input data format for each model. This input data defines the
model- and scenario-based inputs, as described in the previous
sections. Eventually, model-specific results are converted to a
standardized results format to facilitate the result analysis and
comparison.

The results include information on installed generation ca-
pacity, dispatch, electricity imports and exports, cost of elec-
tricity supply, and electricity prices for each scenario. Addition-
ally, we also report the costs for subsidies or other mechanisms
necessary to achieve the policy target. The installed capacity
and hourly dispatch are the decision variables of the electric-
ity system models. The cost of electricity supply is the sum of
the annualized investment cost and the yearly fixed and vari-
able operational costs. The electricity prices are the yearly av-
erage value of the hourly load-weighted-average nodal shadow
prices. They are thus computed from the energy balance dual
variables. They, therefore, correspond to the wholesale electric-
ity price and not to the price the end-consumers pay. Finally,
we investigate the shadow prices of two policy constraints (R45
and W05). For the renewable target, this dual variable reflects
the subsidy cost to achieve the target, whereas the dual variable
on the Winter net import constraint reflects the cost of a poten-
tial certificate implemented to make sure the target is met. The
dual variable on the NTC constraint does not reflect a possible
decision for policymakers and, hence, is not discussed.

4. Results

The four research questions outlined in Section 1 are ad-
dressed by examining the impact of the energy policies on var-
ious factors, including the generation mix, generation curtail-
ment, imports and exports, cost of electricity supply, and elec-
tricity prices. Additionally, subsidies or other mechanisms re-
quired to achieve the presented policies are computed and ana-
lyzed. Results are mostly reported in absolute terms, as percent
variations. The reason is twofold. First, this provides better in-
sights into the effect of a policy measure. Second, cost, prices,
and subsidy outputs are heavily dependent on investment cost
and fuel price assumption. A sensitivity analysis would be nec-
essary to discuss absolute values. Given the large number of
scenarios, in total 16, here we focus on the five representative
scenarios described in Section 3.1: Ref, R45, N030, W05, All.
This setup allows us to examine the individual and combined
effects of the policies on the system evolution when compared
to the reference, which does not enforce any policy. A com-
prehensive set of results, including additional scenarios, is re-
ported in the supplementary material (Figures 1-6). In addition,
this section addresses the robustness of the results. We assess
the impact of policy measures on the output utilizing the out-
comes from all models and scenarios. Results are presented
for all models. Since OREES operates only when a renewable
generation target is defined, it can provide results only for the
scenarios with the 45 TWh renewable target.

4.1. Investments and generation

4.1.1. National level
Figure 1 shows the generation capacity mix (left) and the

yearly generation output (right) for all models and representa-
tive scenarios in 2050. Overall, the policy dimension largely in-
fluences the electricity system’s generation mix and operations
across models. Nevertheless, in the reference scenario without
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Figure 1: Installed capacity and annual generation by technology type for the representative scenarios and the four models.

the renewable electricity target, the model results differ signifi-
cantly. On the one side, Nexus-e has a strong uptake of installed
PV capacity, due to the decentralized perspective and the per-
sistence of self-consumption incentives assumed in DistIv. On
the other side, EXPANSE and FEM have a minor expansion of
the PV capacity and largely rely on electricity imports to supply
the national demand. For those models, imports cover 43% and
39% of the national demand, respectively.

If the renewable target (R45) is applied, the results are more
aligned since models increase their endogenous power produc-
tion by investing in PV and wind generation. There is, however,
still large variability across the shares of installed VRES tech-
nologies. For instance, Nexus-e and FEM have moderate in-
vestments in wind capacity, while EXPANSE and OREES rely
on this technology to a large extent. The models agree, how-
ever, on a minimum of 0.7 GW of installed wind capacity. Ad-
ditionally, for all models, PV plays a crucial role in increas-
ing the national generation from VRES technologies. Thus,
all models agree that a 45 TWh renewable generation target is
achievable in Switzerland. Additionally, the differences across
the models show that the optimal generation mix depends on
the input assumptions, technologies modeled, and the perspec-
tive taken by the model and that there are several feasible ways
to achieve the renewable target.

Investments are affected by market integration and winter im-
port limit policies too. Both policy measures lead to increased
investments in national generation capacities. This is due to the
restricted reliance on 1) international electricity trades when
N030 is imposed and 2) the need to increase internal gener-

ation in the winter months when the winter import (W05) is
constrained. For instance, the winter import limitation (W05)
causes a shift towards more installed wind power since this is
characterized by a higher winter generation. Under this pol-
icy measure, a minimum of 3.1 GW of wind capacity is being
installed.

In the most restrictive scenario, All (i.e., R45, N030, W05
imposed simultaneously), we observe a significant ramp-up of
wind across all models. This highlights the influence of the
winter import limit and the role of wind in supplying the winter
demand. Overall, three out of four models agree on very high
shares of PV on buildings across all scenarios. The exception is
OREES, where wind has a larger share in the generation mix,
consistent with its goal to balance production and demand with-
out additional storage, imports, or demand-side management.
Nevertheless, in the N030 and W05 scenarios, wind is preferred
over PV also by EXPANSE. This is because EXPANSE has less
pumped-storage capacity, reducing its ability to shift excess PV
generation from day to night. Consequently, wind, which is less
intermittent on a national scale, becomes more favorable.

4.1.2. Municipality level

The high spatial resolution of Nexus-e, EXPANSE, and
OREES allows for a closer look at the spatial distribution of
the investments in VRES technologies. Figure 2 shows the PV
(rooftop, facade, and alpine) investment on a municipality level
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for the R45 scenario across the models 1. We observe important
spatial differences in the optimal deployment of PV. OREES
mainly in alpine PV, which has the advantage of higher gen-
eration potential, especially during winter. Therefore, it sees
high investment opportunities in the Alpine municipalities. EX-
PANSE, instead, models only PV on buildings (rooftop and fa-
cade PV) and has, therefore, high investments in the urban areas
where more building surface is available. Finally, Nexus-e, sug-
gests an intermediate solution, with high investments in urban
areas, with higher population, demand, and rooftop areas, and
in the Alpine region with higher potential.

4.2. Curtailment

Due to the non-dispatchable nature of VRES, PV and wind
generation often need to be curtailed to reduce their genera-
tion output if the excess electricity is not stored. Figure 3 illus-
trates the curtailments both as absolute values in TWh and as a
share of the renewable potential generation. Results, however,
differ much across models, suggesting that the efficient use of
VRES strongly depends on the model perspective. Two fac-
tors contribute to generation curtailment: power transmission
limitations and the economic aspect. On the one side, a more
detailed grid representation can lead to more curtailment due to
transmission grid congestions. Conversely, the minimum-cost
objective function determines the optimal operations of the gen-
eration units, deciding whether to curtail or invest in storage for
renewable generation. The low curtailments in OREES’ results
suggest that curtailment is mainly driven by the models’ eco-
nomic perspective and not by grid congestion. It shows that
when VRES generation is prioritized over cost-optimal plan-
ning, less than 5% of the potential generation is curtailed. Cur-
tailments due to distribution grid limitations are not considered
here.

The policy measures with the highest impact on genera-
tion curtailment are the renewable energy target (R45) for EX-
PANSE and FEM and reduced market integration (N030) for
Nexus-e. The increase of installed renewable capacity in the
R45 scenario leads to an increase in both the absolute curtail-
ment and the curtailment share. This indicates that with higher
renewable penetration, renewable generation is used less effi-
ciently. Reduced market integration (N030) increases genera-
tion curtailment by limiting the ability to export endogenous
overproduction. Curtailments also increase when imposing the
winter constraint (W05) because of the limited trade during
winter and the higher investments in VRES. Nexus-e has by far
the highest curtailments in VRES. The reason is fourfold: 1)
The VRES generation profile in Nexus-e has a higher summer
peak compared to EXPANSE and OREES, as shown in Figure
B.9 in Appendix B, 2) The PV buildup in the DistIv module is
agnostic to the market conditions and transmission grid power
flows in CentIv, 3) The optimal transmission expansion is com-
puted from a centralized perspective and thus is agnostic to the
distributed investment decisions, and 4) This model considers

1FEM results are not shown because it does not have municipality level
resolution.

the grid constraints for the full Swiss transmission grid, includ-
ing the cross-border lines, leading to more constrained power
flows.

4.3. Power exchange with the neighboring countries

Figure 4 shows the annual, winter, and summer imports and
exports for Switzerland. Annual net imports in the Ref sce-
nario are higher for EXPANSE and FEM compared to Nexus-e
due to the strong differences in endogenous generation. The
R45 policy scenario results in a decrease in the annual net im-
ports. In fact, the renewable target mainly affects the summer
months, when Swiss net imports are reduced by both decreas-
ing imports and increasing exports. This is enabled by the Swiss
flexible generation and storage units, storing excess generation
during the day and releasing it during the night hours. Thus,
imports during the day are reduced due to national renewable
generation, and exports are increased during the night, thanks
to pumped hydro storage plants, batteries, and dams (Figure B.8
in Appendix B).

The market integration reduction (N030) leads to smaller
trading volumes, both for exports and imports, bringing net im-
port values across models closer to each other. This suggests
that the models fully utilize the existing options for trading. We
observe an annual net import increase in the N030 compared
to the Ref scenario for Nexus-e and a net import decrease for
EXPANSE and FEM. In Nexus-e, this is due to a significant
reduction in pumped storage usage, which limits summer ex-
ports. On the other hand, the net import decrease in EXPANSE
and FEM is mainly due to the increased endogenous generation
compared to the Ref scenario.

The winter import limit (W05), instead, has a stronger in-
fluence on the winter net imports, which are strictly limited to
5 TWh. This is achieved through a combination of reduced
trading of Swiss flexibility (hydro pump storage), increased ex-
ports, and increased domestic generation from wind and PV.

4.4. Cost comparison

Figure 5 illustrates the percent variation of the total cost of
electricity supply, investment costs, operation costs, and elec-
tricity prices for the analyzed policy scenarios compared to the
Ref scenario. The policy measures affect the costs and electric-
ity prices for the different models in distinct manners. However,
common trends can be identified. The large differences across
models in the Ref scenario drive the large variations in the nu-
meric results shown here. In particular, we observe that FEM
experiences a very high variation of CAPEX, and thus of elec-
tricity supply cost, that go up to 458 and 411%, respectively.
These results are therefore complemented with Figure B.10 in
Appendix B, which shows the absolute variation of the same
result parameters. In particular, it shows that the absolute cost
variations yield comparable values across the models. The re-
newable target (R45) increases the investment costs while re-
ducing the operational costs and the electricity prices across all
models. The cheap distributed renewable generation, in fact,
lowers the nodal electricity prices. Concurrently, to achieve the
45 TWh target, significant subsidies are needed. Table 2 shows
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Figure 2: Installed capacities of solar PV (rooftop, facade, and alpine) on municipality level for scenario R45.

Figure 3: VRES curtailment as a share of the VRES potential generation and
absolute values in TWh.

the subsidy level for each model and scenario needed to achieve
the renewable target of 45 TWh, i.e. the shadow price or the
dual variable of the renewable constraint 2. Subsidy levels for
FEM and EXPANSE are fairly consistent across scenarios rang-
ing from 24 to 38 Eur per MWh of renewable generation 3. In
line with the high buildup of renewable generation in Nexus-e
without a target that is mostly driven by households facing fixed

2Due to the different setup of OREES, no dual variables are available.
3This assumes a policy target that does not differentiate between different

technologies. If well designed, differentiated subsidies could result in lower
overall subsidy cost.

grid fees, the subsidy level is comparably low for almost all
scenarios with Nexus-e. However, it has to be noted that fixed
grid fees and the resulting self-consumption incentives could be
considered as a hidden subsidy to households. The total subsidy
cost needed to achieve the renewable target ranges from 1.1 to
1.7 billion Eur per year.

A reduction in market integration (N30) leads to cost and
electricity price increases for Nexus-e, EXPANSE, and FEM.
The OPEX reduction in Nexus-e is caused by a concurrent in-
crease in net imports and a decrease in endogenous generation
compared to the reference scenario (Ref).

The winter net import limit (W05) causes a substantial in-
crease in costs and electricity prices across all models. Limiting
the winter net imports increases the necessary investments for
endogenous generation (see Figure 1). The percentual differ-
ence in CAPEX is larger for EXPANSE and FEM, compared to
Nexus-e, since their CAPEX in the Ref scenario is significantly
lower. However, Nexus-e also presents a substantial increase
in CAPEX costs, showing that the decentralized PV genera-
tion is not sufficient to meet such a policy target, and additional
capacity for other technologies is needed to increase the win-
ter generation. Operational costs are increasing as well. This
is due to the need for more operationally expensive generating
technologies, such as biomass, waste, and fossil-based power
generation. The more expensive generation in Switzerland and
the reduced availability of cheap imports from the neighbor-
ing countries also affect the electricity price, increasing it up to
243% of the reference value. In this study, the winter net im-
port constraint is implemented as a binding target in all models.
This can be imagined as a form of a certificate market where
each MWh traded into and out of Switzerland in winter is sub-
ject to a certificate price. In the models used for this study, this
certificate price can be derived from the shadow price or the
dual variable of the net-winter import constraint 4. Nexus-e has
fairly consistent results for the certificate cost ranging from 59
to 67 Euros per MWh, depending on the scenario (see Table 3).

4OREES does not provide those dual variables.
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Figure 4: Imports, exports, and net imports over the full year, the winter half, and the summer half. The positive axis denotes imports; the negative axis denotes
exports; the reversed triangle shows the net imports (imports - exports). The red dashed line corresponds to the 5 TWh of winter net import limit.

Figure 5: Percentual variation of annualized Cost of supply, annualized investment costs (CAPEX), yearly operational costs (OPEX), and average yearly electricity
price (el. price) for scenarios R45, N030, W05, and All, compared to the Ref scenario.
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Table 2: Levels of renewable subsidy for the different scenarios and models [Eur/MWh].

EU development Renewable target Market integration Winter net import Nexus-e FEM EXPANSE
[TWh] [%] [TWh] [Eur/MWh] [Eur/MWh] [Eur/MWh]

GA 45 100 NC 18 29 37
GA 45 030 NC 14 28 38
GA 45 100 05 0 28 25
GA 45 030 05 0 28 27
DE 45 100 NC 28 38 36
DE 45 030 NC 0 33 34
DE 45 100 05 0 33 24
DE 45 030 05 0 33 27

This consistency is closely linked to the high initial renewable
buildup under the reference scenario (Ref) in Nexus-e. This
results in lower impacts of the 45 TWh VRES target or the re-
duced import capacity scenario. On the other hand, results from
both FEM and EXPANSE show a large variety between scenar-
ios ranging from 0 to 124 Euros per MWh (see Table 3). In
FEM, the 45 TWh target almost fully mitigates the impact of
the net winter import limit of 5 TWh. EXPANSE yields the
highest cost for import certificates but is also subject to a sig-
nificant price decrease under a 45 TWh renewable target. The
reduced import capacity has only a minor effect on certificate
prices in both models.

4.5. Operations under limited winter net imports

The winter net import limitation has important implications
for the generation mix, yearly operations, curtailments, and cost
of supply as well as for the operations in the winter months.
Figure 6 shows the average impact of the winter net import
limit on the operations of different generation technologies in
the winter months in terms of the differences in winter genera-
tion as percent variations across all models and policy scenar-
ios. Several technologies are affected by the winter net import
limitation. PV, wind, and biomass increase their generation un-
der this policy measure, while hydro-pumped storage reduces
its operations. The increase in generation from PV, wind, and
biomass is due to the larger installed capacities of these tech-
nologies. The underlying effect is that both import reductions
but also export increases can be employed to meet the winter
net import limitation. This implies that additional capacities
are added not only based on whether they can provide electric-
ity when it is needed in the Swiss system but also when it can
be exported to neighboring countries. The reduction in hydro-
pumped storage usage, instead, is a purely operational decision.
Switzerland has a high share of pump storage capacity and its
flexibility is used for arbitrage on other European markets by
importing at low price hours and exporting at high price hours.
Such arbitrage is strongly penalized in winter months under the
winter net import constraint because pump storage arbitrage in-
herently involves energy losses, meaning that any pump storage
activity increases net imports. Potentially unintended effects
result from the net winter import limit on top of the high ad-
ditional cost of Swiss electricity supply due to the certificate
market.

Figure 6: The variation in winter operations (in TWh) due to the winter net
import limitation as an average across models and scenarios. Positive values
indicate that there is an increase in operations for those technologies. Negative
values show that there is a reduction in operations.

4.6. Robustness of results
Figure 7 shows the impact of the three policy measures on

CAPEX, OPEX, electricity price, generation curtailment share,
and net imports as percent variation for all scenarios and across
all models. For each policy measure, the results of a scenario
with the active policy are compared to those of the same sce-
nario without that policy. Extreme values are omitted for bet-
ter readability but considered in the computation of the me-
dian value. The renewable target (R45) consistently leads to
increased CAPEX and generation curtailment share, as well as
decreased OPEX, electricity prices, and net imports. Overall,
the renewable target has a strong impact on most of the pre-
sented results. Interestingly, for Nexus-e, only two scenarios
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Table 3: Certificate price corresponding to the 5 TWh winter net import limit [Eur/MWh].

EU development Renewable target Market integration Winter net import Nexus-e FEM EXPANSE
[TWh] [%] [TWh] [Eur/MWh] [Eur/MWh] [Eur/MWh]

GA NT 100 05 59 73 124
GA 45 100 05 59 3 42
GA NT 030 05 63 44 123
GA 45 030 05 63 0 42
DE NT 100 05 60 86 109
DE 45 100 05 60 17 42
DE NT 030 05 64 76 110
DE 45 030 05 67 0 31

are affected by this policy measure since, in most cases, the re-
newable generation already exceeds 45 TWh due to assumed
incentives in the model for PV self-consumption.

The reduced market integration (N30) leads to divergent re-
sults across models and scenarios. It has a clear impact on the
generation curtailment share, which increases due to reduced
trading availability. The reduced trading also tends to reduce
exports, thus increasing net imports. In those scenarios with re-
duced exports and increased curtailment, internal generation is
lower, thus lowering total OPEX. This is reflected in the OPEX
per unit of generated electricity, which, instead, increases when
market integration is restricted, with a median value of +3.5%
(Figure B.11 in Appendix B). Additionally, results point to-
wards a likely increase in CAPEX and electricity prices.

The winter net import limit (W05) decreases the net imports
and leads to increased CAPEX, OPEX, and Swiss electricity
prices. Interestingly, this policy measure has no clear impact on
the curtailment of VRES. This is attributed to the fact that sat-
isfying this strict constraint requires a different generation mix,
with higher shares of wind power and less PV. Thus, although
VRES capacity is high, there is relatively less overproduction
in summer and, thus, less generation curtailment.

5. Policy-relevant findings

Effects of a renewable generation target: The renewable gen-
eration target has a significant impact on all analyzed output
when a centralized perspective is used. When a decentral-
ized perspective is adopted with self-consumption incentives
and fixed grid fees (as in Nexus-e), the optimal investments
lead to more than 45 TWh of annual potential VRES genera-
tion even when the renewable policy is not applied. The policy
is thus irrelevant for Nexus-e in most of the scenarios. Results
show that with the renewable target, the optimal generation mix
varies across models, stressing the importance of the underlying
assumptions and input data while demonstrating that there are
different solutions to meet the renewable target. Additionally,
with the target in place, the electricity exchange with the neigh-
bors changes towards lower net imports due to more domestic
production and more exports of low-value electricity. Batteries
and pumped storage charge during hours of excess PV genera-
tion and discharge when less renewable generation is available.
Similarly, hydro dams also shift their generation to the night
hours. Investing in more renewable generation comes with a

median investment cost increase of 19% and a median elec-
tricity price decrease of 40%. In three out of four models, the
target must be enforced through significant subsidies to achieve
the expected VRES shares. Only one model achieves the tar-
get without it being enforced. This suggests that to achieve the
target, one has to account for the potential self-consumption
incentives of the decentralized investors. Finally, the 45 TWh
is higher than a purely economical optimal renewable buildup
for Switzerland. Hence, significant direct or indirect subsidies
would be needed.

Curtailment of VRES: The higher shares of VRES installed
under all three policy measures are, in most cases, accompa-
nied by higher shares of curtailed generation. Renewable cur-
tailments have to be distinguished into economic curtailments
and grid-based curtailments. The former is part of the system’s
optimal solution. In this case, the curtailed generation has zero
system value, and would otherwise require additional storage
beyond the system optimal level of storage. The latter results
from insufficient grid capacity. The results indicate that eco-
nomic curtailments play a significant role when integrating high
shares of VRES. Reduced market integration constrains the ex-
change with the neighboring countries, thus limiting the use
of VRES generation and increasing curtailments. Interestingly,
limiting the winter net imports has no clear impact on the cur-
tailment due to the shift towards more wind power in the gen-
eration mix. In summary, we find that VRES curtailments are
part of an efficient system with high VRES shares. However,
reduced market integration is an important hurdle for the Swiss
and European energy transition.

Effects of reduced market integration: Reducing the integra-
tion in the European electricity market has diverging effects
across models and scenarios. Strikingly this policy does not re-
duce net imports, although it leads to reduced trading volumes.
Additionally, it has a negative impact on CAPEX, electricity
prices, and curtailments. Overall, such a significant reduction
in trading capacity harms the Swiss and the European energy
transition by constraining international trade and thus reducing
the utilization of VRES.

Effects of winter constraint: The winter constraint has the
highest impact on the cost of supply and electricity prices. More
expensive generation units are required to strictly limit the net
winter imports to 5 TWh. Additionally, unintended effects play
an important role in the electricity trade with the neighboring
countries and the deployment of flexible generation in Switzer-
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Figure 7: Impact of the three policy measures on CAPEX, OPEX, electricity prices, generation curtailment share, and net import as percent variation. For each
policy measure, the results of a scenario with the active policy are compared to those of the same scenario without that policy. Extreme values are omitted for better
readability but considered in the computation of the median value (horizontal lines).

land. While the overall aim of the winter net import limit is to
reduce import dependency, there might be better suited instru-
ments - for example, a well-designed capacity mechanism or
security reserve. Identifying a fitting mechanism for Switzer-
land should be subject to further research.

6. Conclusions

In this work, we compare four highly resolved electricity sys-
tem models for Switzerland in 2050. The models use a common
scenario setup with TYNDP-2022 scenarios as boundary con-
ditions for Europe. The models align on implementing a renew-
able generation target, a reduction in NTC, and a limit on the
winter net imports to make the model comparison compatible
with the main research questions.

The renewable generation target has a major influence on the
electricity system, leading to increased VRES installed capac-
ity and, therefore, increased CAPEX costs of about 19%. How-
ever, it also leads to reduced operational costs (-9%), electric-
ity prices (-40%), and net imports (-83%). In general, we find
that in three out of four models, the target must be enforced
to achieve the expected VRES shares. This suggests that di-
rect or indirect subsidies are needed to achieve a large buildup

of renewable generation. We find that VRES curtailments are
part of an efficient system with high VRES shares. We also
observe that the renewable generation target and the limited
trading lead to higher generation curtailments, while the lim-
ited net imports in winter have a less decisive impact on cur-
tailments. The study shows that limiting international trading
capacities has a less clear effect on the cost of electricity sup-
ply and the electricity price, showing divergent outcomes across
models and scenarios. However, reduced trading capacity neg-
atively affects the Swiss and the European energy transition by
reducing the potential benefits of trading and hence reducing
the utilization of VRES while increasing the cost of electricity
supply. Finally, limiting the net winter imports leads to both a
reduction of imports as well as an increase in exports to meet
the target. Additional capacities are added to support exports to
neighboring countries and thus maintain the 5TWh net import
target. Overall, limiting the net winter imports harms electricity
trading leading to increased costs of electricity supply (increas-
ing CAPEX by 23 and OPEX by 16%) and electricity prices
(141%).

In the future, we aim to further improve the models and data
assumptions. Therefore, we will repeat the inter-comparison
with a strong focus on the parameters leading to high result
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variability across all models. Consequently, the goal will be to
identify pathways less prone to input parameter uncertainties.
Additionally, future work will investigate import dependency
and security of supply under different scenarios. Although im-
port dependency is an often-discussed topic in Switzerland, no
clear quantifications have been performed to our knowledge.
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Appendix A. Model overview

Table A.4 summarizes the main characteristics of the models
utilized in this inter-comparison, namely Nexus-e, EXPANSE,
FEM, and OREES.

Appendix B. Additional results

Figure B.8 shows the operations of a typical summer day for
the R45 scenario extracted from Nexus-e. It shows, with an
hourly resolution, how storage units store excess PV genera-
tion during the day and generate electricity during the night,
enabling electricity exports to the neighboring countries. Fig-
ure B.9 illustrates the VRES generation profile before and after
curtailment. Nexus-e shows a higher generation potential dur-
ing summer prior to curtailment compared to EXPANSE and
OREES, explaining the higher curtailment shares observed in
Nexus-e. FEM has a similar generation profile before curtail-
ment but exhibits lower levels of curtailment. This is due in part
to its exclusion of cross-border line limits, which in Nexus-e
restrict exports to neighboring countries, leading to VRES cur-
tailment, as well as other factors discussed in 4.2. Figure B.10
shows the absolute variation of the analyzed output parameters
for the policy scenarios (R45, N030, W05, All) compared to the
Ref scenario. Figure B.11 shows the impact of the three policy
measures on OPEX per unit of generated electricity and high-
lights that a market integration reduction leads to higher gen-
eration costs per unit of generated electricity. Therefore, the
reduction in the trading volumes causes the electricity system
to operate more expensive generating units.

Figure B.8: Operations of a typical summer day for the R45 scenario. It illus-
trates how hydro and battery storage is used during the day to store excess PV
generation and during the night to export electricity to the neighboring coun-
tries.
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Table A.4: Overview of main characteristics of the electricity systems models used in this study.
NEXUS-E EXPANSE FEM OREES

Model type Linear Optimization Linear Optimization Quadratic Optimization Evolution strategy (optimization) with optimal power flow
Objective Total costs minimization Total costs minimization Total costs minimization PV and wind generator income maximization
Perfect foresight yes yes yes yes
Developed at ETH UniGE ZHAW (and Uni Basel) EPFL
Model environment Matlab, Python Python Python Matlab

Spatial resolution Cantons, municipalities Municipalities 7 Greater regions (Grossregionen) 1.6 x 2.3km (PV), 1.1km grid (Wind),
Temporal resolution 1 hour 6 hours 1 hour 15 min / 1 hour
Temporal scope 1 year 1 year 1 year 1 year

Power system nodes 165 15 in Switzerland, 19 in total 7 CH, 1 node per neighbor of CH and their neighbors 169
Grid expansion Yes Yes No No

Storages Pumped hydro storage, Batteries Pumped hydro storage, Batteries, Hydrogen Pumped hydro storage, Batteries, Hydrogen Pumped hydro storage, Batteries
Demand-side management Yes No No No
Policy PV subsidies, FiT, CO2 tax No No No

Figure B.9: The VRES generation profile for all models, before and after cur-
tailment, referred to as potential generation and curtailed, respectively.
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Figure B.10: Absolute variation of annualized Cost of supply, annualized investment costs (CAPEX), yearly operational costs (OPEX), and average yearly electricity
price (el. price) for all scenarios, compared to the Ref scenario. Results for the GA European dimension. Cost values are provided in Mio Eur and electricity price
is in Eur/MWh.

Figure B.11: Impact of the three policy measures on OPEX per unit of gener-
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Figure 1: Installed capacity and annual generation by technology type for all scenarios, all four models, considering the GA European development.
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Figure 2: Installed capacity and annual generation by technology type for all scenarios, all four models, considering the DE European development.
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Figure 3: Imports, exports, and net imports over the full year, the winter half, and the summer half. The positive axis denotes imports; the negative axis denotes
exports; the reversed triangle shows the net imports (imports - exports).
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Figure 4: Imports, exports, and net imports over the full year, the winter half, and the summer half. The positive axis denotes imports; the negative axis denotes
exports; the reversed triangle shows the net imports (imports - exports).
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Figure 5: Percentual variation of annualized Cost of supply, annualized investment costs (CAPEX), yearly operational costs (OPEX), and average yearly electricity
price (el. price) for all scenarios, compared to the Ref. Results for the GA European dimension.
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Figure 6: Percentual variation of annualized Cost of supply, annualized investment costs (CAPEX), yearly operational costs (OPEX), and average yearly electricity
price (el. price) for all scenarios, compared to the Ref. Results for the DE European dimension.
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