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of Household Solar Energy Self-Consumption
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Abstract—The profitability of solar energy self-consumption in
households, the so-called photovoltaic (PV) self-consumption, is
expected to boost the deployment of PV and battery storage
systems. This paper develops a novel method for economic
analysis of PV self-consumption using battery storage based on
an extension of the Screening Curve Method (SCM). The SCM
enables quick and intuitive estimation of the least-cost generation
mix for a target load curve and has been used for generation
planning for bulk power systems. In this paper, we generalize the
framework of existing SCM to take into account the intermittent
nature of renewable energy sources and apply it to the problem of
optimal sizing of PV and battery storage systems for a household.
Numerical studies are provided to verify the estimation accuracy
of the proposed SCM and to illustrate its effectiveness in a
sensitivity analysis, owing to its ability to show intuitive plots
of cost curves for researchers or policy-makers to understand
the reasons behind the optimization results.

Index Terms—Solar PV, battery storage, screening curve
method, feed-in tariffs.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE installation capacity of solar photovoltaics (PV) in
the world has increased over the past decades owing

to the use of support policies such as feed-in tariffs [1],
[2]. Recently, the price of PV has declined dramatically,
and the grid parity has been reached in several countries
[3], which means that PV can produce electricity at a price
below the price of electricity purchased from the grid. In
these regions or countries, not only selling electricity to the
grid but also self-consumption of PV-produced electricity can
bring economic benefit to the consumer. Because of this,
the deployment of PV based on household solar energy self-
consumption, which is called as PV self-consumption [4], has
attracted great interest. As one of the policies based on the
concept of PV self-consumption, many countries introduced
net-metering or net-billing mechanisms [5], where the surplus
electricity fed into the grid is rewarded with credits that can
be applied to offset consumption. However, there have been
intense debates on net-metering policies regarding recovery of
network costs and equity of cost allocation [6], [7], and several
setbacks and cancellations in the application of these policies
have occurred [3]. Furthermore, various new self-consumption
schemes, such as collective or distributed self-consumption
[8], [9], are proposed or implemented in several countries, and
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thus appropriate regulatory frameworks based on the concept
of self-consumption remain to be discussed.

To contribute to such discussions, economic analysis for
evaluating the profitability of PV self-consumption has been
extensively studied. Existing methods can be categorized into
optimization and simulation methods, depending on whether
the capacities of PV and battery storage are optimization
variables or simulated as exogenous parameters [10]. Since
simulation-based methods might underestimate the economic
value of the investment [11], it is important to correctly
determine the sizes of the PV and battery storage according
to the customers’ load profiles, and thus optimization methods
are often used [12], [13], [14]. While these methods can
incorporate constraints to describe various situations, it takes
hours or days to obtain optimization results. Therefore, only
a limited number of scenarios (input data and parameters)
are likely to be analyzed to provide inadequate information
to infer a trend for inputs. Besides, these methods gives the
optimization results like a “black box”, and limited intuition
can be gained from the obtained results. Since there is a high
uncertainty in the estimates of parameters such as prices and
costs, the above two issues of computational time and the
interpretability of the results make it difficult for policy-makers
and regulators to learn from these optimization studies.

The Screening Curve Method (SCM) is an intuitive and
quick method for estimating the least-cost generation mix,
and it is a good tool to provide answers to the above
issues. SCM was first proposed in the 1960s [15], [16]. It
compares the summations of annualized upfront investment
costs (fixed costs) and production costs (variable costs) of
multiple technologies to determine the optimal mix when no
technical constraints are considered. In recent years, much
effort has been made to develop enhanced versions of SCM
to estimate the optimal mix considering technical details. The
start-up cost, thermal cycling, and other miscellaneous short-
term operations of thermal generation are modeled in [17],
[18]. Furthermore, ancillary services are considered in [19],
hydro scheduling is modeled in [20], existing capacities are
considered in [21], [22], and planned outages are considered
in [23]. All of these SCMs have been developed for estimating
the optimal capacity mix in a bulk power system.

The purpose of this paper is to develop an SCM for eco-
nomic analysis of photovoltaic self-consumption to estimate
optimal sizes of PV and battery storage systems at the demand
side. It has been known that the framework of SCM can be
applied to the optimal sizing of various sources to satisfy
load demands [24], [25]. However, there has been no existing
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SCM that can take into account the intermittent nature of
renewable energy sources. In this paper, to consider the fact
that the amount of electricity generated by PV depends on the
solar irradiation at each time, we newly adopt a time-varying
scheme to decompose the load curve, whereas time-invariant
load slices have been used in existing SCMs to decompose the
original optimization problem into sub-problems. It is shown
that the proposed SCM can be used to estimate the optimal
solution of a Linear Programming (LP) problem. While an
estimation algorithm has been proposed in [26] for the upper
bound of the battery size, estimation of the optimal value of
the battery size as well as the PV size has not been achieved.

A preliminary version of the proposed SCM was presented
in [27], but periodicity in the input data was assumed on a time
scale of 24 hours. The proposed SCM that can handle arbitrary
shapes and lengths of data has been partly presented in the
conference publication [28]. This paper adds the following
important contributions: the proposed algorithm is refined, and
an analytical expression for estimating the economic benefit of
battery is newly introduced; a systematic verification study is
presented by comparing the results with LP optimal solutions
under various settings of parameters; and the effectiveness of
the proposed SCM is examined in terms of computational time.

This paper is structured as follows. Section II introduces the
optimal sizing problem for PV and battery storage systems
studied in this paper. The proposed SCM is presented in Sec-
tion III after a brief review of the existing SCMs. Section IV
provides a verification study for the estimation accuracy of the
proposed SCM under various settings of parameters. Section V
discusses the advantages and disadvantages of the proposed
SCM, and Section VI concludes this paper.

II. OPTIMAL SIZING PROBLEM

The proposed SCM is intended to estimate the optimal
solution of the LP problem introduced in this section. The
problem formulation follows from [7] and is based on the
following assumptions:

• The sizes of PV and battery storage systems are continu-
ous decision variables, while several discrete sizes would
be the options in practice.

• The electricity generated by a unit capacity of PV is
proportional to the solar irradiation, and the effect of
inverter clipping due to oversizing of a solar array is
neglected.

• The profiles of load demand and solar irradiation are
completely known a priori to optimize the operation of
the battery storage system.

• The electricity retail price per unit of energy consumed
is fixed, and other practical tariff structures such as three-
part tariff are not considered.

The optimal sizes of PV and battery are determined with
the aim of minimizing the annualized electricity-related costs
of a household while satisfying the load demand at each time.
This problem can be viewed as a multi-scale decision-making
problem, where the decision variables include both the long-
term decisions on the installation capacities vpv of PV (in kW)
and vbat of battery (in kWh) and the short-term operational

PV capacity 

Ba�ery capacity 

State of Charge 
Demand

Fig. 1: Optimal PV and battery sizing problem

TABLE I: Parameters of the optimization problem

Symbol Meaning Value
Cpv Annual fixed cost of PV 12 000 yen/(kW · yr) a

Cbat Annual fixed cost of battery 4400 yen/(kWh · yr) b

Pbuy Price for buying from the grid 26.0 yen/kWh
Psell Price for selling to the grid 6.0 yen/kWh
Echg Efficiency of charging 0.9
Edis Efficiency of discharging 0.9
Epv Performance ratio of PV system 0.78
Gstc STC reference irradiance intensity 1000W/m2

Sk Solar irradiation at time k Given as input data
Dk Electricity consumption at time k Given as input data
Mpv Maximum capacity of PV 10 kW
Fanu Scaling factor for annualization 365/# of days analyzed

aIt represents annualized cost and corresponds to, e.g., the case where the
PV unit price of 200 000 yen/kW with the lifetime of 25 years, the discount
rate of 0%, and the maintenance and operation cost of 4000 yen/(kW · yr).

bIt corresponds to, e.g., the case where the unit price of the battery is
66 000 yen/kWh, the lifetime of 15 years, and the discount rate of 0%.

decisions on the amounts of electricity purchased from and
sold to the grid at each time step k, denoted by ubuy,k and
usell,k (for k = 1, 2, . . . , Nt), and the amounts of charging
and discharging of battery, denoted by ubin,k and ubout,k,
respectively, where Nt stands for the number of time steps.
Figure 1 shows the overview of the PV and battery sizing
problem considered in this paper. The meaning of parameters
and these typical values are listed in Table I.

The objective function L to be minimized is given as
follows:

L =Fanu

Nt∑
k=1

(Pbuyubuy,k − Psellusell,k)

+ Cpvvpv + Cbatvbat (1)

where the parameters Pbuy and Psell stand for the prices of
electricity purchased from and sold to the grid, respectively,
and the electricity trading costs are annualized using a scaling
factor Fanu. The parameters Cpv and Cbat stand for the fixed
costs (mainly installation costs) of PV and battery per unit
installation amount per year, respectively.

The operation of the battery storage system is subject to the
following state equation:

xsoc,k+1 = xsoc,k + Echgubin,k − 1

Edis
ubout,k, ∀k (2)

where xsoc,k stands for the state of charge (SOC) of the battery
storage at the time step k, and the parameters Echg and Edis

for the efficiencies of charging and discharging of battery,
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respectively. In addition, the following constraints need to be
addressed:

xsoc,k ≤ vbat, ∀k, (3)
xsoc,Nt+1 = xsoc,1 (4)

where (3) imposes an upper bound of SOC being subject to
the long-term decision vbat, and (4) is the boundary condition.
Besides, the electricity demand should be equal to supply at
each time step, and the following equation holds:

ubuy,k − usell,k − ubin,k + ubout,k = Dk − SkEpvvpv
Gstc

, ∀k
(5)

where Dk stands for the electricity demand at the time step
k in kWh, and Sk for the solar radiation in kWh/m2. The
parameter Gstc stands for the reference irradiance intensity
of the Standard Test Conditions (STC) [29], which is equal
to 1000W/m2, and Epv stands for the performance ratio of
PV system [30], which depends on the efficiencies of the PV
panel and the power conditioning system and so on. An upper
bound is imposed on the size of PV:

vpv ≤ Mpv. (6)

This condition is needed to prevent the LP problem becomes
unbounded when the PV price Cpv is lower than a certain
value. Finally, the following condition forces all the decision
variables to be non-negative:

vpv, vbat, ubuy,k, usell,k, ubin,k, ubout,k, xsoc,k ≥ 0, ∀k.
(7)

Note that the dimension of the above LP problem increases
with the increase in the length of data analyzed. For an analysis
over 1 year with a temporal resolution of 1 hour, the resultant
LP problem becomes 2 + 8760 × 5 = 43, 802 dimensional
optimization problem, and may take hours or days to obtain
the result by a general-purpose optimization solver.

III. SCREENING CURVE METHOD

In this section, we introduce the framework of SCM with
a brief review of existing SCMs in Section III-A. The pro-
posed SCM for economic analysis of PV self-consumption is
presented in Section III-B.

A. Review of Existing SCMs

The classical SCM [15], [16] requires two sets of input data:
costs and a load curve for a target year. Cost data includes
the annualized upfront investment cost Cfix per unit capacity
(in kW or MW) and the variable production costs Cvar per
unit production (in kWh or MWh). The total annualized cost
of a unit capacity of generation technology is represented as
follows:

c = Cfix + CvarT (8)

where T stands for the firing hours of the considered thermal
generation technology. The cost representation in (8) is used
to draw the so-called screening curve for each generation
technology as shown in the upper part of Fig. 2, where the
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Fig. 2: The classical SCM to determine the optimal thermal
generation mix when no technical constraints are considered.

horizontal axis is taken as the capacity factor f defined as
the ratio of the firing hours T to the total hours in a year
(f = T/8760 h). Figure 2 illustrates examples of the screening
curves for three candidate technologies: base-load (such as
coal and nuclear), combined-cycle gas turbine (CCGT) and
simple-cycle combustion turbine (GT). Then, the intersections
of these screening curves separate the regions of f in which the
different generation technologies become optimal. The least-
cost generation mix for a given load curve can be obtained by
combining them with the load-duration curve as shown in the
lower part of Fig. 2, where the load-duration curve is obtained
by sorting a chronological load curve in descending order of
the load level. Since the load-duration curve maps a load level
on the vertical axis to a capacity factor on the horizontal axis,
and the screening curves map the capacity factor to the annual
costs of generation alternatives, the optimal generation capac-
ity mix can be read from the vertical axis of the lower graph
as shown in Fig. 2. This analysis gives the optimal solution to
the least-cost problem with no technical constraints [24].

In recent years, enhanced versions of SCM have been devel-
oped to estimate the optimal generation mix considering more
detailed situations. For this purpose, it was proposed in [17] to
relate the load level directly to the generation cost. With this
scheme, a chronological load curve is discretized into multiple
load slices as shown in Fig. 3a. For example, if the width of a
load slice is set to be 0.1MW, then a load curve with a peak of
80MW will be divided into 800 load slices. Then, the original
least-cost problem will be decomposed into sub-problems
corresponding to these slices, and a heuristic optimization
is performed to determine which generation technology is
used in each slice. This is done by calculating the annualized
total cost to balance the demand in each load slice with a
production by each generation technology to draw screening
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Fig. 3: The framework of enhanced SCMs to estimate the opti-
mal generation mix when technical constraints are considered.

curves (cost curves) as shown in Fig. 3b. The estimated optimal
generation mix can be derived by simply choosing the least-
cost technology for each slice. With this approach, in addition
to the fixed and variable costs in (8), a simple representation
of the start-up costs can be obtained by counting the number
of segments in each load slice and summing up the cost for
each start up. In the example shown in Fig. 3a, the costs for
three re-starts will be added. Furthermore, the start-up can be
separated into hot starts and cold starts depending on the shut-
down duration before the restart, which is evaluated from the
distance between adjacent segments [17], [18]. With the above
framework of enhanced SCM, other technical details such as
thermal cycling [18], ancillary services [19], hydro scheduling
[20], existing capacities [21], [22], and planned outages [23]
have been taken into account.

B. Proposed SCM for PV and battery

Based on the framework of enhanced SCM introduced
above, here we develop the proposed SCM for economic
analysis of PV self-consumption.

1) Overview: The existing SCMs have been developed
mainly for thermal generation technologies and are not able
to take into account intermittent nature of renewable energy
sources. To consider the fact that the amount of electricity
generated by PV depends on the solar irradiation at each
time, we newly adopt a time-varying scheme for load slicing.
Specifically, as shown in Fig. 4, the load curve is discretized
into multiple load slices using the generation profile of a
unit capacity of PV, which corresponds to the width of the
load slice. As shown in the lower part of the figure, the PV
generation shaded in red will be directly consumed and the
area shaded in blue becomes surplus electricity, which will
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Fig. 4: Time-varying scheme of load slicing in the proposed
SCM

TABLE II: Parameters and variables used for SCM

Symbol Meaning
∆P Unit capacity of PV corresponding to the width of a slice
Nt Total number of time steps of analyzed data
Nd Total number of days of analyzed data
i Index of load slices
k Index of time steps in chronological order
j Index of days in ascending order w.r.t. surplus electricity

qload,i,k Electricity demand at the time step k in the slice i
qsur,i,k Surplus electricity at the time step k in the slice i
qchg,i,k Charged electricity at the time step k in the slice i
qbat,i Amount of battery required for the slice i

Qbat,i,j Amount of battery required for the j-th day in the slice i
∆Qbat,i,j Incremental battery amount for the j-th day in the slice i

be sold to the grid or charged to the battery to increase self-
consumption. Note that the load demand during nighttime is
not directly considered in this method, since there is no power
generation by PV at night.

With this modified approach of load slicing, the overall
procedure of the analysis is followed from the framework of
enhanced SCM and is given as follows:

(i) Discretize the chronological load curve into time-varying
load slices by using the generation profile of a unit
capacity of PV, denoted by ∆P , corresponding to the
width of a load slice.

(ii) Draw screening curves by calculating the annualized
cost to satisfy the demand in each slice by each of the
following three technology options: a) buying electricity
from the grid, b) installing PV without battery, and c)
installing PV with battery.

(iii) Estimate the optimal PV size by counting the number of
slices where the option b) or c) becomes the least-cost
technology.

(iv) Estimate the optimal battery size by summing up the
required amount of battery calculated for each slice
where the option c) becomes the least-cost technology.

The detailed calculations of the screening curves and required
amount of battery are presented in the rest of this section.
Parameters and variables used for calculations are summarized
in Table II.
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2) Calculation of Screening Curves: For the technology
option a), the annualized cost cgrid,i of purchasing electricity
from the grid for the slice level i can be calculated as follows:

cgrid,i = Fanu

Nt∑
k=1

Pbuyqload,i,k (9)

where qload,i,k stands for the amount of load demand of the
slice i at the time step k. The total amount of electricity∑

k qload,i,k corresponds to the area shaded in red in Fig. 4.
The parameters Pbuy and Fanu are the same with those defined
in Section II and stand for the electricity retail price and the
annualization factor, respectively.

For the technology option b), the annualized cost cpv,i of
installing PV without battey for the slice i is given as follows:

cpv,i = Cpv∆P − Fanu

Nt∑
k=1

Psellqsur,i,k (10)

where qsur,i,k stands for the amount of surplus electricity for
the slice i at the time step k. The first term of the right-hand
side of (10) represents the investment cost for PV, and the
second term the revenue by selling surplus electricity to the
grid. The total amount of electricity

∑
k qsur,i,k corresponds

to the area shaded in blue in Fig. 4. The parameters Cpv and
Psell stand for the annualized fixed cost of PV and the price
of selling electricity to the grid, respectively.

For the technology option c), the cost cpv/bat,i of installing
PV and using battery for increasing self-consumption is given
by

cpv/bat,i =Cpv∆P + Cbatqbat,i

− Fanu

Nt∑
k=1

Psell (qsur,i,k − qchg,i,k)

− Fanu

Nt∑
k=1

PbuyEdisEchgqchg,i,k (11)

where qbat,i stands for the required amount of battery for the
slice i, and qchg,i,k stands for the amount of charged electricity
for the slice i at the time k. The procedure of estimation
of these values will be presented later. The second term of
the right-hand side of (11) represents the investment cost
for battery. The third term represents the revenue by selling
surplus electricity. The fourth term represents the economic
benefit due to the increase in self-consumption by charging
surplus electricity and using it in e.g. nighttime. While the
profile of charging is modeled in the proposed method, the
discharging will not be explicitly considered.

3) Estimation of Battery Capacity and Charging Profile:
To estimate the values of qbat,i and qchg,i,k, we will consider
the economic benefit of battery in a sequential manner. To
this end, let us define an index j that indicates the ascending
order of the days with respect to the total amount of surplus
PV generation in each day. That is, as shown in Fig. 5a, the
day with the index j = 1 has the smallest amount of surplus
electricity, and the day with j = Nd has the largest amount,
where Nd stands for the number of days analyzed. This order
may vary depending on the slice i, but we do not explicitly

Surplus

1 2
34

(a) Definition of the index j

Charged to battery

1

j=1

(b) Charged electricity for the case of j = 1

j=2

1 2

j=3

1 2
3

(c) Charged electricity for the cases of j = 2 and 3

Fig. 5: Examples of charging profile of electricity for each
value of j = 1, 2, and 3.

show it in the notation. Then, the amount of battery required
to store all the surplus electricity of the j-th day can be given
as

Qbat,i,j := Echg

∑
k∈Kj

qsur,i,k (12)

where the symbol Kj stands for the set of indices of the time
step k belonging to the j-th day. Note that this assumes that
there is no discharging of battery during day time, otherwise
the required amount of battery could be smaller.

Now the economic benefit of the battery can be sequentially
estimated for each slice. First, consider to install a battery
storage system of the amount of Qbat,i,1 for the slice #i. Then,
the surplus electricity can be charged up to this amount every
day (see Fig. 5b), and the economic benefit B1 associated to
this use of battery can be written as

B1 =FanuNdPbuyEdisQbat,i,1

− CbatQbat,i,1 − FanuNdPsellQbat,i,1/Echg (13)

where the first term represents the amount of payment of
electricity that can be avoided, the second term the installation
cost of the battery, and the third term the lost revenue that
could have been earned by selling this electricity. Next, for 2 ≤
j ≤ Nd, if the amount of battery is increased to Qbat,i,j , the
marginal economic benefit Bj due to the incremental amount
of battery defined by ∆Qbat,i,j := Qbat,i,j − Qbat,i,j−1 can
be given by

Bj =Fanu(Nd − j + 1)PbuyEdis∆Qbat,i,j

− Cbat∆Qbat,i,j

− Fanu(Nd − j + 1)Psell∆Qbat,i,j/Echg. (14)
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Figure 5c shows examples for the cases of j = 2 and j =
3. Note that the economic benefit of the incremental battery
capacity ∆Qbat,i,j can occur only for Nd−j+1 days because
the surplus electricity over the first to (j−1)-th days is already
accounted in B1, . . . , Bj−1. By rewriting Eq. (14), we have

Bj ={Fanu(Nd − j + 1)(PbuyEdis − Psell/Echg)

− Cbat}∆Qbat,i,j . (15)

Thus, the value of Bj/∆Qbati,j decreases as the increase in
j when Pbuy > Psell/(EchgEdis) holds1. Since the economic
benefit of the incremental amount of battery ∆Qbat,i,j occurs
when Bj > 0, the installation capacity of battery qbat,i in (11)
can be given by

qbat,i := Qbat,i,J = Echg

∑
k∈KJ

qsur,i,k (16)

with

J := max{j ∈ Z[0,Nd] | Bj ≥ 0} (17)

where Z[0,Nd] stands for the set of integers ranging from 0 to
Nd, and for j = 0, we define B0 := 0 and Qbat,i,0 := 0. From
the observation that the value of Bj/∆Qbat,i,j decreases with
j, the value of J can be analytically described as

J = max

(
0,

⌊
Nd + 1− CbatEchg

Fanu(PbuyEdisEchg − Psell)

⌋)
(18)

where ⌊·⌋ stands for the floor function.
Given J and qbat,i above, we can arbitrarily determine the

charging profile {qchg,i,k}Nt

k=1 used in (11) as long as the total
charged amount of electricity at each day does not exceed the
upper limit given by qbat,i/Echg. Furthermore, by defining the
total amount of electricity Qchg,i charged to the battery as

Qchg,i =

J∑
j=1

∑
k∈Kj

qsur,i,k + (Nd − J)
∑
k∈KJ

qsur,i,k, (19)

the cost (11) can be rewritten as

cpv/bat,i =Cpv∆P + CbatEchg

∑
k∈KJ

qsur,i,k

− Fanu

Nt∑
k=1

Psellqsur,i,k

− Fanu(PbuyEdisEchg − Psell)Qchg,i. (20)

Thus, the screening curve of cbv/bat,i can be directly calcu-
lated from the profile {qsur,i,k}Nt

k=1 by using (18), (19), and
(20) without calculating the values of Bj .

IV. VERIFICATION STUDY

This section examines the estimation accuracy of the pro-
posed SCM by comparing the results with the LP problem
presented in Section II. The python source code for the imple-
mentation of the proposed SCM is available upon request.

1Note that this condition holds for the setting in Table I and is necessary for
a self-consumption policy to work. Otherwise Bj < 0 for all j = 1, . . . , Nd.
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Fig. 6: Daily profiles of the input PV and demand data for
February (1–28th days), June (29–58th days), and August (59–
89th days).

A. Base-Case Analysis

The base-case analysis is performed with the setting of
parameters shown in Table I. A synthetic hourly load profile
was generated from real measurement data of a household in
Japan [31] by concatenating data for February (Winter), June
(Rainy season), and August (Summer) to construct a three-
month data including different seasons in a year. A generation
profile for a unit capacity of PV was generated by using
solar irradiation data of METPV20 [32] for corresponding
days and the location of the load profile. The daily profiles
of these input data are shown in Fig. 6. It can be seen that
the solar irradiation is generally low in winter, and there are
many days with low solar irradiation in the rainy season. On
the other hand, demand is higher during winter than other
seasons. Although we use demand and solar irradiation data
from Japan, it contains wide spectrum of situation of weather
and seasons, and we aim to verify that the proposed method
works also for other regions or countries.

The screening curves (cost curves) obtained by the proposed
SCM is shown in Fig. 7a. The green and blue lines in the
figure show the cost curves for using PV with and without
battery storage calculated by (20) and (10), respectively, and
the purple line the cost curve for buying electricity from
the grid calculated by (9). The cost curve of “PV+battery”
(green line) takes least value from l = 0 to 5.19 kW and
has an intersection with the cost curve of “Grid” (purple
line) at the point shown by the cross symbol (×) in the
figure. Thus, the installation capacity of PV can be estimated
as 5.19 kW. The amount of battery is calculated for each
slice by using (16). Figure 7b shows the cumulative amount
of battery

∑
i qbat,i until corresponding slice level. The total

amount of battery can be derived by considering the level of
l = 5.19 kW, and is given as 4.01 kWh. The optimal PV
and battery capacities obtained by solving the LP problem are
5.15 kW and 4.06 kWh, respectively, and the proposed SCM
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Fig. 7: Base-case result of the proposed SCM

approximates these optimal values appropriately.
In Fig. 7a, the screening curves of PV and PV+battery start

at the same point (same annualized cost at 0 kW slice level).
This is because at 0 kW slice level, the surplus electricity
qsur,0,k is zero for all k = 1, . . . Nt (see Fig. 4), and thus only
the first terms of Eqs. (10) and (20) become nonzero. When the
screening curves are plotted in Fig. 7a, the annualized costs are
scaled by dividing by ∆P , and the above two screening curves
start with Cpv = 12 000 yen/(kW · yr). Further, the option of
PV+battery is always cheaper than the option of just using
PV, since the amount of battery is determined such that the
economic benefit Bj becomes non-negative. The difference
between these two screening curves represents the amount of
economic benefit owing to the battery.

Figure 8 shows the daily profiles of (a) electricity sold to
the grid and (b) electricity charged to the battery. The profiles
obtained by the SCM (shown by blue) capture the optimal
profiles by the LP problem (shown by orange). It can be seen
that, in many days, the amount of charged electricity takes
its maximum value (4.06 kWh/Echg = 4.51 kWh) meaning
that the battery is fully charged. Although the SCM does not
consider the profile of discharging, the ratio of the amount
of sold electricity and the amount of charged electricity is
properly reproduced throughout the analysis period, including
the days when the amount of charge is low as typically seen
in winter or rainy season.

B. Estimation Accuracy under Various Settings

Next, the estimation accuracy of the proposed SCM is
examined under various settings of parameters. To reduce
the computational time for obtaining the optimal solutions
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Fig. 8: Amounts of electricity soled and charged for each day.

of the LP problem, the load demand and PV generation
profiles were shortened by taking the first ten days of each
month in the three-month data used above to construct a one-
month long data. Among the parameters shown in Table I,
the four parameters Cpv, Cbat, Pbuy, and Psell, which are
directly relevant to the regulatory discussion of the PV self-
consumption, are changed from the setting of the base-case
analysis.

Figure 9 shows the comparison between the estimated and
optimal solutions under varying prices of PV and battery
storage systems. Figure 9a shows the results of changing the
setting of the parameter Cpv. The blue circles show the
PV capacities estimated by the proposed SCM, and they
are close to the results of the LP problem shown by the
dotted line. Similarly, the estimated battery capacities shown
by the orange triangles are close to the optimal capacities
over the entire range of Cpv. Next, Fig. 9b shows the result
of changing the setting of the battery fixed cost Cbat. While
the estimated capacity of PV is close to the optimal value
over the entire range of Cbat, the installation capacity of
battery is overestimated for the region where Cbat is lower
than 4000 yen/kWh/yr. A plausible reason for this is that,
while the proposed SCM does not take into account the profile
of discharging, the battery is not sufficiently discharged each
day, and there is no room for charging as much as calculated
by the SCM. Thus, the solution derived by the SCM becomes
suboptimal for the household. Nevertheless, the proposed SCM
capture the overall trend of the changes in the optimal battery
size.

Figure 10 shows the comparison of the estimated and op-
timal capacities under various setting of electricity prices.
Figure 10a shows the results where the retail price Pbuy is
changed. It can be seen that the proposed SCM captures the
overall trend of the changes in the optimal values of PV and
battery, while the estimation accuracy of the battery capacity
deteriorates in the region where the price Pbuy is higher than
27 yen/kWh. As in the case of Fig. 9b, it starts to overestimate
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Fig. 9: Results with various setting of PV and battery prices.
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Fig. 10: Results with various setting of electricity prices.

the economic benefit of the battery when the battery capacity
becomes greater than 15 kWh. Finally, Fig. 10b shows the
results where the price Psell is changed. The estimated and
optimal values are closed to each other for both PV and battery
capacities.

To summarize, the proposed SCM can estimate the optimal
installation capacities of PV and battery for a wide range of
parameter settings of Cpv, Cbat, Pbuy, and Psell, except for
a region where the battery size becomes larger than a certain
level. While it was assumed that there is no discharging of
battery during day time, it did not largely affect the estimation
accuracy. However, it should be noted that this assumption
may become a limitation when the prices of buying and selling
electricity do not remain the same during the day and at night.

V. DISCUSSION

In this section, we sort out advantages and disadvantages of
the proposed SCM and discuss its effectiveness.

A. Economic Analysis Using Screening Curves

Here we illustrate how the cost curves obtained by the
proposed SCM can be used for understanding and predicting
the changes in the optimal capacities of PV and battery storage
systems. Although similar examples have been presented in
[27], we provide recalculated results using the SCM proposed
in Section III to show its effectiveness in a self-consistent way.

Figure 11 shows the screening curves calculated under the
three settings of the price of PV: Cpv = 18 000 yen/(kW · yr),
15 000 yen/(kW · yr), and 12 000 yen/(kW · yr). Since the
cost curve of cgrid,i is independent of Cpv, it is common
for all the above settings and shown by the black line. The
cost curves of cpv,i and cpv/bat,i are shown by broken and
solid lines, respectively, and they move down as Cpv increases
without changing their shapes. This is because the parameter
Cpv only affects the first term of (10) or (20), and they do not
depend on the slice level i. It can be seen that the intersection
of the cost curves of cpv,i and cgrid,i moves to the right as Cpv

decreases, implying the increase in the installation capacities
of PV and battery. Especially, when Cpv takes a value near
12 000 yen/kW/yr, the slope of the cost curve cgrid,i at the
intersection becomes small, and thus the optimal capacities
of PV and battery drastically changes as also can be seen in
Fig. 9a.

Next, Fig. 12 shows the cost curves calculated under the set-
tings of Cbat = 5500 yen/(kWh · yr), 5000 yen/(kWh · yr),
and 4500 yen/(kWh · yr). The cost curves of cgrid,i and cpv,i
are invariant and shown by solid and broken black lines,
respectively. The cost curve of cpv/bat,i goes down as Cbat

decreases. The difference between cpv,i and cpv/bat,i describes
the economic benefit of the self-consumption owing to battery
storage, and it can be explained from this figure that the
capacity of the battery storage begins to increase from zero at
a point around 5000 yen/(kWh · yr) as can be seen in Fig. 9b.

As shown in these examples, the effect of changes in a
parameter on each cost curve can be easily predicted from their
definitions in (9), (10), and (20), and similar implications can



9

0 2 4 6 8 10
Slice level (kW)

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

25000
An

nu
al

ize
d 

co
st

 (y
en

/k
W

/y
r)

Grid
18000yen/kW/yr
15000yen/kW/yr
12000yen/kW/yr

Fig. 11: Cost curves with different values of Cpv

0 2 4 6 8 10
Slice level (kW)

0

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

12000

14000

16000

An
nu

al
ize

d 
co

st
 (y

en
/k

W
/y

r)

PV
Grid
5500yen/kWh/yr
5000yen/kWh/yr
4500yen/kWh/yr

Fig. 12: Cost curves with different values of Cbat

TABLE III: Computational times

Data length Comp. Time (SCM) Comp. Time (LP)
1 months 1.29 s 57.73 s
2 months 2.46 s 276.15 s
3 months 2.93 s 784.18 s
4 months 3.49 s 1439.31 s
5 months 3.96 s 3289.80 s
6 months 4.56 s 6089.13 s

also be obtained when other parameters change. By consid-
ering the behavior of each cost curve separately, the changes
in the resultant optimal capacities in PV and battery storage
systems can be understood in an intuitive and consistent way.

B. Computational Time

Since the computations of cost curves in the proposed
SCM only requires numerical operations on arrays, it is faster
than solving a least-cost problem using a general-purpose
optimization solver. Table III and Fig. 13 show the comparison
of the computational times between the proposed SCM and the
LP problem. These results have been obtained in simulations
with a Core i9-10850K based desktop computer. The proposed
SCM is much faster than solving the LP problem. The LP
problem has been solved by using an interior-point method
provided by linprog in the python package SciPy, and the
computational time could be reduced by using much more
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Fig. 13: Computational times with SCM and LP

powerful commercial solvers. However, when the length of
data is increased, the rapid increase in the computational time
cannot be avoided due to the increase in the dimension of
the problem. The proposed SCM enables quick estimation
of the optimization results without any special commercial
solver and its computational time increases only linearly to
the length of the data. The short computational time is useful
to perform sensitivity analysis or other studies that require
multiple simulations with different settings of parameters or
input data.

C. Advantages and Disadvantages
The proposed SCM estimates the economic benefit of the

photovoltaic self-consumption using battery storage. It does
not consider other types of battery usage, such as energy
arbitrage in response to variations in electricity prices [33],
[34] or provision of ancillary services for voltage regulation
or congestion relief of distribution grid [35]. There are also
limitations to the proposed SCM. For example, it cannot
describe discrete installation capacities, existing capacities,
or a common three-part tariff, while some of these issues
including ancillary services and existing capacities may be
resolved by further modifications as performed with the SCM
for thermal generation [18], [21].

One advantage of the proposed SCM is that it can provide
intuitive plots of cost curves to understand the reasons behind
the results of optimal installation capacities. In addition, the
computational time of the SCM is short (few seconds) com-
pared to optimization models (usually more than hours). These
facts are useful to explore cost sensitivity or other studies that
require multiple simulations. Thus, the proposed SCM is more
useful for researchers or policy makers studying incentive
policy for supporting PV or tariff regulations, who want to
draw policy implications from an intuitive and quick trend
analysis, rather than residential or commercial consumers who
want to derive an optimal energy systems design with detailed
specifications taken into account. Nevertheless, the SCM can
be used to derive an initial estimate prior to the detailed design
or to screen out cases where there is no economic benefit of
installing PV or battery storage systems.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper developed a method of economic analysis of
PV self-consumption with and without battery storage. The
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development is based on a generalization of the framework
of Screening Curve Method (SCM), which has been utilized
for generation expansion problem of a bulk power system.
The proposed SCM enables quick and intuitive estimation of
the installation capacities of PV and battery storage systems.
The estimation accuracy has been validated through numerical
simulations, and high accuracy has been achieved when the
battery installation capacity is not large. The method is useful
to explore cost sensitivity or other studies that require multiple
simulations.

Future directions of this study include further improvements
of the method to consider, e.g., the usage of battery storage for
ancillary services or the effect of existing capacities. Another
one is to perform practical economic analyses by using the
proposed SCM.
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