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We estimate the variability of solar and wind energy generation potential in Europe over a 43
year period between 1980–2022 with the MERRA-2 reanalysis datasets. We compare the estimated
supply potential to hourly demand data from 36 European countries to calculate the reliability of a
highly renewable electricity grid in Europe. We find that in cost-optimised scenarios with onshore
wind, solar and storage, but no natural gas, reliably meeting the last 1% of demand represents 36%
of the entire system cost. Including small amounts of dispatchable natural gas drastically reduces
the cost of a renewable, highly reliable grid: overall system costs fall by 31% when just 1% of total
generation is permitted to come from natural gas. Large renewable overbuild factors (greater than
×4 peak demand) are required to meet modern grid reliability standards in all scenarios, and wind,
rather than solar, dominates the generation mix.

Europe has some of the most aggressive CO2-reduction
targets in the world, with the EU pursuing net zero car-
bon emissions by 2050 across its 27 member states [1]
and several individual countries setting legally binding
targets to reach the same milestone [2–4].

It is expected that most of the decarbonisation of the
electricity sector will be achieved using wind and solar
energy. To date, wind and solar have been incorporated
into the European electricity grid with little effect on re-
liability, but maintaining modern reliability standards
of 99.97% (meaning that demand exceeds supply for
fewer than 3 hours per year on average) will be a major
challenge for system operators as the share of weather-
dependent generation grows [5].

A. Modelling the European Electricity Grid

While no country-scale or continental-scale grid has
ever operated with such high penetrations of wind and
solar energy, there have been recent attempts to investi-
gate the feasibility of a 100% renewable grid in Europe.
Two prominent 2019 studies reported annual 2050 sys-
tem costs of €276 billion [8] and €530 billion [9] respec-
tively for a 100% renewable grid. Such studies generally
estimate wind and solar generation potential across the
European continent using climate reanalysis datasets,
and feed this into an integrated power system model to
optimise for the minimum-cost system that meets de-
mand given constraints on generator capacity, transmis-
sion capacity, generator ramp-time and other factors.
These models are computationally expensive and, as a
result, are often limited in their temporal scope. The
PLEXOS simulation in [9] cycled through one week of
weather data per month for a single year,1 while the

1 In the PLEXOS study [9], the authors did attempt to ensure
that the year they analysed was the ‘worst’ weather year between
1979–2015 in terms of renewable generation.

FIG. 1. Map of European countries included in the analysis.
Countries shaded green are included in both our main analy-
sis (presented in this paper) and in a validation analysis per-
formed using the renewables.ninja dataset (see Appendix A
and Supplementary Information) [6, 7]. Countries shaded
blue are included in our primary analysis but not in the re-
newables.ninja analysis. Countries shaded orange are con-
nected to the Central European Synchronous Area (CESA)
but are not included in either of our analyses.

LUT model used in [8] also relied on a single year of
weather data and assumed perfect foresight of supply
and demand [10].

These steps are necessary to make the simulations
tractable, but preclude a detailed study of grid reliability
over multi-decadal time periods. Recent work by Rug-
gles et. al. has found that almost 40 years of weather
data are required to ensure a reliable grid in systems
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without dispatchable backup [11]. Even when dispatch-
able generation is allowed to supply 5% of all electricity,
15 years of weather data are still required.

Computationally expensive models have other limi-
tations. Previous studies have looked at the effects of
carbon-intensity and individual technology costs on the
future grid [12, 13], but understanding how these factors
combine to affect the overall system cost requires search-
ing a high-dimensional space. For complex models, this
can be prohibitively expensive.

In this paper, we give results from a simplified model
for the European power sector able to resolve some of
these more difficult questions. Inspired by the work
of Shaner et. al. [14] and Tong et. al. [15], we use
the MERRA-2 reanalysis datasets to estimate solar and
onshore-wind generation potential in Europe over a 43-
year period from 1980–2022. We model Europe as a sin-
gle node, averaging supply and demand across the con-
tinent and assuming perfect, lossless transmission. We
then simulate this idealised grid with hourly resolution
from 1980–2022, varying the installed capacities of solar,
onshore wind, storage and dispatchable backup as ex-
ogenous inputs. With this single-node, four-technology
grid model, we can investigate how three parameters—
the permitted carbon intensity of the system, the cost
of electricity storage, and the grid reliability target—
interact to affect the overall system cost. These con-
straints are highly interdependent, and must be studied
together in order to fully capture their impact on the
system cost. To estimate the costs of storage and dis-
patchable backup, we assume lithium-ion batteries, due
to their widespread adoption, and natural gas, due to its
low capital cost. The model is described in further detail
in the Methods section.

B. Limitations of Our Model

This model allows new questions to be answered, but
it has limitations. Because we do not consider transmis-
sion and only model four technologies, the total system
costs reported here are not realistic estimates for true
European system costs. Specifically, including transmis-
sion costs would increase costs while including alterna-
tive and existing sources of generation would decrease
the overall system cost.

Furthermore, while the model uses 43 years of sup-
ply data, a lack of data availability means that we only
include electricity demand data for the year 2022. The
consequences of this are discussed in detail in the Supple-
mentary Information, including an analysis of potential
correlations between renewable-energy generation and
electricity demand that are not captured by our anal-
ysis.

Finally, there is an extensive discussion in the litera-
ture surrounding the validity of reanalysis datasets like
MERRA-2 for renewable generation studies [6, 7, 16, 17].
Staffell and Pfenninger found discrepancies between
wind and solar generation estimates from MERRA-2 and

b)

a)

FIG. 2. a) Solar generation, wind generation and electricity
demand for every day in 2022, with installed solar capacity
and installed wind capacity both equal to peak demand (486
GW). Each line is a different day. b) Mean daily generation
for every day of the year. Each line is a different year from
1980–2022. Electricity demand (green) is a single line because
only one year of demand data was used. The average total
electricity demand for the countries in our analysis is 340GW.

real-world generation data for European countries [6, 7].
To validate the conclusions of this paper, we have per-
formed our analysis using both uncorrected MERRA-2
data as well as renormalised datasets for wind and so-
lar published by Staffell and Pfenninger on the renew-
ables.ninja platform [6, 7]. The countries covered in our
original analysis and the countries covered in our val-
idation analysis with the renewables.ninja dataset are
shown in Fig. 1. Full details of the differences between
the datasets are included in Appendix A, and a direct
comparison of the results between the two datasets is in-
cluded in the Supplementary Information. The results
and conclusions presented in this paper were found to be
robust to the choice of dataset used.

I. REQUIRED OVERBUILD & STORAGE TO
MEET RELIABILITY TARGETS

Figure 2 shows the daily and seasonal variation in re-
newable generation over the 43-year period. Solar output
is more predictable than wind output, but experiences
much larger variation over the course of a day (Fig. 2a)
and over the course of a year (Fig. 2b). Figure 2b also
highlights the complementarity between wind and solar
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a) b)

FIG. 3. a) Grid reliability levels as a function of the fraction of wind capacity in the generation mix (with no storage or dispatchable
generation). An overbuild factor of ×1 means that the installed renewable capacity on the grid is equal to peak electricity demand
(486 GW). b) Renewable overbuild factors required to reach three different grid reliability targets as a function of the storage capacity
in the system.

when averaged across the European continent, since so-
lar is strongly peaked in summer and wind is peaked
in winter. This supports previous studies, which have
found complementarity between seasonal wind and solar
generation in Europe [18, 19].

Fig. 2 also indicates that, without any overbuild, solar
and wind rarely meet demand at any hour of the year.
This is unsurprising, because current European capac-
ity factors are between 10%–20% for solar and 10%–30%
for onshore wind [18]. In Fig. 3a, we quantify this by
plotting the obtained grid reliability over the 43-year pe-
riod for different renewable overbuild factors as a func-
tion of the percentage of wind power in the generation
mix. For overbuild factors of ×1, meaning that the com-
bined nameplate capacity of wind and solar equals peak
demand, demand is almost never met for any mix of
wind and solar. Even when the installed wind and so-
lar capacity is 4860 GW—ten times the peak electricity
demand—the resulting grid reliability of 99.94% still falls
short of modern 99.97% reliability targets. Diminishing
returns are also observed at high overbuild factors: in-
creasing the overbuild factor from ×7 to ×10 of peak
demand only boosts grid reliability 1.4% from 98.54% to
99.94%.2

Adding energy storage into the mix, operated accord-
ing to the rules specified in the Methods section, rapidly

2 It should be noted that the interpretation of the renewable over-
build factors presented here is different from the interpretation
in Shaner et. al. [14] and Tong et. al. [15]. In these papers, ×1
overbuild is defined as ‘average renewable generation = average
demand’, whereas in our analysis ×1 overbuild is defined as ‘in-
stalled renewable capacity = peak demand’, which we believe is
a more useful metric in helping to size the system.

reduces the required overbuild factors to reach target lev-
els of grid reliability. Fig. 3b plots the renewable over-
build factor required to meet different reliability targets
as a function of the storage capacity in the system. For
a 99.97% reliability target, 1458 GWh of storage (equiv-
alent to 3 hours at peak demand) is sufficient to reduce
the required overbuild factor from ×10.6 to ×7. How-
ever, once storage capacity extends beyond a few hours
of peak demand, it has less of an effect on the required
overbuild factor. A full 24 hours of storage (11,664 GWh)
only reduces the required overbuild factor for 99.97% re-
liability to ×5.

Installed battery storage capacity in Europe currently
sits at about 17.2 GWh [20], which corresponds to two
minutes of peak demand. However, this number has
doubled every year since 2020, and significant additional
storage capacity is planned. Our results suggest that the
first 1000 GWh of storage yield the greatest benefits to
the system, with diminishing returns after this. Inter-
estingly, pumped hydropower storage already provides
∼2000 GWh in Europe—although 38% of this is located
in Norway alone and a further 17% is in Switzerland [21].
Geopolitical issues notwithstanding, the large-scale stor-
age provided by pumped hydropower will be a crucial
component in a future, highly renewable European elec-
tricity grid.

We also observe in the high (>99.9%) reliability sce-
narios that reliability issues are generally caused by a
small number of extreme events: in the 99.97% reliable
case with 24 hours of energy storage, only 3 years out of
43 see any outages at all. This highlights the need for
multi-decadal analyses when considering the reliability
of highly-renewable electricity grids.
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Overnight Capital Cost ($/kW) O&M Costs ($/kW-year) Lifetime (years)
Solar 790 [22] 10 [23] 25 [22]
Wind 1540 [22] 40 [23] 25 [22]
Storage 200 ($/kWh) [24] 10 ($/kWh-year) [24] 15 [24]

Natural Gas 1000 [22] 20 [25] 30 [26]

TABLE I. Cost estimates for each technology used in the analysis. Sources are IEA [22], IRENA [23], EIA [25] and NREL [24, 26].
Variable Operations & Maintenance (O&M) costs were assumed negligible for all technologies, and fuel costs for natural gas were
neglected because its maximum utilisation was just 2% of all electricity generation in the study. All cost data in $2024. Fig. 5 shows
a sensitivity analysis to storage costs. The conversion to investment cost is described in the Methods section.

II. COST-OPTIMISED SCENARIOS

Figure 3 makes clear that some form of dispatchable
generation will likely be needed to avoid prohibitively
high renewable overbuild factors in a wind/solar dom-
inated grid. In this section, we add natural gas into
the simulations and find the cost-optimised mix for so-
lar, wind, gas and storage under different constraints on
carbon intensity, grid reliability, and storage cost.

Previous studies examining the interplay of storage
and dispatchable backup in Europe [27] and the United
States [28] only dispatched backup generation when stor-
age levels fell to zero. However, it is plausible that
deploying dispatchable backup before the storage levels
reach zero could improve grid reliability or reduce the
backup capacity required. To allow for this possibility,
we adopt a threshold model for the use of natural gas
backup (described in the Methods section), wherein nat-
ural gas is dispatched once storage levels drop below a
pre-specified threshold.

For a given grid configuration, the simulation returns
the average grid reliability over the 43-year period and
the percentage of electricity that was produced by natu-
ral gas.

We combine this with a cost model for the system
(see Table 1 and the Methods section), and find the
minimum-cost blend given constraints on grid reliabil-
ity and natural-gas usage (a proxy for carbon intensity if
not paired with carbon capture and storage). We do not
include transmission in our cost estimates, since we do
not model transmission, but achieving the perfect levels
of interconnectivity assumed here would require major
upgrades to the European transmission grid.

A. System costs vs. grid reliability

Figure 4 shows how the annual system cost varies as
a function of the reliability target for 3 different con-
straints on natural gas usage, with the different colours
in Fig. 4a representing different levels of permitted nat-
ural gas generation. Figs. 4b–e contain further details
about the cost-optimised results for the four circled cases
in 4a.

The red line in Figure 4a indicates that, in a European
energy system containing only wind, solar and storage,
the cost difference between a 99% reliable grid and a
100% reliable grid is about $200 billion annually—or 36%

of the entire system cost. As soon as natural gas backup
is added into the mix, not only are major cost savings
achieved, but the cost savings associated with relaxed
grid reliability targets are also reduced. If 1% of total
electricity generation is permitted to come from natural
gas, then the optimal cost of a 99.97% reliable grid falls
from $491 billion annually to $335 billion annually. Fur-
thermore, with 1% of electricity from natural gas, this
99.97% reliable grid can be achieved at relatively little
additional cost compared with a 99% reliable grid (just
$13 billion extra per year). These conclusions are consis-
tent with the results in [12], which found that the costs
of decarbonising the power sector in the absence of firm
resources grow rapidly for the last few percent of gener-
ation.

From the cost breakdowns in Figure 4di and Figure 4ei,
it is clear that the $13 billion cost of increasing the re-
liability from 99% to 99.97% is the result of a doubling
of natural gas capacity (not usage)—from 121 GW to
218 GW—while the rest of the infrastructure required in
the cost-optimised case remains largely the same. When
natural gas is allowed into the system, the installed natu-
ral gas capacity becomes the primary lever for increasing
grid reliability.

The other difference between Figure 4di and Figure 4ei
is an increase in the optimum threshold level determined
by the simulation—from 0% to 5%. To reach very high
reliability levels, the backup capacity must start being
deployed before the storage levels fall to zero. We would
expect the optimum threshold level to rise further under
stricter reliability targets or weaker carbon constraints.

It is also interesting to note that wind significantly
dominates the overall cost in all scenarios, and that all
scenarios rely on large renewable overbuild factors (×7
for Fig. 4b, ×5.8 for Fig. 4c, ×5.2 for Fig. 4d and ×5
for Fig. 4e, defined as nameplate capacity over peak de-
mand), even with storage and natural gas backup in the
system. At the end of 2023, total installed wind capacity
in Europe was 272 GW, with annual additions of 20 GW
in 2022 and 18 GW in 2023 [29, 30]. At a build-rate
of 20 GW per year, total installed capacity would be
812 GW in 2050, which is at least a factor of two lower
than the wind capacity required to achieve a reliable grid
in all our scenarios.

European installed solar capacity in Europe in 2023
was similar (263 GW), but annual additions in 2023 were
much higher than for wind at 56 GW [31]. At this build-
rate, there would easily be enough solar capacity to cover
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FIG. 4. a) Optimised annual system cost versus permitted Loss of Load Expectation per year. Loss of Load Expectation is defined
as the average number of hours per year in which total demand exceeds total supply. Each subplot shows specific details about a
given scenario: b) 0% natural gas at 99.97% grid reliability; c) 0% natural gas at 99% grid reliability; d) 1% natural gas at 99.97%
grid reliability; e) 1% natural gas at 99% grid reliability. For each scenario, i) shows the cost-breakdown of the generation mix, ii)
shows the percentage of total demand met during each outage (a measure of the fraction of the load that can still be served through
rolling blackouts or, inversely, a measure of the demand curtailment required to avoid the outage), and iii) shows the histogram of
outage durations over the 43-year simulation period.

all of our scenarios in Figs. 4 and 5. This highlights
a fundamental tension in the deployment of renewable
energy in Europe: solar projects are more profitable than
wind at an individual level (hence the rapid roll-out),

but the overall system costs are reduced when wind is
prioritised.

Our results also show that the addition of natural gas
into the mix affects the nature of the system outages.
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FIG. 5. a) Optimised annual system cost versus storage capital cost for a 99.97% reliable grid. b) is 0% natural gas at storage cost
of $10 per kWh; c) is 0% natural gas at storage cost of $400 per kWh; c) is 1% natural gas at storage cost of $10 per kWh; d) is 1%
natural gas at storage cost of $400 per kWh. The subplots display the same information as in Fig. 4.

Comparing like-reliability cases (4b with 4d and 4c with
4e), it is clear that for cases in which 1% of electricity is
allowed to come from natural gas, the typical duration
of an outage is shorter and the percentage of demand
met during each outage is higher. Indeed, it is possible
that many of the outages in which greater than 90% of
demand is met could be effectively managed in the future

with suitable demand-response measures.

B. System costs vs. storage capital costs

Figure 5 shows instead how the optimised system cost
for a 99.97% reliable grid varies as a function of the stor-
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age capital cost. In the results shown in Fig. 4, we
assumed $200 per kWh(following [24]), but there is a
large uncertainty in this estimate for 2050 battery stor-
age costs. We explore here how the total system cost is
affected by the value chosen for the storage capital cost.
Again, we include details for four specific example cases
in Figs. 5b-e.

These results show that the cost reductions arising
from the inclusion of natural gas as a firm and flexible
backup generator significantly outweigh the cost reduc-
tions from any decrease in storage cost. For a 0% natural
gas grid, reducing the capital cost of storage from $400
per kWh down to $10 per kWh results in annual system
cost savings of $93 billion ($515 billion to $422 billion).
Allowing 1% of electricity to come from natural gas leads
to annual system cost savings of $168 billion ($515 bil-
lion to $347 billion), even when storage costs are kept
fixed at $400 per kWh. Indeed the cost savings that re-
sult from a further 1% increase in allowed natural gas
generation are comparable to the cost savings from re-
ducing the storage capital costs from $400 per kWh to
$10 /kWh again.

The overall system costs become less sensitive to stor-
age capital costs when natural gas is allowed in the sys-
tem. Without gas, increasing storage capital costs from
$10 per kWh to $400 per kWh increases system costs
by 22%, compared to a 12% increase with 1% gas in the
system.

It is worth noting that significant storage capacity is
still included in the cost-optimised scenario at $400 per
kWh, even when natural gas backup is permitted. This
suggests that some storage is crucial to a low-cost system
and supports the conclusions of [27], which found that
adding small amounts of storage to the grid dramatically
reduces the energy that must be covered by dispatchable
backup resources.

The patterns of outages under varying storage costs
are similar to those seen in Fig. 4. For cases 5d and 5e
with natural gas permitted, there are no outages over the
entire 43-year period in which less than 70% of demand
is met. Without natural gas, however, cases 5b and 5c
show that hours where less than 70% of demand is met
do occur. Furthermore, Fig. 5biii shows one outage in
which supply falls short of demand for over 24 hours
continuously. When natural gas is added to the system,
no outage lasts longer than 10 hours.

Counter-intuitively, in cases with equal natural gas
constraints (5b/5c and 5d/5e), reducing the cost of stor-
age causes the intensity of outages to worsen. The case
shown in 5c (high storage cost) has both a higher pro-
portion of demand met during outages and fewer long-
duration outages relative to 5b (low storage cost). This
is because more wind and solar capacity is deployed in
the high-storage-cost case to compensate for the reduced
storage capacity. When storage levels fall to zero and
an outage occurs, the greater wind/solar in the high-
storage-cost case means that a greater proportion of de-
mand can be met.

III. CONCLUSIONS

Using a simplified model, we have explored the trade-
offs required to achieve a highly reliable, low-carbon elec-
tricity grid in Europe. Our findings indicate that a re-
liable renewables-dominated European grid will require
high levels of overbuild, with installed peak generating
capacity greater than four times the peak demand. Even
so, we find that cost-minimised systems require both
storage and dispatchable backup generation to achieve
reliability targets. A large quantity of one cannot fully
compensate for the complete absence of the other with-
out incurring extreme penalties in system costs.
While backup generation could be provided by a va-

riety of technologies, natural gas is likely to be the pre-
ferred choice in the short-to-medium term due to its low
capital cost. Our results show that natural gas backup
can yield large (>30%) reductions in the system cost
even at extremely low utilisation rates (producing just
1–2% of all electricity).
Our study suggests a number of important policy find-

ings. First, grid optimisation studies that force a zero-
emissions target are likely to produce conclusions in
terms of technology mix, cost, and feasibility that deviate
significantly from the true social optimum, as disallow-
ing very small emissions has a major impact on cost and
social welfare. As such, finding ways to preserve some
legacy generators as backup capacity may be valuable if
a renewables-dominated grid is to be pursued.
Second, high-storage scenarios may not be the right

approach to coping with renewable variability. Not only
were high-storage scenarios expensive, they also resulted
in longer outage durations and lower fractions of load be-
ing served during outage conditions (e.g., through rolling
blackouts). In contrast, scenarios with lower storage ca-
pacity and thus greater reliance on excess and/or backup
generation give significantly better outage performance.
The corollary is that that a simple grid-reliability fac-
tor is not sufficient for optimising the technology mix.
A more appropriate approach might be to consider the
cost of unserved load, perhaps increasing that cost with
outage duration.
Third, we find that wind substantially dominates all

cost-optimised scenarios that we analysed, with the grid
needing approximately twice the amount of wind capac-
ity relative to solar capacity. This has important near-
term implications for grid planning in Europe, given that
solar generation is currently being installed at a much
faster rate.
Finally, it is important to note that the cost esti-

mates presented in this study are illustrative. While
they provide insight into cost differentials across dif-
ferent technology scenarios, they do not represent total
system costs. A comprehensive estimate would need to
account for sunk infrastructure costs, transmission ex-
pansion, and a broader range of generation technolo-
gies. Technology-rich studies, albeit with shorter tempo-
ral coverage and poorer reliability insight, can be found
elsewhere in the literature.
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IV. METHODS

The simulations in this analysis rely on hourly time
series data for solar generation and wind generation over
a 43-year period (1980–2022), which were generated us-
ing raw weather data from the MERRA-2 reanalysis
dataset [32, 33]. Hourly electricity demand data for the
year 2022 was collated from the ENTSO-E Transparency
Platform [34].

MERRA-2 contains wind speed and solar surface flux
measurements from 1980 onwards, at a temporal resolu-
tion of one hour and a spatial resolution of 0.5° × 0.625°,
which translates to about one grid point every 50 km at
European latitudes. For context, a total of 208 MERRA-
2 grid points are located within France, while the entirety
of the analysis area contains 2044 grid points.

A. Calculating solar generating potential

In order to calculate solar generation at every grid
point, we used the incident short-wave radiation at
ground level to compute direct illumination (variable
name: SWGDN) and the incident radiation at the top of
the atmosphere to compute diffusion illumination (vari-
able name: SWTDN) from the Radiation Diagnostics
dataset [32]. We use the 2-metre ambient air tempera-
ture (variable name: T2M) from the Single-Level Diag-
nostics dataset [33] to adjust cell efficiency. 3

To convert these variables to a solar output, we as-
sumed non-tracking solar panels and followed a similar
method to Pfenninger and Staffell [7] and Sandia Na-
tional Laboratory [36]. First, we calculated the in-plane
solar irradiation of the panel

Itot = Idir,in—plane + Idif,in—plane + Irefl,in—plane, (1)

where the total in-plane irradiation Itot is simply the
sum of direct, diffuse and ground-reflected contributions.
The in-plane component of ground-reflected radiation
can be estimated as

Irefl,in—plane = GHI× a(1− cos t)

2
, (2)

where GHI is the Global Horizontal Irradiance (equiv-
alent to SWGDN from MERRA-2), a is the albedo, as-
sumed to be a constant 0.3, and t is the panel-tilt angle.
We assumed that all panels were placed with the optimal
tilt of t = 0.76 × lat + 3.1 [7].

3 Note that SWGDN from the Radiation Diagnostics dataset dif-
fers from the SWGDN values in the Land Surface Forcings
dataset [35] as the incident radiation is averaged over the to-
tal area of each grid cell in the Radiation Diagnostics dataset,
while it is only averaged over the land area in each grid cell in
the Land Surface Forcings dataset.

The diffuse fraction of the total GHI was estimated
using the logistic model proposed in [37] as

DHI =
GHI

1 + e−5.0033+8.6025kt
, (3)

where kt is the clearness index, which we estimate as
the ratio of the ground-level radiation (SWGDN) to ex-
traterrestrial radiation (SWTDN), and DHI is the Dif-
fuse Horizontal Irradiation—the diffuse irradiation mea-
sured normal to the Earth’s surface. This was converted
to an in-plane value via

Idif,in—plane = DHI× 1 + cos (t)

2
. (4)

We calculated the direct component of the solar radi-
ation using

DNI =
GHI−DHI

sin (h)
, (5)

where h is the solar altitude angle and DNI is the
Direct Normal Irradiance (the solar irradiance along the
direct path of the Sun’s rays).
The in-plane component of the direct radiation,

Idir,in—plane, is then given by

Idir,in—plane = DNI cos (AOI), (6)

where the angle of incidence, AOI, is the angle between
the Sun’s rays and the normal vector to the panel. It is
defined as

cos (AOI) = sinh cos t+ cosh sin t cos (ap − as), (7)

where ap is the panel-azimuth angle and as is the solar-
azimuth angle. We assumed that all panels were south
facing with ap = 180°.
We accounted for the temperature dependence of so-

lar panel efficiency following Huld, [38] assuming crys-
talline silicon solar cells and a relationship between panel
temperature and ambient air temperature of Tpanel =
Tamb + 0.035× Iin—plane, with ambient air temperature
from the MERRA-2 T2M variable.
We assumed a standard efficiency (at Iin—plane = 1000

W/m2 and Tpanel = 25 °C) of 21% [39] for all solar panels.
The power output P of the panel in W/m2 can then be
calculated as

P = 0.21ηrelIin—plane, (8)

where the relative efficiency ηrel is the temperature-
dependent effect from [38].
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B. Calculating wind generating potential

We calculated the wind power generated over the 43-
year period from a typical modern wind turbine placed
in each grid cell. We assumed a turbine rotor diameter of
110 m, a hub-height of 100 m, a maximum rated power
of 4.1 MW and cut-in and cut-out speeds of 3 m/s and
25 m/s respectively.

The power output of a single wind turbine is given by

P =
1

2
ρairACpv

3, (9)

where ρair is the density of air, A is the area swept out
by the wind turbine blades, v is the wind speed in metres
per second and Cp is the performance coefficient of the
turbine—which we assume to be 40% in this analysis [40].

To estimate v at the hub height of 100 m, we used the
10-metre wind speeds (variable names V10M and U10M)
and the 50-metre wind speeds (V50M and U50M) from
the MERRA-2 Single-Level Diagnostics dataset [33]. We
used a power law relationship of the form

vh1

vh2

= (
h1

h2
)a (10)

to extrapolate these wind speeds to the hub height of
100 m [41]. In Eq. 10, vh1 and vh2 are the wind speeds at
heights h1 and h2, and a is a constant that depends on
site-specific geography. We estimated the atmospheric
density ρair at ground level from the the 2-metre air tem-
perature (variable name T2M) and the surface pressure
(variable name PS), and extrapolated to the hub height
of 100 m using the barometric equation [42]. We com-
bined Eq. 9 with the constraints on turbine operation
(cut-in speed, cut-out speed, and maximum output) to
create a piece-wise model for wind output at every grid
square:

P =





0 v ≤ 3

min(
1

2
ρairACpv

3, 4.1) 3 < v < 25

0 v ≥ 25.

(11)

We used these expressions to obtain a ‘wind power per
turbine’ and a ‘solar power per unit area’ at every point
on the MERRA-2 grid. We then averaged over all 2044
points in the grid to obtain a Europe-wide ‘wind power
per turbine’ and ‘solar power per unit area’ for every
hour in the dataset.

C. Estimating electricity demand

The European Network of Transmission System Oper-
ators for Electricity (ENTSO-E), which operates the syn-
chronous grid in Europe, requires its members to publish
hourly electricity demand data every year, and makes

this information publicly available [34]. However, not all
countries connected to the synchronous European grid
(CESA) are members of ENTSO-E, and the UK, Turkey
and the North African states in particular do not publish
hourly demand data on the ENTSO-E platform. Data
for the UK are available elsewhere [43], but Turkey and
the North African states were excluded from our analysis
due to data being unavailable. Some countries, such as
Ukraine and Albania, use the ENTSO-E platform but do
not reliably publish data. We only included in our analy-
sis the 36 countries that provided demand data for more
than 8700 hours of the year (out of 8760) in 2022—see
Appendix B. The borders of these countries define the
locations of the MERRA-2 grid points used to calculate
solar and wind generating potential.

We augmented demand data for missing hourly de-
mand values with linear interpolation. To model demand
over the full 43-year period of the MERRA-2 dataset,
we duplicated the 2022 demand data for each year 1980–
2022, as demand data is not available over the full period
covered by MERRA-2. For a detailed discussion of this
point, and further analysis of the consequences of using
a single year of demand data, see the Supplementary In-
formation.

D. Storage & Backup

In order to analyse the effects of adding storage and
dispatchable backup to a highly renewable electricity
grid, we had to choose technologies to capture these char-
acteristics. For storage, we chose lithium-ion batteries,
since this is currently the lowest cost battery technol-
ogy and has been widely studied in the context of future
grid-scale electricity storage [44, 45]. We followed the
cost estimates in [24] for a 4-hour Li-ion storage system,
and assumed that maintenance covered under the fixed
annual O&M costs ensures no degradation of the battery
over its life cycle [24]. For simplicity, we have assumed
perfect round-trip efficiency and no self-discharge for the
batteries. We would not expect any significant changes
to our results if these terms were included since, in our
threshold-based model, storage inefficiencies would lead
to natural gas backup being deployed slightly earlier.
This would increase fossil fuel emissions for each sce-
nario slightly, but would likely not affect the system cost
or the reliability of the grid.

We chose natural gas as the dispatchable resource in
this analysis. Ideally, this dispatchable backup would be
provided by a carbon-free source, but no current carbon-
free electricity source has the low capital cost and flexi-
bility required to be a suitable low-utilisation backup to
a grid with high penetrations of wind and solar. Using
natural gas also allows us to investigate the trade-offs
between carbon intensity, system cost, and reliability in
a future electricity grid.
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E. Running the simulation

The simulation works as follows. At the start of each
run, we specify five parameters:

1. The renewables overbuild factor

2. The relative proportion of wind and solar in the
generation mix

3. The total system storage capacity in GWh

4. The total natural gas capacity capacity in GW

5. A threshold to indicate when natural gas should
start being used (expressed as a percentage of the
total system storage capacity)

At each hour, we calculate solar and wind generation
based on the overbuild factor (where a ×1 overbuild fac-
tor means the installed capacity for wind and solar equals
peak demand) and the respective proportions of wind
and solar in the generation mix. If residual load (demand
minus renewable generation) is less than zero, then the
excess renewable generation is used to replenish the stor-
age up to its maximum value. If residual load is greater
than zero and storage levels are greater than the thresh-
old, then storage is called first to help meet demand. If
residual load is greater than zero and storage levels are
below the threshold, then the natural gas generators are
turned on to meet demand and to restore the storage
levels back to the threshold.

This threshold condition for dispatchable backup
ensures that the model operates without a perfect fore-
sight assumption, since the system operator’s direction
is simply to:

1) Never use natural gas unless storage levels are
below the threshold.

2) Restore storage levels to the threshold as quickly as
possible if they fall below the threshold.

This logic is expressed in a flow diagram in the Sup-
plementary Information.

The simulation cycles through each hour in the
43-year period and returns the total Loss of Load
Expectation (LOLE) in hours per year, as well as the
percentage of total electricity that was generated by
natural gas.

F. System cost calculations

For each set of generation capacity inputs, a total an-
nual system cost is calculated—neglecting transmission
costs.
To do this we take the overnight costs ION from Ta-

ble 1, and calculate the total investment cost per kW of
capacity in the year the construction is assumed to start
P0. We account for the fact that construction happens
over a finite period of time T , and assume a parabolic
spending pattern

P0 = ION
6

T 3
e−iT

∫ T

0

τ(T − τ)eπτei(T−τ)dτ. (12)

The total construction time T is assumed to be 2 years
for all technologies, π is the inflation rate (assumed to
be 4%) and i is the nominal interest rate (assumed to be
8%).
Then the annual payment A (capital recovery factor)

per kW of capacity is

A = P0

(
erL(erL − 1)

erL − 1

)
, (13)

where r = i− π is the real interest rate. This loan re-
payment in $/kW-year can be added to the fixed O&M
costs in $/kW-year and multiplied by the installed ca-
pacity to give a total annual cost for each technology.
Variable costs are assumed to be negligible, since wind
and solar have no fuel costs and natural gas generates
less than 2% of all electricity for every scenario consid-
ered in this paper.

To calculate total annual system costs, the costs from
the individual technologies (solar, wind, storage and nat-
ural gas) are summed together.
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Appendix A: Our method vs. renewables.ninja

While reanalysis datasets are routinely used to esti-
mate solar and wind generation in power systems mod-
els, there are questions surrounding the extent to which
these datasets can be relied upon to accurately predict
wind and solar electrical output at a given location. This
is the problem discussed by Pfenninger and Staffell in [7]
and [6]. Using similar methods to the ones described
here in the Methods section, they map weather data onto
the locations of existing renewables fleets around Europe
to estimate the total renewable output in each European
country over time. They then derive national calibra-
tion factors by comparing these to the reported national
wind/solar output in each country.

We note that biases in the underlying weather data
are one of a number of potential causes of this discrep-
ancy between estimated national output and reported
national output. Other possible contributions to the dis-
crepancy could be imperfect interpolation of MERRA-
2 data (which only represents an average over a wide
area) onto specific generation sites, imperfect models for
calculating wind and solar output from the underlying
weather data, <100% availability factors for wind and
solar generation facilities in real life, and sampling ef-
fects due to the distribution of generation sites.

To address concerns about biases in the underlying
weather data affecting the validity of our conclusions, we
have repeated our analysis using a dataset made avail-
able by Pfenninger and Staffell on the renewables.ninja
site [6, 7]. The dataset contains calibrated, hourly capac-
ity factors for most European countries over a 32-year
period between 1985–2016. This includes every country
in our dataset apart from Montenegro and Serbia. We
performed a weighted average of these national capac-
ity factors (weighted by national installed capacity in
2022 [46]) to arrive at an average European generation
figure for each hour.

The major differences between our dataset and the
renewables.ninja datset can be summarised as follows:

1) The renewables.ninja dataset applies country-wide
calibration factors to the underlying MERRA-2 data.

2) The renewables.ninja dataset uses the 2016 oper-
ating fleet to calculate the capacity factors, rather than
assuming that the entire fleet consists of modern wind
turbines and solar panels as we have done in the paper.

3) When calculating capacity factors for each country,
the renewables.ninja dataset uses the locations of the
2016 operating fleet rather than an area-average across
the country.

4) When calculating European-average capacity
factors for the renewables.ninja dataset, we weight each
country by 2022 installed capacity rather than by area
(as is done in the main text).

5) The renewbales.ninja dataset runs for 32 years
rather than 43 years.

We repeated the entire analysis of the paper using the
renewables.ninja dataset and generated equivalent plots
to the ones shown in the paper using the new dataset.
These plots are shown in the Supplementary Informa-
tion. While neither dataset is perfect, we find that our
results are insensitive to the choice of dataset used. This
gives us confidence that the results presented here reflect
the characteristics of a highly renewable, interconnected
European grid, and not the idiosyncrasies of the under-
lying weather data.

Appendix B: List of Countries Included in the
Analysis

• Andorra (microstate)

• Austria

• Belgium

• Bulgaria

• Croatia

• Czech Republic

• Denmark

• Estonia

• Finland

• France

• Germany

• Greece

• Hungary

• Italy

• Latvia

• Liechtenstein (microstate)

• Lithuania

• Luxembourg

• Monaco (microstate)

• Montenegro

• Netherlands

• North Macedonia

• Norway

• Poland

• Portugal
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• Romania

• San Marino (microstate)

• Serbia

• Slovakia

• Slovenia

• Spain

• Sweden

• Switzerland

• United Kingdom

• Vatican City (microstate)

NB: microstates have no published demand data on the
ENTSO-E platform, but we assume demand data for
these countries is included in the reported numbers for
surrounding countries (e.g it is assumed that Monaco
demand data is included in reported French data).
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I. FLOW DIAGRAM SHOWING THE SIMULATION LOGIC

Figure 1 shows the decision logic that was implemented at every time-step in the simulation. The

decision algorithm relies on a critical threshold model for dispatchable backup deployment, as described

in the main text.

Are current storage 
levels above the 

threshold?

Can renewables 
alone meet 
demand?

Can renewables 
and the remaining 

storage meet 
demand?

Can renewables, the 
remaining storage 

and gas backup 
meet demand?

Can renewables 
alone meet 
demand?

Can surplus renewable 
generation replenish storage 

above the threshold?

Can renewables 
and gas backup 
meet demand?

Can renewables, 
gas backup and the 
remaining storage 

meet demand?

Use renewables to meet 
demand. Use any excess 
renewable generation to 

replenish storage

Use renewables and as 
much storage as required 

to meet demand 

Use renewables, all the 
remaining storage, and as 

much gas as needed to 
meet demand

Use renewables, all remaining storage 
and all natural gas capacity to meet as 

much demand as possible

Use natural gas to help 
renewables boost the storage 

levels up to the threshold 

Just use renewables to meet 
demand and boost storage 
levels as much as possible

Meet demand using renewables 
and natural gas. Use any spare 

natural gas capacity to replenish 
storage up to the threshold

Use renewables, all the natural 
gas backup and as much storage 

as needed to meet demand

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO
NO

NO

NO

FIG. 1. Flow diagram showing the decision logic in the simulation.
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II. RENEWABLES.NINJA RESULTS

As discussed in the main text and in Appendix A, the analysis procedure described in the paper

has been repeated using the renewables.ninja dataset, which contains European wind and solar capacity

factors calculated from bias-corrected MERRA-2 data. The ‘renewables.ninja equivalents’ of Figs. 2-6 in

the main paper are shown below. The same diurnal and seasonal patterns are clear using both datasets,

although there is more year-to-year variability in the wind and solar output with the renewables.ninja

data. The increased variability may be due to the fact that our European-average capacity factor for the

renewables.ninja data relies on the 2022 installed capacity in each country rather than the area of the

country as in the main text. Also, the peak solar power output in the middle of summer is about 30%

lower for the renewables.ninja dataset compared to our dataset (100GW vs. about 130–140GW). This may

either be due to systematic biases in the MERRA-2 data, or due to the possibility that solar panels in

Europe in 2022 were actually placed in locations that were worse than the average European placement.

Such a scenario could have be created by the early adoption of solar technology in less sunny countries

like Germany and the UK. Interestingly, these differences in the underlying weather data do not affect the

results in the rest of the paper.
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a)

b)

FIG. 2. Recreation of Fig. 2 in the main text, using the renewables.ninja data.
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FIG. 3. Recreation of Fig. 3a in the main text, using the renewables.ninja method. Again, the results are very

similar, with a slightly stronger bias towards wind generation in the renewables.ninja data.

FIG. 4. Recreation of Fig. 3b using the renewables.ninja data. Slightly higher overbuild factors (about 0.5 higher)

are needed to achieve the same reliability targets with the renewables.ninja dataset, but the trends of required

overbuild as a function of storage capacity are identical to those shown in the main text.
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a)

b)

d)

c)

e)

i) i)

i) i)

ii) ii)

ii) ii)

iii) iii)

iii) iii)

FIG. 5. Recreation of Fig. 4 in the main text using renewables.ninja. The precise cost and capacity values are

slightly different from the main text, but the trends in a) are identical, as are the trends in outage information

shown in ii) and iii). In the 1% natural gas case, the increase in grid reliability is achieved with a doubling of natural

gas capacity, identical to the main text.
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c)

a)

b)

d) e)

i) i)

i) i)

ii) ii)

ii) ii)

iii) iii)

iii) iii)

FIG. 6. Recreation of Fig. 5 in the main text. All conclusions drawn from the figure in the main text can also be

drawn from this figure using the renewables.ninja data.
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III. USE OF A SINGLE YEAR OF DEMAND DATA

While 43 years of weather data was used for the simulation, only a single year of demand data was used.

Hourly demand data for European countries is available as far back as 2006 on the ENTSO-E platform,

but this data does not include all of the countries used in the analysis. Furthermore, ENTSO-E data

pre-2019 are archival and has not been validated by ENTSO-E themselves. Indeed, a cross-comparison of

ENTSO-E data with an EMBER Energy dataset containing annual electricity demand by country revealed

anomalies in the pre-2019 demand data from ENTSO-E. Data from Switzerland are shown as an example

in Fig. 7; clearly the hourly resolution data from ENTSO-E is only reliable post-2015 in this case.

The decision was therefore taken to use just a single year of demand data, since using data in the range

2019-2022 would only capture supply/demand correlations for four years out of the 43, and would likely

be unrepresentative anyway due to the change in demand patterns during the COVID-19 pandemic.

FIG. 7. Comparison of total annual electricity demand in Switzerland, when calculated using the hourly-resolution

ENTSO-E dataset (purple) and the yearly-resolution EMBER dataset (green). The grey markers show that the

ENTSO-E dataset recorded values for close to 8760 hours every year, but contains discrepancies compared with the

EMBER dataset pre-2015.
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FIG. 8. Average daily electricity countries for every European country deemed to have reliable hourly-resolution

demand data post-2006. Annual demand was normalised to 2006 levels to remove any long-term trends in European

electricity demand over time. The x-axis for each year is offset to the 3rd Monday of the year, so that the weekend

dips in demand line up for every year. Breaks in the lines show days with incomplete demand data.

In order to understand the effect that using a single year of demand data has on our results, we

produced plots like Fig. 7 for every country in our analysis. Countries where there was clear disagreement

between the EMBER and the ENTSO-E datasets were removed, and a time-trace of daily electricity

demand over the course of the year was plotted in Fig. 8 for the remaining countries. Approximately half

of the countries were removed during the cross-comparison with the EMBER data, including Germany.

The full list of remaining countries, whose demand data was aggregated to create Figs. 8-13, is: Belgium,

Bulgaria, Croatia, Czechia, France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania,

Slovakia, Slovenia and Spain

Figure 8 shows that, along with the seasonal patterns in demand, which repeat year-to-year, the biggest

impact on electricity demand is the day of the week. Weekends typically see a ∼20% reduction in demand

compared to weekdays, and these differences are much larger than the annual differences for a specific

day of the year. Correlations between supply and demand therefore represent a second-order effect when

considering annual demand patterns.

Fig. 9 shows these correlations between demand and renewable supply across the whole year. For solar,

a 1% increase in the average daily capacity factor correlates with a reduction in total electricity demand
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Annual: Demand vs Solar Generation

Weekdays: y = -1.76x + 242
Weekends: y = -1.78x + 213
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FIG. 9. Correlations between the average daily power demand and average solar (left) and wind (right) capacity

factors. The data points are split by weekdays (blue) and weekends (orange), and a linear fit is calculated for both

sets of data. The fit coefficients are shown in the legend, with a gradient of 1 implying a 1GW increase in electricity

demand for a 1% increase in capacity factor.
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April: Demand vs Solar Generation
Weekdays: y = -1.74x + 238
Weekends: y = -1.02x + 193
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FIG. 10. The same plots as shown in Fig. 9, except that only data for the month of April is shown. The trends

shown here are representative of the Spring months.

for these countries of ∼1.8GW. Meanwhile, a 1% increase in the average daily wind capacity factor is asso-

ciated with with a ∼0.8GW increase in electricity demand. While these correlations may seem significant,

there are two important points to note. Firstly, as mentioned above, this variation is minor compared to

the weekend/weekday demand variations. And secondly, much of the trend in Fig. 9 is due to seasonal
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July: Demand vs Solar Generation
Weekdays: y = 0.54x + 187
Weekends: y = 0.65x + 153
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July: Demand vs Wind Generation
Weekdays: y = -0.08x + 203
Weekends: y = -0.17x + 173

FIG. 11. Equivalent plots to Fig. 10 for the representative summer month of July. In general, the months of May-

September see only very weak correlations between wind/solar capacity factors and electricity demand.
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November: Demand vs Solar Generation
Weekdays: y = -2.25x + 240
Weekends: y = -2.11x + 208
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November: Demand vs Wind Generation
Weekdays: y = -0.02x + 217
Weekends: y = 0.02x + 186

FIG. 12. Equivalent plots to Fig. 10 for the month of November, which follows a very similar trend to the month

of October. Reasonably strong demand/solar correlations are observed in this case, but almost no demand/wind

correlations.

variations, which are already accounted for in a single year of demand data (since, even when consider-

ing a single year, electricity demand is clearly lower in the summer months when solar generation is higher).

To understand the correlations that may actually be lost when a single year of demand data is used,

we plot these correlations for every month of the year. Figs. 10-13 show the plots for a typical month in

each season of the year. Even in the months with the strongest correlations (spring and late autumn),
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January: Demand vs Solar Generation
Weekdays: y = 2.32x + 213
Weekends: y = 2.01x + 185
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January: Demand vs Wind Generation

Weekdays: y = -0.27x + 244
Weekends: y = -0.23x + 212

FIG. 13. Equivalent plots to Fig. 10 for the month of January. The demand/solar trend appears to be going in the

opposite direction than the rest of the months, although it should be noted that the x-axis range is comparatively

smaller for January, and that the results may be affected by the holiday season. December sees weak correlations

and large scatter for both wind and solar correlations.

the difference in demand between the days in the dataset with lowest wind and solar capacity factors and

the days with the highest wind and solar capacity factors is ∼15-20GW. This is well within the natural

scatter of the data, and is also smaller than the ∼30GW drop in demand on weekends.

It may be possible to build a synthetic demand model to account for all of these factors (as well as

future changes in demand patterns), but that is outside the scope of this work. We note simply that, while

supply/demand correlations are clearly present in the underlying data, they appear to be small enough

not to influence the conclusions reached in this work.
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