

  water-10-01197




water-10-01197







Water 2018, 10(9), 1197; doi:10.3390/w10091197




Article



Hydropower Future: Between Climate Change, Renewable Deployment, Carbon and Fuel Prices



Alessandro Ranzani 1, Mattia Bonato 1, Epari Ritesh Patro 1,*[image: Orcid], Ludovic Gaudard 2 and Carlo De Michele 1,*[image: Orcid]





1



Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Politecnico di Milano, 20133 Milan, Italy






2



Department of Management Science and Engineering, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA









*



Correspondence: epariritesh.patro@polimi.it (E.R.P.); carlo.demichele@polimi.it (C.D.M.)







Received: 17 July 2018 / Accepted: 31 August 2018 / Published: 5 September 2018



Abstract

:

Hydropower represents an interesting technology: affordable, renewable, and flexible. However, it must cope with climate changes and new energy policies that jeopardize its future. A smooth transition to sustainability requires decision makers to assess the future perspectives of hydropower: about its future revenue and related uncertainty. This investigation requires a multidisciplinary approach as both streamflow and energy mix will evolve. We simulated future streamflow based on eight climate scenarios using a semi-distributed hydrological model for our case study, the Tremorgio hydropower plant located in southern Switzerland. Next, using a hydropower management model we generated income according to these streamflows and twenty-eight electricity price scenarios. Our results indicate that climate change will modify the seasonality of inflows and volumes exploitable for hydropower generation. However, adaptive strategies in the management of reservoirs could minimize revenue losses/maximize revenue gains. In addition, most market scenarios project an increase in revenues, except in the case of high wind and solar energy penetration. Markets do not provide the right incentive, since the deployment of intermittent energy would benefit from more flexible hydropower.
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1. Introduction


Europe faces significant climate change-related challenges to its energy security. New meteorological conditions will affect energy generation, consumption, and transmission from local to regional scales [1,2]. Paradoxically, current goals to reduce CO2 emissions through greater investment in renewable energy infrastructure reinforce the impact of weather variables [3,4]. In parallel, some countries dismiss nuclear plants, which provide a stable baseload source of electricity. With growing concern towards safety concerns and global security issue towards nuclear power post Japan’s Fukushima disaster in 2011, political and economic policies are being re-evaluated in several countries [5,6,7,8]. Under these uncertain conditions, energy supply will ultimately struggle to match electricity consumption [9,10]. Hydropower can contribute to managing this changing panorama. This technology has a low carbon footprint in Europe [11], and storage installations have high flexibility to compensate intermittency [10]. However, various drivers jeopardize its future [12], which mainly relies on electricity prices and inflows [13].



Climate change is a key driver for hydropower. Since the last century, an increase in average global temperature has been observed, and it is expected to increase further in future [14,15,16]. The intensity and frequency of precipitation are also expected to change, despite the trend differing with the season and the region [15,17]. This will alter river-flow conditions, and in turn hydropower, which has been investigated from single catchments to a global scale [18,19,20,21,22]. The need for assessing hydropower generation in future climates is evident [23]. With new seasonality of inflows and annual volume of water exploitable for hydropower production [24], the management and revenue of hydropower plants will change [25]. Various studies investigating this issue often focus on a specific driver. Some research only considers the mutations in hydropower generation due to changes in runoff, exploiting hydrological models [26,27,28], while others consider the impacts of climate changes on the electricity market only [29,30,31]. Gaudard et al. [25] tried to fill this gap by providing a quantitative approach combining models from climatology, hydrology, econometrics and operational research applied to the Mauvoisin reservoir, Switzerland. Maran et al. [32] studied the effects of climate changes in management procedures in a system of basins in Val d’Aosta, Italy. Madani et al. [33] argued the necessity of introducing a combined analysis of the seasonality of water availability and energy demand, after analyzing a storage hydropower plant in California [34]. On this pathway, Gaudard et al. [35] proposed a multidisciplinary study combining modifications of seasonality in streamflow with a shift in the typical Italian price seasonality for a run-of-the-river hydropower plant. Finally, Schillinger et al. [36] provided a wider approach to future perspectives of hydropower, considering future paths of the electric market, extending the analysis to multiple markets. However, no study combines the future evolution of runoff with an extensive set of electric market scenarios computed with a bottom-up model, i.e., modelling the management of each unit in a system in order to deduce macro-level patterns.



Hydropower plants can manage the variation in seasonality of streamflow if water storage capacity is available [21]. Reservoirs can also provide human services, such as drinking water management, recreational areas, and downstream flood management. It also benefits aquatic life, erosion control and ecological flow requirements [37,38,39]. Some studies have investigated such multi-objective approaches for scheduling a hydropower plant rather than a singular objective approach [40,41,42,43,44]. However, in many case studies, the most prominent effect of climate change on hydropower remains the decrease in electricity production due to modification in hydrology and sedimentation [45,46,47].



Energy turnaround represents another key driver. Hydropower can play a vital role in the large deployment of intermittent renewable sources of energy like wind, solar and wave [12,48]. Storage and pump-storage plants are flexible or dispatchable, which means the operator can quickly change the power supplied. This contrasts with baseload installations, which provide a fixed amount of power, and intermittent energies, which only rely on resource fluctuations such wind and sun. Hydropower can backup and sustain the integration of other sources of energy. However, the deployment of new installations also affects the markets, in turn hydropower revenue. The originality of this paper lies in assessing and comparing the impacts of these two main drivers for the future of hydropower. In that respect, Switzerland represents an interesting context. Hydropower accounted for about 60% of the domestic electricity generation in 2017 [49]. In addition, nuclear power supplies most of the remaining 40% and will be phased-out gradually in the near future [50,51]. Here, we considered the case of Tremorgio power plant in Canton Ticino. To the best of our knowledge, no analysis focuses on that catchment, despite local characteristics driving the impact of climate change in the Alps [52]. Two neighboring installations could face a drop and a growth of electricity generation thanks to global warming. The mountainous context makes generalization difficult, but our case study has an advantage. This high-altitude Alpine installation is only managed for electricity-generation purposes. Other services have a limited impact on the management of the installation, according to our meetings with the operator. Thus, this case study can ideally isolate the impacts of climate change and electricity market drivers.



This paper adopts a multidisciplinary approach developed to give a wider description of the future of hydropower and an intuitive means to recognize the impacts of changing seasonality. We computed the future runoff using a hydrological model, according to specific climate scenarios that define local variation of temperature and precipitation. This straightforward approach represents an effective benchmark for decision-makers. This study was an opportunity to apply the recent hydrological model to a second catchment, thus proving its accuracy for a wider area of the Alpine arch. Then, a hydropower management model computed the reservoir operations, according to a wide set of electricity price scenarios. We developed and validated an existing management model to enable it to work with reservoirs of different dimensions. Thus, we quantified the impacts of climate changes and the future evolution of electricity market on runoff, revenues, and their related uncertainty. The final outcomes consist of comparing these impacts. Our case study places emphasis on a specific European country, but also raises more general questions relating to hydropower. It gives a perception of storage hydropower to diagnose the impacts of seasonality in the water-energy nexus with a long-term perspective.




2. Materials and Methods


In this section, we describe the hydrological model and the management model used in our assessment. Second, we focus on climate and energy price scenarios used as input for our model simulations. The relevance of the results obtained in terms of seasonality of streamflow and electricity prices is quantified using an optimization algorithm to obtain an outcome in terms of revenue. Finally, we introduce the case study and its data.



2.1. The Hydrological Model


We use a semi-distributed hydrological model proposed by Bongio et al. [26] to compute snow, liquid water precipitation and glacier mass balances. The model divides the basin into a set of elevation bands and estimates the cumulative daily streamflow entering the reservoir. The model sums three distinct discharge components: surface runoff due to precipitation and snowpack melting, surface runoff due to ice melting and the groundwater flow. The model accounts for the main hydrological phenomena: precipitation runoff, snowmelt, evapotranspiration, infiltration and groundwater flow. In particular, evapotranspiration is modelled with the long-term average temperature criterion [53,54]. Snow and ice melting are computed considering the degree day approach [55]. Infiltration and effective net precipitation are obtained with the Curve Number method (CN), given by the Soil Conservation Service [56]. Glacier dynamics are evaluated with the allometric relations proposed by Bahr et al. [57].



After this phase of processing, we compute the cumulative mass balance of runoff at the reservoir using Nash instantaneous unit hydrographs [58]. The hydrological model requires the following inputs:




	
Series of daily precipitation and temperature from the weather station(s) considered for the study basin. A pre-processing routine corrects measurement errors like snow plugging or wind-induced under-catch [59];



	
Data terrain model (DTM) to evaluate the catchment area and extrapolate the hypsometric curve for the subdivision in elevation bands;



	
Curve Number of the basin (CN);



	
Average long-term temperatures to compute the evapotranspiration (ETP);



	
Degree day parameters of the snow. They are calibrated using recorded daily temperature and processed solid precipitation series, minimizing the root-mean-square error (RMSE) (mm) by comparing values of simulated and real values of snow water equivalent (SWE).








The remaining input data are the Nash parameters and temperature lapse rate (TLR), a coefficient used to estimate the decrease in temperature with altitude [60]. These were computed comparing simulated streamflow with the observed ones, through three performance indices: RMSE (m3/s), the Nash-Sutcliffe efficiency (NSE) (-) [61] and the volumetric deviation (ΔV) (-) [62]. In particular, the volumetric deviation is an important parameter to consider for the purposes of this work, as errors in cumulated volumes will have great impacts on the results of the management model.




2.2. The Hydropower Management Model


We adapted the hydropower management model proposed in Gaudard et al. [25]. It aims at maximizing revenues according to the series of prices, inflows, and the technical constraints of the turbines, penstocks and reservoirs, as schematized in Figure 1.



As explained in the introduction, Tremorgio is mostly driven by electricity prices and the seasonality of streamflow. Electricity generation is scheduled in order to maximize revenue. The operator tries to supply when prices are high and store water when prices are low. This economic target is translated into an objective function for maximization of revenue. The best schedule of the turbines is found by implementing a local search algorithm, called Threshold Accepting (TA) [63,64,65]. The algorithm parameters consist of x steps, y rounds and z restarts. Rounds act on the number of times the threshold is reduced, steps determine the number of schedule modifications in each round, while restarts represent a re-initialization of the algorithm in a different point of the search space. In other words, it starts with a random initial schedule which is modified. The new solution is kept if the objective function is higher or degrades up to a specific threshold. After x steps, the model lowers the threshold, given by a data-driven process, and starts a new round of x steps. When all rounds are done, the model reinitializes the process in a different point of the search space: a new initial turbine schedule. This algorithm explores a wide space while converging to an optimum. The model finally provides the revenue and the behavior of the volumes in the reservoir, according to each price and runoff scenarios.



The model was initially built to simulate large installations with a long discharge duration. The reservoir constraints were low. To extend the applications of the model, we adapted it by allowing the turbine schedule to be continuous (from no to full power) rather than binary (on or off). We also implemented two approaches to consider the constraints of the reservoir volume. With large discharge duration, the modeller merely needs to evacuate excess water through the dam’s spillway. The algorithm tends to avoid spilling water, because it represents a loss of the revenue. In cases of short discharge duration, the algorithm must be explicitly guided. When the water level exceeds/falls below the reservoir level, the turbine/pump schedule is modified. For instance, no excess water is released through the dam’s spillway as long as electricity is not generated at full power. This approach speeds the convergence of the objective function when the reservoir constraints are high. For further details of the management model, see Supplementary Material S1 and Gaudard et al. [25].




2.3. Future Scenarios


We first considered the impacts of eight future climate scenarios according to Bongio et al. [26]. We first isolated the impact of climate change by assuming no changes in the electricity market. For each hydrological path and each year, the management model is run with randomly selected annual prices series from the historical data. The impact of twenty-eight electricity price projections were assessed in a second stage.



The climate scenarios introduce local-scale variations in the two principal meteorological variables (temperature and precipitation). This approach, rather than using outputs from regional climate models (RCM), is justified for its simplicity. It enhances interpretation of the results and their associated uncertainty. An important benefit for decision makers as several uncertainties may affect RCMs, especially in mountainous areas [23]. The straightforward simulations also enable us to efficiently consider the Monte Carlo approach. We ran all scenarios with 100 time series over the horizon 1 January 2017–31 December 2046 [66], to obtain the 95% confidence intervals for our climate scenarios. According to the variations introduced in temperature and precipitation series, the climate scenarios can be subdivided into four categories:




	
Future-like-present (climate scenario 1): This reference allows us to evaluate the effect of climate change simulated with the other scenarios. We randomly extracted years of precipitation and temperature series from the historical data. This preserves the intra-year dependence, but not inter-year dependence [26]. The extraction is repeated 100 times to assess the uncertainty associated with the future scenarios.



	
Warmer-future (climate scenarios 2–4): These scenarios assess the impact of warmer temperature only and neglect any trend in precipitation associated with a warming climate [67,68,69]. We modelled three rates of temperature increase: +0.03, +0.06 and +0.09 °C/year. Please note that the +0.03 °C trend is consistent with the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fifth Report scenario RCP8.5 [14]. Uncertainty is simulated by randomly extracting 100 series of precipitation and temperature which increase according to each trend.



	
Liquid-precipitation-future (climate scenario 5): this scenario set up an extreme climate warming future for snow-dominated catchments. All the precipitation is assumed to be liquid, neglecting temperature trends. The procedure to generate uncertainty uses a Monte Carlo technique as done in Bongio et al. [26].



	
Mixed scenarios (climate scenarios 6–8): these scenarios consider the combined effects of variations in temperatures and precipitation regimes. For each of these, 100 series of temperature and precipitation are extracted and then precipitation is assumed to be all liquid. Finally, all three temperature trends mentioned in the warmer-future scenarios are applied.








The twenty-eight projections of electricity price were taken from the study of Schillinger et al. [36]. Their model projects prices according to a certain condition corresponding to the evolution of the main drivers that will affect Swiss electricity market conditions. This “what-if” scenario approach provides insightful outcomes to understand dynamics. It aims to understand how renewable deployment, carbon and fuel prices can affect hydropower revenue. The projections used are linked to the day-ahead market, other markets are neglected. Table 1 provides the required information about scenarios for interpretation of the results.




2.4. Case Study and Data


We calibrated and validated the hydrological and hydropower models on the Tremorgio hydropower plant, situated in southern Switzerland, in the Leventina Valley, Canton of Ticino (46°29′25.01′′ N, 8°44′11.90′′ E). Table 2 presents the main characteristics of the Tremorgio catchment and hydropower installation. Azienda Elettrica Ticinese (AET) [71] provided the features of the reservoir and the power plant. We used GIS to compute the catchment characteristics.



The hydrological model requires meteorological data (precipitation and temperature), which was provided by the Federal Office of Meteorology and Climatology (https://gate.meteoswiss.ch/). We considered the nearest weather station, Piotta, which operates from October 2009. It is located at 990 m a.s.l., a lower elevation than the reservoir and the catchment. This could induce error in the computation of discharge [72]. The CN parameters were calculated as the weighted average of the CN map obtained from the Corine Land Cover raster map of Switzerland [73]. The average long-term temperatures come from a report on Ticino climate [74]. AET also provided the past daily data of runoff (series 2012.1.1–2016.12.31) for the Leventina Valley, as well as the 15-minute electricity generation schedule (series 2008.1.1–2015.12.31). Finally, the electricity spot price for Switzerland was taken from EPEX SPOT SE (see http://www.epexspot.com/) for the period 2007.1.1–2016.12.31.





3. Model Calibration and Validation


3.1. Calibration and Validation of the Hydrological Model


The hydrological model was calibrated based on 2012 observed data and validated with data of the period 2013–2016. Figure 2 compares and correlates the observed and simulated discharge for all the years of analysis. We also computed three indices to quantify the accuracy of the model: the volumetric deviation (ΔV), The Nash-Sutcliffe efficiency (NSE) and the Root Mean Square Error (RMSE). The value of volumetric deviation (ΔV) shows an overestimation of 2%. The NSE is equal to 0.68 [75,76] and the RMSE is 0.14 m3/s, indicating an accurate approximation. We also calculated the NSE value for the different seasons. It is 0.59 in spring, 0.75 in summer, 0.58 in autumn, and 0.80 in winter. Due to the absence of glacier coverage in the study catchment, the contribution of ice melt, i.e., the glacier mass balance, is neglected from the hydrological model.



The model captures the peaks in all years except for the years 2014 and 2015. This might be due to the low altitude and geographical position (in another catchment) of the weather station [60]. The Alps display a high spatial variability of precipitation; therefore, the station can underestimate or unrecord some events [72]. The snow melting computation also neglects factors like solar radiation [77], which could slightly affect the results. Future improvements of the hydrological model should include a more accurate description of this phenomenon. Nevertheless, the monthly values remain accurate (NSE > 0.9, RMSE ~ 0.05 m3/s), due to the small scale of the variability of the phenomena [78]. In the case of storage hydropower, we can expect that the misrepresentation of peaks will not affect the results, as they can be managed by the reservoir.



Table 3 provides the parameters obtained with the calibration and validation. The value of the runoff time parameter (kliq) is low because the catchment is very small. We also assumed that the time parameter of snow (ksnow) is 300 times kliq, because no studies were available. This conversion is based on the fact that the saturated snow conductivity is between 0.003–0.3 m/s [79], which is 9–900 times lower than the average velocity of a flood wave in the hydrographic network. The log parameter of sub/groundwater response (kbase) [26,80] and the temperature lapse rate (TLR) [60] come from the quoted literature. For further details, see Supplementary Material S1.




3.2. Validation of the Management Model


A heuristic optimization model must find the right balance between getting closer to the general optimum and limiting computational burden. The steps to calibrate the management model are described in the Supplementary Material S1. The model was validated as it provides revenue as high as the historical one. It can even outperform these results because we assumed “perfect foresight” conditions, which means inflows and electricity prices are known in advance. This represents an advantage for the model compared to historical management. Therefore, the curves on Figure 3 do not fit perfectly. However, this figure highlights that the model accurately simulates the actual management of the reservoir.





4. Future Scenarios: Results and Discussions


4.1. Climate Change Effects on Flow Regimes


We simulated 100 synthetic time series of discharge for the period 2017–2046. We extracted the 95% confidence intervals for discharge for 2020, 2025, 2030 and 2045 to show the changes over time. Figure 4 shows the average daily discharge and the respective annual volumes for the year 2030. For detailed results, see Supplementary Material S1.



The discharge shows the typical behavior of snow-dominated catchments, characterized by seasonality in the runoff. Discharge is very low in winter due to cold temperatures and mainly solid precipitation. At the beginning of March, the temperatures rise, snow starts to melt, and runoff increases. From October, discharge decreases again because of falling temperatures. There is an offset between the period of the year in which snow falls on the ground and when it becomes liquid. The features listed above are well represented by the future-like-present scenario (climate scenario 1) in Figure 4. We can, therefore, guess the impact of temperature increases and precipitation evolutions on the seasonal availability of water. Figure 4 shows the effects induced by all eight climate change scenarios on discharge in terms of seasonality and cumulated volumes. The warmer-future scenarios (climate scenarios 2–4) exhibit an anticipation in spring peaks. The increase in the temperature would progressively anticipate seasonal snow ablation peaks, in turn affecting the shape of the discharge regime. In contrast, the annual volume of water does not change much, as precipitation does not evolve. The impact in this scenario remains limited because the catchment has no glaciers, which are very sensitive to climate change [26]. Here, only snowpack is impacted, reducing the effects of such scenarios. Comparing the results of discharge for warmer-future scenarios at 2030 with 2045, we observe lower values for the peaks and unlike in 2030, a drop of 11.5% in the daily mean discharge for climate scenario 4 is observed (for further information see Supplementary Material S1).



In liquid-only precipitation scenarios (climate scenarios 5–8), all the runoff becomes immediately available, snow does not “store” water. The catchment shows an immediate response to every event of precipitation and the seasonality is lost, as seen in Figure 4. The liquid-only precipitation climate scenarios indicate a theoretical limit case for a snow-dominated catchment and emphasizes the role of the loss of seasonality on the hydrological cycle [35]. In addition, the absence of glaciers in the catchment leads to no substantial inter-differences between temperature scenarios. Finally, the annual volume of water dramatically decreases in these scenarios, already in 2030. This is linked to the fact that an increase in the amount of liquid precipitation means an increase in ETP rate. In addition, as Tremorgio is a mid-altitude basin, the average monthly temperatures used in the computation of ETP would be higher, making this a significant influence. Please note that if temperature increases and there is a reduction of snow cover, then vegetation will increase; as a result, the ETP will also increase, affecting the runoff.




4.2. Impact of Climate Change on the Hydropower Plant


We ran the management model with the eight discharge scenarios in 2030 and the one in 2045 to assess the impact of climate changes on hydropower. We isolated this driver by only considering the historical electricity price. Figure 5 shows the average annual volumes of water in the reservoir for all the scenarios in 2030.



Warmer-future scenarios (i.e., climate scenarios 2–4) do not differ much from the base scenario. The curves are correlated, even if climate scenarios 3–4 anticipate the lowest level by 10 days. This pattern results from an anticipation of spring peaks, which means water can be emptied earlier. In addition, the increase in temperature lowly affects the annual volumes, the hydropower management, and in turn, the revenue. The 2030 base scenario’s income oscillates on the order of 1–2% (Figure 5). Liquid-only precipitation scenarios (i.e., climate scenarios 5–8), will tend to align water and price seasonality. Currently, in a Swiss snow-dominated catchment, the availability of water and the prices are out of phase. Runoff is scared in winter when prices peak and abundant in summer when prices drop. For optimal management, dam operators fill the reservoir in summer and empty it in winter. In the liquid-only precipitation scenarios, the offset between the two peaks diminishes. The increased runoff in winter can be immediately used, rather than being stored for generating during another price peak season. Less water is available in summer and must be transferred in winter. Under these climate conditions and for the purposes of maximizing revenue from hydropower production, the reservoir becomes oversized.



Please note that it is optimal to manage at the top, i.e., trying to reach the upper level of the lake at least once a year. A management at the bottom of the reservoir would not benefit from the hydraulic head effect [25]. A lower level means less energy generated by the amount of water, and in turn, lower revenue. This on-top management also appears in climate scenario 4 in 2045, where lesser runoff is expected. The relative reduction of revenue according to base scenario confirms the relevance of this strategy. It reduces losses, even at present, up to 10–12% in liquid-only precipitation scenarios and 8% for scenario 4 in 2045. Losses of revenue are present and cannot be avoided, but a proper management strategy can mitigate the impact of climate change, guaranteeing an improvement of 3% and about 4% in terms of energy and revenue losses, respectively.




4.3. Impacts of Electricity Price Scenarios


We do not present the impact of the twenty-eight spot electricity market scenarios on the reservoir volumes management, because it is marginal. We focus on the impact on incomes in 2030. Figure 6 shows the boxplot of the incomes of each price scenario, normalized with respect to the observed income of 2015.



The results are aligned with those found by Schillinger et al. [36], and differ slightly in the percentages of variation of median normalized income. Most price scenarios show an increase in income. In fact, only the deployment of renewable energy (R+, R−) represents a threat to hydropower. However, the increase in fuel or carbon prices can compensate for this loss of revenue. The worst price scenario (R+), i.e., a wind and solar increase of 10% more compared to EU reference scenario, exhibits a drop of 12% in the incomes. As shown by the German experience, an injection of photovoltaic (PV) and wind energy into the market provokes a rightward shift of the electricity supply curve and consequently a fall in spot prices [12]. In contrast, price scenario C++F++R− (a fast increase of carbon and fuel prices, a weak increase of wind and solar) generates an increase of 71% in hydropower incomes. If the EU trend is followed, the income will increase by 41%, thanks to a strong increase in fuel and carbon prices [70].




4.4. Mixed Scenarios


The mixed scenarios were built by combining one scenario from the climatic and three scenarios from the economic and computing the normalized incomes with respect to 2015. The liquid-precipitation future (climate scenario 5) was selected because the effects on volumes and incomes were the most significant. Water volumes and incomes decrease by 9.7% and 10%, respectively. The economic scenarios modelled consider the evolution of prices according to reference EU-Trend (+40% with respect to 2015 income), the so-called R+ scenario, which presents the highest income lost (−14% with respect to 2015 income), and the C++F++R− scenario, which conversely presents the highest increase (+70% with respect to 2015 income). We selected a few representative scenarios for the sake of clarity. Considering too many would not add much relevant information in terms of fundamental dynamics, as the reservoir can manage seasonality. It may have been more critical for a run-of-river installation.



The results in Figure 7 outline how the reduction of incoming volumes is balanced by the increase in prices implemented in the EU-Trend and C++F++R− scenarios, as the relative income increases in both cases (+24% and +50% respectively). On the other hand, the combination of economic and climatic scenarios that together implement a reduction in water volume and income causes the greatest reduction in normalized income at −23%. The main uncertainty for hydropower revenue comes from the electricity price. In contrast, for security of supply issues, climate change matters, as we see a significant drop of electricity generation, although this can be mitigated by smart management.



These considerations are obviously site-specific, linked to the hydrology and climatology of the area considered. The climate scenarios implemented are simple and, especially the liquid-only precipitation climate scenarios, are not suitable for short-term analysis, but could be a good theoretical comparison for long-term climate projections, especially for snow-dominated catchments. However, the losses in terms of electricity generation are aligned to studies present in existent literature for western Europe [31]. In addition, it was demonstrated the capability of the hydrological model to simulate with good accuracy in other catchments in the northern side of Alpine arch, while previously its performances had only been assessed on the Italian side [26,35].





5. Conclusions


This study assessed the future perspectives of hydropower in the challenging energetic Swiss framework through a case study in Leventina District, Canton Ticino. We considered the main drivers: climate change, renewable deployment, carbon and fuel prices. Climate change was modelled through a set of eight scenarios, implementing increasing trends in temperature and modification of the precipitation regime. A semi-distributed hydrological model was used to obtain future inflows. We investigated the impact of other drivers on hydropower according to twenty-eight electricity market scenarios. We simulated the impact on hydropower incomes thanks to a management model [25], which we modified. Climate change is likely to reduce the volume of water available for hydropower production and anticipate spring peaks in the discharge regime. We show that more water in winter and less in summer is expected in this catchment, as predicted in many other Alpine catchments in southern Switzerland. However, an optimal hydropower turbine schedule can mitigate these losses, including by benefiting from the maximum hydraulic head in managing at the top of the reservoir. Future market scenarios underline the antagonism between new renewable energies (wind and solar) deployment and hydropower revenue. The current market design undervalues the flexibility of hydropower (required to manage the intermittency of new renewable). Fortunately for hydropower operators, an increase in fuel and CO2 price can compensate for these losses, as observed in the ongoing European energy market. However, uncertainties involved in the study should not be overlooked, as problems are complex and many factors play an important role. There is obviously room for further investigations, including other case studies and comparing the analysis of these models on different types of hydropower plants (storage, run-of-the-river, and pumped-storage). There is a greater need to study the role of and factors influencing hydropower in the long term, due to the recent development and deployment of new and advanced energy storage technologies in the electricity grid.
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of the hydropower management model, after Gaudard et al. [25]. 
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Figure 2. Time series plot (a) and comparison (b) between the simulated and observed discharge for 2012–2016. R2 is the correlation coefficient. 
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Figure 3. Comparison of the actual and simulated reservoir volumes for Tremorgio (1 January 2012 to 31 December 2012). 






Figure 3. Comparison of the actual and simulated reservoir volumes for Tremorgio (1 January 2012 to 31 December 2012).



[image: Water 10 01197 g003]







[image: Water 10 01197 g004 550] 





Figure 4. Daily discharge in Tremorgio reservoir for all climate scenarios modelled in 2030. They represent average values obtained from a 95% confidence interval. The mean annual volume variation relative to scenario 1 is shown for all scenarios. 
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Figure 5. Evolution of the reservoir’s volumes in 2030 for all climate scenarios, with a 95% confidence interval. The mean income variation relative to scenario 1 is shown for all scenarios. 
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Figure 6. Boxplots of normalized incomes (according to 2015) for all price scenarios in 2030. 
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Figure 7. Boxplots of normalized incomes (according to 2015) for 2030 mixed scenarios. 
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Table 1. Price scenarios used in this work, according to [36].
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	Scenario
	Explanation





	EU Reference Scenario (Scenario 1)
	As in EU Energy Trends 1



	Base Price 2015 Scenario (Scenario 2)
	Carbon or fuel prices supposed to be equal to 2015



	C+ (Scenario 3)
	Slow increase of carbon price (35 €/t in 2030)



	C++ (Scenario 4)
	Fast increase in carbon price (50 €/t in 2030)



	F+ (Scenario 5)
	Slow increase in fuel price (+50% until 2030)



	F++ (Scenario 6)
	Fast increase in fuel price (+100% until 2030)



	R+ (Scenario 7)
	Stronger increase in wind and solar (+10% relative to EU Trend)



	R− (Scenario 8)
	Weaker increase in wind and solar (−10% relative to EU Trend)



	Combinations (Scenarios from 9 to 28)
	Combination of all the scenarios







1 EU reference scenario [70].
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Table 2. Main characteristics of the Tremorgio power plant, reservoir and catchment.
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Tremorgio Basin and Power Plant






	
Catchment area (km2)

	
5.07




	
Glacier coverage (%)

	
0




	
Maximum elevation (m a.s.l.)

	
2635




	
Minimum elevation (m a.s.l.)

	
1830




	
Reservoir volume available (Mm3)

	
5.54




	
Maximum reservoir elevation (m a.s.l.)

	
1830




	
Minimum reservoir elevation (m a.s.l.)

	
1800




	
Power plant elevation (m a.s.l)

	
950




	
Maximum discharge (m3/s)

	
1.6




	
Type of turbine

	
Pelton




	
Power installed (MW)

	
10




	
Efficiency (-)

	
0.75
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Table 3. Parameters after calibration and validation for Tremorgio basin. kliq is the runoff time parameter, ksnow is the time parameter of snow, kbase is the time parameter of groundwater, DDFmin is the minimum value of degree-day factor, DDFmax is the maximum value of degree-day factor, and TLR is the temperature lapse rate.






Table 3. Parameters after calibration and validation for Tremorgio basin. kliq is the runoff time parameter, ksnow is the time parameter of snow, kbase is the time parameter of groundwater, DDFmin is the minimum value of degree-day factor, DDFmax is the maximum value of degree-day factor, and TLR is the temperature lapse rate.





	n
	kliq

(days)
	ksnow

(days)
	kbase

(days)
	DDFmin

(mm/d°C)
	DDFmax

(mm/d°C)
	TLR

(°C/100 m)





	3.5
	0.06
	18
	14
	1.05
	3.35
	0.58











© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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