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4. NEM Case Study

1. PV In future electricity industries

Growing concerns over climate change and the security of electricity
Supply due to uncertainties in fossil-fuel priceS and their avallablllty have ¢ USing 2010 hourly demand and simulated PV generation in the NEM and

¢ Brown & black coal, CCGT, OCGT and PV generation options.

contributed to the rapid growth of large-scale renewable energy (RE)
generation over recent decades. Solar photovoltaic (PV) in particular
has received growing attention given its rapid technology progress and
dramatic price reductions in recent years. Energy and climate policies
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fuel prices and new-build technology costs in 2030 (source: 2012 AETA by BREE).

¢ Consider different PV penetrations and expected carbon prices for a range
of thermal generating plant portfolios.
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¢ Analysing future generating plant portfolios with PV against multiple e

policy objectives including overall industry costs, associated cost _ Examples of gen. dispatch based on RLDC for 5% and 20% PV
risks and CO, emissions given a range of future uncertainties.

¢ Gaining high-level insights into the potential impact of different PV —_————————— —— — e
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