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Abstract—Pricing schemes are an important smart grid feature
to affect typical energy usage behavior of energy users (EYs
However, most existing schemes use the assumption that a tary
pays the same price per unit of energy to all suppliers at any
particular time when energy is bought. By contrast, here a
discriminate pricing technique using game theory is studid. A
cake cutting game is investigated, in which participating BJs in a
smart community decide on the price per unit of energy to chage
a shared facility controller (SFC) in order to sell surplus energy.
The focus is to study fairness criteria to maximize sum benes to
EUs and ensure an envy-free energy trading market. A benefit
function is designed that leverages generation of discrimate
pricing by each EU, according to the amount of surplus energy
that an EU trades with the SFC and the EU’s sensitivity to prie.
It is shown that the game possesses a socially optimal, andree
also Pareto optimal, solution. Further, an algorithm that can be
implemented by each EU in a distributed manner to reach the
optimal solution is proposed. Numerical case studies are \gn
that demonstrate beneficial properties of the scheme.

Index Terms—Smart grid, cake cutting game, shared facility,
discriminate pricing, social optimality, Pareto optimality.

|. INTRODUCTION

NE of the main stimuli behind adopting energy man:-
agement in smart grid is the use of different pricingeg

schemes, in which an energy entity changes the price of

unit electricity according to the generation and demand §
as to motivate users to modify their attitudes towards ele

tricity consumption and supply [1]H[3]. Particularly, Withe

advancement of distributed energy resources (DERS) rdifte
pricing techniques can assist the grid or other energyiesitit
such as shared facility controllers (SFEZB) operate reliably

and efficiently by obtaining some energy supply from th

energy users (EUs)4].

Over the past few years there has been significant interd
in devising pricing schemes for energy management in smi
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1An SFC, as we will see in the next section, is an entity thaesponsible
for managing energy of different shared facilities of a sncammunity.

grid. These schemes can be classified into three general
categories: time-of-use pricing; day-ahead pricing; aesal-r
time pricing [5]. Time-of-use pricing has three differemniging
rates: peak, off-peak and shoulder rates based on the time of
electricity use by the EU§[6]. Day-ahead pricing is deteei

by matching offers from'generators to bids from EUs in order
to develop a classic supply and demand equilibrium price at
an hourly interval[[F]. Finally, real-time pricind 5] refe to
tariffed retail charges for delivering electric power antbry

that vary over hour-to-hour, and are determined through an
approved methodology from wholesale market prices. Other
pricing schemes that have been discussed in the literature
include critical peak pricing, extreme day pricing, andrexte

day peak pricing[b]. Discussion of various pricing scheffioes
energy management in smart grid can be foundJin [8]-[15] and
the references therein. Nevertheless, an important sityiia

most of these pricing schemes is that all of the EUs decide on
the same selling price per unit of energy at a particular time

With the increase in government subsidies for encouraging
the use of renewables, more EUs with DERs are expected to
be available in the future [16]=[20]. This will subsequgntl
ad to a better completion of purchasing targets for SFCs
rorder to maintain electricity for shared facilities in a
mmunity [21]. This is due to the fact that the opportunity
f an SFC to trade electricity with EUs can greatly reduce its
ependency on the grid, and consequently decrease the cost
of energy purchase. However, not all EUs would be interested
in trading their surplus energy if the benefit from the SFC
is not attractive[[4]. In particular, as we will see shortlyis

an happen to EUs with limited energy surplus and/or with
igher sensitivity to price whose respective return coudd b
[y small. Nevertheless, as shownl[ih [4], one possible way t

dress this problem is that these EUs can sell their enérgy a
a relatively higher price per unit of energy, within a rezsiole
margin, compared to EUs with very large DERs (and/or, with
lower sensitivity to the choice of price) without affectitigeir
revenue significantly.

It is natural to think that the benefit to the end-user will
increase if the price for selling each unit of energy incesas
However, we note that in an energy market with a large number
of sellers the buyer has many choices to buy the electricity.
Hence, a significantly higher price per unit of energy from a
seller can motivate the buyer to switch its buying from that
expensive option to a seller who is selling at a comparativel
cheaper rate[[22]. Thus, even with a higher selling price
per unit of energy, the net benefit to a user may decrease
significantly if the amount of energy that it can sell to the
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b . the SEC in thi b I TTABLE I: Numerical example of a discriminate pricing schemigere an SFC
uyers, L.e., the In this case, becomes very small. nééuiresAO kWh of energy from two EUs and the SFC's total price per unit

type of phenomenon has occurred recently in the global aflenergy to pay to the EUs 60 cents/kWh.
market [23]. This can further be illustrated by a toy example
as follows.

Consider the numerical example given in Tafle | whete

Case 1 Case 2
Payment to EU1 (cents/kWh) 20 18

EU1 and EU2 sell their surplus energy to the SFC to meet Payment to .EUZ (cents/kwh) 20 22

) ) ; . . Energy supplied by EU1 (kWh) 35 32
the SFC's40 kWh energy requirement. It is considered th tE fod by EUZ (RWh z S
EU1 and EU2 have DERs with capacity 86 kWh and 10 Nergy supplied by (
kWh respectively (and EU1 is significantly larger than EUR__ Revenue of EU I(cents) 700 | 576 (-17%)
in terms of available energy to supply). In case 1, EU1 and Revenue of EU 2(cents) 100 | 176 (+76%)
EU2 sell 35 and 5 kWh of energy to the SFC at a price of_ _ Cost to the SFC(cents) 800 752 (:6%)

20 cents/kWh. Hence, the revenues of EU1 and EU27afe
and100 cents respectively and the total cost to the SFRD%
cents. In case 2, EU1 and EU2 choose their prices differengéigtablished. We propose an algorithm that can be adopted by
and sell their surplus energy at rates I&f cents/lkWh and each EU in a distributed manner to decide on the price vector
22 cents/kWh respectively. Now, due to the change of price iy communicating with the SFC,"and the convergence of the
case 2, if EU1 reduces its selling amounsi(since the price algorithm to the optimal‘solution is demonstrated. Finaig
is reduced) and EU2 increases its surplus amourst kh present some numerical case studies to show the beneficial
(as the current price is high) the resulting revenue chatmesproperties of the proposed discriminate pricing scheme.
576 and 176 cents respectively for EU1 and EU2 whereas the We stress that the current grid system does not allow such
total cost to the SFC reduces 762 cents. Thus, according discriminate pricing among EUs. Nonetheless, the ideaioépr
to this example, it can be argued that discriminate pricirjscrimination is not new and has been extensively used in
is considerably beneficial to EUs with small energy (reven@sonomic_theory. For instance, the effect of price discrim-
increment is76%) at the expense of relatively lower revenuénation on social welfare is first investigated in 19331[25],
degradation (e.g17% in case of EU1) from EUs with larger whichuis further extended with new results [n_[26] and][27].
energy capacity. It further reduces the cost to the SF6%y Inrecentyears, the authors in [28] study the airport cotigres
However, one main challenge for such price discriminatid?ficing technique when the airline carriers discriminatéhw
among different EUs, which is not discussed [in [4] and yé&@spect to price. In[29], the authors use a new panel of data
needs to be explored, is the maintenance of fairness of prife buyer-supplier transfers and build a structural model to
distribution between different EUs to enable such schemeseimpirically analyze bargaining and price discrimination i
be sustained in electricity trading markets. For exampllnd @ medical device market. The study of intertemporal price
EUs are not happy with the price per unit of energy that théljscrimination between consumers who can store goods for
use to sell their surplus energy, or if they envy each othBture consumption needs is presented.in [30], and thetsffec
for the adopted discrimination, energy-markets that peactiof third-degree price discrimination on aggregate conssme
such discriminate pricing schemes would eventually distini Surplus is considered in [31]. Further, a framework for fési
Hence, there is a need for solutions that can maintain tloe prise of cloud resources through profit maximization and price
disparity between EUs in a fair manner, whereby considerifgscrimination is studied in[[32]. In this context, we also
their available surplus energy and. their sensitivity tongea €nvision discriminate pricing as a further addition to real
of price, an envy-free energy trading environment with awietime pricing schemes in future smart grid. Such a scheme
to obtain a socially optimdlenergy management solution igS particularly suitable for the energy trading market when
ensured. the SFC may want to reduce its dependence on a single
To this end,this_paper complements the existing pricinglominant user. For example, in the toy example the SFC may
schemes in the literature by studying the fairness of sefgct 'ely heavily on Userl who has a large surplus for the same
different prices for-different EUs in smart gricdowever, Price model. However, by giving more incentive to Usethe
unlike [4], where a two-stage Stackelberg game is studied, wFC managed to reduce its dependence on Ws»r buying
take a different approach in this paper. Particularly, wel@we less energy from it. Please note that this could happen in a
a cake-cutting game (CCG)for selecting discriminate prices rea@l-world scenario in which a buyer pays a small supplier
for different users. In the proposed CCG, the EUs with small@ relatively higher price in order to help the small supplier
available energy can decide on a higher unit price, and tHEOW, and at the same time to reduce the dependence on a
price is also adaptive to the sensitivity of EUs to the choicdngle big supplier. Such trading will prevent the possipil
of price. A suitable benefit function is chosen for each of tHf the big supplier growing too big and creating a monopoly,
EUs that enables the generation of discriminate pricingsso Which could lead to a serious problem in the long run. Please
to achieve aocially optimalsolution of the game. Thus, also,note that examples of such differentiation can also be found
Pareto optimality is directly implied by this socially optal in current standard Feed-in-Tariff (FIT) schemles| [33].

solution, and hence an envy-free energy trading market isThe remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The
system model is described in Sectibh Il and the problem

2A socially optimal solution maximizes the sum of benefits loEAJs in of price .dlscrlmlnatllon is studied _as a CCG in Section !”;
the smart grid network [24]. We provide numerical case studies to show the beneficial



SHARIACHGFETREBIICR (FKC) extra revenue. Each EbJ charges the SFC a prigg, per unit

C of energy for selling its,,. p,, ¥n do not need to be equal
-)s’ to each other and can be varied according to the amount of
surplus at each EU and the EU’s sensitivity, > 0 to the

| choice of price. The SFC, on the other hand, wants to buy
| this energye,, from each EUn in order to meet the demands

E | of the shared facilities of the community. We assume that the

Shared facilities consisting of water pumps, lifts, corridor lights, parking

gates and parking lights. || SFC has a budget constrai@t and hence, the sum of what
A the SFC needs to pay to all EUs needs to satisfy,
S ewpn < C. (1)

i ,_ Please note that such a budget is necessary to prevent the
Knesgr e (L g comat of cuelels nd apkrongac ok routo EUs _from increasing their _seII_in_g price per unit of_gnergy
' considerably and thus maintaining market competitiveness
Fig. 1. Demonstration of the elements of the consideredesyshodel and \yhich may arise due to allowing EUs to decide on the selling
the direction of the flow of power and information within thgstem. . . . . = .
price through interacting with the sBcThis budget also
enables us to decouple the SFC’s decision making process
wf buying energy from the EUs (which is the main focus
of this work) from the problem of the SFC’s buying energy
from the grid. However, the budget, which facilitates price
discrimination in the proposed scheme, needs to be chosen
) i e such that it'is always lower than the total price that the SFC
Consider a smart grid system consisting/6fEUs, where eeds to spend buying the same amount of energy from the
N = |N], an SFC and a main grid. Each BUe N can be qig and thus always benefits the SFC in terms of reducing
considered as a single user or a group of users connedigdt This is due to the fact that if the total money that the
via an aggregator that acts as a single entity. Each EUdgc pays to the EUs becomes equal to (or greater than) the
equipped with DERs such as sola[ﬁa_anels and wind turbing$,qunt that it needs to pay the grid, the SFC will not be
and does not have any storage fadlitylence, EUn needs encouraged to buy energy from the EUs as the SFC can buy all
to sell its surplus energy, if there is any, either to the SFgs required energy from the grid independently. Neveess)
or to the main grid after meeting its essential demand i g jitable value for a budgét may depends on many other
order to make some extra revenue. Due to the fact'that f3@ors e.g., how willing is a user to sell its surplus to #FC,
buying pricep, buy 0f @ main grid is considerably lower than,hich requires human behavioral models to obtain reasenabl
pricing within a facility [35], it is reasonable to assumath esimates. For example, as a rational entity, eachiBkbuld
the EUs would be more keen to sell their surplus to the SRfg interested in charging the SFC as much price per unit of
instead of to the grﬂi Alternatively, if the payment from energy as possible for selling its surplus. However, on the o
the SFC is not sufficiently attractive to any EU, the EU mayanq “a very high price may discourage the SFC from trading
schedule its equipment for extra consumption or may choo&gy energy with the EU and rather motivate the SFC to buy
to sell to the grid instead of selling to the SFC. The SFGs anergy from the grid. On the other hand, if the sellingeri
on Fhe other hand, pontrols the electricity consumption @k 5n EU is too small, this may compel the EU to withdraw
equipment and machines that'are shared and used by the BYSrplus from the energy market as the expected revenue
on a regular basis, and does not have any energy generafigp, energy trading with the SFC would be significantly lower
capacity. Therefore, the SFC relies on EUs and the grid $or §onetheless, in this paper we consider a general settiag, .
required electricity. Essentially, the SFC is interestetuying 5 budgetC' for the SFC when it buys energy from the EUs.

as much-energy as possible from the EUs as the buying priceNow, the choice of pricg,, by an EUn is also restricted by

per unit of energy from the main grid is significantly higher-,{s sensitivity to the choice of price. For example. as diseal
All the EUs, the main grid and the SFC are connected I vy ! price. xampre,

S . Tablell, a smaller price may not affect an EU with a ver
each other through power and communication lifes [1]. . P y y

. . . e surplus (i.e., lower sensitivity), but it can sigrafitly
schematic representation of the considered system mode Iér the total revenue of an EU with lower available energy
shown in Fig[L.

To thi 4 let that at dicular time duri (higher sensitivity). In this context, it is considered tthlae
q 0 'i Tzr:h ej\;;sh assume that at a ?ar |cutir tlTe ut”ngpﬁcepn per unit of energy that an ElW asks from the SFC
tay eI?C'th teth ;ign er:ert%y sur_;()j US_t?]f-L ati vtvan S I(depends not only on the available energyto the EU but
0 sell either 1o the or to the gnid with a view 10 Makg s on the the EU's sensitivity,, to the choice of price,
3An example of such a system is a grid-tie solar system witstorage WHiCh is chosen motivated by the use of preference/releetan
device [34]. parameters in[[21],[122], and [38]-[40, captures the
4For example, in the state of Queensland in Australia, théngeprice
of electricity is 16.262 cents/kWh during off peak hours (which is almost

double during peak hours) [86], whereas the buying price le€tecity is 5As we will see later, EUs and the SFC interact with each othethée
6.348 cents/kWh under Queensland's Feed-in Tariff schdmé [37]. proposed scheme to decide on the price vector.

properties of the proposed scheme in Sedfioh IV. Finally,
draw some concluding remarks in Sectioh V.

II. SYSTEM DESCRIPTION



sensitivity of each EU’s benefit from changing the per ungontingent on the following assumptions:

price and thus is used to quantify the differenttypes of @iy 1y gach EUn is a rational entity and wants to choose a
For example, if one user hasalarge amount of sgrplus, he may price p, per unit of energy as close to the maximum
want to sell the energy at a relatively cheaper price contpare possible priceP,, e.g., equal to the grid's selling price,
to a player who has a small surplus to sell. This is due to the ;¢ possible.
fact that players with larger amount of surplus energy miht 2y gy, is sensitive to its choice of price per unit of energy
more interested in selling all the energy for a higher gaid an through the parameter,,, and thus the choice af, is
thus will be flexible in reducing their price for selling more restricted by the choicgyai "

. . . n-
energy. Hence, a relatively lower price may not affect the|r3) An EU with large surplus of energy has relaively lower

revenues significantly [15]. On the other hand, a user with ™ 1,5 qinal benefit compared to the EUs with lower surplus
a small energy surplus will not be more keen to sell energy ¢,; the same choice of pricel[4].
unless the price per unit of energy is considerably higher as

otherwise the expected return will be very small. Hence, thiPte that a utility function with decreasing marginal benefi
evaluation of a change in price per unit of energy as well as tif Shown in[44] to be appropriate for energy users. Then, the
willingness to increase the price may not be same to both e property is also used to design utility functionsir] [15
players. We capture this aspect through a parametewhich , [39], and [40], where the players participate in games
is multiplied by the price per unit of energy (i.e., to cagtur’©F Making decisions on energy trading parameters inctudin
the fact that a similar price may be interpreted differetyy Price and energy. To this end, the chosen utility functio@h
different EUSs). glso possesses th_e proper_ty of decl|r!|ng marginal benedit an
Also, as a rational entity each E wants to increase the IS close to the utility functions used in [15]. [22], arid [40]
price p,, per unit of energy that it charges the SFC as mudpease note that the authors modeled a two—levgl ggn@ln [40]
as possible. However, the maximum priBg chosen by each and Stackelberg games-in [15] and|[22] for designing energy
n needs to be such that it does not exceed the grid's sellifitgn@gement for'smart grid. Therefore, a similar property is
price p, per unit of energy. For example, I, is greater than uSed to.-model the utility function of the proposed game.
grid's selling pricep,, clearly the SFC will not buy any energy ~ To.thatend, the net benefit,, that an EUn can attain from
from the EU. To this end, each ElJ may want to increase Selling its surplus:,, to the SFC at a pricg,, can be defined
pn to @ maximum value of?, per unit of energy for selling 8S
its surplus and the choice of prigg, is determined by 1) the P

surpluse,, available to EUn, 2) EU’s sensitivity«,, to the Xn(pn) = o Xndgn
choice of pricep,,, and 3) finally, the budget available to the — po %2, 3)
SFC such that{1) is satisfied. nPn T Ty P T Enlbne

Now, to determine the energy trading parameter= The benefit function in[{3) is a quadratic function pf,
[p1,p2, - Pns -, pn], €aCh EUn interacts with the' SFC to which leverages the generation of discriminate pricing [4]
decide on the pricg,, per unit of energy that it wants to chargepetween different EUs of the system. As can be sedd in (3), the
the SFC for selling its energy, with a view to maximizing proposed benefit function possesses the following pragzerti

its benefit. To capture the benefit to each EUwe propose ) S . .
a benefit functiam X,,. In standard game theoretic research 1 T2he benefit function is a concave function pf, i.e.,
" ' 92X, < 0. Hence, the benefit of an EU may decrease

e.g., [41], the benefit function is an input to the game, whose . excessively highy,.. This models the fact that
outcome needs to be a real number, and illustrates the change ) T . .

. . : ) i the if the price is very high, the SFC may restrain from
in benefits corresponding to the change of a player’s chdice o buving enerav from the EU. which will eventually reduce
action or environmental parameters. Note that benefit fonst ying gy ' y

can be a combination of parameters with different dimerssion [;) I'T’isxbpeencé(fei? fgﬁzggt&rog eelzei;%:):et;ascijrllggfunction oP
H n n
and units to capture the effects of the change of parameyers and a decreasing function of,. That is %= > 0 and

the players. Forinstance, in [42], the authors consideiligyut 5X o 0Py 7 )
function, which is‘a combination of transmission rate arel th 54 < U- Therefore, a EU with higher sensitivity will be
cost of transmission in order to show how different choices ~Prone not to change its selling prige significantly.
of price and transmission rate can affect the benefits to tAegraphical representation of the properties of the benefit
respective player. I1_[40], the authors use a welfare fancti function X,, is shown in Fig[R.
for their game, in which the welfare function is a combinatio It is important to note that for sustainable energy tradimg i
of total cost of energy trading and the square of the amountafsmart grid system the overall system benefits from trading
energy traded by the player. Further, a non-cooperativeeganeeds to be profitable. Otherwise, EUs with significantlydow
is proposed in[[43], in which a utility function is combiningrevenue from energy trading would not participate in such
the cost of energy and the quantity of energy to be sold. trading [15], which will eventually diminish the energy diag
Now, we propose a benefit functioXi,,, which is based on market. In this context, the objective of each EUin the
a linearly decreasing marginal benefit, system is to interact with the SFC in order to determine agpric
X, = Py — appy — 0 @) pn PEr unit of_energy, within the budgét in (@) of the SFC,
’ so as to sell its energy surples such that the sun}_, X,
6Also known as utility function and welfare function. over all EUs in the system is maximized. Mathematically, the




500 IIl. CAKE CUTTING GAME

A. Brief Background

CCG is a branch of game theory that deals with the division
of some finite pool of resources in a way that meets certain

- zofi = valuation criteria or objectives of the players splittinget

E resource [[46]. Formally, the cake can be represented as a
2 convex set, which is the total budgét ¢ R of the SFC in

@ 0 Point of maximum benefit . . . .

5 this proposed case. Each playemwill receive an allocation

z —o—P, =380, =Le=7 pnern Of this C' by choosing a suitablg,, with the property

—-200r _ _ _
a—P,=38a =15e=7

pnen € C. Now, before proceeding to the design of the
proposed game, first we discuss some key properties of a

n
A F’n = 38,(‘1n =15, e= 13
n

- L P =48,a =15,e=13 R
0 il i CCG [486], which are relevant to the proposed scheme as
follows.
600 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ . .
10 15 N TR 40 45 1) The allocation vectop* = [p%,p5,..<,pN], which con-
tains the outcome received by each playee N via
Fig. 2: Demonstration of the effects of different paran®ten the net benefit distributing the cake” is completeif
achieved by an EU by trading its energy with the SFC. As canelea $rom
the figure, a higher sensitivity,, leads the EUn to achieve its maximum Z enpy = C. (5)
net benefit at a lowep,,. Also, as the surplus of an EU decreases, it achieves n

its maximum net benefit at a relatively higher price comparether EUs. . . . . . .
2) An allocation is called aocially optimalallocation if the

allocation has the property

X(p*) = X(p), (6)
wherep = [pi,p5,...,Pn,...,pY] foranyn e N.
objective can be expressed as 3) An allocationp* possesses the property Bareto opti-
mality if no player with an allocatiop’, can be better off
max X (p) = max |3 (Pnpn _ %‘pn? _ enpn) . @ with a share,.; without hurting at least one other player.
P LA Mathematically, an allocation with’, andp}, is Pareto

optimal, if there exists no other allocation containjng

such that) ", e,p, < C. Now, to explore how each EW in
andp,2 such that

the proposed system can identify a priggwithin the budget

C in [@) such that their objective i](4) can be attained, we Xo1(p1) < X1 (P1) A Xn2(pts) < Xna(pn2),

propose a CCG in the next section. Vnl—1.2 N 3n2—1.2 N:iptpts €p*. (7)
T oAy Ly ey Ll T oLy Ay ey yPnlrPn2 .

We stress that the proposed problem can also be solvet) If acomplete allocatiorp* of a CCG is socially optimal,
by using other techniques such -as dual decomposition or it is also Pareto optimal[46].
other centralized schemes. In order to solve the problem in
a distributed fashion and thus allow the EUs to maintainrthe, proposed Game
privacy (i.e., not to disclose private information likg, and
P,, to the SFC and other EUs in the network), we choose
use a CCG over other centralized techniques. As discusse
[45], sharing such private information not only allows tHeCS
to control the EUS’ energy usage behavior, but also enabées
SFC to access the EUs’ private lifestyles, which is a sigaific
privacy concern at present. Hence, certain informatiochsu
asa,, (the sensitivity of a user to the change of price), nee
to b.e. kept private and should not be shared with the SFC. 0. solution of the game. Formally. the proposed CC@an
addition, although the SFC may solve the proposed problemblg defined by it ;

. o i e y its strategic formlas

a centralized manner if it has access to the private infaonat
the EUs may be concerned that the SFC could madifyand I ={N,{P,}nen, X}, (8)
thus distribute the total budget in favor of the EUs that have . . .
good relationships with the SFC, which is especially pdesibWhe_reN is the set of pl_ayers, €., .EUS’ in the game and
if the EUs and the SFC do not trust each other. Thereforer 'S the set of strategies of EUW, Le..p, € Pn, ¥n,
ConSidering the above-mentioned factors, we choose to use Bjnce the EUs do not have storage facilities, all EUs withrggnsurplus
distributed technique such as the proposed CCG that leadsvilbbe interested in participating in the game to make rexems long as

a solution with desirable properties like social optimakind the offered price is more than the grid’s buying price. Hertbe proposed
CCG falls within the example of game theoretic problems whmmpetitive

being envy-free, while at the same time preserving the pyivay,yers participate in the game to increase their utilites,, studies in[[22]
of the EUs. and [39], [40].

To decide on the energy trading parameitgr each EU in
éﬁe smart community interacts with the SFC, and we propose
A'cGr to capture this interaction. In the proposed CCG
E, each EUn decides on its selling price,, through the
onsidered game and offers the price to the SFC. The SFC,
on the other hand, compares the received price vgttoom
Il the EUs and decides whether the total expense is within
% budgetC, i.e., if the expense satisfidd (1), and thus decides
t



that satisfy [(IL). In[{(B), the choice of each Et), € P, principal sub-matr JZ, it can be shown thalZ, is always
affects the choice of other EUs in choosing their suitableositive, i.e.,|JZ;| > 0, |JZs| > 0 and so on. Therefore,
selling price due to the presence bf (1). Hence, the proposEd is positive definite or?, and thusZ is strictly monotone.
CCGII can be considered asvariational inequalityproblem Hence,I'(P,Z) possesses a unique COS][47]. Furthermore,
I [47], in which the choice of strategies of multiple playerslue to the presence of the joint constralidt (1), the CCS & als
are coupled througlhl1). Hence, variational equilibriurhjck  the unique global maximizer of](4) [47], which subsequently
is the solution concept of variational inequality problemean proves that the CCS is theocially optimalsolution of the
be presumed as the solution of the proposed GC&or the proposed CCQAl. |
rest of the paper, we will use the terrake cutting solution Whereas the CCQI is shown to have a socially optimal
(CCS) to refer to a variational equilibrium of the proposedolution, in order to divide the budgét among the EUs in an
CCGII. efficient manner it is also necessary that the budget shauld b
Pareto optimal. We note that in a Pareto efficient allocation
EU can change its strategy without hurting at least one amoth
EU in the network. Therefore, if the allocation is both sdgia
%nd Pareto optimal, the allocation of price per unit of egyerg
between different EUs will be fair and envy-free. To this end
X(p,p*,) > X(pn,p",,), first we note that the s%:ial optimality of the CCS has a'l.{gady
been shown in Theorel 1. Therefore, according to Propérty 4
¥n €N, pn € P, Z enpn < C, ©) in Section[II-A, demonstrating the existence of a complete
" allocation of price between the EUs will subsequently digtab
wherep_,, = [p1,Pn, - -, Pn—1,Pn+1, - - -, PN]. the Pareto optimality of the CCS.
Now, due to the coupled constraiff (1), the Karush-Kuhn-
Tucker (KKT) condition, using the method of Lagrange mul-

Definition 1. Consider the CCGI in (8), in which X is
defined by(). A set of strategiep* constitutes the CCS of
the proposedI if and only if the strategy set satisfies th
following inequalities:

C. Properties of CCS tipliers [49], for the EUn’s choice onp,, in (@) can be defined
as
In this section, we investigate the properties of the CCS.
In particular, we determine whether there exists a socially P —anpn —en — 1 = 0,7 2 0, (13)

optimal CCS of the proposed CCIG. Essentially, a socially- 54

optimal solution maximizes the total benefit to all the EUs in

the smart grid, and thus is suitable for allocatiorCoin order - (Z enPrn — C) -0, Vn. (14)
to maximize the overall system benefit. m

Theorem 1. There exists a socially optimal CCS of thdlere,r, is the Lagrange multiplier for EW. Itis important to
proposed CCAI between the EUs in the smart grid. note that if any strictly monotone variational inequalitop-

) ) lem constitutes a CCS such as the proposed case (according

_ Proof: First we note that the proposed CCIB is @ to Theorenfll), the multiplier,,, ¥n possesses the property

variational inequality problem as we have‘mentioned earlier.. ~ o vy, [47]. As a consequence, it is clear from Theofém 1
Therefore, the CCGI can be defined as'(P,Z), which  ang [12) that for the proposed CCG the total allocation of
can be used to determine a vecfpre P € R™ such that budget between the EUs is equal@ i.e., > pne, = C.
(Z(p*),p — p*) > 0, Vp € P [48]. Here, Thus, the allocation isomplete and consequently the CCS of

Z = (Vo XnlDn)) ner (10) the proposed CCGI is Pareto optimal.

andP is the vector of all strategies of all EUs in the networkR€mark 1. Since, the solution of the CCGl possesses

The solution of thel(®, Z) is the CCS. Now, the pseudo-& solution, which is both socially and Pareto optimal, the
gradient of the benefit f’uncti0E|(4) i5 48] ’ allocation of price per unit of energy between different EUs
will be fair and envy-fr

aipr +e1— P _ - . )
Qopa + es — Py Another important characteristic of the decision making
Z= ) , (11) process of a EWh concerning its choice of a pricg, per
: unit of energy can be explained frol {13). Sineg,> 0 Vn,
anpn +en — Py P
. n — €n (15)
whose Jacobean is Pn < — ="
o 0 - 0 Thus, an EU with higher energy surplus and/or higher sen-
0 o --- 0
JZ = : : . : ’ (12) 8The i order principal sub-matriA; can be obtained by deleting the last
: : ’ g — ¢ rows and lasty — 7 columns from ag x g matrix A.
0 0 - an 9Such an envy-free property allows each EU to trade its ssrphergy
. . with the SFC without envying other EUs in the network for tlegments they
In GE)' oap forn=1,2,... . Nis always positive. Now, by receive, and thus ensures market transparency despitedisicrimination and

considering the:™ leading principal minodZ,, of the leading consequently enables such an energy trading market to bairsds



sitivity to the choice of price needs to choose a relativelyn investigating how the considered energy trading scheme
smaller price per unit of energy compared to EUs with loweran be conducted in an envy-free environment so as to
surplus and/or lower sensitivity in order to reach the dbcia achieve a socially optimal solution by using the proposécepr
and Pareto optimal CCS if the proposed COds adopted. discrimination technique. Once such price discrimination

established, extending the proposed work to a time-varying
D. Algorithm environment is an interesting topic for future work. Notatth

Now, to design an algorithm for the EUs to reach th e electricity price in real-time pricing schemes is dedid

desired solution of the CC@, we first note that the proposed :cfferentlyl at dn‘feretnt tlmeshof th?hdag baseg or: thte_c.(:ndﬂ
game is a strictly monotone variational inequality problerr? Several parameters such as he demand, €lectricity gener

Therefore, the CCS can be attained by solving the garH%n’ and the reserve of energy !n the system. Therefore, the
through an algorithm, which is suitable for solving a moma&o proposgd SCh_eT“e has the p_otent!al to bantomgyated iako su
variational inequality problem. To this end, we proposege u a re_al-tlme pricing sch_eme,_m V.Vh!Ch Fhe energy c_ontrollgym
the S-S method [50], which is shown to be effective to sol ecide to adopt the_prlce dlscrlmln_a'qon at a particulaetiof
monotone variational inequality problems in]15], to sotlie the day, whenever it seems beneticicy.

proposed CCGI. Essentially, the S-S method used in this
paper is a hyperplane projection method that requires tap-w )

communications between EUs and the SFC in the network to!© Show the effectiveness of the proposed scheme, we
reach the CCS. A geometrical interpretation is used wheoe tffONSider an example in'which-a number of EUs with energy
projections per iteration are required. For instancey/léte the SUTPIUS are participating.in supplying energy to the SFC in
current approximation of the solution &fP, Z). Then, first a time of |ntlerest. The energy S“rP'US of e"?‘Ch_ EU to supply
the projection-(p') = Projp[p* — Z(p')] is computel and a to the SFC is assumed to be a uniformly distributed random
point z* is searched for in the line segment betwgérand Vvariable in the ranggs.6,12.25] kwh [L3]. The target per unit
r(p") such that the hyperplarie 2 {p € R|(Z(k'), p—z") = price P, for all n € j_\/,|s assumed to be5 cents, which is in

0} strictly separateg* from the solutionp* of the problem, fact €qual to the grid's selling price [21]. This value is eds
Then, oncedH is constructedp'™! is computed in iteration on the rationality assumption of the EUs where each EU is

t +1 by projecting onto the intersection of the feasible Bet willing to charge the SFC as m_uch as the grid for selling its
with hyperspace?® 2 {p € R|(Z(k'),p — =) < 0}, which energy. The budget of the SFC is considered td (¥ cents,

which is chosen to maintain the conditippe,, < C < P,e,

contains the solution set. _ ; i
The proposed algorithm is initiated with the announcemelfifoughout the simulation process. Further, the choic€’ o

of a total budget by the SFC to buy electricity from the corfiiSo chosen _SlfCh thf"‘t the_pripg for any EUn does not go
nected EUs. The SFC can set the budget using any statistR@iPW the grid's buying pricg pyy = 8.00 cents/kWh [21].
technique such as a Markov chain model based on historid&iS IS necessary to ensure that all EUs are interestedlingsel
budget data sets [51]. Upon receiving the information abait to the SFC instead of to the grid. The sensitivity parameter
budget and determining its own requirement, each EU decid&s vn IS chgsen randomly from the _r_angjb, 3]_ Thu_s, a
the amount of energy that it wants-to sell and submits it fpnsumer witha,, = 1 is Ie_ast ser!s_lt!ve to its chqce of
the SFC. Once, the budget is set and the surplus of each Biif€ Whereas consumers with sensitivity3 are considered
is determined, all the EUs participate in the proposed acg to be strictly constrained to the price choice. Nevertrelés

through Algorithm1 and.reach the optimal price vector, i.ei.s important to note that all parameters used in this study ar

the CCSp*, for selling their surplus energy to the SFC. Thearticular for this example only and may vary according ® th
details of the algorithm:in shown [ 1. needs of the SFC, weather conditions, time of day/year and

the energy policy of the particular country.
Proposition 1. The algorithm proposed in Algorithil 1 is  To that end, in Fig[13, we first show how the proposed
always guaranteed to.reach the CCS of the proposed CGfame with10 EUs converges to its CCS solution when we
IL adopt Algorithnl. Firstly, according to this figure, the @
&f price of each of the participating EUs reaches its CCS
er thes" iteration of the algorithm. Hence, the speed of

IV. CASE STUDY

Proof: To prove Propositiofil1, first we note that the S-

method is based on a hyperplane projection technigue [43, : ; , X
which is always guaranteed to converge to a non-em algorithm is reasonable. Secondly, different EUs date

solution if the variational inequality problem is strictigono- different prices to pay to the SFC for energy trading, which

tone [47]. It is proven in Theoref 1 that the proposed OCG is mainly due to the way that th_e pricing sch(_ame is designed.
is strictly monotone over the choice pf, vVn. Therefore, the Note that although the target prigg, Vn per unit of energy is

proposed AlgorithniI is guaranteed to always reach a ndpnsidered similar for all EUs, the energy surpluses abvla

empty CCS, and thus Propositibh 1 is proved. g 1O them are different. Also, different EUs have differing
Note: Please note that the proposed game is a static gap@Sitivity to the pricing policy. As a consequence, onee th

and therefore does not consider the effect of the changedfC II reaches the CCS, the socially optimal price vector

parameters across different time slots. Here, we considefStitutes a different price per of unit energy for each BU a

single time instant and keep the entire focus of the stufgmonstrated in Fidl3.
It is important to note that the outcome of the proposed CCG

10projection Prgp [k] = arg min{||w — k||, w € P}, Vk € R™ [15]. IT is significantly affected by the size of the cake of the game,



Algorithm 1: Algorithm to reach the CCS of the proposed CCIG

Start

- The SFC announces C.
- Each EU n decides on its surplus e,,.
- Each EU n sets P, and a,,.

|

- Determines p,, = p&'! to charge the SFC.
- Determines 1, = P, — a,p, — €,.

end if :
______________________________________________________________ | lws

- The SFC determines p,, = pj,.

- Beginning of iteration t. L
Exeouted by each EU . l TThe SFC instructs the EUs to update
---------------------------------------------------------- ] their offered prices in the next time slot. Executed by the SFC
' g0 ek Tl et R RXeaile Dy e B e
1 Each EU n: ! r NO i
! Computes the hyperplane projection r(p5) and updates p5™ = r(ph). ; :
L i) =0 H
' Determi ] i |
4 . erm!nm Py Po o chargo the SRC. 1 Each EU n subsnits 1, SEC checks:
H - Determines T, = P, — a,p,, — €. H s e SFC sln bl
! else i+ Pnand e, to the 5 Is T, > 0,vn?
} - Determines the hyperplane z£ and half space HY, from the projection. | { And
i - Updates p+! from the projection of p§ on PN HY. !
I '
'
'
I
I
'
'
'

Is Enenpn = €7 |

- The CCS of the proposed CCG I1 is achieved

End  Enerpy trading initiales between the SEC and EUs, <—~;— :TI:e_SFC instructs the EUs to terminate the
| iterations.
e ———————— e rm——— |
20 —————r—————— 140
)
18k ! 1 *
! N —6—C =1000 cents
. & 1200 > : ‘ 1
168 I 1 N =0~ C = 2000 centy
: AN = p>=C = 3000 cents
2 1 1000- hN .
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3 12f ——v—9 2 o .
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Fig. 3: Demonstration of the convergence of the proposedmtlyn[d to the Fig. 4: Demonstration of the effect of the total budget of 8%€C and the
CCS of the proposed CC@. It is noted from the figure that the price vectornumber of EUs that are sharing the budget on the average nefit@chieved
reaches its CCS afted™ iterations. by each EU participating in the proposed CCG

i.e., the total budget available to the SFC, and the numighieved by each EU decreases due to sharing the same budget
of participating EUs that are sharing the cake between théththe SFC. For instance, as the number of EUs increases
through choosing a suitable price per unit of energy. Now, oM 10 to 40, the average benefit for sharing00 cents by
show the effect of the number of EUs that are sharing t§800sing a suitable price per unit of energy decreases from
budget of the SFC through the proposed CHGNG consider 1250 to 390, which is around &8% decrement. Essentia”y,

an example where four different of EUs are sharing the SF@®ore EUs taking part in energy management enables each
budget in order to maximize their net benefits by choosingEH to take a smaller share of the budget, which subsequently
suitable price per unit of energy. The graphical represiamta reduces their benefits in energy trading with the same total
of this considered study is shown in Fg. 4. We change tidget.

number of EUs froml0 to 40 with an increment ofl0, and Another interesting aspect that can be noticed from the
show the average net benefits achieved by each EU of eaffect of the SFC's budget on the overall energy trading
respective case in the figure. According to Fi§j. 4, first wecheme is that the same budget may not be suitable to
note that as the number of EUs increases, the average bemgfttourage all the EUs from EU groups of different sizes to



TABLE II: Demonstration of the effect of SFC'’s total budget the partic-
ipation rate of EUs (with surplus energy) in energy tradiigs considered
that if any EU does not receive a minimum paymentQf,,y = 8.00
cents/kWh it does not trade its energy with the SFC. Thuswerddudget
for a large number of EUs subsequently decreases the pageerdte of the
EUs’ participation in energy trading with the SFC. Here, #utual numbers
of EUs that participate in energy trading are shown wherbbyr ppercentages
compared to the total EUs in the network are shown within traekets.

parametery,, Vn, which we show in TablETll. For this case,
we assume that all EUs in the system are equally sensitive
to their chosen price per unit of energy, i.e., they have the
samecq,,, Vn, whereby their available surpluses to sell to
the SFC are different as in previous examples. We consider
five sensitivity parameters including0, 1.5, 2.0, 2.5 and 3.0,
where 1.0 refers to the case when the EUs are insensitive

Percentage EU participation

Budget (cen'S) "1yl EU =10 | Total EU=20 | Total EU=30 | Total EU=4# | to the choice of price per unit of energy amdindicates
1000 10 (100%) 8 (40%) 6 (20%) 0 (0%) . I .
2000 10 (100%) 30 (100%) 18 (60%) 16 (40%) maximum sensitivity of .the EU. The average net peneflt to
3000 10 (100%) 20 (100%) 30 (100%) 32 (80%) the EU atw,, = 1 is considered as the baseline and is used to
4000 10 (100%) 20 (100%) 30 (100%) 40 (100%) compare how the average net benefit to the EUs varies as their

sensitivity is altered in the system. As can be seen in Tahle |
the average net benefit to the EUs decreases as the seynsitivit
increases. For a budget ab00 cents, for instance, as the
sensitivity parameter increases fromto 3, the average net
benefit to the EU reduces hiy.1%. In fact, as the sensitivity
increases, the choice of price becomes more restrictednfor a
EU, which consequently reduces its net benefit. A reduction

TABLE IIl: Demonstration of the effect of the sensitivity r@aneter of EUs
on their average net benefit. For this particular example,1@l EUs are
considered to possess the same sensitivity parameterall.&€Us have the
same sensitivity to their chosen price per unit of energye &@kerage net
benefit per EU is compared, i.e., percentage decrement agnstthin
brackets, with the case when all EUs possess= 1, Vn.

S ENERRICHIEE A W Tt in net benefit with increasing sensitivity is also observed f
o, (Budget C = 1000 cents) (Budget C = 2000 cents) .
1 521,71 945,00 a budget of2000 cents. However, for the higher budget, we
155 486.27 (- 6.6%) 904.6 (- 4.2%) find two modifications.in terms of achieved average net benefit
20 466.06 (-10.6%) 88147 (- 6.7%) . | he b fi EU i he bud f
25 45278 (-13.2%) 86525 (- 8.4%) per EU. F_|rst y, the ene it per increases as the budget o
30 442.93 (-15.1%) 852.48 (-9.8%) the SFC increases, which is explained in Hi§y. 4. Secondly,

the decrement of average net benefit per EU for different

sensitivity parameters compareddq = 1 is relatively lower

fora larger budget. For example, as the sensitivity paramet
trade their energy with the SFC. In this regard, we show:tlecreases from to 3, the average net benefit per EU reduces
participation rate of EUs from different sizes of EU groups-ito 9.8% for a budget of2000 cents, whereas this reduction
Tablel. It is assumed that if the price per unit of energyt thas 15.1% for 1000 cents. This is due to the fact that although
an EU charges the SFC for selling its energy falls bebgw.y,  «,, is considered the same for all EUs, the available surplus of
which is considered to b8.00 cents/kWh for this-particular each EU is different, which enables discriminate pricingw\
case study, it does not participate in energy trading. Thishased on the available surplus, each EU chooses its price per
due to the fact that, as explained in Sectidn Il, the expectadit of energy, which increases for a larger budget (as stiown
return from selling energy for the EU becomes very smalkig.[4). As a consequence, the difference between net benefit
Now, according to Tabl&lll, for a similar budgét of the reduces at a higher budget compared to the case of a lower
SFC, the participation rate of EUs reduces considerably lagdget.
the number of EUs in a group increases. For instance, for aHaving demonstrated some properties of the proposed dis-
budget of1000 cents,100% EU participation is observed from criminate pricing scheme, we now show how the proposed
a group of10 EUs, whereby the participation rate decreasegheme can be beneficial to both the EUs and the SFC
to 40%, 20% and0% respectively for EU group size @0,30 compared to the traditional case when both parties trade the
and40. Nonetheless, by increasing the budgethe SFC can energy with the grid. To show this comparison, we assume
encourage more EUs to be involved in the energy trading withat the selling and buying prices per unit of energy set ley th
the SFC and can reduce its total cost of energy trading. Thgsid are44 and8 cents per kWh as discussed earlier in this
as shown in Tabl&lll, the proposed scheme can essentiabction. To this end, we first consider in Tablg IV how much
assist the SFC in deciding on its budget with a view to inaeasnergy the SFC can buy within its budget if it only buys from
participation, if appropriate, with the SFC. the grid, compared to the case in which the SFC buys from

Remark 2. It is important to note from the above discussion irtlhe users through the proposed scheme. Then, in Table V, we

Fig. @ and Tabl&]l that a suitable choice of the SFC's budgspow the total monetary benefit EUs can attain if they choose

C is critical to successful adaptation of energy managemer?t sell their surplus to the SFC instead of selling the surplu

in the community through the proposed CCQGas this may 0 the grid.

possibly affect the average net benefit per EU as well as t eln Table[l, we show the amount of energy that an SFC can

total cost incurred by the SFC. The proposed scheme has Uy from .EUS if the proposed scheme is adopted as the SFC
) ) : S . . changes its budget fronh000 cents t02000 and then3000

potential to assist the SFC in deciding on its budget in order . .
. . . cents. We note that as the SFC increases its budget, more EUs

to encourage more EUs, if feasible, to take part in energy . . : . - :

trading with the SFC ould be interested in taking part in energy trading Wlth the

' SFC (e.g., as shown in Talilé I1), which subsequently in@gas

Furthermore, the choice of price and consequently the dbhe amount of energy that the SFC can obtain from the

tained net benefit by each EU is also affected by its sertsitivparticipating EUs. A similar increment in purchasing eryerg
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TABLE IV: Demonstration of the benefit to the SFC in terms of é@amount
of energy that the SFC can get from the proposed trading selwermpared
to the case when the SFC only buys its energy from the gridHersame

proposed scheme is beneficial for both the SFC and the
participating EUs in the smart grid network for the system

budget. parameters considered in the given case studies. Hence, the
Fnergy purchased by the SFC proposed scheme has the potential to be adopted in practical
Trading scheme Budget 1000 cents | Budget 2000 cents | Budget 3000 cents Systems in order to benefit all participa_ting entities.
Buying from the grid 22.7 kWh 45.5 kWh 68.18 kWh
Proposed scheme
(Buying from EUs) 81 kWh 162 kWh 243 kWh V. CONCLUSION
Increase in . . . o
purchasing energy This paper has demonstrated a viable methodto discriminate
amount for the 58.3 kWh 116.54 kWh 174.82 kWh . . . .
proposed case (with price per unit of energy between different energy users in a
same budget) smart grid system when the EUs sell their surplus-energy to

a shared facility controller. A cake cutting game has been
proposed to leverage the generation of discriminate myicin
within a constrained budget of the SFC. To study the fairness
of the proposed scheme, it has been shown that the CCG can
be modeled as a variational‘inequality problem that possess

TABLE V: Demonstration of the benefits to the EUs in terms d¢dtononetary
revenue that the participating EUs receive when they traelie $urplus energy
with the SFC compared to trading energy with the grid.

Trading scheme e revenue [0 purticipating ELs the solution of the game, i.e., the cake cutting solutione Th
Sell to the grid 648 cents 1296 cents 1944 cents properties of the CCS have been studied and the existence of
fsrgﬁ‘;zej]:“;‘;g’f 1000 cents 2000 cents 3000 cents a socially optimal solution, which is also Pareto optimaish
Revenue been validated. An algorithm has been proposed that can be
T}:E%:l;frn:;: 352 cents 704 cents 1056 cents adopted by each EU interacting with the S_FC in a distribgted
proposed scheme manner and the convergence of the algorithm to the optimal

CCS has been confirmed. Finally, the properties of the game
have been studied, and the advantages of discriminategrici
for both the SFC and the EUs have been demonstrated via
is also observed in the case when the SFC buys its enefijple comparisons with energy trading with the main grid.
from the main grid. However, for each budget, the energy thatAn.important extension of the proposed scheme would be
the SFC can buy from the EUs is considerably larger than tHe establish a relationship between the budget of the SFC
amount that the SFC can buy from the grid. For instance, foe@d the total number of EUs participating in the energy
budget ofL000 cents, the SFC can bug.3 kWh more energy. trading with a view to enabling efficient price discrimirti
through the proposed scheme compared to buying exclusivelg-, by using an interactive Stackelberg game with imjperfe
from the grid. This is due to the fact that the grid price i§)formation of the total budget. Another potential extemsi
generally very high[35]. Hence, for a fixed budg&tthe SFC is to conduct studies that determine when such a discriginat
can buy relatively smaller amounts of energy from the gri@ricing technique can be used as a real-time pricing scheme.
As a consequence, the SFC manages 10 buy considerably mBraddition, extending the proposed scheme to a time-vgryin
energy with the same budget. This phenomenon is obsen@tyironment is another interesting topic for future work.
for all considered SFC’s budgets as shown in Table IV.
In Table[M, we show how the participating EUs in the REFERENCES
proposed scheme can benefit in terms of total revenue that X. Fang, S. Misra, G. Xue, and D. Yang, “Smart grid - The nand
they can receive from trading their surplus energy to the SFC ':;F’TVSS Pgm%ggdio/*ctsgg%ﬂ‘f'f'f Commun. Surveys Tytsol. 14,
compared to selling to the grid. To this end, we first note tha[tz] Y. Cao, T. Jiang, and Q. Zhang, “Reducing electricity tcos smart
the proposed energy.scheme through COGs completeas appliances via energy buffering framework in smart gri&EE Trans.
discussed in Section 1IEB. Therefore, the total revenuat th _ Parallel Distrib. Syst. vol. 23, no. 9, pp. 1572-1582, Sep. 2012.
the particinating EUs receive. fai0. 20 and 30 EUs in the [3] L. Yu, T. Jiang, and Y. Cao, “Energy cost minimization fdistributed
p p g ’ i internet data centers in smart microgrids considering pasugages,’
network,-becomes equal to the considered budgets)od, IEEE Trans. Parallel Distrib. Systvol. 26, no. 1, pp. 120-130, Jan.
2000, and 3000 cents respectively. By contrast, as the EUs _ 2015. _ _ -
de their energy with the grid the total revenue reduced! Y. Tushar C.vuen, B. Chai D. B. Smith, and H. V. Poor, dBibilty of
tr_a e ay g ; - ) using discriminate pricing schemes for energy trading imsmgrid,” in
significantly because of the lower buying price per unit of Proc. IEEE Global Communications Conference (GLOBECQAstin,
energy from the grid. For example, &8 EUs participating in 6] ;X\,{,D;Cb2014,Aplp- 1-7. - 45, Li “Real-imeportunist
. . . Yl, X. bong, A. lwayemi, C. ou, an . LI, eal-timeportunistic
the CCGII, the total revenue that they receive Is equal to thé scheduling for residential demand responsBEE Trans. Smart Grid
1000 cents budget of the SFC. Nonetheless, as the EUs trade vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 227-234, Feb. 2013.
their energy with the main grid, due to a lower per unit pricd6l H. Asano, S.Sagai, E. Imamura, K. Ito, and R. Yokoyamapacts of
of 8 cents/kWh. the total revenue that the participating EUS time-of-use rates on the optimal sizing and operation ofecegation
. ! . . p p g systems,"[EEE Trans. Power Systvol. 7, no. 4, pp. 1444-1450, 1992.
receive reduces t648 cents, which is352 cents less than the [7] S. de la Torre, J. Arroyo, A. Conejo, and J. Contreras jcmaker
proposed Scheme for the C0n5|dered System parameters Theself-scheduling ina pool-based electricity market: A r'di)h&teger |p
. . approach,”|IEEE Trans. Power Systvol. 17, no. 4, pp. 1037-1042,
performance improvement for the proposed case is better for 54,
higher numbers of EUs in the network. [8] T.Jiang, Y. Cao, L. Yu, and Z. Wang, “Load shaping strgtégsed on
. energy storage and dynamic pricing in smart griEEE Trans. Smart
Remark 3. It is clear from Table[TV and Tablg]V that the Grid, vol. 5, no. 6, pp. 2868—2876, Nov 2014.
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