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Abstract

Investments into renewable energy are increasing rapidly around the world. Energy system models
are able to provide insights into optimal investment capacities and thus are widely used to aid the
long-term investment decision-making under an electricity market environment. Existing energy
system models, however, fail to consider bilateral electricity markets while in reality, these consti-
tute a major part of all energy trades. In this paper, we propose an improved energy system model
that endogenously considers mixed bilateral and pool markets. In this model, we also introduce
three externality cost items that account for the social cost of technologies, carbon taxes/renewable
energy subsidies, and the bilateral product differentiation in the bilateral market, respectively. We
start with an equilibrium problem formulation for different market players and next, an equiva-
lent optimization problem is presented. Then, a case study of the pan-European market to reach
95% emission reduction in 2050 is conducted to demonstrate the model. Different scenarios are
constructed to showcase two different usages of product differentiation in the bilateral market, i.e.,
willingness to pay and exogenous costs. Our main conclusion is that the inclusion of mixed bi-
lateral and pool markets into our enriched energy system model significantly changed the optimal
investment capacities, compared to benchmark results from the existing, conventional energy sys-
tem model. This shows that the inclusion of the bilateral market is of key importance in future
investment considerations. Our model is the first of its kind to include this important and realistic
bilateral market in energy system models.

Keywords: Energy system model; Renewable energy investment; Optimization model;
Equilibrium model; Bilateral market; Pool market

1. Introduction

1.1. Background and motivation

To mitigate climate change and reduce carbon emissions, renewable energy sources (RES) play
a vital role in modern power systems. Countries around the world set ambitious RES targets for
the next decades and the planning of RES generation and transmission is prominent on the agenda.

Energy system models refer to optimization models that aim to find the optimal capacity expan-
sion of generation technologies, and transmission networks [I]. The objective is usually to minimize
the total system cost while satisfying a number of constraints such as energy balance, generation and
transmission limits. The results of the models are possible scenarios to achieve certain carbon/RES
targets that the energy system might evolve into [2]. Such models are often used by policy-makers
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because they serve as a benchmark to help them make decisions on potential policy changes in view
of the modeling outcomes, i.e., optimal capacity expansion and the associated costs. For high-RES
energy systems, numerous models are built in recent years, see e.g., reviews of [3, 4] on various tools
and [5] for different countries.

Despite the wide use and the policy relevance, existing energy system models have a few char-
acteristics that shift them away from reality. First, uncertainty is often not inherently modeled.
Long-term investment planning is mainly associated with two types of uncertainties. On the one
hand, the parameters used in the models such as cost assumptions and energy demands may be
subject to changes in the future [6]. To account for these uncertainties, energy system models are
often complemented with other modeling methods or further analyses such as stochastic program-
ming, robust optimization, sensitivity analysis, and Monte Carlo analysis [7]. On the other hand,
the formulations of the models may be unable to capture the complexity of the energy system where
sub-optimal solutions may be superior, the so-called structural uncertainty [8]. Here, social factors
such as public acceptance and ease of implementation may prevail [9]. Second, the models do not
have a comprehensive representation of different electricity markets. Classified by time horizon,
there are two main types of electricity markets: short-term pool markets that happen on a day
before to the day of the energy delivery and long-term bilateral markets that happen from days to
years before the actual delivery. Energy system models are known to represent the investment equi-
librium under a pool market [I0], while the bilateral market is not yet included. Third, the markets
are assumed to be perfect. In electricity markets, to maximize their benefits, producers may not
offer the true quantity and the true marginal price to the market, leading to non-socially-optimal
results and thus making the market imperfect.

With regard to the aforementioned features of energy planning which are not covered in energy
system models, research efforts have been made that either include those features by modifying
the energy system models or different approaches are used. Concerning uncertainty, many studies
conduct uncertainty analysis or modeling to complement the energy system models, where [11] gave
a systematic review on methods to assess the various uncertainties in energy system models. Mean-
while, market imperfections have been extensively studied in the literature as well. [12] reviewed the
literature on generation and transmission co-planning under a market environment, where incom-
plete information and strategic behavior are usually modeled. However, little attention has been
given to the different types of markets in the energy system models. While in practice, a hybrid
model which considers the two types of markets would be preferable to the models only considering
the separate markets [I3]. Therefore, the motivation of this study is to explore how mixed bilateral
and pool markets can be modeled in energy system models. To that end, we continue to introduce
how the bilateral market is currently modeled in the literature.

A Dbilateral contracting framework is generally known as a bilateral market. Bilateral con-
tracts are good at hedging against the uncertainties associated with the price and the quantity in
short-term markets. From the modeling perspective, unlike pool markets, bilateral contracts occur
spontaneously and thus are harder to model in a generalized way. One potential way to model
bilateral contracts in the energy system models is to consider them as a fixed exogenous parameter
[14]. That is to say, if the bilateral contracts between two parties are already known, the trading
volume can be excluded from the energy demands of them. This approach is passive, as it can
only be used in response to the agreed trading volume, while it does not help the buyers/sellers
to determine an optimal trading partner and the associated trading volume. The latter is usually
done by optimization models.

The bilateral contracts could also be modeled endogenously. Since the liberalization of the
electricity sector, various bilateral market models were proposed to calculate the market equilib-
rium under different assumptions. These studies focus on producers and their behaviors in the



wholesale market. One of the pioneering works in this field is [I5], where Cournot models of im-
perfect competition were used to simulate the bilateral market. This model was later modified to
study generation investment while different carbon policies were evaluated in [16]. Apart from the
equilibrium analysis, research efforts have also been made on individual generator’s perspectives to
model bilateral contracts. In [I7], an optimization model was proposed for the optimal planning for
distributed generations under competitive market auctions and fixed bilateral contract scenarios.
Other market players than generators such as retailers, prosumers, and energy communities have
also been studied. For example, [I8] presented a methodology to evaluate bilateral contracts of re-
tailers from a risk perspective. [19] proposed a game-theoretical model to describe the competitions
for bilateral contracts among generation companies and large consumers. [20] modeled the trilateral
interactions among an integrated community energy system, prosumers, and the wholesale electric-
ity market. Bilateral contracts were also modeled in combination with demand response to find the
optimal energy storage sizing in [2I]. In terms of the modeling methods, agent-based modeling is
sometimes used to model bilateral contracts. In the review of [22] on electricity systems models,
two agent-based modeling platforms that incorporate bilateral contracts, EMCAS and GTMax, are
discussed. In addition, [23] evaluated the effects of bilateral markets in England and Wales using
an agent-based simulation. [24] addressed the challenge of using software agents for the negotiation
of bilateral contracts by presenting a multi-agent energy market. [25] developed utility-based and
adaptive agent-tracking strategies for bilateral negotiations. Furthermore, [26] proposed a com-
plex network approach for assessing bilateral trading patterns under physical network constraints.
Lastly, in recent years, with the increasing penetration of distributed energy sources, peer-to-peer
(P2P) markets emerge as next-generation market designs. In these markets, bilateral trading is con-
sidered as one of the most promising P2P market mechanisms [27] and is thus commonly modeled.
Particularly, bilateral trades can be associated with preferences of the trading parties. To represent
this feature, terms such as heterogeneous preferences ([28, 29]), product differentiation [30] and
energy classes [31] have been used. Among those, product differentiation is a generic mathematical
formulation [32] that can be used for various purposes, e.g., [33] used it to account for exogenous
network tariffs in P2P markets.

1.2. Research gap and contributions

Based on the background information, we found that despite various methods have been used
to model the bilateral market, the hybrid market, i.e., the mixed bilateral and pool markets are not
yet modeled in energy system models. While energy system models are known for their ease-of-use
and policy relevance, the incomplete inclusion of the markets seriously limits the practicality of the
models. To overcome this drawback and ensure better inclusion of the markets, in this paper, we
propose an improved energy system model that endogenously considers mixed bilateral and pool
electricity markets. The contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

e We present a partial equilibrium model to represent the long-term investment equilibrium in
the mixed bilateral and pool markets for high-RES power systems. The equilibrium model
consists of several optimization problems of electricity market participants which will be de-
tailed in Section 2

e We propose an improved energy system model where the mixed bilateral and pool markets are
modeled endogenously, which is equivalent to the partial equilibrium model. In this model, we
introduce three externality cost items that account for the social cost of technologies, carbon
taxes/RES subsidies, and the bilateral product differentiation, respectively (see details in
. Moreover, apart from the mixed bilateral and pool markets, the proposed planning



model is generic so that it can be used to model the bilateral market or the pool market
separately.

e We conduct a case study for the pan-European market using realistic data. The influences of
the mixed bilateral and pool markets on the European power system in 2050 are quantified.

The paper is structured as follows. Firstly, Section [2| provides the preliminaries to understand
the model by conceptualizing the mixed bilateral and pool markets in this study. Next, the models
are presented in Section In Section [4 a case study to illustrate the model is introduced, and
then the results are discussed. At last, Section [5| concludes where future recommendations are also
given.

2. Conceptualizing the mixed bilateral and pool markets

This section introduces the conceptualization of the mixed bilateral and pool markets in this
paper as shown in Figure [} This figure positions the involved actors in several layers and describes
the actors by their main responsibilities and activities. The conceptualization will be the basis for
the model formulation in Section [3]

Energy system models are characterized by rich spatio-temporal details of the energy system
and accordingly, some simplifications are made to make the model tractable. One of the common
simplifications is to not explicitly model individual generators and/or consumers, instead, supply
and demand that are in proximity are aggregated to geographical nodes. The nodes could be regions
in national planning models or countries in continental planning models such as the European
planning model. Hence in this study, the nodes are considered as a generic type of actor with an
aggregated supply and/or demand, which participates in the market on behalf of the proximity.
This way of conceptualizing the problem will be further explained in Section In addition,
the same with the existing energy system models and/or market equilibrium researches such as
[34], in this study, the considered actors are limited to a minimal extent while still enough for the
functioning of the markets to demonstrate the model. In that regard, some other actors such as
retailers or prosumers are left out of scope.

The lowest layer in Figure 1] is the physical layer, referring to the generation technologies and
the transmission networks with their associated actors. The capacity expansions of generation
and transmission are done by the nodes and the transmission system operator (TSO), respectively.
Regarding energy flows, there are energy exchanges among the nodes, but not between the nodes
and the TSO as the TSO neither produces nor consumes energy.

The middle layer is the market layer. There are two market operators, the energy market
operator and the carbon market operator. The energy market operator operates the bilateral market
and the pool market together. In the pool market, locational electricity prices are derived by the
market operator, at which the buyers and sellers trade energy. The mechanism is different in the
bilateral market. We utilize the P2P bilateral trading mechanism as proposed by [32], where nodes
negotiate bilaterally about both the amount and the price of the bilateral energy exchange. The
market operator helps to facilitate the transactions when a consensus is reached. More information
on the bilateral markets will be given in Section [3.1

Now we turn to the carbon market operator, which will be discussed together with the govern-
ment level. The role of the government is to set carbon goals for the future, which are facilitated
through policies such as a cap-and-trade system and carbon taxes/RES subsidies [16]. The cap-
and-trade system is a market-based system, where the demands (i.e., the carbon goal) are fixed by
the government. A typical example of such markets is the EU Emissions Trading System [35]. In
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addition, the carbon goals could also be implemented indirectly, i.e., through levying carbon taxes
or providing RES subsidies. To make the model generic, these two policies are both included in
this study. However, in practice, one can opt for either or both of the policies depending on the
situation.

Finally, there are information and monetary flows between different layers. To introduce these
flows, some mathematical symbols are used in Figure The mathematical symbols will only be
discussed briefly now, since the details will be given in the model formulation in Section [3] There is
bi-directional information exchange between the actors at the bottom layer and the market operators
during the operational phase of the markets. ' and I'"T5© are the sets of decision variables for
node n and the TSO, respectively. The nodes and the TSO provide the information of energy trades
(which are parts of their decision variables, denoted by market-related T2°% and I'TS in Figure
to the market operators. Reversely, the market operators inform them about the prices in the
markets, denoted by the set of decision variables of the energy market operator I'"'sY and the
carbon market operator I'“92, respectively. After the market has been cleared, payments are made
and the process is facilitated through the operators as well. On the contrary, the flows between
the upper two layers are unidirectional. The government sets a target CAP“?? and informs the
carbon market operator. The carbon market operator collects the money which goes reversely to
the government.

3. Models

In this section, the proposed models are presented, which are divided into an equilibrium model
that represents the long-term investment equilibrium under mixed bilateral and pool electricity
markets, and an improved energy system optimization model that is equivalent to the equilibrium
model for the mixed markets.

We start by formulating the respective optimization problems for the nodes, the TSO, the energy
market operator, and the carbon market operator. Here, the same as other energy system models,
we assume perfect competition and do not address uncertainties inherently in the model. This
is because the main purpose of this study is to provide an improved energy system model that
incorporates the mixed markets, while other aspects are left out of scope since they have been
discussed extensively in the literature as introduced in Section The problem formulations for
different actors give a set of optimization problems. Since these problems are all interconnected, i.e.,
the parameters in one problem may be the decision variables in others, and vice versa, they should be
solved together. Essentially, this set of optimization problems forms an equilibrium problem. After
obtaining necessary and sufficient conditions for the long-term market equilibrium, the equivalent
centralized optimization model will be given. This optimization model is the improved energy
system model, since it endogenously models the mixed bilateral and pool markets. The modeling
steps, i.e., from the equilibrium model (the collection of individual optimization problems) to the
equivalent centralized optimization model, are commonly seen in market equilibrium studies such
as [34] for the pool market and [36] for the P2P market.

In this study, lower case symbols are used for variables, upper case symbols are used for pa-
rameters. Dual variables are expressed using Greek letters and are placed after the colons in the
constraints. n is the index for nodes N. i is the index for generation technologies G, and storage
technologies S. [ is the index for transmission lines in the existing line set L. ¢ represents a time
step in the set of total time steps 7. w is a criterion in the criteria set U.



3.1. Long-term investment equilibrium model

3.1.1. Each node’s optimization problem

Let us first introduce this optimization problem conceptually and then give the mathematical
formulations. For all the nodes, their optimization problems will be the same, hence only one node’s
problem is discussed here.

A node, representing a market participant, wishes to minimize the net cost, or in other words,
maximize the net benefit since it can also earn income from sales in the markets. Note that
for simplicity, in this study, we assume that a node is a market participant. We are aware that
in practice, a node might not always be identical to a market participant, nevertheless, in the
same way with the existing energy system models, this model is ready to be extended in case
generator/consumer level is of interest, where a node should be further split into more market
participants (i.e., generators/consumers). In that respect, we will explain how the model should
be modified in the formulation later. In this study, the node’s optimization problem is cast as a
cost-minimization problem. The node could take the following actions: investing in generation and
storage capacity, producing energy, consuming energy, trading energy in both the bilateral market
and the pool market, and trading carbon permits in the carbon market. In the bilateral market, a
communication graph is pre-defined where the edges connect the pair of the nodes who might trade
energy with each other. The neighboring nodes on this graph negotiate with each other about the
trading volume and the bilateral prices, which is facilitated through the energy market operator.
Note that the communication graph is most of the time not the same as the physical graph where
the nodes are connected by electricity networks, since they are different graphs for information
exchange and energy exchange, respectively.

F,%Ode is the set of decision variables for node n. It includes the investment capacities k;
of generation and storage conversion 4, the investment capacities k'8 of storage i, the energy

2,n
production p; 5, ; from technology ¢ at time step ¢, the bilateral trades pﬁfﬁ‘zral from node n to node

m at time step t, the pool trades pﬁ?fl for node n at time step ¢, state-of-charge soc; ¢ of storage
i for node n at time step t, storage discharging pf‘fft of storage i for node n at time step t, storage
charging p;flnvt of storage i for node n at time step ¢ and the number of carbon permits e$©2 for
node n to buy from the carbon market in a year.

The node aims to minimize its total annualized cost related to the investment and the operation
of its generation and storage technologies. The objective function of the node n is divided into three
parts, which are given in - .

The first part includes the non-trading-related costs, which are Capital Expenditure (CapEx)
cost of generation and storage technologies, Fixed Operation & Maintenance (FOM) costs, Variable
Operation & Maintenance (VOM) costs. These costs are modeled in the same way as in [37]. Here,
A; is the annuality factor for technology i, C; and C.S; are the CapEx for generation i and storage
i, respectively, and B; is the VOM cost for technology <.

The second part consists of the trading-related costs including energy trading costs in the
pool, energy trading costs and grid costs in the bilateral market, and carbon trading costs. The

Ei,lrr‘;‘ltjral at time step ¢ bilaterally with its neighbors m € w,, that are on
grid

n,m,t

node n can trade energy p

the communication graph. Trading prices /\Efl,f‘ﬁral and grid prices A are associated with the

bilateral
n,m,t

pool
n,t
COq
n

energy trades p in the bilateral market. In the pool market, the node n trades energy p
at the price )\g?fl. In the carbon market, the node n buys a certain amount of carbon permits e

that are equivalent to their emissions at the carbon price A¢©2.
The third part is the externality costs, which consist of three parts. The first two parts
refer to the externality costs that are directly related to the generation capacity or the produced



energy. One example is the social costs incurred by the social resistance against wind turbines, then
EcaLpa“nty'eX refers to the unit social cost of wind turbines at node n. Epmducmon X represents either
the RES subsidies (resulting in an income) or the carbon taxes (resultlng in a cost) for the unit
energy produced. From the modeling perspective, these two terms essentially change the CapEx or
the VOM of certain technologies by incorporating these externalities. The last externality cost is
formulated as a product differentiation term for every bilateral trade referred from [30]. It is defined
as a general cost term related to bilateral trades because the meaning of the costs depends on the
interpretation. On the one hand, it may represent exogenous charges related to the bilateral trades,
such as transaction costs, tax payments, and network charges. On the other hand, it could be viewed
as an improved utility function, representing the willingness to pay for the bilateral trades. These
two applications will be further illustrated and discussed in the case study in Section[4.1.2] Last but
not least, the production differentiation coefficient Egil%teral'ex = D uct CnTrnm, Where 73t | is the
trading characteristic under criterion v € U and c}: is the criterion value for node n. This means that
the product differentiation term could be a summation of costs for different characteristics, such as
distance or a rating that show the popularity of the bilateral trading parties. Further discussions
of the product differentiation term can be found in [30)].
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and are both the energy balance constraints. The net power injection ) c pins —

Dpi+3Y ics (pz ot pZ n.t) is divided into two parts: one for the trading in the bilateral market and

the other for tradlng in the pool. On the right-hand side of . is the sum of all bilateral trades
for node n.

®,, is a parameter between 0 - 1 that is determined by the node n itself, indicating the percentage

of its net energy that n would like to trade bilaterally, the rest will be traded in the pool. This way

of modeling the mixed markets strongly aligns with our conceptualization of the markets, that is,



one only has to decide ex-ante how much to trade in total in the bilateral market and in the pool
market, without determining specifically who to trade with and how much in the bilateral market.
Depending on the product differentiation, the model will help the nodes to find the optimal trading
partners and the associated trading volumes. In case the trading partners and the associated trading
volume are fixed ex-ante, then there are no further decisions to be made and the amount could be
deducted from the demands directly. Furthermore, this model is generic in that by changing the
value of this parameter, the pool market (when ®,, = 0), the bilateral market (when ®, = 1), or
the mixed markets (when 0 < ®,, < 1) can be modeled.

We would also like to continue the discussion on the assumption that the node n is identical
to a market participant in this study. As previously introduced, it is a common simplification in
energy system models in order to reduce the complexity of the model. In the same way with those
models, if desired, one node can further be split into more generators and/or consumers. In that
case, both sides of and will be changed such that instead of the net injection and the trades
for one node, the sum of the generators and/or consumers will have to be used. Nevertheless, this
assumption does not change the gist of the formulation and has no influence on the equivalent
centralized optimization model that will be introduced in Section [3.2]

indicates that the energy production is constrained by the efficiency E; .+ (capacity factor
in case of variable renewable energy) and the capacity of the generation technologies. Here, K ,, is
the existing capacity, k; , is the capacity to be expanded, essentially making the model a capacity
expansion model. - are the storage constraints, indicating the change in state-of-charge,
and the capacity limits for state-of-charge, charging and discharging, which are modeled the same
way as in [37]. The last constraint shows that the amount of emissions equals the number of
carbon permits.

3.1.2. TSO’s optimization problem

The role of the TSO is two-fold. First, it ensures the feasibility of the energy flows and accord-
ingly, invests in the transmission network capacity in a cost-optimal manner. Second, it harvests
congestion rents by trading zbllatfral and poOI in the mixed bilateral and pool markets.

The decision variables of TSO are represented by the set TS9O, which includes the investment

capacity k; in line [, the bilateral trades zgi}ffgfal from n to m at time step t, the pool-based trades

poo for n at time step t and the energy flow f;; in line [ at times step t.

The objective function is to minimize the total annualized cost pertaining to its two roles.
The first term in is the investment cost for the transmission network, where 4; is the length
of line [. In addition to the investment cost, the TSO receives the congestion rents from both
electricity markets.

A CYk
min >0 == 30 3 (3 M AR (20)
leL teT neN meEwn
subject to: fi; = Z PTDEF,,( Z zgf}f;fteml + pOOI) Vie LVteT : )\ft (2b)
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The energy flow is modeled using direct current power flow equations. In , the flow fi;
is calculated based on the Power Transfer Distribution Factors (PTDF) matrix and the total net
injection at every node n € N. indicates the thermal limits of the energy flows, where K is
the existing transmission capacity.



3.1.83. Energy market operator’s optimization problem

The energy market operator clears the mixed markets at each time step ¢ by minimizing the
energy imbalances, and thus determines the corresponding prices.

The set of decision Variables [enersy includes the bilateral trading price A};{ﬁgﬁgfal from n to m at

time step t, the grid price A\%"
at time step t.
It makes sure that the bilateral trades should be equal in quantity, the trading energy from the

node pgﬂ,gt?al is equal to the bilateral arbitraging energy from the TSO zgi}gtgral at each time step t,

pool

o mt from n to m at time step ¢, and the pool trading price )\E?fl for n

and the pool-based energy trades equal the energy arbitraged by the TSO z, ;" at each time step ¢.

: § : § : § : bllateral bilateral bilateral § : § : § : grld bilateral bilateral
FIeInlelr%y n,m,t pnmt +pmnt + nmtpnmt Zn,m,t )
teT neN mewn teT neN mewn
pool pool pool
Z Z )‘n t pnt - nt ) (3)

teT neN

3.1.4. Carbon market operator’s optimization problem

The government can determine the maximum amount of emissions that are allowed to be emitted,
which will be regarded as a cap CAP®©2 in the carbon market. All nodes need to buy the carbon
permits from the carbon market which are equivalent to their emissions. The set of decision variables
I'“O2 which includes only the carbon price A92 will be determined by the carbon market operator.
The optimization problem of this operator is formulated as the following.

: COQ COQ _ COZ
min A (z/%[en CAP™~™2) (4)
ne

3.1.5. Karush—Kuhn—Tucker conditions

After laying down the optimization problems of all the actors, it is observed that the decision
variables of one problem are the parameters of other problems, i.e., everyone’s decisions influence
others’ decisions. This means that all the optimization problems must be solved together and
essentially form an equilibrium problem. The necessary and sufficient optimality conditions, also
known as the Karush—-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions, for the long-term investment equilibrium
under the mixed bilateral and pool markets are derived. Those conditions are given in
[Al

3.2. Equivalent centralized optimization problem: improved energy system model

In the four optimization problems, the decision variables of one problem only exist in the objec-
tive function of others and not in the constraints. This observation indicates that only one solution
will exist, which results in a Nash equilibrium. We follow the approach in market equilibrium
studies [34], [36] where equivalent optimization problems are derived. We are then able to find the
equivalent centralized optimization problem, i.e., the improved energy system model for the mixed
bilateral and pool markets, which is formulated as follows as problem (5).

torage
C kl n Cslkzs,n Alelk‘l
T D M oo
(G+S) ics teT ieG lec
+ Z E;?lpaaty-exki’n + Z Z Egzoductlon-ex Pimt + Z Z Ebﬂateral ex ];)Li,l;;tgral (5b)
1€g 1€G teT teT mewn
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subject to: — (LK), vn e N (5¢)
- (5d)
phlaessd — _pliatessl iy ¢ \7 i € w,, ¥ € T2 ALt (50)
polateral — ppbateral i € N, ¥m € wp, ¥t € Tt ASs (5£)
PRt = 229 yn e NVt € T AR (5g)
D el = CAPYO: \CO2 (5h)
neN

The decision variables belong to the set I', which includes all the decision variables of the nodes
and the TSO. The objective function and is the summation of the objective functions of
all the actors.

The constraints are also a gathering of all the constraints of the actors’ problems. includes
the constraints related to nodal energy balances, generation limits, and storage. refers to the
power flow calculations and the thermal limits of the networks. - are the KKT conditions of
the optimization problem of the energy market operator. is the reciprocity constraint, showing
that the bilateral trades should be equal in quantity, where the dual variable )\Ei’ﬁf?al is the bilateral
trading price. and are the energy balance constraints between the nodes and the TSO,
)\grid

where the dual variables are the grid price A,

for the bilateral trade and the pool electricity

price )\2301 for the pool-based trade, respectively. gives the cap for all the carbon emissions,
with the dual variable A\¢©2 being the carbon price.

4. Results and discussions

To illustrate how the improved energy system model could be used in practice, we explore
and show the optimal design of the highly renewable European power system in 2050, where a
pan-Furopean electricity market is modeled. This section presents numerical results from the case
study and their implications are discussed.

4.1. Case study set-up

4.1.1. Background

The EU is committed to combat global climate action under the Paris Agreement and aims to be
climate-neutral by 2050 [38]. In this study, we run our model with a 95% CO3 emission reduction
compared to the 1990 level over a year with hourly resolution of weather data and electricity
demand for 30 countries. The included generation technologies are offshore wind, onshore wind,
solar PV, gas, and hydropower with hydrogen and battery as storage technologies. The 30 countries
are connected using high-voltage direct current (HVDC) links. The model assumptions and techno-
economic parameters are in line with and could be found in [39]. There, they modeled a cost-optimal
energy system which essentially indicates a long-term investment equilibrium under a pool market.

In this study, to further explore the outcomes of the European power system decarbonization
under more realistic settings compared to a pool market, the proposed model is utilized to generate
results under the mixed bilateral and pool markets. In the bilateral market, the countries may
choose to trade with others based on their own wills, whereas in the pool market, the energy is
traded homogeneously in a pool. Here, bilateral contracts are assumed to account for 70 % of
the energy exchanges of each country [40]. A complete communication graph for the 30 countries
has been used, i.e., the countries could trade energy bilaterally with each other. The centralized
optimization problem (5) is programmed using the Python package Pyomo, and solved using Gurobi
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solver utilizing the high-performance computational power with a RAM of 160 GB and 16 cores
within 2 - 4 hours for different scenarios.

4.1.2. Scenario definition

Although all the three externality costs in are of significance and interest in practice, we
will focus on the last item which is related directly to the bilateral trading and show its effects
on the results. From the modeling perspective, the first two items, representing social costs and
taxes/subsidies, indicate a direct change of cost parameters. The effects resemble global sensitivity
study which is a common approach to analyze results in optimization-based researches, and thus
are not further investigated in this study.

Aligning with the two interpretations of the product differentiation term which has been intro-
duced in Section two corresponding scenarios are set. In addition to a benchmark situation
where countries have no preferences in the bilateral market (i.e., E};i}%teral'ex = 0), two other scenar-
ios with different usages of the product differentiation term will be discussed.

In scenario 1, the product differentiation term represents bilateral attitudes (or willingness to
pay) between the countries, indicating an improved utility function. This is to show the effects
of differentiated preferences on the investment decisions. In general, the values of the terms are
dependent on the geopolitical relationships. For simplicity, we choose to use only one criterion
which is the "non-green index” of each country. The rationale is that the product differentiation
terms are interpreted as a popularity index among the European countries. While it is more realistic
if a qualitative study could complement this model to provide data inputs, here we use assumed
values for illustrative purposes. To be more specific, the countries with a higher percentage of RES
in their national generation mix are more popular in the bilateral trading for other countries. To
translate the popularity in costs, we look at the percentage of non-RES generation. For example,
Norway is highly dependent on hydropower and only has a non-RES percentage of 25.4 % in the
generation mix. Switzerland ranks second in national RES penetration and has a non-RES share
of 37.6 %. The percentages are translated directly to costs, i.e. 25.4 € /MWh and 37.6 € /MWh
for Norway and Switzerland, respectively. As these costs are derived merely to differentiate the
bilateral attitudes, relative values matter more than actual values. We further calibrate all the
costs using the lowest one (25.4 € /MWh), which ends up with 0 for Norway and 12.2 € /MWh
for Switzerland. Figure [5| shows the non-green index of European countries. Luxembourg has the
highest unit product differentiation costs (67.6 € /MWh) when trading with others.

In scenario 2, the terms are used to represent the transaction costs (T'Cs) between regions. The
TCs could be considered as actual costs or deemed as a measure for inter-regional trading barriers,
and it is assumed that there are no TCs for intra-regional trades. Different divisions of regions in
Europe could be deployed, based on geographical locations or relationships between various multi-
national European organizations and agreements. Here, we refer to the T'SO regional coordination
scheme from ENTSO-E [41]. In particular, five regional security coordinators are considered, namely
TSCNET region, Baltic region, Coreso region, SCC region, and Nordic region, whose geographical
locations are shown by different colors in Figure [6}

4.2. Investment capacities and costs

In this subsection, we show the results obtained from the different scenarios. First, the total
investment capacity of the system will be given. Then, the geographical distribution of the capacities
will be shown. Finally, the average costs of countries are discussed.

Figure [2] illustrates the total investment capacities for the three cases. Several trends could be
observed. Firstly, onshore wind energy is the most predominant technology, whose capacity is 42
%, 33 %, and 40 % of the generation mix, respectively in the three cases. Next, solar energy is
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Figure 2: Total investment capacities in the system for benchmark, scenario 1 (with non-green index) and scenario 2
(with inter-regional TC).

the second most needed technology and its capacity evens the onshore wind capacity in scenario
1. Then, scenario 2 that encourages intra-regional trades shows a similar generation portfolio with
that of the benchmark case. Lastly, all other technologies such as offshore wind and storage only
contribute a small part to the energy mix.

We now look at the geographical distribution of the capacities over Europe in Figure The
meteorological conditions of wind and solar energy are drastically different in various parts of
Europe. Therefore, in general, wind capacities are built in the middle and the north, whereas solar
capacities are concentrated towards the south. Most of the generation capacities are concentrated in
the load centers of Europe, such as France and Germany in all the cases. In the benchmark scenario
where the results are cost-optimal, wind energy capacities are all built in places with good wind
resources and transmission networks should be placed around these countries to transmit the energy
to other locations. In particular, Norway builds lots of wind energy capacity and thus becomes a
major net export country. In scenario 1, the trading positions have changed for many countries
due to the introduction of the non-green index, leading to the changed generation and transmission
capacities towards southern Europe. In scenario 2, the geographical capacity distribution is balanced
in different regions, indicating more local generations.

In our framework, the average costs are calculated differently from the traditional cost of elec-
tricity. Traditionally, when calculating cost of electricity, only the incurred non-trading-related costs
as shown in , i.e., CapEx, FOM and VOM, are included. However, here, we also include the
trading costs, which means that the average costs for a country can even be negative provided that
lots of revenues are gained from energy trading. Figure [] depicts the average costs per country for
the three cases. Overall, the means of the average costs are 73 € /MWh, 80 € /MWh, 72 € /MWh,
respectively for the three cases. The costs for most countries stay around these values, with a few
exceptions. For example, in scenario 1, Norway is the most popular country to trade with, resulting
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Figure 3: Capacity distribution over Europe for generation, storage and transmission for benchmark, scenario 1 (with
non-green index) and scenario 2 (with inter-regional TC). The thickness of the lines represents the transmission
capacities.
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in the lowest average cost (2 € /MWh) therein. Denmark, in contrast, sees a surge in costs in this
scenario. This is because it changes from a net exporter to a net importer. It is also found that
Luxembourg becomes the only country with a negative average cost in scenario 2. It benefits from
the TC-free intra-regional trades and turns its position into a net exporter.
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Figure 5: LMP, non-green index, and annual energy trading volume for each country in scenario 1.

4.83. Discussions on the influences of the differentiated non-green index

After showing the capacities and costs under the three cases, we now take a deeper look at
how the differentiated non-green index influences the results in scenario 1. Figure [5| illustrates the
relationships of the non-green index, the locational marginal price (LMP), and the annual trading
volume for each country. The bar plots show the non-green index for each bilateral trade. Naturally,
one tends to think that the ranking of the non-green index will result in the same ranking for the
volumes of the bilateral energy exchanges. While this is true for Norway for being the largest
exporter, Switzerland’s exports are outnumbered by countries such as France, Germany, Sweden,
and Finland. In fact, the volumes of the bilateral energy exchanges are joint effects of several factors,
such as the volumes of local energy production in addition to the non-green index. This is the case
with countries where the productions are high, such as France and Germany. Therefore, in terms of
export percentages, these countries have lower values than Switzerland. In addition to the national
energy production, another contributing factor is the price of the bilateral trades. The price not
only consists of the product differentiation cost, but also the LMP. In the case of Switzerland, its
final price might be higher than other countries, which is another reason to explain its final energy
exchange.

4.4. Discussions on bilateral trades

Figure [6] shows the annual bilateral trades for the three cases. In the benchmark case, the
bilateral exchanges happen actively across Europe, making use of the different wind and solar
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Figure 6: Annual bilateral trading volumes represented by thickness of the lines in benchmark, scenario 1 (with
non-green index) and scenario 2 (with inter-regional TC).

resources at different locations. In scenario 1, with various product differentiation costs imposed on
the trades, the trading volumes drastically decrease with more locally produced energy. Norway,
taking advantage of its lowest non-green index, becomes the most active trader across Europe and is
selling energy to all other countries. In scenario 2, trading barriers are created by introducing a TC
across regions, which notably change the trading trends. Here, bilateral trades are no longer active
across regions, but most of them are kept within regions, showing strong intra-regional preferences.

5. Conclusions

Energy system models are known for their policy implications based on the resulted optimal long-
term investment decisions, while they have a few key assumptions such as perfect foresight, perfect
market, and the pool electricity market environment which limit their applicability in practice. In
this study, we focus on the market environment and present an improved energy system model that
endogenously incorporates the mixed bilateral and pool markets.

The market participants (generalized as nodes in energy system models) invest in generation
capacities while taking into account the trades in the market. In this market, they could trade energy
with others bilaterally as well as in a pool, which is facilitated through an energy market operator.
Moreover, a T'SO is responsible for investing in the transmission network and ensures the feasibility
of the energy flows in the operational phase. In addition, we utilize a cap-and-trade system for
governments to set carbon goals. The optimization problems of each market participant, i.e., the
nodes, the energy market operator, the TSO, and the carbon market operator have been presented.
Then, based on the optimality conditions, an equivalent centralized optimization problem has been
formulated as the improved energy system model. In this model, we introduce three exogenous
cost items that account for the social costs of technologies, carbon taxes/RES subsidies, and the
bilateral product differentiation, respectively, such that our model includes several exogenous costs
generically. While the former two add costs to unit invested capacity or unit produced energy,
the product differentiation is imposed on the bilateral trades which could either be viewed as an
improved utility function or account for exogenous costs that might be incurred with the bilateral
trades, such as transaction costs.
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The model is demonstrated using a case study of the highly renewable European power system
in 2050. It has been found that, under the assumed scenarios, the inclusion of the bilateral market
significantly changed the results when compared with the conventional cost-optimal energy system
model. In terms of the generation mix of the system, the capacity of wind energy drops while
that of solar PV increases. The geographical distribution also changes. The cost-optimal results
indicate that more generation capacities are placed at locations with favorable weather conditions.
However, when bilateral contracts are considered, the results largely depend on other factors, such as
the geopolitical relationships between the countries or the multi-national European organizations
and agreements. The case study has shown promising results and has demonstrated the urgent
need of using this improved energy system model. Our model opens up the possibilities to model
future energy systems under more realistic settings considering the mixed markets, while allowing
to include several exogenous costs that go beyond the conventional cost-optimal models.

Nevertheless, the model has a few things that could be improved to warrant future research. On
the one hand, the conceptualization of the bilateral contracts in this study is a peer-to-peer model
with product differentiation terms. Research efforts could be put into other ways of conceptualizing
the bilateral market and/or modeling different market players, and hence the resulting models and
insights could be compared with ours. On the other hand, with the trend of sector coupling, it
would be interesting to go beyond the power system and investigate how the integration of various
energy carriers and even the coupling of energy markets would change the landscape of the European
energy system in the future.
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Appendix A. Karush—Kuhn—Tucker conditions

0<

This appendix shows the KKT conditions of the equilibrium problem. Note that the form
z1ly>0means z >0,y >0 and xzy = 0.
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