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Real-Time Bidding Strategy of Energy Storage in
an Energy Market with Carbon Emission Allocation

Based on Aumann-Shapley Prices
Rui Xie, Member, IEEE, Yue Chen, Member, IEEE

Abstract—Energy storage (ES) can help decarbonize power
systems by transferring green renewable energy across time. How
to unlock the potential of ES in cutting carbon emissions by
appropriate market incentives has become a crucial, albeit chal-
lenging, problem. This paper fills the research gap by proposing a
novel electricity market with carbon emission allocation and then
investigating the real-time bidding strategy of ES in the proposed
market. First, a carbon emission allocation mechanism based
on Aumann-Shapley prices is developed and integrated into the
electricity market clearing process to give combined electricity
and emission prices. A parametric linear programming-based
algorithm is proposed to calculate the carbon emission allocation
more accurately and efficiently. Second, the real-time bidding
strategy of ES in the proposed market is studied. To be specific,
we derive the real-time optimal ES operation strategy as a
function of the combined electricity and emission price using
Lyapunov optimization. Based on this, the real-time bidding cost
curve and bounds of ES in the proposed market can be deduced.
Numerical experiments show the effectiveness and scalability of
the proposed method. Its advantages over the existing methods
are also demonstrated by comparisons.

Index Terms—carbon emission allocation, electricity-emission
price, energy storage, real-time bidding, Lyapunov optimization

NOMENCLATURE

A. Abbreviations

ES Energy storage
CEF Carbon emission flow
SoC State of charge
OPF Optimal power flow
LMP Locational marginal price

B. Parameters

Ψi Unit carbon emission of power plant i
Dit Load demand at bus i in period t
Li Loss sensitivity coefficient at bus i
L0 System loss linearization offset
Fl Capacity of branch l
Tli Power transfer distribution factor between bus i

and branch l
P it/P it Power output lower/upper bounds of power plant

i in period t
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τ Period length
T Number of periods
κ Unit cost of carbon emission
Pmax
s Maximum power of ES s
ηcs/ηds Charging/discharging efficiencies of ES s
Es/Es Lower/upper bounds of ES s’s stored energy
γ
s
/γs Lower/upper bounds of the combined energy price

of ES s
Ns Piecewise linearization parameter of the bidding

cost curve of ES s

C. Variables

pit Net power output of power plant/ES i in period t
fit Energy cost of power plant/ES i in period t
λst/λit LMPs at bus s/i in period t
λt, µ

±
it Dual variables of the OPF problem for electricity

market clearing in period t
Lt Lagrange dual function of the OPF problem for

electricity market clearing in period t
E Half of the total carbon emission cost of the power

network
Es/Ei Carbon emission cost allocated to ES s/the load

at bus i
D̃i Combined power demand at bus i considering the

load and ES
ψst/ψit Carbon emission prices at bus s/i in period t
pcst/p

d
st Charging/discharging power of ES s in period t

est ES s’s stored energy at the start of period t
γst Combined price of ES s in period t
qst Virtual queue of ES s at the start of period t
Es An adjustable parameter for establishing the vir-

tual queue of ES s
lst Lyapunov function of ES s in period t
∆st Lyapunov drift of ES s in period t
Vs An adjustable parameter for Lyapunov optimiza-

tion of ES s
P st/P st Power output lower/upper bounds of ES s in

period t

I. INTRODUCTION

MORE than 100 countries have committed to achieving
carbon neutrality in the 21st century to mitigate global

climate change [1]. Reducing greenhouse gas emissions is
one of the key steps. CO2 is the main greenhouse gas whose
emissions exceeded 37.9 Gt in 2021 [2]. Meanwhile, a large
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part of CO2 emissions comes from fossil fuel-fired electricity
generation [3]. Therefore, low-carbon operation of power
systems is a pivotal task toward the goal of carbon neutrality.

To promote low-carbon power system operation, an essential
question is how to distribute carbon responsibilities among
members in a power network. Carbon emissions are produced
by fossil fuel power plants, but it is the consumers that create
the electricity demand. In this regard, the consumers should
be responsible for at least part of the carbon emissions [4].
Since each consumer receives power from a mix of sources
determined by Kirchhoff’s law, it is hard to quantify how many
carbon emissions a consumer should be allocated. Moreover,
energy storage (ES), a vital device for renewable integration,
requires further consideration. While ES has a near-zero net
energy consumption, it can help reduce power system carbon
emissions by storing (releasing) electricity during periods with
more (less) renewable energy. Hence, their carbon responsi-
bilities should be allocated in a way that can maximize their
potential for low-carbon power system operation.

One of the most commonly used methods to allocate carbon
responsibilities is the carbon emission flow (CEF) method [5],
which assumes that carbon emissions flow in the network
along with the power flow. The CEF method has been applied
in problems such as the operation scheduling [6], energy and
carbon trading market [7], and power system planning [8].
The carbon emission allocation for ESs based on CEF was
studied in [6] and [9]. The ES was analogous to a container
of liquid. CEF intensity and volume were used to describe
the emissions related to the stored energy. However, the CEF
method has some limitations: 1) the CEF result may change
if virtual buses are added (an example is given in Section
II-C); 2) the carbon intensity of ES under CEF only depends
on its inflows during charging, but does not account for its
outflows during discharging. This makes it hard for the CEF-
based allocation to encourage ESs to shift more green energy
into the periods with high carbon intensities.

Some other literature adopted cost-sharing mechanisms
[10]. A comparison of those different mechanisms can be
found in [11]. It is revealed that the Shapley value performs the
best but has high computational complexity, and the Aumann-
Shapley pricing mechanism is a good alternative. In fact,
the Aumann-Shapley pricing mechanism is the unique cost-
sharing mechanism characterized by scale invariance, consis-
tency, additivity, and positivity axioms [10]. The Aumann-
Shapley price-based carbon emission allocation mechanism
was proposed in [12] to promote power system emission
reduction. This method was then used in low-carbon economic
dispatch [13] and carbon-trading-aware wind-battery planning
[14]. However, the works above used numerical estimations
of the partial derivatives and integrals when calculating the
Aumann-Shapley value, which may be inaccurate or time-
consuming. Moreover, ES was not considered.

The incorporation of ES is not trivial. To encourage ES to
assist with low-carbon power system operation, we need to
provide adequate carbon-oriented incentives (charges, prices)
period by period, instead of allocating the carbon emissions
in hindsight at the end of the day. Therefore, this paper aims
to develop a real-time electricity market with carbon emission

allocation and considers the participation of ES in the proposed
market. Literature related to real-time ES operation/bidding
can be categorized into prediction-based and prediction-free
ones [15]. For the former category, model predictive control
(MPC) was adopted in [16] to obtain the bidding strategy
of wind-storage systems in a real-time market. It makes
the current decisions based on the uncertainty predictions in
future periods, which however are hard to obtain accurately
in practice. Multi-stage stochastic/robust optimization is an-
other prediction-based method. However, because they are
computationally intractable, existing works solve them using
simplification techniques such as affine policies, which scari-
fies optimality [17]. In general, the prediction-based methods
have their limitations in maintaining feasibility and pursuing
optimality.

The Lyapunov optimization method developed by Neely
[18] was originally used for stochastic network optimiza-
tion in communication problems. This method can deal with
stochastic programs with time average objectives and derive
prediction-free online strategies, which make decisions based
on the currently observed uncertainty realizations and do not
depend on predictions. These advantages lead to its applica-
tions in online ES operation problems. A real-time coordinated
ES and load operation strategy was proposed in [19]. An online
and distributed strategy was introduced in [20] for shared ES.
The online operation of a wind-ES system was studied in [21],
whose optimal strategy was expressed using parametric linear
programming techniques. The online energy management of
microgrids consisting of electricity and heat generation and
ESs was investigated in [22]. A real-time strategy for smart
buildings equipped with ESs was proposed in [23] considering
the uncertainties from renewable generation, load demand, and
energy prices. An online battery ES control algorithm was
developed in [24] to reduce peak loads and decrease electricity
bills. However, the aforementioned works focused on the real-
time operation of ES but did not address how ES bids in
a real-time electricity market. The bidding problem is much
more complicated than the operation problem since it needs to
consider the impact of bids on the cleared price and quantity.
Moreover, none of these studies considered carbon emissions.

In this paper, an ES bidding cost curve is derived based
on the online operation strategy by Lyapunov optimization,
which can make the market clearing results the same as the
online operation strategy under mild conditions. Compared
with other methods for market participants’ optimal strategy,
such as bilevel programming [25], the advantage of Lyapunov
optimization is that it is prediction-free. Because of the de-
velopment of renewable energy generation, the uncertainties
in power systems have become more substantial. Moreover,
the ES operator may lack information on the power network
and other participants in the market, so it is difficult for the
ES to predict future uncertainties and strategically participate
in the market using bilevel programming. Instead, Lyapunov
optimization does not rely on predictions and can provide
an optimized strategy that only depends on the currently
observed uncertainty realizations. Furthermore, derived from
the Lyapunov optimization-based ES operation strategy, the
ES bidding cost curve only depends on the ES’s current state-
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of-charge (SoC), so the ES operator no longer needs to know
the current uncertainty realizations of renewable generation in
the electricity market, which may not be accessible to the ES
operator.

This paper fills the research gap by first proposing a novel
electricity market with carbon emission allocation and then
investigating the real-time bidding strategy of ES in the
proposed market. The contributions are as follows.

1) Electricity-emission Pricing. In this paper, we propose an
electricity market with carbon emission allocation. First, the
electricity market is cleared by minimizing the total generation
cost and total emission via lexicographic optimization. Then,
the total emission is allocated among power plants, ESs, and
loads based on Aumann-Shapley prices. A parametric linear
programming-based algorithm is developed to calculate the
emission prices. Compared to the existing Aumann-Shapley
price calculation methods [11]–[14], the proposed algorithm
is faster and more accurate. The proposed carbon emission
allocation method can avoid the limitations of the traditional
CEF-based method [5].

2) Real-time ES Bidding Strategy. To exploit the potential
of ES in reducing carbon emissions by providing it with up-
to-date carbon-oriented prices, the real-time bidding strategy
of ES in the proposed market is studied. First, Lyapunov
optimization is applied to establish the real-time optimal ES
operation strategy as a function of the combined electricity
and emission price. Compared to the existing work [19]–[24],
the proposed Lyapunov optimization method minimizes the
exact drift-plus-penalty rather than its upper bound, which
is shown to be more effective by the case studies. Then,
the real-time ES bidding cost curve and bounds are derived.
Numerical experiments show that the system total emission
can be effectively reduced with ES in the proposed market.

The proposed carbon allocation mechanism can influence
the market dynamics of wholesale electricity markets in sev-
eral ways. First, it would impact the generation side. Carbon-
intensive generators, like coal-fired plants, face higher opera-
tional costs, making them less competitive. In contrast, low-
carbon alternatives such as renewables are encouraged. This
can lead to increased investment in greener energy sources,
thereby reducing carbon emissions. Second, it could affect
the behavior of electricity consumers. When the emission
is allocated to consumers according to their impacts on the
system emission, the consumers may adjust their behavior,
such as shifting demand to the period with more renewable
generation. Third, the proposed carbon allocation mechanism
can effectively quantify the contribution of ES to carbon emis-
sion reduction, and thus effectively incentivize the ES to help
with low-carbon operation of the power system. Moreover, the
proposed carbon allocation mechanism can also be combined
with a cap-and-trade system [26], such as the EU Emissions
Trading System (ETS) [27] and the carbon trading policy in
China [28].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section
II introduces the proposed electricity market with carbon
emission allocation. The real-time bidding strategy of ES is
developed in Section III. The overall real-time market bidding
and clearing procedures are also summarized. Case studies are

presented in Section IV with conclusions in Section V.

II. ELECTRICITY MARKET WITH EMISSION ALLOCATION

In this section, an electricity market with carbon emission
allocation is proposed. We first clear the electricity market in
Section II-A. Then allocate the carbon emissions in Section
II-B and compare the proposed method with the CEF method
in Section II-C. For notation conciseness, the index t of the
time period is omitted in this section.

A. Electricity Market Clearing

In the proposed electricity market, the electricity prices
are the locational marginal prices (LMPs) deduced from the
Lagrangian function of an optimal power flow (OPF) problem.
Particularly, we establish a lexicographic optimization-based
OPF model, whose objective is

min
pi,∀i

{ ∑
i∈SG∪SS

fi(pi),
∑
i∈SG

σi(pi)

}
, (1)

where SG and SS are the sets of power plants and ESs,
respectively; pi is the power output of the power plant or ES
i; fi(pi) is the cost curve submitted to the market operator
by the power plant or ES i, which is a piecewise linear and
convex function of pi and has the unit $/h; σi(pi) is the
emission function of power plant i, which is also piecewise
linear and convex. The two objective functions are optimized
in lexicographic order, which means that the total generation
cost

∑
i∈SG∪SS

fi(pi) is minimized first, and then the total
emission

∑
i∈SG

σi(pi) is minimized among all the feasible
solutions with the minimum total power generation cost. In
this way, the total emission is well-defined even if the OPF
problem has multiple least-cost solutions.

A lexicographic linear program can be equivalently trans-
formed into a linear program with a weighted-sum objective
function [29]. Then, the objective (1) can be replaced by

min
pi,∀i

∑
i∈SG∪SS

fi(pi) + ϵ
∑
i∈SG

σi(pi),

for some small enough constant ϵ > 0. The optimal objective
value is very close to the minimum generation cost.

The market clearing OPF problem is then formulated as

min
pi,∀i

∑
i∈SG∪SS

fi(pi) + ϵ
∑
i∈SG

σi(pi), (2a)

s.t.
∑

i∈SG∪SS

pi−
∑
i∈SB

Di =
∑

i∈SG∪SS

Lipi −
∑
i∈SB

LiDi + L0 : λ̄,

(2b)

− Fl≤
∑

i∈SG∪SS

Tlipi −
∑
i∈SB

TliDi ≤ Fl : µ
−
l , µ

+
l ≥ 0,∀l ∈ SL,

(2c)

P i ≤ pi ≤ P i,∀i ∈ SG ∪ SS , (2d)

where SB and SL are the index sets of buses and branches,
respectively. Di is the load demand at bus i. Li is the loss
sensitivity coefficient at bus i and L0 is the system loss offset,
so the right side of (2b) represents the system loss [30] and
(2b) is the total power balance equation. The capacity of
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branch l is denoted by Fl. Tli is the power transfer distribution
factor from bus i to branch l. Thus, (2c) is the branch capacity
constraint. The lower and upper bounds of the power output
are stipulated in (2d). The bounds can be negative for ESs
(How the ES bids the cost curve fi(pi) and the bounds in real
time will be discussed in Section III). Although the ramping
limits of generators do not appear explicitly in the formulation
of the proposed real-time market clearing problem, they can
be considered by the generator owners during the bidding
processes. The bid of a generator includes the cost curve fi(pi)
and the range of power output [P i, P i]. Since this is a real-
time market [31], the power output range can be limited by
the maximum and minimum outputs as well as the ramping
requirements based on the previous output status. The decision
variables of the OPF problem (2) are pi,∀i ∈ SG ∪SS . λ and
µ±
l are dual variables. Denote the Lagrangian function with

constraints (2b) and (2c) by L. Then the LMP at bus i is

λi ≜
∂L
∂Di

= λ̄(1− Li) +
∑
l∈SL

Tli(µ
−
l − µ

+
l ),∀i ∈ SB . (3)

To facilitate the computation of λi, considering that fi(pi)
and σi(pi) are piecewise linear and convex, they can be written
as:

fi(pi) = max
1≤n≤Ni

{αF
inpi + βF

in},∀i ∈ SG ∪ SS ,

σi(pi) = max
1≤n≤Ni

{αE
inpi + βE

in},∀i ∈ SG,

where αF
in, β

F
in, α

E
in, β

E
in are parameters of each segment.

Then, problem (2) is equivalent to the following linear pro-
gram.

min
pi,fi,σi,∀i

∑
i∈SG∪SS

fi + ϵ
∑
i∈SG

σi, (4a)

s.t. (2b)− (2d), (4b)

fi ≥ αF
inpi + βF

in, n = 1, . . . , Ni, ∀i ∈ SG ∪ SS , (4c)

σi ≥ αE
inpi + βE

in, n = 1, . . . , Ni, ∀i ∈ SG. (4d)

Remark: Under the lexicographic order for generation cost
and emission objective functions, the total cost is minimized
first without emission objective, and then the total emission
is minimized within the range where the total generation cost
stays minimum. Therefore, if there is a unique optimal solution
for the OPF without emission objective, this solution is also
optimal for the lexicographic optimization. We would like to
clarify that instead of only considering the fuel cost, the first
objective is to minimize the total generation cost, which is the
summation of the bidding cost of power plants. Therefore,
when power plants have to pay for their emissions, their
bidding cost curve in the energy market will combine the fuel
consumption and the emission costs.

There may be multiple OPF solutions under the single
generation cost objective, which may lead to different total
emissions. Therefore, we introduce the emission objective as
the second objective, so that there is a unique total emission
in the OPF solutions. Nonetheless, the proposed emission
allocation method is applicable to other types of objective
functions. For instance, the weighted sum of electricity and

emission cost was adopted in carbon-aware OPF literature
[7]. Such an objective has the same form as the transformed
objective function used in (2) and thus can be effectively
handled by the proposed method.

The nodal loss coefficients depend on whether the node is
injecting or consuming power, which can be addressed by a
trial-and-error approach in the proposed energy market: First,
initialize a power-flowing direction at each bus. Then solve
the market clearing OPF problem. If the obtained direction
is different from the assumed one, solve the OPF problem
again under the updated direction. Repeat this process until
the assumed and obtained directions are the same.

B. Carbon Emission Allocation

After the electricity market is cleared, we allocate the carbon
emissions to the power plants, loads, and ESs. We introduce
the proposed Aumann-Shapley price-based allocation mecha-
nism, its properties, and the calculation algorithm.

1) Allocation Mechanism: Although carbon dioxide is only
emitted in the power generation process, the demand side
should take part of the responsibility because the load demands
are the cause of power generation and the associated emis-
sions. In the proposed carbon emission allocation mechanism,
the power plants take responsibility for half of the emissions,
and the other half is allocated to the ESs and loads. Specifi-
cally, power plant i is responsible for σi(pi)τ/2 emission in
one period, where τ is the period length. Then, the cost curve
and bounds of power plant i are as follows.

fi(pi) = gi(pi) +
1

2
κ · σi(pi), P i ≤ pi ≤ P i, ∀i ∈ SG, (5)

where gi(pi) is the fuel cost function; κ is the cost coefficient
of emission and κ · σi(pi)/2 is the emission cost function of
power plant i. Equation (5) is the decomposition of the bidding
cost curve, which is the same as the piecewise linear function
mentioned in (1) in Section II-A.

In the following, we focus on how to allocate the other
half of the total emission among ESs and load demands. We
attribute carbon emissions to ESs because, despite consuming
nearly zero energy across the whole time horizon, ESs have
a positive or negative impact on carbon emissions in each
period. The key idea of the proposed Aumann-Shapley price-
based allocation mechanism is that: we first treat the ES power
outputs and load demands as given parameters, then derive
how the total emission changes with them, and finally do
the integral from 0 to their optimal strategies to allocate the
emission costs. The detailed procedures are as follows:

First, given the ES power outputs Ps,∀s ∈ Ss and load
demands Di,∀i ∈ SB , we solve the following modified OPF
problem:

min
pi,fi,σi,∀i

∑
i∈SG∪SS

fi + ϵ
∑
i∈SG

σi,

s.t. (4b)− (4d), ps = Ps,∀s ∈ SS . (6)

In the modified OPF problem (6), the ES power outputs
P = (Ps,∀s ∈ SS) and load demands D = (Di,∀i ∈ SB)
are regarded as parameters. Denote the optimal solution of
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(6) as p∗i ,∀i ∈ SG, which is a function of P and D. With
p∗i (P,D),∀i ∈ SG, half of the total emission cost can be
calculated by (7), also a function of P and D.

E(P,D) ≜
1

2

∑
i∈SG

κ · σi(p∗i (P,D)) · τ. (7)

Under given demands D, if Ps is set as the optimal solution
of ps,∀s ∈ SS in (4), problem (6) will produce the same
optimal solution. To use Aumann-Shapley prices for emission
allocation, we need the emission cost function E(P,D) under
varying P and D (instead of merely the emission value under
the optimal solution of (4)), which is defined in (7) using the
optimal solution p∗i ,∀i ∈ SG of problem (6).

The function E(P,D) can reflect how the system emission
cost changes as the ES power outputs and load demands
change. Then, the emission cost can be allocated as follows:

Es(P ∗, D∗) ≜
∫ P∗

s

0

∂E
∂Ps

(
y

P ∗
s

P ∗,
y

P ∗
s

D∗
)
dy,∀s ∈ SS , (8a)

Ei(P ∗, D∗) ≜
∫ D∗

i

0

∂E
∂Di

(
y

D∗
i

P ∗,
y

D∗
i

D∗
)
dy,∀i ∈ SB , (8b)

where y is the variable of the integration. It parametrizes
the line segment from (0, 0) to (P ∗, D∗). Es(P ∗, D∗) and
Ei(P ∗, D∗) are the emission costs allocated to ES s and load i,
respectively, under ES power output P ∗ and load demand D∗.
In particular, Es(P ∗, D∗) is the integral of the partial derivative
∂E/∂Ps along the segment from (0, 0) to (P ∗, D∗). ∂E/∂Ps

shows how the emission cost E changes as Ps changes.
The integral accumulates the influence of Ps on E . If ES
s discharges, it is likely to help decrease the total emission
in that period and Es(P ∗, D∗) is negative. When P ∗

s = 0,
we have Es = 0. The function E(P,D) is determined by the
modified OPF problem (6), whose result will not change when
adding virtual buses. Hence, the proposed Aumann-Shapley
price-based allocation mechanism can avoid the limitation of
the CEF method (see Section II-C).

The emission price is the ratio of the allocated emission
cost to the nonzero demand energy. The emission prices
ψs(P

∗, D∗) of ES s and ψi(P
∗, D∗) of load i are

ψs(P
∗, D∗) ≜ −1

τ

∫ 1

0

∂E
∂Ps

(yP ∗, yD∗)dy =
Es(P ∗, D∗)

−P ∗
s τ

,

ψi(P
∗, D∗) ≜

1

τ

∫ 1

0

∂E
∂Di

(yP ∗, yD∗)dy =
Ei(P ∗, D∗)

D∗
i τ

. (9)

When P ∗
s or D∗

i is 0, ψs and ψi are still well-defined in (9).
The emission costs are calculated when the ES charges or

discharges, but the ES sometimes pays for it and sometimes
gains income. In most cases, the emission price is positive. The
charging of ES increases the requirement for power generation
and causes system emission growth, so ES should pay for the
emission under the proposed carbon emission allocation mech-
anism. In contrast, the discharging of ES generally decreases
the system emission, and thus the ES receives revenue for its
contribution to system emission reduction. In this way, the ES
is encouraged to charge when the emission price is low (to
pay less) and discharge when the emission price is high (to
earn more), and then the potential of the ES in helping with
system emission reduction is incentivized.

2) Properties: Proposition 1 below shows that the proposed
method can ensure that half of the total emission is allocated
to the ESs and loads.

Proposition 1: Suppose problem (6) is feasible for both
(0, 0) and (P ∗, D∗), then the emission allocation in (8) is
cost-sharing, i.e.,∑
s∈SS

Es(P ∗, D∗) +
∑
i∈SB

Ei(P ∗, D∗) = E(P ∗, D∗)− E(0, 0).

Though the cost-sharing property has been proven for the
Aumann-Shapley mechanism in [10], it requires the total cost
function to be continuously differentiable. In this paper, the
function E(P,D) is not continuously differentiable, but we can
still prove Proposition 1 as in Appendix A. Apart from the
cost-sharing property, some other properties including scale
invariance, monotonicity, additivity, and consistency are also
listed in Appendix A.

Observe that in the modified OPF problem (6), the total
emission depends on the net demand of loads and ESs at each
bus. Therefore, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 1: Every bus has a unique emission price, i.e.,
ψs = ψi if i = s ∈ SS ⊂ SB , depending on the net demand
D̃i at the bus, where

D̃i ≜

{
Di, if i ∈ SB , i /∈ SS ,
Di − Ps, if i = s ∈ SS ⊂ SB .

(10)

Remark: In Proposition 1, the modified OPF problem (6) is
assumed to be feasible for both (0, 0) and (P ∗, D∗). Although
the feasibility at (P ∗, D∗) is guaranteed by the fact that P ∗ is
part of the OPF solution under load D∗, the feasibility at (0, 0)
may not hold due to the minimum power output constraints of
thermal generators. To address this problem, we observe from
the proof of Proposition 1 that if problem (6) is feasible for
(P 0, D0) and (P ∗, D∗), then

E(P ∗, D∗)− E(P 0, D0) =
∑

s∈SS

Is +
∑

i∈SB

Ii,

where

Is ≜
∫ P∗

s

P 0
s

∂E
∂Ps

(
P 0 +

y − P 0
s

P ∗
s − P 0

s

(P ∗ − P 0),

D0 +
y − P 0

s

P ∗
s − P 0

s

(D∗ −D0)

)
dy, ∀s ∈ SS ,

Ii ≜
∫ D∗

i

D0
i

∂E
∂Di

(
P 0 +

y −D0
i

D∗
i −D0

i

(P ∗ − P 0),

D0 +
y −D0

i

D∗
i −D0

i

(D∗ −D0)

)
dy, ∀i ∈ SB .

If (0, 0) is an infeasible point, we can start from a feasible
point (P 0, D0). Instead of using the definitions in (8), the
following emission cost allocation is adopted:

Es(P ∗, D∗) = Is + Es(P 0, D0), ∀s ∈ SS , (11a)

Ei(P ∗, D∗) = Ii + Ei(P 0, D0), ∀i ∈ SB , (11b)

where∑
s∈SS

Es(P 0, D0) +
∑

i∈SB

Ei(P 0, D0) = E(P 0, D0).
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Therefore, if there is a suitable method to allocate the emission
cost at (P 0, D0), the emission cost increment from (P 0, D0)
to (P ∗, D∗) can be allocated by Aumann-Shapley prices,
and the allocation results in (11) still satisfy the cost-sharing
property, i.e.,∑

s∈SS

Es(P ∗, D∗) +
∑

i∈SB

Ei(P ∗, D∗) = E(P ∗, D∗).

The remaining questions to answer are how to choose the
feasible point (P 0, D0) and how to allocate the emission cost
at (P 0, D0). We provide two ways in the following:

First, a day-ahead energy market clearing may provide a
feasible point (P 0, D0) and the corresponding emission cost
allocation. Since the day-ahead market can adjust unit commit-
ment and consider the uncertainties by stochastic programming
and robust optimization techniques, it can find a feasible point
for real-time operation. It is worth noting that we do not
need P 0 ≤ P ∗ or D0 ≤ D∗. In other words, the real-time
adjustment can be either positive or negative whereas the cost-
sharing property always holds. There are some existing works
[32]–[34] on the carbon emission allocation in the day-ahead
energy market. Generalizing the proposed method for the day-
ahead energy market is also one of our future directions.

Second, (P 0, D0) can be chosen as the closest feasible point
to (0, 0) on the line segment from (0, 0) to (P ∗, D∗), i.e.,
(P 0, D0) = (ζP ∗, ζD∗), where ζ is the optimal value of the
following linear program:

min
ζ,pi,Di,∀i

ζ

s.t. (2b)− (2d), 0 ≤ ζ ≤ 1,

ps = ζP ∗
s , ∀s ∈ SS , Di = ζD∗

i , ∀i ∈ SB .

Then (P 0, D0) is feasible and E(P 0, D0) can be calculated.
We allocate the emission cost proportionally as follows:

Es(P 0, D0) =
−P 0

s · E(P 0, D0)

−
∑

s′∈SS
P 0
s′ +

∑
i∈SB

D0
i

, ∀s ∈ SS ,

Ei(P 0, D0) =
D0

i · E(P 0, D0)

−
∑

s∈SS
P 0
s +

∑
i′∈SB

D0
i′
, ∀i ∈ SB .

Then the allocation results at (P ∗, D∗) satisfy the cost-sharing,
scale invariance, monotonicity, additivity, and consistency
properties, which can be directly verified using definitions.
Therefore, even if the assumption of Proposition 1 does not
hold, we can slightly revise the allocation method and the
calculation algorithm to maintain the desired properties.

3) Calculation of Emission Prices: We have seen that the
proposed allocation mechanism possesses good properties. In
the following, we develop an algorithm for calculating the
emission prices efficiently and accurately.

For a fixed net demand vector D̃, the emission cost function
(7) and the problem (6) can be written in the following
standard compact form.

E(D̃) = K⊤x with x optimal in

min
x≥0

C⊤x

s.t. Ax = GD̃ +H,

(12)

where x is a vector representing the decision variables in
(6); A, C, G, H , and K are constant matrices or vectors
representing the coefficients.

Let x∗ be an optimal solution. According to linear program-
ming theory [35], we can divide x∗ into basic variables x∗B
and nonbasic variables x∗N so that

x∗B ≥ 0, x∗N = 0, x∗B = A−1
B (GD̃ +H),

with

x∗ =

(
x∗B
x∗N

)
, A = (AB , AN ) , K =

(
KB

KN

)
,

where AB is the optimal basis.
According to parametric linear programming theory [35],

when D̃ changes into D̃+∆D̃, AB remains the optimal basis
if the basic variables are still nonnegative, i.e.,

A−1
B (G(D̃ +∆D̃) +H) ≥ 0,

and accordingly,

E(D̃ +∆D̃) = K⊤
BA

−1
B (G(D̃ +∆D̃) +H)

= E(D̃) +K⊤
BA

−1
B G ·∆D̃.

Thus, we can calculate the partial derivative in (9) by

∂E(D̃)

∂D̃i

= lim
y→0

E(D̃ + yωi)− E(D̃)

y
= K⊤

BA
−1
B Gωi, (13)

where ωi is a constant vector with the same dimension as D̃
and it has 1 at the i-th coordinate and 0 elsewhere.

By the definition of emission price in (9), we need to
calculate the integral along a segment from 0 to D̃∗. To do
this, we start from y0 = 0, determine the optimal basis AB0

at (y0 + δ)D̃∗ (δ > 0 is a small step length), and use (14) to
find the interval y ∈ [y0, y1] where ∂E/∂D̃ does not change.

A−1
B0

(G · yD̃∗ +H) ≥ 0, (14)

If y1 < 1, we then move to y1 + δ and find a new interval
[y1, y2] by replacing AB0

with AB1
, where AB1

is the optimal
basis at (y1 + δ)D̃∗. Repeat until yM ≥ 1.

Let yM = 1, then the emission price can be obtained by

ψi =

[∑M

m=1
(ym − ym−1)K

⊤
Bm−1

A−1
Bm−1

Gωi

]
/τ.

The overall process is summarized in Algorithm 1. Assume
the segment from 0 to D̃∗ meets M ′ critical regions1. By
parametric linear programming theory [36], M ′ is finite.
With step parameter δ > 0, the sample point number m is
no larger than 1/δ and M ′ when Algorithm 1 terminates.
Therefore, Algorithm 1 terminates after finite and at most
O(min{1/δ,M ′}) steps. At each sample point, one linear OPF
problem and three linear equation systems need to be solved.
For a large-scale OPF problem and M ′ > 1/δ, the worst-case
computational complexity is solving the OPF problem 1/δ
times. The result of Algorithm 1 is at least as accurate as the
numerical calculation methods [11]–[14]. As δ decreases, the
result becomes more accurate. In addition, for a small enough
δ > 0, Algorithm 1 can encounter all the critical regions on
the segment, so it gives the precise values of emission prices.

1A critical region is a region of parameters where the optimal basis does
not change [36].
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Algorithm 1 Emission Price Calculation
Input: Parameters in (6) and (7); a step paramter δ > 0.
Output: Emission prices ψi, i ∈ SB .

1: Initiation: Calculate A, C, G, H , and K in (12) and D̃∗

by (10). Let ψi ← 0,∀i ∈ SB , m← 0, ym ← 0.
2: Let m ← m + 1. Solve the linear program in (12) with
D̃ = (ym−1+δ)D̃

∗ to obtain the optimal basis ABm−1
and

the corresponding KBm−1
. Solve A−1

Bm−1
(G ·yD̃∗+H) ≥

0 and obtain an interval [y′, y′′]. Let ym ← min{y′′, 1}
and

ψi ← ψi +
1

τ
(ym − ym−1)K

⊤
Bm−1

A−1
Bm−1

Gωi, i ∈ SB .

3: If ym ≥ 1, terminate and output ψi, i ∈ SB ; otherwise,
go to Step 2.

C. Comparison with Carbon Emission Flow

Under the CEF method [5], carbon emissions are modeled
as flows in the network along with the given power flows.
For power flow pij > 0 in directed line (i, j), denote the
corresponding CEF by rij . The CEF of the generation power
pi at bus i is denoted by rGi , which can be calculated according
to the generation emission parameter. The CEF of the load
demand Di is denoted by rDi . The CEF intensity ρ is defined
as the ratio of CEF to power. For example, ρij = rij/pij . The
CEF method has the following assumptions: For any i ∈ SB

and (i, j) ∈ SL,

rGi +
∑

(k,i)∈SL

rki = rDi +
∑

(i,k)∈SL

rik, (15a)

ρDi = ρij =
rDi +

∑
(i,k)∈SL

rik

Di +
∑

(i,k)∈SL
pik

=
rGi +

∑
(k,i)∈SL

rki

pi +
∑

(k,i)∈SL
pki

,

(15b)

where SB is the set of buses and SL is the set of directed
lines with positive power flow; (15a) means the total emission
flowing into a bus equals the total emission flowing out of
it; (15b) indicates that the CEF flowing out of the same bus
has the same carbon intensity. Based on the two assumptions,
equations can be formulated under a given power flow distri-
bution, whose solutions give the CEF values.

However, the CEF method may have different allocation
results if virtual buses are added. A simple example is depicted
in Fig. 1. There are two fossil fuel generators and two loads
in the example system. On the left side of Fig. 1, the carbon
intensity flowing out of bus 1 is (2×0.9+1×0.3)/(1+2) = 0.7
kgCO2/kWh. On the right side, a virtual bus (bus 2) and a no-
loss line are added to connect the two buses. Then the carbon
intensity flowing out of bus 1 becomes 0.9 kgCO2/kWh, and
that of bus 2 is (1× 0.9+1× 0.3)/2 = 0.6 kgCO2/kWh. The
power flow outside the additional part remains the same as the
original power flow.

By removing all the virtual buses, the inconsistency of
the CEF method can be avoided. However, the point of the
example in Fig. 1 is that the allocation results of the CEF
method may be controversial. For instance, if the line from
bus 1 to bus 2 physically exists but is very short with a small

G G

2 MW

0.9 kgCO  /kWh2

1 MW

0.7 kgCO  /kWh2

1 MW

0.3 kgCO  /kWh2

2 MW

0.7 kgCO  /kWh2

G G

2 MW

0.9 kgCO  /kWh2

1 MW

0.9 kgCO  /kWh2

1 MW

0.3 kgCO  /kWh2

2 MW

0.6 kgCO  /kWh2

1 MW

0.9 kgCO  /kWh2

1 1 2

Fig. 1. An example to illustrate the shortcoming of the CEF method.

impedance, it can be either modeled or not, without affecting
the power flow calculation results much. In this circumstance,
the load demand at bus 2 may prefer the model on the right
side, where its carbon intensity is lower, but the load at bus
1 will be more favorable to the left model. There is still
controversy due to the essential assumption of the CEF method
that the power flowing out of a bus has the same carbon
intensity.

The properties of the proposed Aumann-Shapley mecha-
nism and the CEF method are summarized and compared
in TABLE I. The two methods both have cost-sharing and
scale invariance properties. The monotonicity, additivity, and
consistency properties depend on the emission cost function
E(P,D). Since the CEF method allocates emissions according
to the power flow rather than the function E(P,D), it does
not have the three desired properties. When virtual buses are
added to the network, the allocation results of the Aumann-
Shapley mechanism will not change, while the CEF method
can have different outcomes, as the example shows in Fig.
1. The proposed Aumann-Shapley mechanism can incentivize
ES to help with system emission reduction, where the ES
is rewarded for transferring green energy into high-emission
periods. In contrast, the CEF method does not provide an effec-
tive incentive for ES, where the carbon intensity only depends
on the inflows during charging but does not account for the
discharging situation, so it cannot give a clear signal for the ES
about when to discharge. The computational complexity of the
CEF method involves solving a set of linear equations, which
is very fast. We propose a calculation method to accelerate the
computation of the Aumann-Shapley prices, which can reduce
the computation burden down to solving some linear programs,
comparable to the CEF method. To sum up, the Aumann-
Shapley mechanism has more desired properties than the CEF
method and outperforms the CEF method in the ability to
encourage ES to help with system emission reduction. In
addition, the computation speed is fast enough for a real-
time market. Therefore, we recommend the proposed Aumann-
Shapley mechanism for the carbon emission allocation in the
energy market containing ESs.

III. REAL-TIME ENERGY STORAGE BIDDING STRATEGY

In Section II, we develop an electricity market with carbon
emission allocation, then a remaining question is how the ES s
determines its real-time bidding cost curve fs(ps) and bounds
P s, P s. The design of a bidding cost curve follows the rule
that the resulting optimal dispatch strategy of ES s by (2)
should be the same as the optimal operation strategy of ES
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TABLE I
COMPARISON OF CARBON EMISSION ALLOCATION METHODS

Aumann-Shapley CEF

Cost-sharing ✓ ✓

Scale invariance ✓ ✓

Monotonicity ✓ -
Additivity ✓ -
Consistency ✓ -
Invariance after adding virtual buses ✓ ×
Incentivizing ES ✓ ×
Computation speed Fast Very fast

s under the corresponding combined electricity and emission
price λst + ψst [31]. In this section, we first assume the
energy and emission prices are given and analyze the optimal
ES operation strategy by developing an offline model and
its online counterpart based on Lyapunov optimization. After
the relationship between the real-time optimal ES operation
strategy and the price is obtained, the bidding cost curve and
bounds are derived.

A. Offline Energy Storage Operation Model

Suppose the energy prices λst,∀t = 1, . . . , T and the
emission prices ψst,∀t = 1, . . . , T are given. In the offline
optimal operation model of ES s, the charging power pcst
and discharging power pdst in each period are optimized to
maximize the total revenue as follows.

P1 : max
pc
st,p

d
st,est,∀t

∑T

t=1
(λst + ψst)(p

d
st − pcst)τ, (16a)

s.t. 0 ≤ pcst ≤ Pmax
s , 0 ≤ pdst ≤ Pmax

s , pcstp
d
st = 0,∀t, (16b)

es(t+1) = est + pcstτη
c
s − pdstτ/ηds ,∀t, (16c)

Es ≤ est ≤ Es,∀t, (16d)

where the maximized objective function in (16a) is the total
revenue considering both energy and emission. Constraint
(16b) stipulates bounds for charging and discharging power
and prohibits simultaneous charging and discharging. est de-
notes the stored energy at the beginning of period t. ηcs and
ηds are the charging and discharging efficiencies, respectively.
Constraint (16c) reflects the state-of-charge (SoC) dynamics
and (16d) sets lower and upper bounds for the stored energy.

The offline model (16) can help the ES get the maximum
revenue over the whole time horizon. However, the ES cannot
derive its real-time bidding strategy directly based on the
offline model because: 1) The optimal solution of (16) depends
on the combined electricity and emission prices for all periods,
while what we need in a real-time market is a bidding cost
curve depending solely on the current period. 2) The model
(16) fails to reflect the influence of the ES charging and
discharging strategies on future electricity and emission prices.
To overcome the above limitations, we propose a real-time
optimal ES operation model to derive the real-time ES bidding
strategy in the following.

B. Real-Time Optimal Energy Storage Operation Strategy

The offline problem (16) maximizes the total revenue in T
periods. Since actually we want to maximize the long-term

time average revenue, let T →∞ and transform (16) into the
following problem.

P1′ : v∗0 ≜ − min
pc
st,p

d
st,est,∀t

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

E[−γst(pdst − pcst)τ ],

s.t. (16b)− (16d). (17)

In (17), the combined energy and emission price γst is defined
by γst ≜ λst + ψst, which is the source of uncertainty in the
optimization; E(·) means taking an expectation; maximizing
the average expected revenue is equivalently transformed
into minimizing its negative value; the optimal time average
expected revenue is denoted by v∗0 .

The problem (17) is still an offline model. Then, we use
Lyapunov optimization to turn (17) into its online counterpart.
First, we define a virtual queue qst, t = 1, 2, . . . as follows.

qst ≜ est − Es,∀t,

where Es is a parameter to be determined later. By (16d),
Es − Es ≤ qst ≤ Es − Es,∀t, so limT→∞ E[|qsT |]/T = 0,
which means the virtual queue {qst,∀t} is mean rate stable
[18]. Then we relax constraint (16d) to the mean rate stability
of the virtual queue {qst,∀t}, restate constraint (16c) using
qst, and obtain a relaxed problem as follows.

v∗1 ≜ − min
pc
st,p

d
st,qst,∀t

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

E[−γst(pdst − pcst)τ ],

s.t. (16b), lim
T→∞

1

T
E[|qsT |] = 0,

qs(t+1) = qst + pcstτη
c
s − pdstτ/ηds ,∀t. (18)

Define a Lyapunov function lst for the virtual queue qst by
lst ≜ (qst)

2/2. Define Lyapunov drift ∆st as the change of
the Lyapunov function:

∆st ≜ ls(t+1) − lst = (qs(t+1))
2/2− (qst)

2/2

= (pcstτη
c
s − pdstτ/ηds )2/2 + (pcstτη

c
s − pdstτ/ηds )qst,∀t.

Then, we can derive an online algorithm by minimizing the
weighted sum of the Lyapunov drift ∆st and the objective for
that specific period t as follows.

P2 : min
pc
st,p

d
st

∆st + Vs(−γst(pdst − pcst)τ),

s.t. ∆st = (pcstτη
c
s − pdstτ/ηds )2/2 + (pcstτη

c
s − pdstτ/ηds )qst,

0 ≤ pcst ≤ Pmax
s , 0 ≤ pdst ≤ Pmax

s , pcstp
d
st = 0, (19)

where Vs > 0 is a penalty coefficient to be determined later
and the objective function is called a drift-plus-penalty term.
By minimizing the drift-plus-penalty term, we can balance the
virtual queue stability and the time average expectation of rev-
enue. It is worth noting that distinct from the previous works
[19]–[24] that used an upper bound of ∆st and minimized the
linear function C0 + (pcstτη

c
s − pdstτ/ηds )qst + Vs(−γst(pdst −

pcst)τ) with a constant C0, we minimize the exact drift-plus-
penalty term, which is a quadratic function. This can improve
the accuracy of the online algorithm.

In each period t, based on the up-to-date qst and γst,
problem (19) can be solved to obtain pcst, p

d
st, and qs(t+1).
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With the condition pcstp
d
st = 0 and the expression of ∆st,

problem (19) is equivalently transformed into

min

{
min

0≤pc
st≤Pmax

s

{
(pcstτη

c
s)

2/2 + pcstτqstη
c
s + Vsγstp

c
stτ
}
,

min
0≤pd

st≤Pmax
s

{
(pdstτ/η

d
s )

2/2− pdstτqst/ηds − Vsγstpdstτ
}}

,

which comes down to finding the minimum of constrained 1-
dimensional quadratic functions. Define the net output of ES
s by pst ≜ pdst−pcst, which is consistent with our notations in
the proposed electricity market. Then the optimal solution pst
of problem (19) is a piecewise linear function of the combined
electricity and emission price γst:

−Pmax
s , if qst ≤ −Vsγst

ηc
s

− Pmax
s τηc

s,
qstη

c
s+Vsγst

τ(ηc
s)

2 , if − Vsγst
ηc
s

− Pmax
s τηc

s ≤ qst ≤ −Vsγst
ηc
s

,

0, if − Vsγst
ηc
s

≤ qst ≤ −Vsγstη
d
s ,

qst/η
d
s+Vsγst

τ/(ηd
s )2

, if − Vsγstη
d
s ≤ qst ≤ −Vsγstη

d
s +

Pmax
s τ

ηd
s

,

Pmax
s , if − Vsγstη

d
s +

Pmax
s τ

ηd
s

≤ qst.

(20)

With the online strategy (20), we can derive the real-time bid-
ding strategy in Section III-C. Before that, we first determine
the values of parameters Es and Vs to guarantee the SoC range
constraint (16d), which is relaxed in P2. Es and Vs can be set
according to the theorems below.

Theorem 1: Assume γst ∈ [γ
s
, γs] with 0 ≤ γ

s
< γsη

c
sη

d
s .

If Es and Vs satisfy

0 < Vs ≤
ηcs(Es − Es)

γsη
c
sη

d
s − γs

, (21a)

Es + Vsγsη
d
s ≤ Es ≤ Es + Vsγs/η

c
s, (21b)

the SoC range constraint Es ≤ est ≤ Es,∀t holds automati-
cally under the operation strategy in (20).

The proof of Theorem 1 is in Appendix B. In the assumption
of Theorem 1, [γ

s
, γs] is the range of the combined price

γst,∀t that can be estimated using historical data. The as-
sumption γ

s
< γsη

c
sη

d
s is reasonable as it is the condition for

ES s to possibly make positive profits considering the loss in
the charging and discharging process.

Another issue we care about is the gap between the online
result by P2 and that of P1′, as discussed below.

Theorem 2: Let the parameters Vs and Es be in the
range of (21). Assume γst,∀t are independent and identically
distributed. Denote the time average revenue expectation of
the strategy (20) (which is also the optimal solution of P2) by
v∗, then

v∗0 − (Pmax
s τ)2/(2Vs(η

d
s )

2) ≤ v∗ ≤ v∗0 .

The proof of Theorem 2 is in Appendix C. On the one hand,
a larger Vs leads to a tighter performance bound according to
Theorem 2. On the other hand, Theorem 1 limits the choice of
parameters Es and Vs. To achieve the best online performance,
we maximize Vs concerning the constraints in (21). Then, Es

and Vs are chosen as

Es =
γsη

c
sη

d
sEs − γsEs

γsη
c
sη

d
s − γs

, Vs =
ηcs(Es − Es)

γsη
c
sη

d
s − γs

. (22)

Remark: We adopt the assumption γ
s
≥ 0 for theoretical

convenience considering the fact that negative price rarely
arises [37]. The performance guarantee and parameter choices
derived in Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 can serve as a reference
for the general cases with possibly negative prices. It is
worth noting that the feasibility of the bidding strategy to
be proposed in (26) does not depend on the assumption of
positive prices, which will be elaborated in Proposition 2.

C. Real-time Bidding Strategy of Energy Storage

In the following, we derive the real-time bidding strategy of
ES based on (20). First, with the proposed real-time optimal
operation strategy (20), the net output of ES s is a function
pst(γst) of the combined price γst. The function pst(γst) is
nondecreasing and its minimum P st and maximum P st are

P st =


−Pmax

s , if qst ≤ −
Vsγs
ηc
s

− Pmax
s τηcs,

qstη
c
s+Vsγs

τ(ηc
s)

2 , if −
Vsγs
ηc
s

− Pmax
s τηcs ≤ qst ≤ −

Vsγs
ηc
s

,

0, if qst ≥ −
Vsγs
ηc
s

.

P st =


0, if qst ≤ −Vsγsη

d
s ,

qst/η
d
s+Vsγs

τ/(ηd
s )2

, if − Vsγsη
d
s ≤ qst ≤ −Vsγsη

d
s +

Pmax
s τ

ηd
s

,

Pmax
s , if − Vsγsη

d
s +

Pmax
s τ

ηd
s

≤ qst.

(23)

The idea of creating ES bidding curves is that the resulting
dispatch strategy pst of ES s in the market clearing should be
the same as the optimal operation strategy pst(γst) of ES under
the combined electricity and emission price γst = λst + ψst

[31]. The market clearing OPF problem (2) minimizes the
total cost, aiming at seeking the social optimum. According to
strong duality, the optimal solution to (2) can be equivalently
obtained by maxλt

minp∈[P,P ] Lt. Given the LMP λ∗t , the
inner minimization problem can be separated into the problems
for each agent. In particular, for ES s, it solves

min
pst∈[P st,P st]

fst(pst)− λ∗stpst

= min
pst∈[P st,P st]

fst(pst)− γ∗stpst + ψ∗
stpst, (24)

where ψ∗
st and γ∗st are the emission price and the combined

electricity and emission price in the market clearing and
carbon emission allocation results. To implement the afore-
mentioned idea, the desired bidding curve fst(pst) should be
convex in pst and make the optimal operation strategy pst(γst)
become the optimal solution of (24). Therefore, we choose the
following bidding cost curve:

fst(pst) ≜
∫ pst

0

γstdpst − ψ∗
stpst, P st ≤ pst ≤ P st.

Using the formula of the optimal operation strategy pst(γst)
in (20), we can get fst(pst) ={

pstη
c
s(pstτη

c
s−2qst)

2Vs
− ψ∗

stpst, if P st ≤ pst ≤ 0,
pst(pstτ−2qstη

d
s )

2Vs(ηd
s )

2 − ψ∗
stpst, if 0 ≤ pst ≤ P st.

(25)

The effectiveness of the function fst(pst) is demonstrated in
Proposition 2 with proofs in Appendix D.
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Proposition 2: The function fst(pst) is convex. Moreover,
when fst(pst) with P st ≤ pst ≤ P st is used as the bidding
cost curve, the operational constraints of ES must hold (even
if γst /∈ [γ

s
, γs]) and the dispatch strategy pst determined by

the market clearing problem (2) coincides with the operation
strategy in (20).

It is worth noting that no assumption is needed in Propo-
sition 2. When κ = 0, the carbon emissions cause no costs,
and the combined price degenerates to the electricity price,
which is the same as the situation in a traditional LMP-based
electricity market [38]. However, the definition of fst(pst) in
(25) is not practical, because the ES operator cannot know
the emission price ψ∗

st in advance. Therefore, we approximate
ψ∗
st by the known value ψs(t−1) from the previous period, i.e.,

fst(pst) ≈{
pstη

c
s(pstτη

c
s−2qst)

2Vs
− ψs(t−1)pst, if P st ≤ pst ≤ 0,

pst(pstτ−2qstη
d
s )

2Vs(ηd
s )

2 − ψs(t−1)pst, if 0 ≤ pst ≤ P st,

which is convex.
Since in the proposed electricity market, the cost curves

for power plants are piecewise linear, to be consistent, we
approximate fst(pst) by a piecewise linear function: Choose
Ns points from the interval [P st, P st] and calculate the
function values as follows.

P st = Pst1 < · · · < Pstn < · · · < PstNs
= P st,

Fstn ≜ gst(Pstn)− ψs(t−1)Pstn, n = 1, 2, . . . , Ns.

Then for any pst ∈ [P st, P st],

fst(pst) ≈

max
1≤n≤Ns−1

{
Fstn +

Fst(n+1) − Fstn

Pst(n+1) − Pstn
(pst − Pstn)

}
, (26)

where the right side is the final cost curve submitted by ES s.
Remark: For the dispatch problem in a power system with

ESs, the operation of the ES is optimized to minimize the
total cost of the system. The system operator has the infor-
mation of all the components of the system, and possibly has
valuable predictions for future uncertainties such as renewable
generation and load demand, which helps to approach social
optimum via stochastic programming. However, in the consid-
ered scenarios, the ES participates in the energy market for its
profits. Meanwhile, the ES does not have the information of
other participants in the market, nor does the ES have access
to the predictions of uncertainties. Therefore, the ES submits
the bidding cost curve according to the current SoC value.

Traditional real-time ES operation methods [19]–[24] did
not address how ES bids in the market. In contrast, the
impacts of the ES bidding on the LMP are considered in
this paper. The ES operator creates the ES bidding curves
to make profits. However, the ES operator is not a price-
maker in the proposed method. Otherwise, the market clearing
problem should be considered as a lower-level problem in
the bilevel bidding curve optimization problem [25], which is
much more complicated when the ES operator does not have
enough information on the power network and other market
participants, such as future renewable generation. Therefore,

Energy market

Market clearing by (3) and (4) Emission prices by Algorithm 1

Net output     LMP     

Power plant Energy storage Load

Emission prices     

Power plant Energy storage Load

Uncertainty
realization

Uncertainty
realization     

Real-time strategy by
(23) and (26)

Bidding curve         Bidding curve         

Uncertainty
realization

Uncertainty
realization

Real-time strategy by
(23) and (26)

Bidding curve Bidding curve

Period t-1

Period t

Period t+1

Fig. 2. The overall procedure of the proposed electricity market.

we leave the strategic behavior of price-making ES operators
for future work.

D. Overall Procedure

The overall procedure of the proposed electricity market is
illustrated in Fig. 2. At the beginning of period t, uncertain
renewable power plants and loads observe their actual power
output bounds/demands. Power plant i ∈ SG submits the
bidding curve fit(pit) in (5) to the market operator. Based
on the emission price ψs(t−1) and the virtual queue qst, ES
s ∈ SS submits the bidding curve in (26) and the bounds
given by (23) to the market operator. Load i ∈ SB reports
its demand power Dit. Then the market operator solves the
OPF problem (4) to obtain the net output pit, i ∈ SG ∪SS for
power plants and ESs. In addition, the LMPs λit, i ∈ SB are
calculated by (3). Subsequently, emission prices ψit, i ∈ SB

are calculated using Algorithm 1 and ESs and loads pay for
half of the total emissions. After period t ends, period t + 1
starts, and the above process repeats.

Remark: The strategies of ES in the day-ahead market [39]
and the ancillary service market [40] are out of the scope of
this paper. Nonetheless, the proposed ES bidding strategy can
be adapted to consider the previous clearing results in the day-
ahead energy market and the ancillary service market. Based
on the previous clearing results, the equivalent adjustable
region of ES can be obtained, which contains the power output
range that the ES can provide in the real-time energy market.
This range information can be added to the power output
bounds of the bidding curve.

IV. CASE STUDIES

In this section, we first test the proposed method using a
modified IEEE 30-bus case. To demonstrate its effectiveness
and advantages, the proposed method is compared with mul-
tiple existing methods. The impact of different factors is also
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Fig. 3. The boxplot of nodal load demand (left) and the load duration curve
of the total load (right) in the modified IEEE 30-bus system.

analyzed. The scalability is examined by a modified IEEE 118-
bus case. All the experiments are done on a laptop with an
Intel i7-12700H processor and 16 GM RAM. Linear programs
are solved by Gurobi 9.5.

A. Performance Evaluation

As a benchmark, the modified IEEE 30-bus case is tested.
There are 6 fossil fuel generators, whose parameters are in
TABLE II. The load data are shown in Fig. 3. A 100-MW
PV station and a 100-MW wind power plant are connected to
buses 6 and 15, respectively. Two ESs are equipped at buses
15 and 18, respectively, whose parameters are listed in TABLE
III. Other data can be found in [41]. We run the simulation
over 28 days divided into 672 periods (1 h each). It takes
about 400 s to output the result. To evaluate its performance,
comparisons are conducted in the following.

TABLE II
PARAMETERS OF FOSSIL FUEL GENERATORS IN THE MODIFIED IEEE

30-BUS SYSTEM

Parameter Value

Bus (1, 2, 22, 27, 23, 13)
Fuel cost coefficient ($/kWh) (0.047, 0.055, 0.055, 0.047, 0.055, 0.047)
Emission coefficient (kgCO2/kWh) (0.9, 0.8, 0.8, 0.2, 0.3, 0.3)
Maximum output (MW) (80, 80, 50, 55, 30, 40)

1) Cost and Emission Comparison: We compare the gen-
eration cost and carbon emission of four markets with/without
ESs and carbon emission allocation. The settings and results
are given in TABLE IV. The renewable curtailment rate is
calculated using the optimal solution of the market clearing
OPF problem (4), which equals:∑T

t=1

∑
i∈SR

(P it − pit)∑T
t=1

∑
i∈SR

P it

,

where SR is the index set of renewable power plants, P it is
maximum renewable power, and pit is the power output in the
market clearing result, so P it − pit is the curtailment power
of power plant i in period t.

The only difference between the settings of case Proposed
and case A1 in TABLE IV is that case A1 does not employ
carbon emission allocation while case Proposed does. The total
emission in case Proposed is 43.1% lower than that in case A1.
The main reason is that a large amount of power generation is
shifted from carbon-intensive but low-price power plants (such

TABLE III
OTHER PARAMETERS IN THE MODIFIED IEEE 30-BUS SYSTEM

Parameter Value Parameter Value

T 672 τ 1 h
ϵ 0.0001 $/kgCO2 κ 0.05 $/kgCO2

δ 0.002 (N15, N18) (50, 50)

(ηc, ηd) (0.95, 0.95) (Pmax
15 , Pmax

18 ) (4, 4) MW
(E15, E18) (4, 2) MWh (E15, E18) (36, 18) MWh
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Fig. 4. Cumulative emission (left) and cumulative generation cost (right) in
different cases.

as coal-fired units) to greener power plants with a relatively
high unit generation cost (such as gas-fired units). The carbon
emission allocation mechanism changes the market dynamics
by adding emission costs and making carbon-intensive power
plants less competitive. Therefore, compared with case A1, the
total generation cost increases and the total emission decreases
in case Proposed. The benefit of ES participation can be
observed by comparing Proposed and A2, where the total
generation cost, total emission, and renewable curtailment are
reduced by 1.63%, 1.66%, and 43.4%, respectively.

TABLE IV
RESULTS WITH/WITHOUT ESS AND CARBON EMISSION ALLOCATION

Case Proposed A1 A2 A3

ESs ✓ ✓ × ×
Carbon emission allocation ✓ × ✓ ×
Total generation cost ($/h) 3387 3121 3443 3173

Total emission (kgCO2/h) 30546 53701 31063 54457

Renewable curtailment 1.84% 1.84% 3.25% 3.25%

The cumulative emission and generation cost curves are
depicted in Fig. 4. The carbon emission allocation significantly
decreases the total emission, whereas the ES participation
slightly decreases it. The carbon emission allocation increases
the total generation cost by about 9%, and the ES participation
decreases it by about 2%. The nodal electricity prices in case
Proposed and case A1 in period 50 are compared in Fig.
5, which shows that they have similar distribution patterns,
but the electricity prices are higher in case Proposed. This
is because when fossil fuel generators have to pay for their
emission costs, their bidding cost curves become higher and
then the electricity prices increase.

The approximation error of the emission prices depends on
the specific case. If the emission prices change slowly across
time or the emission cost coefficient κ is small, the revenue
error introduced by approximating the emission prices with
the prices from the previous period will be relatively small.
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For example, in the benchmark case, this revenue error does
not exceed 1%. However, it can be larger in other cases.
Besides directly approximating emission prices by the previous
values, the ES operator can utilize historical price data and
employ price forecasting methods for better approximation
performance.

2) Energy Storage Revenue Comparison: To show the
effectiveness of the proposed real-time ES bidding strategy,
we compare it with three alternatives as follows. The impacts
of the ES operation strategy on the market price are not
considered in the three traditional methods, and we focus on
the ES operation strategy, i.e., the power-price function, rather
than the bidding strategy in this experiment. Therefore, we fix
the prices to those in the benchmark case and assume that the
price curve will not be affected by the ES operation strategy.
In the offline method, all the prices are assumed to be known,
including future prices.

• B1: Real-time Strategy Based on Traditional Lyapunov
Optimization. Different from the proposed method, B1
minimizes an upper bound of the drift-plus-penalty ∆st

rather than the exact one in (19), i.e., the objective of P2
is replaced by

min
pcst,p

d
st

C0 + (pcstτη
c
s − pdstτ/η

d
s )qst + Vs(−γst(p

d
st − pcst)τ),

where C0 is a constant and the parameters are set as

Vs =
Es − Es − Pmax

s τηcs − Pmax
s τ/ηds

γsη
d
s − γs/η

c
s

,

Es = Es + Vsγs/η
c
s − Pmax

s τηcs.

• B2: Simple Strategy. A simple strategy with lower and
upper price thresholds is used. The ES charges/discharges
with the maximum feasible power if the combined price
is below 0.02 $/kWh/above 0.05 $/kWh.

• B3: Strategy By the Offline Model in (16).
We use the ES at bus 15 (ES 15 for short) as an example. Its

revenue curves under case Proposed and B1-B3 are compared
in Fig. 6. When the ES charges, it pays the bill; when it
discharges, it gains income. Therefore, the revenue curves
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Fig. 6. Revenue of ES 15 by different ES operation methods.

oscillate up and down. The least squares technique is applied
to fit the revenue curves by linear functions, whose slopes
can be regarded as approximate revenue rates. The revenue
rates of the proposed method and B1-B3 are 23.50 $/h, 15.65
$/h, 7.48 $/h, and 33.14 $/h, respectively. The offline method
assumes complete knowledge of future prices to find the
optimal strategy, so it has the highest revenue rate. However,
it is not practical. The proposed method and B1 perform
much better than B2, and achieve about 70.9% and 47.2%
of the offline revenue rate. This shows that the proposed
method is notably more effective than the traditional Lyapunov
optimization-based method (B1).

3) Comparison of Carbon Emission Allocation Methods:
To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed carbon emis-
sion allocation mechanism based on Aumann-Shapley prices,
we compare it with the CEF method [5].

We first investigate the emission prices deduced by the two
methods. To be fair, we test the two methods using a system
without ES so that the total emissions within each period under
the two methods are equal. The emission price at bus i by the
CEF method is half of the CEF intensity flowing out of the bus.
The emission prices in period 50 at different buses by the two
methods are plotted using contour maps in Fig. 7. The prices
vary more significantly if the CEF method is used. Bus 26 has
the highest emission price under the proposed method, while
the CEF method gives a relatively low emission price for bus
26. To see which method can better reflect the contribution
of load demand at bus 26 to carbon emissions, we test the
sensitivity of the total emission toward the demand at bus
26. We can get that (∂E/∂D26)(D

∗)/κ ≈ 1.85 kgCO2/kWh,
which is the highest among all the buses. This shows the
proposed method is more effective.

To further test the performance of the two methods in
reducing total emissions, we test the two methods using a
system with ESs. The CEF method considering ES in [6] and
[9] is applied. The cumulative allocated emissions of ES 15 are
compared in Fig. 8 (left). Since ES 15 helps with the system
emission reduction, its cumulative emission decreases (with an
emission rate of −62.68 kgCO2/h) in the proposed method.
For the CEF method, the cumulative allocated emission is
slowly increasing (with an emission rate of 0.12 kgCO2/h) due
to the energy loss in the charging and discharging processes.
The system total emission is compared with the no ES case
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(A2 in TABLE IV), and the cumulative reduction values
are shown in Fig. 8 (right). The system total emission by
the CEF method is 30590 kgCO2/h and the system total
emission reduction is 473 kgCO2/h. In contrast, the reduction
by the proposed method is 517 kgCO2/h, which is about 9.3%
higher than the CEF method. This is because the proposed
method directly measures the impact of ES power on the total
emission, while the CEF method fails to reflect the impact of
ES discharging on carbon intensity as it depends only on the
inflow.

4) Accuracy Comparison: To show the accuracy of Al-
gorithm 1 for calculating the Aumann-Shapley prices-based
carbon emission allocation, we compare it with the following
two numerical calculation methods:

• C1: The partial derivatives and the integrals in (8) are
calculated using numerical estimations [11]–[14].

• C2: The partial derivatives in (8) are calculated using
the analytical expression in (13), while the integrals are
computed numerically.

The results in period 50 are listed in TABLE V. The number
of sample points on the segment from 0 to D̃∗ is in the second
column. In the proposed method, the sample number equals the
number of iterations of Algorithm 1. The accuracy is measured
by the cost-sharing error, which is defined as the relative error
from the sum of the allocated emissions to the total emission

TABLE V
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT CARBON EMISSION ALLOCATION

CALCULATION METHODS

Method Sample number Cost-sharing error Computation Time (s)

C1 100 4.64% 159

C1 1000 3.19% 1680

C2 100 2.74% 6.91

C2 1000 0.02% 107

Proposed 4 0.00% 0.37
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Fig. 9. Emission prices ($/kWh) in the modified IEEE 30-bus case under
different fossil fuel generator emission coefficient Ψ13 (left) and under
different multiple ι of transmission line capacity (right).

being allocated. The results show that method C1 has the
largest errors and the longest computation time. Using the
analytical expression of partial derivatives, method C2 has
a better performance than method C1 but still needs much
more sample points and a longer computation time than the
proposed method to achieve satisfactory accuracy. Therefore,
the proposed algorithm is more precise.

B. Impact of Some Factors

We test and analyze the impacts of the main parameters.
First, we change the emission coefficient Ψ13 of the fossil
fuel generator at bus 13. The emission prices in period 50 are
shown on the left side in Fig. 9. Only the buses with nonzero
demand are drawn. As Ψ13 increases, the emission prices of
most buses increase. The emission prices at bus 29 and bus 30
do not change much, because almost all the electricity flowing
into the two buses comes from the generator at bus 27.

Then we investigate the impacts of the transmission line ca-
pacity. We multiply the transmission line capacity Fl,∀l ∈ SL

by a constant ι. The emission prices under different ι values
are shown on the right side in Fig. 9. As the transmission line
capacity becomes larger, the network congestion is alleviated.
Thus, the values of the partial derivatives ∂E/∂Di, i ∈ SB

have a convergence tendency, which indicates that the demand
location is making a smaller difference in the emission prices.
This is exactly what is found in Fig. 9.

We then investigate the Lyapunov optimization parameter
Vs. Take ES 15 as an example, we change its parameter V15
to 0.1, 0.4, 0.7, and 1.0 times the proposed value in (22) and
the corresponding E15 is set as the average value of the lower
and upper bounds in (21b). The results are shown in TABLE
VI. A larger Vs leads to a higher revenue rate and a lower
system total emission, which is consistent with the theoretical
analysis in Theorem 2.
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TABLE VI
RESULTS UNDER DIFFERENT LYAPUNOV OPTIMIZATION PARAMETER V15

Multiple of V15 0.1 0.4 0.7 1.0

Revenue of ES 15 ($/h) 2.53 9.49 17.87 23.50

Emission of ES 15 (kgCO2/h) −2.47 −16.46 −44.84 −62.68

System emission (kgCO2/h) 30845 30793 30675 30546

TABLE VII
RESULTS UNDER DIFFERENT COST COEFFICIENT κ OF EMISSION

κ ($/kgCO2) 0 0.02 0.05 0.10

Revenue of ES 15 ($/h) 21.53 22.34 23.50 26.05

Revenue of ES 18 ($/h) 9.19 9.68 10.31 10.98

System emission (kgCO2/h) 53701 53530 30546 28482

The emission cost coefficient κ is also tested and the results
are in TABLE VII. A larger κ means the emission weighs
more in the total cost, so the system emission decreases as
κ increases. An interesting finding is that when κ increases,
the ES revenue rate may increase because ES has the op-
portunity to earn a higher profit from contributing to carbon
emission reduction. The change of κ has impacts on the nodal
emission price ψst, the bidding cost curve fit(pit), and the
ES emission cost −ψstpst. When κ increases, the ES has a
better opportunity to earn from contributing to carbon emission
reduction, but its revenue may decrease if it relies mainly on
the electricity price to make profits and the changing trends
of electricity prices and emission prices are different.

C. Scalability

The proposed method is further tested on a modified IEEE
118-bus case to demonstrate its scalability, where the data are
in [41]. There are 56 power plants and 99 loads in the system.
The average computation time and iterations of Algorithm 1 of
one period under different numbers of ESs are listed in TABLE
VIII. It shows that the proposed method is computationally
efficient enough for a real-time electricity market.

TABLE VIII
AVERAGE COMPUTATION TIME/AVERAGE ITERATIONS OF ALGORITHM 1

UNDER DIFFERENT SETTINGS

Number of ESs 2 8 16

IEEE 30-bus 0.65 s/4.25 0.68 s/4.09 0.77 s/4.09
IEEE 118-bus 2.23 s/10.83 2.69 s/10.83 3.60 s/10.82

V. CONCLUSION

This paper first proposes an electricity market with an
Aumann-Shapley prices-based carbon emission allocation
mechanism. A parametric linear programming-based method
is proposed to calculate the carbon emission allocation. Then,
a real-time (online) bidding strategy for ES to participate in
the market is developed based on Lyapunov optimization. The
main findings of the case studies include:

• The proposed Aumann-Shapley prices-based emission
prices can better encourage ESs to help with system
emission reduction than the traditional CEF method.

• The proposed emission calculation method is more accu-
rate and efficient than the existing numerical methods.

• The proposed real-time ES strategy using exact drift-plus-
penalty minimization leads to higher revenue rates than
applying the traditional Lyapunov optimization technique.

APPENDIX A
PROPERTIES OF THE PROPOSED CARBON EMISSION

ALLOCATION MECHANISM

A. Proof of Proposition 1
Let θ ≜ (p, d). Then the standard compact form of the OPF

problem (6) is

min
x

C⊤x

s.t. Ax = Qθ +H,x ≥ 0 (A.1)

which can be regarded as a multiparametric linear program-
ming problem with the multi-dimensional parameter θ, where
θ only appears in the right-hand-side coefficient of the con-
straint. In addition, the emission E(θ) = K⊤x for some
coefficient K.

According to the multiparametric linear programming the-
ory [36], the feasible range of θ (within which (A.1) has a
feasible solution) is a convex set. Problem (A.1) is feasible
for θ = 0 and θ = Θ∗ ≜ (P ∗, D∗). Thus, it is feasible for
θ = yΘ∗,∀y ∈ [0, 1]. By the physical meaning, variable x in
(A.1) is bounded, so for yΘ∗,∀y ∈ [0, 1], the emission E(yΘ∗)
has a finite value.

Again by multiparametric linear programming [36], the
feasible range of θ can be divided into a finite number of
critical regions. In a critical region, an optimal basis remains
the same, so the optimal solution and the emission cost E(θ)
is affine in θ. In addition, every critical region is a closed
polyhedron. The straight line from θ = 0 to θ = Θ∗ can be
divided into a finite number of segments in different critical
regions. Suppose 0 = y0 < y1 < · · · < yM = 1 and for any
1 ≤ m ≤ M , the segment from ym−1Θ

∗ to ymΘ∗ is in the
same critical region.

For any m with 1 ≤ m ≤ M , assume the optimal basis
in the critical region Ωm−1 containing the segment from
ym−1Θ

∗ to ymΘ∗ is ABm−1
, then x = (xB , xN ) with xB =

A−1
Bm−1

(Qθ +H) and xN = 0 is an optimal solution for θ in
this critical region. Thus, E(θ) = K⊤

Bm−1
A−1

Bm−1
(Qθ+H), θ ∈

Ωm−1, which is an affine function and hence smooth on Ωm−1.
Therefore, by Newton-Leibniz theorem and the chain rule of
derivatives,

E(ymΘ∗)− E(ym−1Θ
∗) =

∫ ym

ym−1

dE(yΘ∗)

dy
dy

=

∫ ym

ym−1

∑
j

Θ∗
j ·

∂E
∂θj

(yΘ∗)

 dy

=
∑
j

Θ∗
j

∫ ym

ym−1

∂E
∂θj

(yΘ∗)dy.

Then

E(Θ∗)− E(0) =
M∑

m=1

(E(ymΘ∗)− E(ym−1Θ
∗))
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=

M∑
m=1

∑
j

Θ∗
j

∫ ym

ym−1

∂E
∂θj

(yΘ∗)dy

=
∑
j

Θ∗
j

∫ 1

0

∂E
∂θj

(yΘ∗)dy

=
∑
j

∫ Θ∗
j

0

∂E
∂θj

(
y

Θ∗
j

Θ∗)dy

=
∑
s∈SS

Es(Θ∗) +
∑
i∈SB

Ei(Θ∗).

This completes the proof.

B. Other Properties

Apart from the cost-sharing property, the proposed car-
bon emission allocation mechanism also possesses other nice
properties listed below, which are direct consequences of the
definitions in (8) and (9). For conciseness, they are stated in
terms of loads but also apply to ESs.

• Scale invariance: The allocation results are independent
of the units.

• Monotonicity: If ∂E/∂Di(D) ≥ ∂E/∂Dj(D),∀D, then
ψi(D) ≥ ψj(D),∀D holds. In other words, the load that
always has a larger influence on the total emission will
receive a higher emission price.

• Additivity: If E(D) = Ẽ(D) + Ě(D),∀D, then the
allocation results satisfy Ei(D) = Ẽi(D)+ Ěi(D),∀D,∀i.
According to additivity, the allocation results will remain
the same as that in (8) if we allocate the emission of each
power plant among loads and then sum them up.

• Consistency: If E(D) = Ẽ(
∑

i∈I Di, Di′ , i
′ /∈ I),∀D,

then ψj(D) = ψ̃I(
∑

i∈I Di, Di′ , i
′ /∈ I),∀D,∀j ∈ I.

The meaning is that if the emission to be allocated is a
function of the sum of some loads, then these loads can
be merged before the allocation.

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

The constraint Es ≤ est ≤ Es is equivalent to

Es − Es ≤ qst ≤ Es − Es. (B.1)

We prove the conclusion by mathematical induction: Assume
(B.1) holds and prove Es − Es ≤ qs(t+1) ≤ Es − Es.

Combine qs(t+1) = qst+p
c
stτη

c
s−pdstτ/ηds and pst = pdst−

pcst with (20), we have

qs(t+1) =

qst + Pmax
s τηcs, if qst ∈ (−∞,−Vsγst

ηc
s

− Pmax
s τηcs],

−Vsγst
ηc
s

, if qst ∈ [−Vsγst
ηc
s

− Pmax
s τηcs,−

Vsγst
ηc
s

],

qst, if qst ∈ [−Vsγst
ηc
s

,−Vsγstηds ],

−Vsγstηds , if qst ∈ [−Vsγstηds ,−Vsγstηds +
Pmax
s τ

ηd
s

],

qst − Pmax
s τ/ηds , if qst ∈ [−Vsγstηds +

Pmax
s τ

ηd
s

,+∞).

Therefore,

qs(t+1) ∈



[qst,−Vsγst
ηc
s

), if qst ∈ (−∞,−Vsγst
ηc
s

− Pmax
s τηc

s),

{−Vsγst
ηc
s

}, if qst ∈ [−Vsγst
ηc
s

− Pmax
s τηc

s,−Vsγst
ηc
s

],

{qst}, if qst ∈ [−Vsγst
ηc
s

,−Vsγstη
d
s ],

{−Vsγstη
d
s}, if qst ∈ [−Vsγstη

d
s ,−Vsγstη

d
s +

Pmax
s τ

ηd
s

],

(−Vsγstη
d
s , qst], if qst ∈ (−Vsγstη

d
s +

Pmax
s τ

ηd
s

,+∞).

By (B.1), we only need to prove that ∀γst ∈ [γ
s
, γs],

−Vsγst/ηcs ≤ Es − Es, − Vsγstηds ≥ Es − Es. (B.2)

Recall that Vs > 0 and 0 ≤ γ
st
< ηcηdγst, then we have

(B.2) ⇐⇒ −Vsγs/η
c
s ≤ Es − Es, − Vsγsηds ≥ Es − Es

(B.3a)

⇐⇒ Es + Vsγsη
d
s ≤ Es ≤ Es + Vsγs/η

c
s. (B.3b)

When (21a) holds, Es + Vsγsη
d
s ≤ Es + Vsγs/η

c
s, so

there exists Es satisfying (B.3b), which is the same as (21b).
Therefore, Es −Es ≤ qs(t+1) ≤ Es −Es and the conclusion
follows from mathematical induction.

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Denote the strategy in (20), the corresponding virtual queue,
and Lyapunov drift by p∗st, q

∗
st, and ∆∗

st for any period t,
respectively. According to Theorem 1, this strategy is feasible
for problem (17). Then by the optimality of v∗0 in problem
(17), we have v∗ ≤ v∗0 . Note that v∗1 ≥ v∗0 because problem
(18) is obtained from problem (17) by relaxing a constraint,
so we only need to show that

v∗ ≥ v∗1 − (Pmax
s τ)2/(2Vs(η

d
s )

2). (C.1)

According to Lyapunov optimization theory [18], for any
δ̃ > 0, there is a so-called ω-only policy p̃st,∀t (possibly
randomized) with performance guarantee δ̃, which is explained
below: We denote the corresponding virtual queue, Lyapunov
drift, and time average revenue expectation by q̃st, ∆̃st and ṽ,
respectively. The ω-only policy satisfies that it is feasible for
problem (18), p̃st only depends on γst and is independent of
the virtual queue for all t, and the performance ṽ ≥ v∗1 − δ̃.

By pcstp
d
st = 0, 0 ≤ pcst ≤ Pmax

s , and 0 ≤ pdst ≤ Pmax
s ,

there is an upper bound C0 for the quadratic term in ∆st, i.e.,

(pcstτη
c
s − pdstτ/ηds )2/2 ≤ C0 ≜ (Pmax

s τ/ηds )
2/2.

Because p∗st is optimal in problem (19), we have

E[∆∗
st + Vs(−γstp

∗
stτ)|q∗st, γst] ≤ E[∆̃st + Vs(−γstp̃stτ)|q∗st, γst],

then

E[∆∗
st + Vs(−γstp∗stτ)|q∗st] (C.2a)

≤ E[∆̃st + Vs(−γstp̃stτ)|q∗st] (C.2b)

≤ E[C0 + (p̃cstτη
c
s − p̃dstτ/ηds )q∗st + Vs(−γstp̃stτ)|q∗st]

(C.2c)

= C0 + (p̃cstτη
c
s − p̃dstτ/ηds )q∗st + Vs(−γstp̃stτ), (C.2d)

where the independence of the ω-only policy on q∗st is utilized
from (C.2c) to (C.2d).
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Taking expectations on the two sides of (C.2), we have

E[∆∗
st] + VsE[−γstp∗stτ ] (C.3a)

≤ C0 + E[(p̃cstτηcs − p̃dstτ/ηds )q∗st] + VsE[−γstp̃stτ ] (C.3b)

= C0 + E[p̃cstτηcs − p̃dstτ/ηds ]E[q∗st] + VsE[−γstp̃stτ ],
(C.3c)

where (C.3c) is also because p̃st only depends on γst.
Because γst,∀t are independent and identically distributed

and p̃st only depends on γst, there is a constant C1 so that
E[q̃s(t+1)−q̃st] = E[p̃cstτηcs−p̃dstτ/ηds ] = C1,∀t under strategy
p̃st. By the mean rate stability of the virtual queue,

0 = lim
T→∞

1

T
E[q̃sT ]

= lim
T→∞

1

T

(
E[q̃s0] +

T−1∑
t=0

E[q̃s(t+1) − q̃st]

)
= lim

T→∞

1

T
(E[q̃s0] + T · C1) = C1.

Thus,

E[∆∗
st] + VsE[−γstp∗stτ ] ≤ C0 + VsE[(−γstp̃stτ)]. (C.4)

Note that
∑T−1

t=0 E[∆∗
st] = E[l∗sT − l∗s0] is bounded because q∗st

is bounded by Theorem 1. Thus,

lim
T→∞

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E[∆∗
st] = 0.

Then by taking time average in (C.4), we have

Vs lim
T→∞

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E[−γstp
∗
stτ ] ≤ C0 + Vs lim

T→∞

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E[(−γstp̃stτ)]

=⇒ −Vsv
∗ ≤ C0 − Vsṽ

=⇒ v∗ ≥ ṽ −
C0

Vs
≥ v∗1 − δ̃ −

C0

Vs
.

Let δ̃ → 0, we get (C.1), and the proof is completed.

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

a) We first prove that fst(pst) is convex. Because
limpst→0− fst(pst) = limpst→0+ fst(pst) = 0, fst(pst) is
continuous as a function on [P st, P st]. Its derivative

dfst(pst)

dpst
=

{
pstτ(η

c
s)

2−qstη
c
s

Vs
− ψ∗

st, if P st ≤ pst < 0,
pstτ−qstη

d
s

Vs(ηd
s )

2 − ψ∗
st, if 0 < pst ≤ P st,

is nondecreasing and linear on [P st, 0) and (0, P st]. Moreover,

dfst
dpst

(0−) = lim
pst→0−

fst(pst)− fst(0)
pst

= −qstη
c
s

Vs
− ψ∗

st,

dfst
dpst

(0+) = lim
pst→0+

fst(pst)− fst(0)
pst

= − qst
Vsηds

− ψ∗
st.

According to (22),

Es − Es = −Vsγsηds , Es − Es = −Vsγs/η
c
s,

so

−Vsγsηds ≤ qst ≤ −Vsγs/η
c
s ≤ 0.

Because qst ≤ 0, Vs > 0, and ηcs, η
d
s ∈ (0, 1), we have

−qstηcs/Vs ≤ −qst/(Vsηds ). Thus, fst(pst) is convex on
[P st, P st].

b) Then we prove the ES operational constraints (16b)-
(16d), which come down to pst ∈ [−Pmax

s , Pmax
s ] and

qs(t+1) ∈ [Es − Es, Es − Es]. According to (23):
• When qst ≤ −Vsγs/η

c
s − Pmax

s τηcs, we have P st =
−Pmax

s and

qs(t+1) ≤ qst + Pmax
s τηcs ≤ −Vsγs/η

c
s = Es − Es.

• When −Vsγs/η
c
s − Pmax

s τηcs ≤ qst ≤ −Vsγs/η
c
s,

P st =
qstη

c
s + Vsγs
τ(ηcs)

2
∈ [−Pmax

s , 0],

and

qs(t+1) ≤ qst −
qstη

c
s + Vsγs
τ(ηcs)

2
τηcs = −

Vsγs
ηcs

= Es − Es.

• When qst ≥ −Vsγs/η
c
s, we have P st = 0 and qs(t+1) ≤

qst ≤ Es − Es.
To sum up, by checking the formula of P st, we know that
pst ≥ −Pmax

s and qs(t+1) ≤ Es − Es. Similarly, we have
pst ≤ Pmax

s and qs(t+1) ≥ Es−Es from the formula of P st.
Therefore, the charging and discharging power bounds and the
SoC bounds all hold under the proposed bidding cost curve
fst(pst), P st ≤ pst ≤ P st.

c) Finally, we prove that the market clearing results coincide
with the optimal operation strategy. The relationship between
pst and γst is the operation strategy in (20). For clarity,
we express it by pst = h(γst) using the continuous and
nondecreasing function h as follows.

h(γst) ≜

−Pmax
s , if γst ≤ − qst+Pmax

s τηc
s

Vs
ηcs,

qstη
c
s+Vsγst

τ(ηc
s)

2 , if − qst+Pmax
s τηc

s

Vs
ηcs ≤ γst ≤ −

qstη
c
s

Vs
,

0, if − qstη
c
s

Vs
≤ γst ≤ − qst

Vsηd
s
,

qst/η
d
s+Vsγst

τ/(ηd
s )

2 , if − qst
Vsηd

s
≤ γst ≤ Pmax

s τ−qstη
d
s

Vs(ηd
s )

2 ,

Pmax
s , if Pmax

s τ−qstη
d
s

Vs(ηd
s )

2 ≤ γst.

We want to prove that p∗st = h(γ∗st), where p∗st and γ∗st
are the power output and combined price in the market
clearing results, respectively. The notations of other variables
are similar. Recall that the market clearing result for ES s
is equivalent to solving (24) given the LMP λ∗st. Because
fst(pst) is convex and differentiable in (P st, 0) and (0, P st),
the optimal solution p∗st satisfies

dfst
dpst

(p∗st) = λ∗
st, if p∗st ∈ (P st, 0) ∪ (0, P st),

dfst
dpst

((P st)+) ≥ λ∗
st, if p∗st = P st,

dfst
dpst

((P st)−) ≤ λ∗
st, if p∗st = P st,

dfst
dpst

(0−) ≤ λ∗
st ≤ dfst

dpst
(0+), if p∗st = 0.

We check the four cases one by one.
• When p∗st ∈ (P st, 0) ∪ (0, P st),

h(γ∗st) = h

(
dfst
dpst

(p∗st) + ψ∗
st

)
= h(γ(p∗st)) = p∗st.
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• When p∗st = P st, λ
∗
st ≤

dfst
dpst

((P st)+). Because h is
nondecreasing,

h(γ∗st) ≤ h
(
dfst
dpst

((P st)+) + ψ∗
st

)
= P st.

By P st ≤ h(γ∗st) ≤ P st, we have h(γ∗st) = P st = p∗st.
• When p∗st = P st, λ∗st ≥

dfst
dpst

((P st)−), so

h(γ∗st) ≥ h
(
dfst
dpst

((P st)−) + ψ∗
st

)
= P st.

Then h(γ∗st) = P st = p∗st follows from P st ≤ h(γ∗st) ≤
P st.

• When p∗st = 0, dfst
dpst

(0−) ≤ λ∗st ≤
dfst
dpst

(0+). Then

0 = h

(
dfst
dpst

(0−) + ψ∗
st

)
≤ h(γ∗st) ≤ h

(
dfst
dpst

(0+) + ψ∗
st

)
= 0,

which implies h(γ∗st) = 0 = p∗st.
This completes the proof.
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