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Abstract—Community battery systems have been widely de-
ployed to provide services to the grid. Unlike a single battery stor-
age system in the community, coordinating multiple community
batteries can further unlock their value, enhancing the viability of
community battery solutions. However, the centralized control of
community batteries relies on the full information of the system,
which is less practical and may even lead to privacy leakage. In
this paper, we formulate a value-stacking optimization problem
for community batteries to interact with local solar, buildings,
and the grid, within distribution network constraints. We then
propose a distributed algorithm using asynchronous distributed
alternate direction method of multipliers (ADMM) to solve the
problem. Our algorithm is robust to communication latency
between community batteries and the grid while preserving
the operational privacy. The simulation results demonstrate the
convergence of our proposed asynchronous distributed ADMM
algorithm. We also evaluate the electricity cost and the contri-
bution of each value stream in the value-stacking problem for
community batteries using real-world data.

Index Terms—Community Battery, value stacking, asyn-
chronous alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM).

I. INTRODUCTION

As part of the commitment to achieving net-zero emissions,
the the widespread uptake of distributed energy resources
(DERs) holds immense potential for decarbonizing the energy
system. The community battery stands as one of the promising
technologies, finding various applications across the energy
system, including peak shaving, reserve support, and managing
variability caused by renewable resources [1], [2].

Recently, there has been a strong interest in deploying
community batteries to provide multiple services in the energy
system, establishing the value stacking of community battery
systems. For example, Tripathy et al. [3] assessed the cumu-
lative value of a battery storage system by delivering multiple
grid services, such as peak shaving, frequency regulation, and
reserve support. Seward et al. [4] utilized the battery storage
system to provide auxiliary services to frequency response
to generate multiple revenues. However, these studies only
considers a single battery system, while it is expected that the
coordination of multiple batteries can lead to more benefits
but also demands effective methodologies.
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Recognizing the need to maximize the value of the com-
munity batteries, their coordination has been studied in re-
cent literature. For example, Chen et al. [5] developed an
operation strategy for grid-connected battery systems con-
sidering energy-sharing among communities. Berg et al. [6]
explored the operation of multiple batteries within an energy
community, examining how shared battery usage contributes
to providing services for the distribution network. However,
centralized solution methods for optimizing community bat-
tery coordination may not be practical due to the privacy
concerns associated with accessing information from the
distribution network and communities. Therefore, distributed
solution methods have emerged as a promising solution for
coordinating community batteries while preserving their oper-
ational privacy.

The alternate direction method of multipliers (ADMM) has
been applied as a decomposition method in designing dis-
tributed algorithms for power system operations [7]. Existing
studies have explored privacy-preserving solution methods for
residential communities using ADMM algorithms. For exam-
ple, a privacy-preserving ADMM algorithm was developed
in [8] for a blockchain-based transactive energy management
system for smart homes. Umer et al. [9] developed an energy
trading distributed ADMM algorithm to maximize the system
social welfare while making the trading scheme more privacy-
preserving. However, most of the distributed algorithms rely
on a critical condition, in which all the participants need to
synchronize information exchange to solve the optimization
problem. This assumption may not be practical in real-world
scenarios due to unreliable communications or latency, thus
hindering the applications of distributed algorithms in practice.

In this paper, we are motivated to develop a value-stacking
optimization problem to maximize the value of community
batteries through multiple value streams, while considering the
distribution network constraints. We propose an asynchronous
distributed ADMM algorithm, which allows asynchronous
information exchange between communities and the grid oper-
ator when solving the network-aware value-stacking problem
in an iterative fashion. We use real-world data to evaluate
our developed value-stacking optimization and asynchronous
distributed algorithm.

The contributions of this paper are as follows.
• We develop a value-stacking optimization problem to

enable multiple value streams for community batteries,
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including battery-to-building, battery-to-grid, and energy
trading, taking into account the network constraints for a
more reliable assessment.

• We design a distributed optimization algorithm based
on the asynchronous ADMM to solve the community
battery value-stacking optimization problem. Our algo-
rithm is demonstrated to be convergent, accommodating
asynchronous information exchange between communi-
ties and the grid operator.

• We assess the marginal contribution of each value stream
within the context of Australia’s National Electricity
Market (NEM). We also compare the performance under
two different tariffs, e.g., time-of-use (TOU) pricing and
two-part tariff (TPT) pricing.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider an energy system, comprising residential build-
ings, co-located community batteries, and photovoltaics (PV)
on a distribution network. Community battery can interact with
the grid, buildings, and other batteries on the network. We
denote I = {1, . . . , I} as the set of nodes on the distribution
network, indexed by i. Residential communities with buildings
and co-located community batteries are connected to some
nodes. We denote the operational horizon as H = {1, . . . ,H}
with evenly-sliced time slots. The size of each time slot is
denoted as ∆t. In our simulations, we set H = 24 for a one-
day operational horizon, and thus ∆t = 1.

A. Residential Community Model

1) Community Battery Model: In community i, there is
a community battery co-located with buildings. We denote
pi,tBatc and pi,tBatd as battery charge and dischage power in t-
th time slot. The stored energy in the battery bi,tBats evolves
with charging and discharge. The community battery operation
satisfies the following constraints

bi,tBats = bi,t−1
Bats + µpi,tBatc∆t− 1

η
pi,tBatd∆t, (1)

P i
Bats ≤ bi,tBats ≤ P

i

Bats, (2)

0 ≤ pi,tBatc ≤ P
i,t

Batc(1− xi,t), t ∈ H, (3)

0 ≤ pi,tBatd ≤ P
i,t

Batdx
i,t, t ∈ H, (4)

where µ ∈ [0, 1] and η ∈ (0, 1] represent the charging
and discharging efficiencies of community battery i; P

i

Bats
and P i

Bats represent the upper and lower bounds for bi,tBats;
P

i,t

Batc and P
i,t

Batd are the maximum limits for charging and
discharging, respectively. Since the community battery cannot
charge and discharge simultaneously, we introduce a binary
variable xi,t ∈ {0, 1} to limit its operation.

Community battery charge/discharge will incur degradation,
and we consider the following degradation cost: Ci

battery =

αb

∑
t∈H

(
(pi,tBatd∆t)2 + (pi,tBatc∆t)2

)
, where αb is the amor-

tized cost coefficient of the battery operation.

2) Residential Building Load Model: The building load
comprises various components. In our work, we focus on
the Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) load,
denoted as pi,tAC, as it often constitutes a significant portion of
the building load and is considered flexible. The rest of the
load is referred to as inflexible load P i,t

Bd,load. The HVAC system
controls the indoor temperature Ti,t

InB based on the building
i’s desired setting, such as a set-point Ti,Pref

InB . The building
indoor temperature Ti,t

InB evolves with the change of outdoor
temperature Ti,t

OutB and HVAC power [10] as follows

Ti,t
InB = Ti,t−1

InB − 1

CiRi
(Ti,t−1

InB − Ti,t
OutB + µiRipi,tAC∆t), (5)

where µi is the working mode of the HVAC, where positive
and negative value represents cooling and heating respectively;
Ci and Ri are the working parameter of the HVAC system.
Note that the HVAC load pi,tAC is bounded as

P i,t
AC ≤ pi,tAC ≤ P

i,t

AC, (6)

where P i,t
AC and P

i,t

AC represent the lower bound and upper
bound of HVAC load in time slot t for building i.

Any deviation of the indoor temperature from the set-
point can cause discomfort for residents, and thus we model
the discomfort cost as Ci

AC = βi
∑

t∈H(Ti,t
InB − Ti,Pref

InB )2,
where βi is the sensitive coefficient. In addition, the indoor
temperature cannot deviate too much and should be kept
within a range, denoted as [T i,t, T

i,t
] throughout all time slots.

Hence, we model the indoor temperature limits as

T i,t ≤ Ti,t
InB ≤ T

i,t
. (7)

3) Power Supply: The residential community i can draw
power from the grid, denoted as pi,tgrid, and also from local PV
generation pi,tre,local and local energy market pi,tETB. These power
supplies satisfy the following constraints

0 ≤ pi,tgrid ≤ P
i

grid, (8)

0 ≤ pi,tre,local + pi,tre,feed ≤ P
i,t

re , (9)

0 ≤ pi,tETB ≤ P
i

ETB, (10)

where P
i

grid is the maximum power supply from the grid to
community i at all times; P

i,t

re is the local PV generation at
t; P

i,t

ETB represents the maximum amount of purchase from
the local market. Note that the PV generation can be used to
serve the community, denoted as pi,tre,local and also fed into the
grid, denoted as pi,tre,feed. Given the feed-in tariff πt

re,feed, the PV
feed-in revenue is Ri

re =
∑

t∈H πt
re,feedp

i,t
re,feed∆t.

The power supply should meet the demand for each com-
munity i at t respectively, which leads to the power balance
constraint as

pi,tgrid + pi,tre,local + pi,tETB + pi,tB2B = pi,tBatc + P i,t
Bd,load + pi,tAC, (11)

where the left-hand side includes the power supply from the
grid, local PV, the local energy market, and battery supply
power to building pi,tB2B. The right-hand side represents the



total demand including the battery charging load, inflexible
load in building i, and the central HVAC unit load. Note that
when the battery performs discharge, it supplies power to local
building first and then sells it in the local energy market pi,tETB
or conduct battery-to-grid pi,tB2G.

We evaluate two types of electricity tariffs for the commu-
nity as follows.

1) Two-part tariff pricing (TPT) consists an energy price
πg and a peak power price πpeak for peak shav-
ing. Hence, community i’s electricity cost is Ci

grid =

πg

∑
t∈H pi,tgrid∆t+ πpeak maxt∈H pi,tgrid.

2) Time-of-use pricing (TOU) comprises TOU prices πt
g

in peak, off-peak, and shoulder hours. Community i’s
electricity cost is Ci

grid =
∑

t∈H πt
gp

i,t
grid∆t.

B. Power Network Model

Communities are connected with each other on a distribu-
tion network. We consider a widely used linearized distribution
network model [11] to set network constraints for the active
power, reactive power, and voltage as

pi+1,t = pi,t − (pi,tgrid + pi,tETB − pi,tETS − pi,tB2G − pi,tre,feed), (12)

P i
DN ≤ pi,t ≤ P

i

DN, (13)

qi+1,t = qi,t −Qi,t
Load, (14)

Qi

DN
≤ qi,t ≤ Q

i

DN, (15)

vi+1,t = vi,t −
(
Ri+1pi+1,t +Xi+1qi+1,t

)
/V 0,t, (16)

V i ≤ vi,t ≤ V
i
, (17)

where pi,t is the active power flow from node i − 1 to i in
time slot t. The maximum and minimum allowed active power
flow from node i−1 to i are P

i

DN and P i
DN, respectively. The

reactive power flow is denoted as qi,t from node i − 1 to i
at t, and Qi,t

Load is reactive load at node i in t. The maximum
and minimum allowed reactive power flow from node i − 1

to i are Q
i

DN and Qi

DN
, respectively. The voltage of node i

at t is denoted as vi,t, V 0,t is the voltage of node 0 at t, Ri

and Xi are the resistance and reactance of branch connected
to node i − 1 and i, respectively. The node voltage needs to
be kept between V

i
and V i, which are the lower bound and

upper bound for the voltage, respectively.

C. Value-Stacking Optimization Problem Formulation

The community battery can interact with the local building,
grid, and local market for value stacking. We denote pi,tB2B,
pi,tB2G, and pi,tETS as battery discharge to perform battery-to-
building (B2B), battery-to-grid (B2G) and energy trading in
the local market. The community battery discharging satisfies
the following constraint

pi,tBatd = pi,tB2B + pi,tB2G + pi,tETS. (18)

1) Value stream of battery-to-building: The stored energy
can be discharged to serve building load when the tariffs
are high [12]. The B2B power pi,tB2B is bounded by the

maximum allowed supply from the battery to buildings,
denoted as P

i,t

B2B, i.e.,

0 ≤ pi,tB2B ≤ P
i,t

B2B. (19)

2) Value stream of battery-to-grid: The battery energy can
also be discharged to feed into the grid, bounded by the
maximum battery-to-building power P

i,t

B2G as

0 ≤ pi,tB2G ≤ P
i,t

B2G. (20)

Given the the dynamic price πt
B2G for the feed-in power,

the B2G revenue is Ri
B2G =

∑
t∈H πt

B2Gp
i,t
B2G∆t.

3) Value stream of energy trading in local market: Each
community can exchange power with other communities
using community batteries through the local market.
Given the energy trading prices πt

ET set as a mid-market
rate [13], community i’s net cost (defined as the cost
deducted by the revenue) for energy trading is Ci

ET =∑
t∈H πt

ET(p
i,t
ETB − pi,tETS)∆t. Note that each community i

cannot sell power to the local market and buy from it at
the same time, we introduce binary variables yi,t ∈ {0, 1}
to constrain energy exchange in

0 ≤ pi,tETS ≤ P
i

ETSy
i,t, (21)

0 ≤ pi,tETB ≤ P
i

ETB(1− yi,t), (22)

where P
i

ETS and P
i

ETB represent the upper bounds for sell-
ing and buying energy in the local market for community
i.
The total energy selling and buying in the local energy
market should satisfy the balance constraint in each time
slot t as ∑

i∈I
(pi,tETS − pi,tETB) = 0. (23)

After presenting the system model, we obtain Ctotal
S1 as the

total cost of all communities to be minimized and formulate
the community battery value-stacking optimization problem as

min Ctotal
S1 =

∑
i∈I

(Ci
grid +Ci

battery +Ci
ET −Ri

B2G −Ri
re)

s.t. (1) − (23).
(24)

III. DISTRIBUTED OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHM DESIGN

To solve the community battery value-stacking optimization
problem, we develop an asynchronous distributed ADMM al-
gorithm, which can work under asynchronous communications
while maintaining the operational privacy of communities. The
need for an asynchronous distributed optimization algorithm
arises from the fact that different communities have varying
communication capacities. The standard ADMM can facilitate
distributed operation to preserve communities’ privacy, but it
relies on synchronous communications among all communi-
ties, which is not realistic or efficient.

We define pi
ex ≜ [pi

B2G,p
i
ETS,p

i
ETB,p

i
grid,p

i
re,feed]

T and in-
troduce auxiliary variables p̃i

ex ≜ [p̃i,1ex , p̃
i,2
ex , · · · , p̃i,Hex ]T and



dual variables λi ≜ [λi,1, λi,2, · · · , λi,H ]T to derive the
augmented Lagrangian function as

L =
∑
i∈I

(Ci
grid +Cu

battery +Ci
ET −Ri

B2G −Ri
re)

+
∑
i∈I

[
(λi)T(p̃i

ex − pi
ex) +

ρ

2

∥∥p̃i
ex − pi

ex

∥∥2
2

]
, (25)

where ρ > 0 is the penalty coefficient.
Based on the augmented Lagrangian (25), we decompose

the community battery value-stacking optimization problem
into sub-problems for each community and the grid operator.
In communities’ sub-problems, each community minimizes
its cost in parallel by taking the auxiliary variable p̃i

ex and
dual variable λi as given. Each community’s sub-problem is
formulated as

min (Ci
grid +Ci

battery +Ci
ET −Ri

B2G −Ri
re)

+
[
(−λi)Tpi

ex +
ρ

2

∥∥p̃i
ex − pi

ex

∥∥2
2

]
s.t. (1)− (11), and (18)− (22)

variables : pu
grid,p

i
re,local,p

i
re,feed,p

i
Batc,p

i
Batd,p

i
B2B,p

i
B2G,p

i
ETS,

pi
ETB,p

i
ex,p

i
AC,T

i
InB,x

i,yi. (26)

Each community i will solve the primal variables pi
ex and

submit them to the grid operator for updating the dual variables
λi and the auxiliary variables p̃i

ex.
The grid operator will manage the power network constraint

through solving the grid operator’s sub-problem and update the
dual variables λi and the auxiliary variables p̃i

ex. The operator
obtains primal variables pi

ex from community i ∈ I and then
calculates the auxiliary variables p̃i

ex by solving

min
∑
i∈I

[
(λi)Tp̃i

ex +
ρ

2

(
p̃i

ex − pi
ex

)2]
s.t. (12)− (17), and (23)

variables : {p̃i
ex,p

i,qi,vi,∀i ∈ I}. (27)

Different from the standard ADMM, we propose an asyn-
chronous distributed ADMM algorithm [14]. Different from
the standard ADMM algorithm requiring synchronous commu-
nications for all communities and the grid operator to complete
the information exchange in each iteration, our asynchronous
distributed ADMM algorithm allows asynchronous commu-
nications, being more flexible and robust against latency in
information exchange between communities and the grid op-
erator. When the grid operator computes the dual and auxiliary
variables, it does not have to wait for updates from all commu-
nities before making updates and broadcasting to communities.
Those communities failing to exchange information with the
grid in one iteration can update their decisions to the operator
in future iterations, allowing for a more flexible and robust
information-sharing paradigm.

We denote I(k) as the set of communities which success-
fully receive the corresponding auxiliary variables p̃i

ex and
dual variables λi and could update the primal variables pi

ex in
iteration k. For those communities which fail to do so, the

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

19202122

23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

RC1 RC2

RC3 RC4

RC5 RC6

Building Battery

Residential Community 1

Fig. 1. IEEE 33 bus radial distribution test system.

grid operator can use these communities’ previous updates
when the required information exchange is missing. As Eq.
(27) presents, community i’s updates pi

ex in iteration k are
obtained as

pi
ex(k + 1) =

{
argminL(pi

ex, p̃
i
ex,λ

i,t), if i ∈ I(k),
pi

ex(k) , if u /∈ I(k),
(28)

which accommodate asynchronous communications between
communities and the grid, showing better reliability and ro-
bustness in the presence of latency. Last, the grid operator
updates the dual variables as follows

λi(k + 1) := λi(k) + ρ
(
p̃i

ex(k)− pi
ex(k)

)
, (29)

and broadcasts it to all communities in each iteration.

IV. SIMULATION AND DISCUSSION

We validate our model and algorithm on the IEEE 33 bus
test system, as depicted in Fig. 1, where six communities
connect to nodes 7, 14, 16, 17, 24, and 30, respectively. In
each community, the community battery capacity is 500kWh,
the initial stored energy ranges from 230kWh to 270kWh
following a truncated normal distribution, and the maximum
charging power is 100kW. We use real market data from the
National Energy Market (NEM) in Australia and evaluate two
tariffs, e.g., TOU and TPT.

A. Convergence and Optimality of Asynchronous ADMM

Firstly, we illustrate the convergence of our proposed
asynchronous ADMM algorithm with communication latency,
compared to synchronous ADMM without and with communi-
cation latency. For synchronous ADMM with communication
latency, different from Eq. (28), when there is a delay in
communicating decision variables pi

ex, the grid operator sets
0 for pi

ex in iteration k. We set the convergence thresholds
as ϵ1 = 0.01 and ϵ2 = 0.01, and the algorithm terminates
when both thresholds are reached. As Fig 2 shows, we
see the synchronous ADMM without communication latency
converges fast. But it is not practical as real-world environment
always has communication latency. The synchronous ADMM
fails to converge community even after 500 iterations when
there is a communication latency. In contrast, our proposed
asynchronous ADMM converges after 300 iterations in realis-
tic scenarios with communication latency.

Second, we assess the optimally of the solution obtained
from the proposed algorithm by comparing it to the optimal
solution solved by a centralized method. The centralized
method solves the problem in (24) using the Gurobi solver and
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Fig. 2. Comparison of the synchronous and asynchronous ADMM algorithm.

1915.52

1955.18

1899.21 1898.771897.30 1897.991892.64 1895.75

1800

1850

1900

1950

2000

TOU TPT

Co
st 

(A
U

D
)

Electricity Tariffs

B2G Energy Trading B2B Value Stacking

Fig. 3. Communities’ cost under
two tariffs in four scenarios.

29.19
33.25

8.72 7.44

0.21 0.15
0
5

10
15
20
25
30
35

 TOU TPT

M
ar

gi
na

l C
on

tri
bu

tio
n 

(%
)

Electricity Tariffs

B2B Energy Trading B2G

Fig. 4. Marginal contribution of dif-
ferent value streams in two tariffs.

attains the optimal solution serving as a benchmark. When the
convergence thresholds ϵ1 and ϵ2 are set to 0.01, the deviation
from the benchmark is 0.33%. Setting ϵ1 = ϵ2 = 0.001 reduces
the deviation in the cost to 0.067%, resulting in slightly better
performance. However, the algorithm requires 993 iterations
to converge. For a good balance between cost minimization
and computational efficiency, we choose the thresholds ϵ1 and
ϵ2 as 0.01 for the remaining simulations.

B. Performance of Battery Value Stacking

The performance of value stacking of community battery
is presented in Fig. 3, where the vertical axis represents the
total cost (AUD) for value stacking and three baselines. The
two clusters of bars on the horizontal axis correspond to TOU
and TPT. Under TOU pricing, value stacking achieves the
lowest cost at 1892.64 AUD, while B2G incurs the highest
cost at 1915.52 AUD. For TPT, value stacking registers a
cost of 1895.75 AUD, slightly higher compared to TOU.
Energy trading shows a reduced cost advantage under TPT in
comparison to TOU, whereas B2B performs better under TOU
than TPT. The TPT tariff aims to encourage peak shaving,
resulting in a more evenly distributed energy purchase from
the main grid to circumvent peak prices, differing from the
characteristics of the TOU tariff.

To assess the contribution of each value stream within
our value-stacking problem, we compute their marginal con-
tributions under two tariffs, TOU and TPT. The marginal
contribution is determined by the relative difference in cost
reductions between the value stacking and baseline problems
when excluding a single value stream. As depicted in Fig.
4, the marginal contribution of B2B significantly surpasses
that of both B2G and energy trading, reaching levels of up to
29.19% and 33.25%, respectively, under both TOU and TPT
tariffs. Additionally, communities prioritize selling power to

the local market during peak electricity consumption hours
over supplying power to B2G, resulting in a relatively minor
contribution of B2G under both tariffs. Therefore, B2B offers
considerable benefits to communities under both TOU and
TPT tariffs compared to energy trading and B2G.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we proposed a community battery value-
stacking optimization problem considering local network con-
straints to maximize the value of battery storage systems in
residential communities. In addition, we design a distributed
optimization algorithm based on the asynchronous ADMM
to solve the community battery value-stacking optimization
problem, which can converge in realistic scenarios with asyn-
chronous way to exchange information. The results showed
the value-stacking model achieved better performance under
both TPT and TOU.
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