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Abstract

This paper investigates sequential flexibility markets consisting of a first market
layer for distribution system operators (DSOs) to procure local flexibility to resolve
their own needs (e.g., congestion management) followed by a second layer, in which
the transmission system operator (TSO) procures remaining flexibility forwarded from
the distribution system layer as well as flexibility from its own system for providing
system services. As the TSO does not necessarily have full knowledge of the distribution
grid constraints, this bid forwarding can cause an infeasibility problem for distribution
systems, i.e., cleared distribution-level bids in the TSO layer might not satisfy local
network constraints. To address this challenge, we introduce and examine three methods
aiming to enable the grid-safe use of distribution-located resources in markets for system
services, namely: a corrective three-layer market scheme, a bid prequalification/filtering
method, and a bid aggregation method. Technically, we provide conditions under which
these methods can produce a grid-safe use of distributed flexibility. We also characterize
the efficiency of the market outcome under these methods. Finally, we carry out a
representative case study to evaluate the performances of the three methods, focusing
on economic efficiency, grid-safety, and computational load.

1 Introduction

The significant increase in distributed generation and storage, coupled with digitalization
and energy management systems, has opened up promising opportunities for system oper-
ators (SOs) to acquire flexibility from distribution networks through coordinated market
mechanisms [1–3]. In the literature, multiple market schemes (typically coined TSO-DSO
coordination schemes) have been propose to organize the flexibility procurement by the
transmission SO (TSO) and the distribution SOs (DSOs), e.g., [4–8]. The common market
scheme, in which all SOs can jointly procure flexibility in a co-optimized manner while
taking the network constraints of all the involved grids into account, has been shown to be
the most efficient scheme in terms of procurement costs [8]. However, it may not always
be feasible in practice, due to the need for sharing full network information among the
SOs and the technical and privacy challenges that this entails [7–9]. An alternative mar-
ket scheme is the multi-layer flexibility market, which is a sequential market, where first
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DSOs procure flexibility resources connected to their own grids (layer 1) and then the TSO
follows (layer 2). Therefore, unused bids from the DSO markets can be forwarded to the
TSO market, thereby enhancing the offered flexibility value stacking potential. Notably,
this market scheme is being increasingly implemented in pilot projects across Europe (e.g.
SmartNet [10], CoordiNet [9], and Interrface [11]). Meanwhile, an early study on suitable
market and regulatory conditions for bid forwarding in such a market scheme is conducted
in [12].

In this context, a crucial issue can arise when the TSO lacks awareness of the grid con-
straints within the distribution networks, potentially due to data privacy concerns. Conse-
quently, these constraints cannot be considered when the TSO clears its market despite the
participation of distribution-level providers. This raises a critical question: How can one
ensure that, when the offered flexibility from the distribution systems is cleared in TSO-
layer markets, this would not compromise the operation of the distribution networks, such
as by causing local grid congestion?

As attempts to solve this issue, three approaches have been conceptually proposed in
the aforementioned pilot projects, namely a three-layer market scheme, a bid prequalifi-
cation/filtering method, and a bid aggregation method. The three-layer market scheme,
introduced in [9], is a corrective market-based approach that involves the addition of sub-
sequent local markets (as layer 3) to resolve local congestions that might arise due to the
outcome of the TSO market (layer 2). This approach is akin to re-dispatch methods for
congestion management [13–15]. Differently, [11] proposes a bid filtering concept, where the
DSOs discard bids prior to forwarding to ensure that only safe to be cleared bids are for-
warded to the TSO market. The filtering process can take into account the bid prices when
discarding bids for improved efficiency. This scheme can then also directly complement the
prequalification process needed to ensure the technical requirement satisfaction of the next
layer market [12,16]. Finally, [17–19] discuss a bid aggregation method based on the resid-
ual supply function (RSF) approach where each lower-layer market operator (a DSO in our
case) forwards (discrete levels of) safe aggregated bids in the form of interface flows along
with the linear approximation [17] or dual-price-based approximation [18, 19] of the RSF.
Aggregating flexibility has been seen as a promising solution to facilitate the integration of
distributed energy resources [20–22]. Furthermore, the RSF approach has been numerically
tested in different hierarchical market schemes, as reported in [23] and [24].

The existing literature has provided valuable contributions in terms of conceptualizing
these methods and providing first analyses of their suitability. However to the best of the
authors knowledge, no rigorous mathematical analyses of their grid-safety guarantees and
their impacts on market efficiency, have been provided. Therefore, in this paper, our focus
is primarily on studying two aspects: 1) to what extent each method guarantees the safe
operation of the distribution grids, and 2) how their performances in terms of efficiency and
computational complexity compare. Our main contributions are the following:

1. We first develop mathematical models of the three methods, hence formally defining
them. For the bid prequalification and aggregation methods, we adapt them to the
sequential market setting. Moreover, for the RSF-based bid aggregation method, we
propose to use the exact but discretized optimal primal costs of lower layer problems
as the RSFs, as shown in Alg. 2 and Remark 3, as opposed to approximated RSFs
as in [17–19]. This modification allows for controlling the suboptimality of the market
outcomes.

2. Then, we characterize the properties of these three methods to identify conditions for
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achieving grid safety and to evaluate their efficiencies, summarized as follows:

• We derive sufficient conditions for which the three-layer market and the bid-filtering
methods clear bids that are grid safe, i.e., they do not violate any grid constraints. We
show that the three-layer market can guarantee grid-safe (but possibly suboptimal)
solutions on the condition that the DSO-layer markets are sufficiently liquid.

• We show that the bid prequalification method remarkably only requires the properties
of radial distribution systems and common pricing principles of upward and downward
flexibility offers to guarantee grid-safety (Proposition 3.i). We also characterize its sub-
optimality upper and lower bounds (Propositions 3.ii–iii).

• We show that the bid aggregation method is guaranteed to produce grid-safe cleared
bids (Proposition 4). We also provide a theoretical upper bound on the suboptimality
of this method (Theorem 1), which is shown to depend on the step sizes of the RSF
functions. The advantages of the bid aggregation method come at the cost of having
to solve a mixed-integer linear program at the TSO layer, which can hinder the bid
aggregation method’s practical implementation potential, as compared to the linear
programming approaches offered by its two counterparts.

Our mathematical derivations and analyses are completed by an extensive numerical
study for comparing the three proposed methods, by using an interconnected system com-
prised of IEEE and Matpower test cases. The numerical results corroborate our analytical
findings and yield key insights on the potential of these methods. Finally, we include a re-
flection on the practical implementability and coherence with existing EU regulation (as we
primarily focus on European markets), highlighting practical challenges that can be faced
by the bid aggregation method, which must be weighted against its theoretical superiority.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the sequential market model and
its feasibility problem. Sections 3 – 5 resepctively present the models of the three-layer, bid
prequalification, and bid aggregation methods, along with our analyses thereof. Section 6
presents the numerical case study, while Section 7 summarizes our comparison and provides
concluding remarks. The proofs of all technical statements are provided in the Appendix.

Notation We denote the set of real numbers by R. Vectors are denoted by bold sym-
bols. The operator col(·) concatenates its argument column-wise. The cardinality of a set
is denoted by | · |. An n-dimensional hyperbox is denoted by [hmin,hmax] ⊂ Rn, where
hmin,hmax ∈ Rn denote the lower and upper bound vectors.

2 Sequential Flexibility Markets

2.1 Market Model

In a sequential (multi-layer) market, the DSOs have priority to first purchase flexibility
from their local FSPs to meet their own grid needs while abiding by their own network
constraints. Subsequently, the remaining flexibility is forwarded to the transmission-layer
market (run to meet the TSO needs), in which transmission-level FSPs also offer their
flexibility. As such, both the value stacking potential of distributed-energy resources and
the efficiency of flexibility markets are enhanced by allowing FSPs located in distribution
systems to participate in transmission-layer markets as well [6–8].
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First, we provide a mathematical formulation of the optimization problems solved to
clear these sequential markets. We denote by ND := {1, 2, . . . , ND} the set of distribution
systems connected to transmission busses. We use the subscript 0 to associate variables
of the TSO. Let us, then, define the local decision variables of the DSOs and TSO by
xm=col(um,dm,pm), for each m ∈ N := ND ∪ {0}, where um := col((um,n)n∈Um), dm :=
col((dm,n)n∈Dm), and pm ∈ R|Nm| denote the decision vectors of upward flexibility volume,
downward flexibility volume, and net-injected power, respectively, with Um, Dm, and Nm

being, respectively, the sets of upward FSPs, downward FSPs, and busses of network m.
Next, we denote by zm ∈ R, ∀m ∈ ND, the interface power flow between the DSO-m and
the corresponding transmission bus, where a positive value denotes that the power flows
from the transmission bus to the distribution network, and define z = col((zm)m∈ND).
For simplicity, we consider that each DSO only has one interconnection point with the
transmission network.

We can then model the sequential market clearing scheme as follows:
Layer 1: Each DSO m ∈ ND solves the linear program (LP):

min
xm,zm

c⊤mxm + czmzm (1a)

s. t.∑
n∈Um,1

um,n−
∑

n∈Dm,1
dm,n−pm,1−zm=em,1, (1b)∑

n∈Um,k
um,n−

∑
n∈Dm,k

dm,n−pm,n=em,k,∀k∈Nm\{1}, (1c)

Cmpm ∈ [fmin
m ,fmax

m ], (1d)

um ∈ [0,umax
m ], dm ∈ [0,dmax

m ], (1e)

zm ∈ [zmin
m , zmax

m ]. (1f)

The objective of Problem (1) is to minimize the procurement cost in (1a), where the

vector cm = col(cum,−cdm,0) collects the upward (cum := col((cum,n)n∈Um) ∈ R|Um|
+ ) and

downward (cdm := col((cdm,n)n∈Dm) ∈ R|Dm|
+ ) bid prices, while czm ∈ R denotes the interface

flow price. The equality constraints (1b)–(1c) are the power balance equations of all busses
in the distribution network m, where, for each node k ∈ Nm, Um,k, Dm,k, and em,k denote,
respectively, the subsets of upward bids, downward bids, and the net anticipated base
injections which reflects the amount of required flexibility at every node. Without loss of
generality, the root node is labeled as node 1. The constraints in (1d)–(1f) respectively
represent the bounds of the line power flows, flexibility bids, and interface flow. The matrix
Cm in (1d) is a nodal injection to line flow sensitivity matrix, such as the power transfer
distribution factor (PTDF). We focus on the setting in which Problem (1) has a non-empty
feasible set, i.e., the volume of offered flexibility is collectively adequate to meeting the
DSO’s flexibility need (supporting the use of a flexibility market). We denote a solution to
Problem (1) by (x⋆

m, z⋆m). In addition, in the next sections, we use the following compact
formulation of (1b)–(1c):

Amxm +Bmzm = em, (2)

where em := col((em,k)k∈Nm), while Am ∈ R|Nm|×(|Um|+|Dm|+|Nm|) is a linearly-independent
selection matrix and Bm ∈ R|Nm| is a standard Euclidean basis vector such that (1b)–(1c)
hold.
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Layer 2: The TSO solves the following LP:

min c⊤0 x0 +
∑

m∈ND

(
cu⊤m um − cd⊤m dm − czmzm

)
(3a)

s. t.∑
n∈U0,k

u0,n−
∑

n∈D0,k
d0,n−p0,k+zϕ(k)=e0,k, ∀k ∈ N c

0 (3b)∑
n∈U0,k

u0,n−
∑

n∈D0,k
d0,n−p0,n=e0,k, ∀k∈N0\N c

0 , (3c)

1⊤(um+u⋆
m)−1⊤(dm+d⋆

m) + zm=1⊤em, ∀m∈ND, (3d)

C0p0 ∈ [fmin
0 ,fmax

0 ], (3e)

u0∈ [0,umax
0 ],d0 ∈ [0,dmax

0 ], (3f)

um∈ [0,umax
m −u⋆

m],dm∈ [0,dmax
m −d⋆

m], ∀m ∈ ND, (3g)

zm ∈ [zmin
m , zmax

m ], ∀m ∈ ND. (3h)

Problem (3) aims at minimizing the TSO’s procurement costs considering transmission-
level and distribution-level bids as well as the pricing of the interface flow. The pa-
rameters and components of the problem are defined similarly to Problem (1). Indeed,

c0 = col(cu0 ,−cd0,0) collects the upward (cu0 ∈ R|U0|
+ ) and downward (cd0 ∈ R|D0|

+ ) bid prices
of transmission-level FSPs; (3b)–(3c) represent the nodal power balance equations in the
transmission network, with N c

0 being the set of transmission nodes connected to a distri-
bution system and ϕ is a one-to-one mapping from N c

0 to ND; (3e) represents the line
capacity limits, and (3f) represents the transmission-level bid capacities. It is important to
note that although distribution-level FSPs participate in this layer as well, the bid capacities
are based on what remains from the first layer (as captured in (3g)). Moreover, the TSO
only considers the aggregated power balance constraint for each distribution system as in
(3d) instead of full network constraints of the distribution systems (1b)–(1d), which then
includes the risk that a market clearing result of Layer 2 may cause network constraint vi-
olations for the DSOs’ grids from which this flexibility originates, thus requiring additional
(ex-ante, concurrent, or ex-post) methods to ensure that feasibility of the solution of level
2 to the distribution system grids. Let us denote a solution to the second layer by (x⋆⋆

0 ,
(u⋆⋆

m ,d⋆⋆
m , z⋆⋆m )∀m∈ND), which we assume exists, for any u⋆

m ∈ [0,umax
m ] and d⋆

m ∈ [0,dmax
m ],

for all m ∈ ND. This assumption implies that the TSO can meet its flexibility needs by
procuring from transmission-level FSPs only. However, a more efficient solution can poten-
tially be obtained by allowing the participation of distribution-level FSPs. As such, based
on the introduced Layer 1 and Layer 2, the practical sequential market clearing problem
can then be formally defined in Definition 1. Here, we refer to the sequential market in
Definition 1 as practical in the sense that it does not require knowledge of the distribution
grid models in the transmission-level market (Layer 2).

Definition 1. The practical sequential market clearing problem is defined by Problem (1),
for each m ∈ ND, as Layer 1 and Problem (3) as Layer 2.

2.2 Relationship with other DSO-TSO market models

In addition to the practical sequential market clearing model in Definition 1, other TSO-
DSO coordinated market models are introduced next due to their relevance for our analysis.
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Definition 2. The idealized sequential market clearing problem is defined by Problem (1),
for each m ∈ ND, as Layer 1 and Problem (3), where (3d) is substituted with (2) and (1d),
as Layer 2. A solution to this problem is denoted by (xi

0, (x
i
m, zim)m∈ND).

In an idealized sequential market model (Definition 2), the distribution system con-
straints are included in the transmission-layer market (layer 2). The considered practical
sequential market model (Definition 1) is, then, a modified version of the idealized model,
capturing the practical setting in which the TSO does not have access to the distribution
systems network models, and hence, cannot include the distribution-level power flow repre-
sentation and constraints in its market clearing. As shown in [8, Cor. III.2], the optimality
of the idealized sequential market model is lower bounded by the optimal value of the com-
mon market problem, capturing a joint TSO-DSO market clearing setting rather than a
sequential multi-level structure, defined as follows:

Definition 3. The common market clearing problem is formulated as:

min
x0,(xm,zm)

m∈ND

J tot := c⊤0 x0 +
∑

m∈ND c⊤mxm (4a)

s. t. (3b), (3c), (3e), and (3f),

(1b), (1c), (1d), (1e), and (1f), ∀m ∈ ND.

We denote a solution to Problem (4) by (x◦
0, (x

◦
m, z◦m)m∈ND).

Furthermore, as we show next in Proposition 1, the optimality of the idealized sequential
market model can be upper bounded by the optimal value of another sequential DSO-TSO
coordinated market model known as the fragmented market model (Definition 4).

Definition 4. The fragmented market clearing problem is defined by Problem (1), for each
m ∈ ND, as Layer 1 and Problem (3), where (3g) is substituted with um = 0, dm = 0, for
all m ∈ ND as Layer 2. A solution to this problem is denoted by (xf

0, (x
f
m, zfm)m∈ND).

Proposition 1. Let (xi
0, (x

i
m, zim)m∈ND) be a solution to the idealized sequential market

model (Definition 2) and (xf
0, (x

f
m, zfm)m∈ND) be a solution to the fragmented market model

(Definition 4). Then it holds that

c⊤0 x
i
0 +

∑
m∈ND c⊤mxi

m ≤ c⊤0 x
f
0 +

∑
m∈ND c⊤mxf

m. (5)

However, these optimality bounds do not apply to the (practical) sequential market
model due to the exclusion of the distribution networks’ constraints in layer 2. In fact,
there is not even a feasibility guarantee for the outcome of the practical sequential market
as we discuss next.

2.3 Grid Safety Considerations

The sequential market (Definition 1) considers that the TSO does not know the grid con-
straints of the distribution systems. In other words, (1d), for all m ∈ ND, are not included
as constraints in Problem (3). This assumption is relevant in practice as DSOs might be re-
stricted from sharing private network information externally (e.g., with the TSO or a third
party market operator) or might simply be unable to replicate network models in external
servers as investigated in [9]. Hence, a solution to Layer 2 might not be grid safe for the
distribution system, i.e., it might not satisfy the constraint in (1d), for some m ∈ ND. In
contrast, grid-safe bids are formally defined next.
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Definition 5 (Grid-safe bids). Bids (um,dm), for all m ∈ N , are grid safe if there exist
pm, for all m ∈ N , and z such that (1b), (1c), (1d), and (1f), for all m ∈ ND, as well as
(3b), (3c), and (3e) hold.

Definition 5 technically states that a set of distribution-level bids (um,dm) are grid safe
if its activation results in physical variable value pm that satisfies all grid constraints. Next,
we show a particular example when the cleared bids of the sequential market are grid safe.
We suppose that the interface flows are optimally priced, i.e., in Problems (1) and (3), czm
are chosen as an optimal dual variables of Problem (4) associated with (3b). In this case,
forwarding any remaining distribution-level bids to layer 2 is not needed, as implied by the
next proposition.

Proposition 2. Suppose that col((czm)m∈ND) is an optimal dual variable of Problem (4)
associated with (3b) (an optimal price). Then, the cleared bids (u⋆

m +u⋆⋆
m ,d⋆

m +d⋆⋆
m ),∀m ∈

ND, and (u⋆⋆
0 ,d⋆⋆

0 ) computed by solving Problems (1) and (3) are an optimal solution to
Problem (4) only if u⋆⋆

m = 0 and d⋆⋆
m = 0, for all m ∈ ND.

Proposition 2 shows that under an optimal interface flow price, a necessary condition for
an optimal clearing is that no distribution-level bids are cleared in Layer 2, as the clearing of
Layer 1 also returns an optimal interface flow for Layer 2, thus resulting in a common market
solution. Consequently, the cleared bids in the transmission and distribution systems are
grid safe. However, obtaining an optimal price of the interface flows essentially requires
virtually solving Problem (4), which is impractical and still requires full knowledge of the
distribution grid models in Layer 2. Furthermore, in contrary to the idealized sequential
market model, even if an optimal interface flow price is known a priori, non-zero distribution-
level bids might still be cleared in Layer 2 under the practical sequential market scheme
(Definition 1) due to the exclusion of the distribution-network constraints in the second
layer market, as shown in an illustrative example in Section 6. This fact adds motivation
to study approaches to deal with the infeasibility issue arising from this market model.

3 Corrective Method: A Three-layer Scheme

A straightforward corrective method to the feasibility issue of the sequential market can be
achieved by introducing an additional market layer (rendering the sequential market scheme
three-layered) that aims at resolving any potential congestion in the distribution systems
that was caused by the solution of Layer 2, as conceptualized in [9].

3.1 Model Formulation

This method can then be formulated by the addition of the third level market correction
problem. Specifically, after the TSO forwards the outcome of Layer 2 to the DSOs, each
DSO m ∈ ND solves:
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min
xm,zm

c⊤mxm

s. t. Amχm +Bmzm = em, (6a)

(1d) and zm = z⋆⋆m , (6b)

χm = col(um + u⋆
m + u⋆⋆

m ,dm + d⋆
m + d⋆⋆

m ,pm),

um ∈ [0,umax
m − u⋆

m − u⋆⋆
m ],

dm ∈ [0,dmax
m − d⋆

m − d⋆⋆
m ],

where the interface flow is fixed based on the outcome of the second layer as in (6b). Note
that (6a) is obtained from (2) where xm is substituted with χm. Let us denote a solution
to Problem (6) by (xc

m, zcm), which is the correction needed to satisfy grid constraints.

3.2 Method Analysis

By the construction of the third-layer corrective market problem in (6), a grid-safe cleared
bid can be obtained if Problem (6) has a non-empty feasible set. In this case, the outcome
of the approach, i.e., (u⋆

m+u⋆⋆
m +uc

m,d⋆
m+d⋆⋆

m +dc
m), ∀m ∈ ND, and (u⋆⋆

0 ,d⋆⋆
0 ) are grid safe

as they satisfy all the network constraints. Furthermore, they must be a feasible solution
to the idealized sequential market problem (Definition 2), implying that the outcome of the
three-layer market scheme can only be as efficient as a set of optimal bids of the idealized
sequential market. In other words, the efficiency of this approach is lower bounded by
that of the idealized sequential market. The suboptimality (extra cost incurred) is due to
constraint violations caused by the outcomes of the first two layers that must be rectified.
Indeed, in the best scenario, the optimal solution of Layer 3 is xc

m = 0, meaning that no
corrective action is needed, resulting in a solution as optimal as the idealized sequential
market one. Furthermore, the grid-safe condition implies that, in practice, the DSO-layer
markets must be liquid enough to resolve any potential congestion caused by the clearing
of layer 2. Nevertheless, Problem (6) can be infeasible, implying that the outcome of the
sequential market violates grid constraints in (1d), for some distribution systems, and these
constraint violations cannot be corrected.

In terms of computational complexity, this method requires the solution of |ND| more
problems, as compared to the idealized sequential market problem, as shown in Remark 1.
As these problems are LP problems, this additional caused computational burden can be
limited due to the efficiency of solving LP problems.

Remark 1. The extra layer requires each DSO to solve an LP, implying that the total
number of LPs must be solved is 2|ND|+ 1 (twice for each DSO and once for the TSO).

From a practical perspective, this method follows a full market-based mechanisms, in line
with, e.g., general EU policy recommendations [6] without requiring interference through
bid selection nor filtering, which enhances its application potential in practice, especially in
settings of high levels of distributed-flexibility participation.

4 Bid Prequalification Method

To limit the need for corrective actions, the DSOs can aim to filter/prequalify the bids that
will be forwarded to Layer 2. This approach has been initially conceptualized in [11] and we
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Algorithm 1 Bid filtering method.

Filter upward bids in Um =: U (1)
m . For ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , |Um|:

1. Solve the feasibility problem:

find (xm, zm)

s. t. (1d), (1f), and (6a),

χm = col(um + u⋆
m,dm + d⋆

m,pm),

um,n ∈ [0, umax
m,n − u⋆m,n], ∀n ∈ U (ℓ)

m ,

dm = 0, um,n = 0, ∀n ∈ U (1)
m \ U (ℓ)

m .

(7)

2. If Problem (7) is infeasible, discard the most expensive bid, v
(ℓ)
m ∈ argmax

v∈U(ℓ)
m

cum,v,

i.e., U (ℓ+1)
m = U (ℓ)

m \ {v(ℓ)m }. Otherwise, stop the iterations and denote the filtered set

of upward bids by U f
m := U (ℓ)

m .

Filter downward bids in Dm =: D(1)
m . For ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , |Dm|:

1. Solve the feasibility problem:

find (xm, zm)

s. t. (1d), (1f), and (6a),

χm = col(um + u⋆
m,dm + d⋆

m,pm),

dm,n ∈ [0, dmax
m,n − d⋆m,n], ∀n ∈ D(ℓ)

m ,

um = 0, dm,n = 0,∀n ∈ D(1)
m \ D(ℓ)

m .

(8)

2. If Problem (8) is infeasible, discard the least expensive bid, v
(ℓ)
m ∈ argmin

v∈D(ℓ)
m

cdm,v,

i.e., D(ℓ+1)
m = D(ℓ)

m \ {v(ℓ)m }. Otherwise, stop the iterations and denote the filtered set

of upward bids by Df
m := D(ℓ)

m .

propose an extension applicable for the considered market setup. By discarding any bids
that might result in congestion in the distribution systems, this method aims to ensure that
the bids cleared in Layer 2 satisfy the DSOs’ grid constraints.

4.1 Model Formulation

We formally define this approach in Alg. 1, performed by each DSO after obtaining a
solution to its clearing problem, (x⋆

m, z⋆m) (Layer 1), thus after meeting its own flexibility
needs, to decide on which remaining (portions of) distributed flexibility bids can be safely
forwarded to the TSO-level market. The main idea of the proposed Alg. 1 is to iteratively
filter out the most expensive bid one by one until the remaining bids are grid safe. The
filtering of the upward and downward bids are done separately albeit done in the same
manner. Based on the outcome of Alg. 1, i.e., U f

m and Df
m, the market clearing problem of
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Layer 2 in (3) is modified by replacing (3g) with
um,n ∈ [0, umax

m,n − u⋆m,n], ∀n ∈ U f
m,∀m ∈ ND,

dm,n ∈ [0, dmax
m,n − d⋆m,n], ∀n ∈ Df

m,∀m ∈ ND,

um,n = 0, ∀n ∈ Um \ U f
m,∀m ∈ ND,

dm,n = 0, ∀n ∈ Dm \ Df
m,∀m ∈ ND.

(9)

4.2 Method Analysis

As shown next, under some mild assumptions on the bid prices and the structure of the
distribution networks, which are typically satisfied in practice1, we can guarantee that by
implementing Alg. 1, the outcome of the sequential market is safe both for the TSO and
DSOs. We also characterize the lower and upper suboptimality bounds of Alg. 1.

Assumption 1. For each m ∈ ND, the bid prices of FSPs in DSO-m follow that maxn∈Dm cdm,n <
minn∈Um cum,n.

Assumption 2. For each m ∈ ND, the distribution network m is radial.

Proposition 3. Let Assumptions 1–2 hold. Let us consider Problem 3 where (3g) is replaced
with (9), in which U f

m and Df
m are obtained from Alg. 1. Then, these statements hold:

i The cleared bids (u⋆
m + u⋆⋆

m ,d⋆
m + d⋆⋆

m ),∀m ∈ ND, and (u⋆⋆
0 ,d⋆⋆

0 ) are grid safe.

ii If U f
m = Um and Df

m = Dm, for all m ∈ ND, then the cleared bids are an optimal
solution to the idealized sequential market (Definition 2).

iii If U f
m = ∅ and Df

m = ∅, for all m ∈ ND, then the cleared bids are an optimal solution
to the fragmented market (Definition 4).

Proposition 3.i provides a guarantee on the grid-safe outcome of the bid filtering method.
Furthermore, in terms of market efficiency, in the best case, similar to the three-layer market
method, the solution is as efficient as that of the idealized sequential market (Proposition
3.ii), and this occurs when all bids are forwarded. In the worst case, when no bid is for-
warded, the solution is as efficient as that of the fragmented market (Proposition 3.iii).
Therefore, in general, the market efficiency of this approach is between the idealized se-
quential and the fragmented market schemes. The computational load of the method is
described in Remark 2.

Remark 2. Alg. 1 requires each DSO to solve at least 2, implying all remaining bids can
be forwarded (the case in Proposition 3.ii) and at most |Um|+ |Dm| LPs, implying at most
only two bids are forwarded or no bids can be forwarded (the case in Proposition 3.iii).

For transmission-level markets, the EU electricity balancing guideline foresees a role
for the TSO of declining the use of certain balancing flexibility due to grid concerns [6].
Extending this ability to DSOs would provide regulatory support for the bid filtering method
next to its implementation simplicity.

1Assumption 1, i.e., having more expensive upward bids than downward ones is common in practice,
e.g., in balancing markets. Meanwhile, Assumption 2 considers the most common structure of distribution
systems.
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Algorithm 2 Bid aggregation method

1. Each DSO-m, for each m ∈ ND, defines the ordered discrete set of feasible interface
flow, Zdsc

m ⊂ [zmin
m , zmax

m ], where |Zdsc
m | =: NZ,m < ∞.

2. Each DSO-m clears its local market with fixed interface flow values, i.e. for each
ẑm ∈ Zdsc

m , it solves Problem (1) with czm = 0 in (1a), and (1f) being replaced with
zm = ẑm. If this problem is infeasible, ẑm is discarded. Otherwise, it collects the pair
(ẑm,k, Jm,k), where Jm,k denotes the optimal cost value.

3. Let the discrete set of feasible interface flow values be denoted by Zdsc,⋆
m ⊆ Zdsc

m .
Then, each DSO-m obtains a residual supply function f r

m : Zdsc,⋆
m 7→ R := Jm,k(ẑm).

4. The TSO clears its market by solving:

min
x0,(xm,zm)

m∈ND

c⊤0 x0 +
∑

m∈ND f r
m(zm)

s. t. (3b), (3c), (3e), (3f),

zm ∈ Zdsc,⋆
m , ∀m ∈ ND. (10a)

5. The TSO informs the optimal interface flow z⋆⋆m to each DSO m ∈ ND and then each
DSO m clear bids based on the solution in Step 2 given z⋆⋆m .

5 Bid Aggregation Method

The second preventive method is a bid aggregation approach originally conceptualized in
the Smartnet project [10] and presented in [17–19]. We further develop this method and
extend its application to our DSO-TSO coordinated setting.

5.1 Model Formulation

In this method, first, each DSO clears its local market for a number of discrete interface
flow values. Then, it constructs a discretized Residual Supply Function (RSF), which is a
one-to-one correspondence between the interface flow values and the optimal costs of Layer
1 for the corresponding fixed interface flow values. Then, the DSOs forward the discrete
set of interface flow values generated, Zdsc

m , and the RSF, forming a step-wise bidding
function, where each step of this function can be safely cleared as it was generated taking
into account the distribution grid constraints. With this knowledge, the TSO clears its
market by considering the discrete interface flows (and their RSFs) – generated through the
aggregation of the distribution bids – and transmission-level bids. Once a solution to this
problem is obtained, the TSO informs each DSO the selected interface flow step and, in
turn, each DSO selects the optimal distribution-level bid clearing solution that corresponds
to this step, as cleared in the first stage. This method requires modifications on both layers
of the sequential market and is summarized in Alg. 2.

Alg. 2 is different from the RSF-based methods discussed in [17–19] mainly in the way
the RSFs are constructed. While [17] considers a continuous linear approximation of the
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RSF, the papers [18,19] use a step-wise price based on the subgradient of the RSFs, i.e., the
dual optimal values of the constraint zm = ẑm in the problem solved in Step 2 of Alg. 2.
Instead, we use the discretized RSFs, which enable controlling the optimality of the market
outcome as we show in the next section. The efficiency gains of the proposed method will
be showcased in the numerical comparison in Section 6.

5.2 Method Analysis

As shown next, we can prove that this bid aggregation method solves a restricted common
market clearing problem and, thus, we can obtain a theoretical optimality bound, which
is not provided in [17–19]. However, let us first guarantee that the outcome of Alg. 2 is
always grid safe, as formally stated in the next proposition.

Proposition 4. The cleared bids obtained by Alg. 2 are grid safe.

Now, we study the efficiency of the solution obtained by Alg. 2 with respect to the
common market solution. To this end, first we define the RSF step size, needed for our
suboptimality bound.

Definition 6. For each m ∈ ND, let us consider the ordered discrete set Zdsc
m := {zm,1, zm,2, . . . , zm,NZ,m

},
where zm,1 < · · · < zm,NZ,m

. We denote by δm the largest distance between two consecutive
elements, i.e.,

δm = max
k∈{2,...,NZ,m}

|zm,k − zm,k−1|.

We next show that the outcome of the bid aggregation method (Alg. 2) is a feasible but
possibly suboptimal solution to the common market problem in (4).

Proposition 5. The optimal value of the common market problem in (4) is a tight lower
bound to the optimal value of Problem (10) in Alg. 2.

Furthermore, this suboptimality of the solution obtained by Alg. 2 depends on the RSF
step size, as shown next.

Theorem 1. The suboptimality of the sequential market with Alg. 2 with respect to the
optimal value of the common market problem in (4) is O(δ̄), where δ̄ = maxm∈ND δm.

Based on Theorem 1, we can infer that the efficiency of the sequential market with the
proposed bid aggregation method tends to that of the common market as δm approaches
zero. Theorem 1 also reveals that the optimality of the practical sequential market with
the bid aggregation method is not lower bounded by the the optimal value of the idealized
sequential market model (Definition 2), implying that the total cost of the former in fact
can be better than the latter, especially when the interface flow prices are not optimal.

Remark 3. We can improve the solution quality of the proposed bid aggregation method
by introducing an outer loop to Alg. 2. Specifically, given the partial solution ẑ, we can
discretize the range [ẑm − δm, ẑm + δm] to obtain a new discrete set Ẑdsc

m and redo steps
2–4 of Alg. 2. Thus, we practically iteratively reduce δm, which can be more tractable than
simply performing Alg. 2 with a very small δm.

Remark 4. Alg. 2 requires DSO m to solve NZ,m LPs where NZ,m is inversely proportional
to δm, i.e. NZ,m = (zmax

m −zmin
m )/δm. Moreover, the TSO must solve a mixed-integer LP

instead of an LP as in the other methods. These aspects negatively impact the computational
load of this method.
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The efficiency and grid safety guarantees of this method supports the potential of its
practical implementation. However, a regulatory challenge remains in terms of the role of
the entity that would be responsible for performing this bid aggregation, especially when
this role is to be assumed by the DSO (given the need for the knowledge of the grid model
for the computation of the step-wise offer curve and RSF).

6 Numerical Simulations

In this section, we present a case study to numerically compare the performance of proposed
methods in terms of their solution feasibility, efficiency, and computational time. To this
end, we use the IEEE 14-bus transmission network interconnected with the Matpower 69-
bus and 141-bus distribution networks. We study four cases, whose datasets are available
in [25]. In all cases, base injections and loads of the busses are adjusted to create imbalance
while the line limits are also modified to create anticipated congestion in the networks.
Moreover, upward and downward flexibility bids are randomly allocated to the busses. The
distinguishing features of each case are given as follows:

• Case A: The TSO has an upward flexibility need (imbalances). The prices of the down-
ward bids are in the range [10, 25] €/MW while those of the upward bids are in the
range [30, 55] €/MW, satisfying Assumption 1. Additionally, the distribution-level bids
are more expensive than the transmission-level ones.

• Case B: The networks have imbalances as in Case A. However, the transmission-level
upward bids, in the range [90, 165] €/MW, are more expensive than the distribution-
level ones. The prices of the other bids are as in Case A.

• Case C: The networks have imbalances, as in Case A. The transmission-level upward bids
are more expensive than the distribution-level ones as in Case B. We add new upward
distribution-level bids whose prices are more expensive than those in the transmission
network and new downward distribution-level bids whose prices are as in Case B. .

• Case D: The TSO has a downward need. The price rules are set the same as Case A.

For the three-layer and bid filtering method, we apply the interface flow price rules
in [8, Sect. III], namely: 1) no pricing, i.e., when they are not priced (czm = 0, ∀m ∈ ND);
2) optimal, i.e., when they are priced by the optimal dual variables of the power balance
constraints (3b) of the common market problem (see Proposition 2); and 3) midpoint, i.e.,
when the price is the average of the most expensive downward bid and the least expensive
upward bid. In our simulation, we simply obtain the optimal prices by solving Problem
(4), but this is not realistic in practice, as explained in Section 2.3. Note that in the bid
aggregation method, the cost of using the interface flows is determined by the RSFs in
which 10 different step-size values of δ̄ are used.

As previously mentioned, we use the optimal cost of the common market problem in
(4), denoted by Jcom = J tot({x◦

m}m∈N ), as the benchmark to determine the inefficiency of
the sequential market when paired with each of the proposed methods, defined as:

η =
J tot − Jcom

|Jcom|
× 100%.
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We summarize our case study results in Table 1. The bid filtering and bid aggregation
methods obtain grid-safe cleared bids in all cases, as proven in Propositions 3 and 4. On the
other hand, the three-layer corrective method produces unsafe cleared bids in Case B, due
to the procurement of distribution-level bids in Layer 2 that cause unresolvable congestion.
When the system is more liquid, as in Case C, where we added upward and downward bids
in critical nodes (whose lines are congested in the results of the three-layer market in Case
B), we observe that this scheme obtain grid-safe bids.

In terms of efficiency, we observe that the performance of these methods are case-
dependent. In Cases A and D, the three-layer and bid filtering methods with the same
interface pricing obtain equal solutions, as distribution-level bids are more expensive than
the transmission-level ones, and thus the distribution-level bids are not cleared in the second
layer while their first-layer solutions are equal. Meanwhile, in Case C, we can observe
that the bid filtering method under either the no-pricing or midpoint rule obtains the
most inefficient solutions among the three methods, although the three-layer market scheme
incurs an additional cost from resolving congestion in the third layer. From Case C, we
also observe the benefit of forwarding bids as the fragmented market solution is the least
efficient under the same pricing rule, illustrating Proposition 3.iii. On the other hand,
the bid aggregation method generally achieves low inefficiency, while its inefficiency has a
decreasing trend as the step size decreases, as proven in Theorem 1 and evidently shown in
the top plot of Fig. 1.

These numerical results also provide an illustration of Proposition 2. In Cases A and D,
for the three-layer method, when the interface flows are priced optimally (the third row),
the second layer market does not clear any distribution-layer bids. In turn, the outcome
of the sequential market is as efficient as the common market. However, in Cases B and
C, the second-layer market clears some distribution-level bids, thus even under an optimal
interface flow price, the outcomes are then not as optimal as the common market. In fact,
in Case B, the three layer market obtains an infeasible solution under an optimal interface
flow price, due to the low liquidity at the distribution systems. Similarly, for the bid filtering
method under the optimal pricing rule, the outcome is as efficient as the common market
solution in Cases A and D, as no distribution-level bids are cleared in Layer 2, while in
Cases B and C, some distribution-level bids are cleared, thus they cannot be a solution to
the common market problem.

The average computational time over all the simulated cases of the three-layer and bid
filtering methods are 6.10 and 126.57 seconds, respectively. The bottle neck of the bid
filtering method is indeed in the filtering process, especially when the worse case scenario,
as stated in Remark 2, occurs. On the other hand, the computational time of the bid
aggregation method on the simulated cases varies in the range of [8.75, 135.75] seconds and
it depends on the step size of the RSF, δ̄, which determines the number of LPs that must
be solved and the dimension of the set of binary variables required in the TSO problem.
As we observe in the bottom plot of Fig. 1, the computational time requirement of the bid
aggregation method grows exponentially as δ̄ decreases. From Fig. 1, we can indeed infer
that there is a trade-off between solution quality and computational time.

Finally, Fig. 2 compares the inefficiency variation of the bid aggregation method that is
based on the primal cost and the dual price RSFs [18,19]. We can observe that the proposed
RSF method outperforms the dual-price RSF one as it always achieves a lower inefficiency
for any step size δ̄. Furthermore, for the dual-price RSF method, we cannot clearly observe
a decreasing inefficiency trend with a decrease in δ̄.
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Table 1: Inefficiency comparison

Method
Inefficiency η [%]

Case A Case B Case C Case D

Three-layer1 4.35 infeasible 22.50 237.67
Three-layer2 0.0 infeasible 7.17 0.0
Three-layer3 0.0 infeasible 10.36 0.0
Bid filtering1 4.35 31.67 31.67 31.67
Bid filtering2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bid filtering3 0.0 17.03 17.03 0.0
Bid-aggregation4 [0.04, 1.8] [0.03, 5.2] [0.09, 3.6] [1.7, 77.3]
Fragmented3 0.0 59.17 59.17 0.0

1: no pricing; 2: optimal; 3: midpoint; 4: δ̄ ∈ [0.03, 1.3].
blue: cleared bids cause congestions but resolvable using the third layer.

Figure 1: The inefficiency of the bid aggregation method (top) and the average computa-
tional time (bottom) with varying RSF step size δ̄.

Figure 2: The inefficiency of the bid aggregation method with dual-price-based RSFs [18,19]
(solid lines) compared with the proposed primal-cost-based RSFs (dashed lines). Each line
represents a case with the markers and colors following the top plot of Fig. 1.
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Table 2: Comparison of properties and performances
Metric Three-layer Bid filtering Bid aggregation

Grid-safety no yes, under yes
guarantee Assumptions 1–2

Inefficiency highest middle lowest
(controllable)

Computation load lowest middle highest

7 Conclusion

In sequential TSO-DSO flexibility markets, when the TSO-layer market does not have suffi-
cient information on the distribution networks, forwarding bids from the DSO-layer markets
to the TSO-layer one can result in congestion in distribution systems if not handled carefully.
Three methods, namely a three-layer-market scheme, bid filtering, and bid aggregation, can
be used to achieve a grid-safe use of distributed flexibility by the TSO. The theoretical prop-
erties and numerical performances of these methods obtained in this work are summarized
in Table 2. Although bid aggregation provides the most desired outcome as it can provide a
grid-safe guarantee under the most relaxed assumptions and a high efficiency, it can be the
most computationally demanding method, hindering its practical implementation potential.
While the three-layer-market scheme requires the market to be sufficiently liquid, it can be
more efficient than bid filtering; however, this result can be case-dependent. On the other
hand, bid filtering is guaranteed to produce grid-safe cleared bids in radial networks and
mild assumptions on the bid prices.

A Proof of Proposition 1

The problems solved in Layer 1 of the fragmented market model and the idealized sequential
market model are equal. Thus, they have an equal optimal cost value. However, in the
fragmented market model, no distribution-layer bids are cleared in Layer 2 (see Definition 4).
Thus, uf

m and df
m, for eachm ∈ ND are obtained by solving Problem (1) only. Furthermore,

as a consequence of the equality constraint (3d), the interface flow solution from Layer 2 is
the same as that of Layer 1, i.e., zfm = z⋆⋆m = z⋆m, capturing that the interface flow values
are fixed based on the market clearing in Layer 1. Therefore, we can conclude that uf

m and
df
m satisfy (1b), (1c), (1d), and (1f). Consequently, (xf

0, (x
f
m, zfm)m∈ND) is a feasible point

to the market clearing problem in Layer 2 of the idealized sequential market model, which
includes (1b), (1c), and (1d) (see Definition 2). However, it is not necessarily an optimal
one, and hence, the inequality (5) readily applies. ■

B Proof of Proposition 2

If the interface flows are priced optimally, the solution to Problem (4) is equal to that of
the fragmented market clearing problem (Definition 4) [8, Prop. 2]. Therefore, if (u⋆

m +
u⋆⋆
m ,d⋆

m+d⋆⋆
m ),∀m ∈ ND, and (u⋆⋆

0 ,d⋆⋆
0 ) are a solution to Problem (4), then by construction

of the fragmented market model, where no distribution-level bids are cleared in Layer 2, it
must hold that u⋆⋆

m =0 and d⋆⋆
m =0, ∀m ∈ ND. ■
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C Proof of Proposition 3

We first prove Proposition 3.i. The cleared transmission-layer bids, (u⋆⋆
0 ,d⋆⋆

0 ), satisfy (3b),
(3c), and (3e) by construction, as they are obtained by solving Problem (3). Now we
show that the cleared distribution-level bids (u⋆

m + u⋆⋆
m ,d⋆

m + d⋆⋆
m ),∀m ∈ ND, respect the

distribution network constraints even though (u⋆⋆
m ,d⋆⋆

m ),∀m ∈ ND, are obtained from Layer
2, which does not include such constraints. To that end, we need the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Let Assumption 1 hold. Let (u⋆⋆
m ,d⋆⋆

m )m∈ND be the cleared distribution-level
bids obtained by solving Problem (3) (Layer 2). Then, for each m ∈ ND, only one of the
following conditions holds:

1. No downward bids are cleared, i.e., d⋆⋆
m = 0.

2. No upward bids are cleared, i.e., u⋆⋆
m = 0.

3. Both upward and downward bids are not cleared, i.e., u⋆⋆
m = 0 and d⋆⋆

m = 0.

Proof of Lemma 1. For each m ∈ ND,we denote the net flexibility position by ωm =
1⊤u⋆⋆

m − 1⊤d⋆⋆
m . By Assumption 1, it can be shown by contradiction that condition 1

holds for any ωm > 0, condition 2 holds for any ωm < 0, and condition 3 holds for ωm = 0,
implying that all possible values of ωm are covered. We show one of the cases, i.e., ωm > 0,
as the proofs of the other conditions and the corresponding cases follow the same lines of
reasoning.

For the sake of contradicting condition 1, suppose that, when ωm > 0, some downward
bids are cleared, i.e., 1⊤d⋆⋆

m > 0. Then, 1⊤u⋆⋆
m = ωm + 1⊤d⋆⋆

m > ωm. Let us now consider
another set of bids (ũm, d̃m), where 1⊤ũm = ωm and d̃m = 0. This bid set is a feasible
solution to Problem (3) since it satisfies all the constraints. Furthermore, the cost difference
between (u⋆⋆

m,d
⋆⋆
m ) and (ũm,d̃m) can be written as:

cu⊤m (u⋆⋆
m − ũm)− cd⊤m (d⋆⋆

m − d̃m)

(a)

≥ ( min
m∈Um

cum,n)1
⊤(u⋆⋆

m − ũm)− ( max
m∈Dm

cdm,n)1
⊤d⋆⋆

m

(b)
= ( min

m∈Um

cum,n − max
m∈Dm

cdm,n)1
⊤d⋆⋆

m

(c)
> 0,

where (a) holds because d̃m = 0, 1⊤u⋆⋆
m > ωm = 1⊤ũm, and 1⊤d⋆⋆

m > 0; (b) holds because
ωm = 1⊤u⋆⋆

m−1⊤d⋆⋆
m and ωm=1⊤ũm; and (c) holds due to Assumption 1. Hence, (ũm, d̃m)

is cheaper, implying that (u⋆⋆
m ,d⋆⋆

m ), is not an optimal solution and should not have been
cleared, (a contradiction).

Now, we proceed with the proof of Proposition 3.i. As a result of Alg. 1, if, in Layer
2, all the forwarded upward bids in U f

m are fully cleared while all the downward bids in
Df

m are rejected, then the cleared bids do not violate the grid constraints (1b), (1c), (1d),
and (1f). The same implication holds when all the forwarded downward bids in Df

m are
fully cleared while all the forwarded upward bids in U f

m are rejected. Furthermore, by
Assumption 2, Cm consists of non-positive elements only (as can be defined through the
sign convention of the PTDF matrix of a radial system). Due to this fact and the linear
relationship between um, dm, and pm in (1b)–(1c), the extreme values of Cmpm in (1d)
occur when either um = umax

m and dm = 0 or um = 0 and dm = dmax
m . Therefore, for any
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u⋆⋆
m ≤ umax

m − u⋆
m while dm = 0 or for any d⋆⋆

m < dmax
m − d⋆

m while um = 0, the cleared
distribution-level bids, (u⋆

m + u⋆⋆
m ,d⋆

m + d⋆⋆
m ),∀m ∈ ND, are feasible, i.e., they satisfy (1b),

(1c), (1d), and (1f). Even though both U f
m and Df

m are forwarded to Layer 2, Lemma 1
ensures that they cannot be cleared simultaneously.

Proposition 3.ii holds by the fact that if all bids are forwarded, then the set of bids
considered in Problem (3) and that in Layer 2 of the idealized sequential market coincide.
Since the cleared bids are grid-safe, then (u⋆⋆m , d⋆⋆m ), for all m ∈ N , must also be a solution
to Layer 2 of the idealized sequential market. Proposition 3.iii holds by the construction of
the constraints in (9), given that U f

m = ∅ and Df
m = ∅, for all m ∈ ND, which implies the

equivalence with the fragmented market model (Definition 4). ■

D Proof of Proposition 4

In Problem (10) of Alg. 2, the grid constraints of the transmission network (3b), (3c), and

(3e) are included. Furthermore, Zdsc,⋆
m ⊂ [zmin

m , zmax
m ]. Finally, as the distribution-level bids

that are cleared are obtained as a solution to Problem (1) with a fixed interface flow value.
Then, these bids are safe for their distribution network. ■

E Intermediate results in Section 5

To prove Proposition 5 and Theorem 1, we need the following intermediate results.

Lemma 2. Alg. 2 solves

min
x0,(xm,zm)

m∈ND

c⊤0 x0 +
∑

m∈ND c⊤mxm

s. t. (3b), (3c), (3e), (3f),

(1b), (1c), (1d), (1e), zm ∈ Zdsc
m , ∀m∈ND.

(11)

Proof. Let us consider the following optimization:

min
x0,(xm,zm)

m∈ND

c⊤0 x0 +
∑

m∈ND c⊤mxm

s. t. (3b), (3c), (3e), (3f),

(1b), (1c), (1d), and (1e), ∀m ∈ ND,

zm = ẑm, ∀m ∈ ND,

(12)

for each ẑm ∈ Zdsc,⋆
m and all m ∈ ND. One can solve Problem (11) by enumerating the

solutions to Problem (12), for all ẑm ∈ Zdsc,⋆
m and m ∈ ND. Note that, by definition of

Zdsc,⋆
m , for any ẑm ∈ Zdsc

m \ Zdsc,⋆
m , Problem (12) is infeasible. We observe that (12) is

decomposable, i.e., it is equivalent to:
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minx0,z c⊤0 x0

s. t. (3b), (3c), (3e), (3f),

zm = ẑm, ∀m ∈ ND

(13)

+
∑

m∈ND


minxm,zm c⊤mxm

s. t. (1b), (1c), (1d), and (1e),

zm = ẑm.

(14)

Notice that Problem (14) is solved in Step 2 of Alg. 2, for each ẑm,k ∈ Zdsc,⋆
m , by each

DSO m ∈ ND. The residual function f r
m is a step function whose graph is defined by the

pairs (ẑm, Jm), for all ẑm ∈ Zdsc,⋆, where Jm is the optimal value of Problem (14), i.e. if
x̂m denotes a solution to Problem (14), then Jm := c⊤mx̂m. Therefore, Problem (12) is
equivalent to

min
x0,(xm,zm)

m∈ND

c⊤0 x0 +
∑

m∈ND f r
m(ẑm)

s. t. (3b), (3c), (3e), (3f).
(15)

Consequently, solving Problem (10) in Step 4 of Alg. 2 is equivalent to enumerating the
solutions to Problem (15), for all feasible interface flow values, implying the equivalence of
Problems (10) and (11).

Lemma 3. Let (x̂, ẑ) be the solution computed by Alg. 2. Then, there exists a solution to
the common market problem (4), denoted by (x◦, z◦) such that

|ẑm − z◦m| ≤ δm, ∀m ∈ ND, (16)

where δm is as in Definition 6.

Proof. By Lemma 2, Alg. 2 solves Problem (11), which has the same cost function and con-
straints as the common market problem (4) except that z is constrained by the discrete set
in (10a), which is more restricted than (3h). Furthermore, by the linear equality constraints
in (2), for all m ∈ ND and in (3b)–(3c), which can be compactly represented as

A0x0 +B0z = e0, (17)

with appropriate matrices A0, which has full rank, and B0, the cost function (4a) can be
written as

J tot = c⊤0 x0 +
∑

m∈ND c⊤mxm

= −(c⊤0 A
†
mB0 + (col((c⊤mA†

mBm)m∈ND))⊤)z

+ c⊤0 A
†
0e0 +

∑
m∈ND c⊤mA†

mem,

where (·)† denotes the pseudo-inverse operator. Thus, J tot is linearly proportional to z.
Since the optimal cost of Problem (4) is a lower bound to the cost of Problem (11), ẑm, for
each m ∈ ND, is an element in Zdsc

m closest to a (partial) solution to Problem (4), z◦m. Since
in Zdsc

m the distance between two consecutive elements is at most δm, (16) must hold.
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F Proof of Proposition 5

By Lemma 2, Alg. 2 solves Problem (11) where Zdsc ⊊ Z. Therefore, the common market
problem in (4) is a convex relaxation to Problem (11), implying that the optimal value of
the former is a lower bound of the latter. This bound is tight, i.e., the optimal costs of
Problems (4) and (11) are equal when optimal interface flow values of Problem (4) lie in
the discrete sets Zdsc

m , for all m ∈ ND, i.e., z◦m ∈ Zdsc
m . ■

G Proof of Theorem 1

Let (x̂, ẑ) be the solution obtained by Alg. 2 and (x◦, z◦) be a solution to the common
market problem (4). It holds that:

0
(a)

≤ c⊤0 (x̂0 − x◦
0) +

∑
m∈ND c⊤m(x̂m − x◦

0)

(b)
= (c⊤0 A

†
mB0 + (col((c⊤mA†

mBm)m∈ND))⊤)(z◦ − ẑ)

(c)

≤ ∥(c⊤0 A†
mB0)

⊤ + col((c⊤mA†
mBm)m∈ND)∥∞δ̄

where (a) is due to Proposition 5; (b) is due to (2), for all m ∈ ND, and (17); and (c) is
due to the triangle inequality, Lemma 3, and the definition of δ̄. ■
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