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Highlights

Coordinated Trading Strategies for Battery Storage in Reserve and Spot Mar-
kets

Paul E. Seifert, Emil Kraft, Steffen J. Bakker, Stein-Erik Fleten

e This work sheds light on the complexities arising from interdependencies and the
high-dimensional nature of the coordinated bidding problem of a storage operator
and shows how to derive an optimal trading strategy with SDDP.

e We have developed a stochastic multi-market bidding model using SDDP for coor-
dinated bidding under uncertainty of a battery storage operator across a total of
three electricity markets (DA, ID and FCR).

e At the model’s four-hour resolution, revenue-maximising bidding is dominated by
the FCR market with limited advantages from coordination.

e In another case, with adjusted price levels, coordinated bidding can result in up to
12.5 % higher revenues.
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Abstract

Quantity and price risks are key uncertainties market participants face in electricity
markets with increased volatility, for instance, due to high shares of renewables. From
day ahead until real-time, there is a large variation in the best available information,
leading to price changes that flexible assets, such as battery storage, can exploit econom-
ically. This study contributes to understanding how coordinated bidding strategies can
enhance multi-market trading and large-scale energy storage integration. Our findings
shed light on the complexities arising from interdependencies and the high-dimensional
nature of the problem. We show how stochastic dual dynamic programming is a suit-
able solution technique for such an environment. We include the three markets of the
frequency containment reserve, day-ahead, and intraday in stochastic modelling and de-
velop a multi-stage stochastic program. Prices are represented in a multidimensional
Markov Chain, following the scheduling of the markets and allowing for time-dependent
randomness. Using the example of a battery storage in the German energy sector, we
provide valuable insights into the technical aspects of our method and the economic fea-
sibility of battery storage operation. We find that capacity reservation in the frequency
containment reserve dominates over the battery’s cycling in spot markets at the given
resolution on prices in 2022. In an adjusted price environment, we find that coordination
can yield an additional value of up to 12.5%.

Keywords: Markov processes, OR in energy, Stochastic programming, Stochastic Dual
Dynamic Programming, Battery storage

1. Introduction

Renewable energy sources (RES) supersede controllable power plants in the electricity
system due to their economic competitiveness and the need to reduce carbon emissions
[32, 24]. However, RES rely on weather conditions and are often located far from de-
mand centres. This intensifies inflexibility issues in space and time [25, [10]. Due to RES’s
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limited predictability and semi-dispatchability, it is difficult to increase RES shares fur-
ther and reduce controllable generation [0]. Increased demands for balancing capacity
and reserves are expected to ensure the system balance. However, it can be observed
from field studies that market design improvements and the introduction of the Intra-
day (ID) market have led to the opposite effect of reduced balancing needs [20]. The
authors named this phenomenon the "German Balancing Paradox". Benefits from the
integration of markets are not limited to Germany or the ID market. Sector coupling
can leverage well-studied synergies from different energy markets [14]. The recent cost
reductions and the ability to store energy with little lead times made battery storage a
potential solution for reducing the need for backup capacity in the future. However, inte-
grating battery storage into the markets is challenging. For batteries to be economically
viable and to have a competitive edge in liberalised power markets, they require multiple
revenue streams [7].

Multiple revenue streams can be achieved by participating in different electricity
markets, potentially coordinating this participation for even higher revenue. Market
coordination refers to a process of coordinating decisions across multiple markets, taking
into account the expectations of subsequent markets [26]. Instead of a series of individual
optimisations, market coordination determines optimal decisions across all markets. This
approach includes the uncertainty of future parameters at the time of decision-making. In
the context of battery storage, bidding for prices and quantities involves making decisions
under uncertainty. There are inherent time gaps between bidding and market clearing
and between market clearing and resource deployment across different markets. Battery
storage operators can economically exploit these gaps, benefiting from price movements
and risk diversification through portfolio optimisation. However, the complexity of multi-
stage decision-making with time coupling constraints makes determining optimal trading
strategies highly challenging, and it suffers heavily from the curse of dimensionality. This
often leads to necessary simplifications in trading and valuation approaches, such as
perfect foresight or insufficient representation of uncertainty.

Given these challenges, the main research question addressed in this paper is: Is the
use of Stochastic Dual Dynamic Programming (SDDP) adequate to depict the storage
operator’s problem for coordinated bidding in three markets under given computational
and technical limitations while following the German market schedule? This paper aims
to explore optimal strategies for battery storage operators in coordinated markets, pro-
viding insights into overcoming the inherent complexities and uncertainties.

In this paper, we develop a scalable method for multi-market battery storage bidding
under uncertainty, which considers the sequential timing structure and utilises SDDP.
We consider the intricate relationships between the times of bid submissions and market
clearings, State-of-Charge (SoC) constraints, and dynamic price environment. By doing
so, we develop a methodology that can be generalised to give insights into the economics
of large energy storage capacities in the rapidly evolving energy landscape. We apply the
method to a case study of a battery operator in Germany who can trade in the Day-ahead
(DA), ID and the Frequency Containment Reserve (FCR) balancing market. Leveraging
comprehensive data collected from the German electricity market for the year 2022, we



assess the economics of large-scale storage in a period with high price volatility. We
provide insights into optimal market participation by analysing bidding strategies that
allow for multi-market coordination.

This paper is divided into several Sections. In Section [2| we provide a literature
review on the advancements in coordination across markets and the use of SDDP as a
solution technique for complex sequential decision problems. In Section [3] we introduce
the trading problem of the battery operator and data processing in the German electricity
market. We describe the structures of the involved markets and estimate a Markov chain.
Then, we present the case study in Section [4] and simulate the policy. In Section [5] we
present our findings and discuss them in Section[6] Finally, we conclude in Section [7] and
point out suggestions for further research.

2. Literature Review

The literature review delves into the sequential market problem and its implications
for coordinated bidding in electricity markets. We show how stochastic programming
methods have evolved for selling electricity under the uncertainty of volatile prices. We
highlight the application of SDDP in hydropower reservoir management and emphasise
its effectiveness in dealing with complex multi-stage decisions. Additionally, we dis-
cuss various price modelling techniques essential for effective market participation. Our
contribution bridges gaps in the literature by focusing on coordinating battery storage
operations across three markets.

2.1. Sequential Markets and Coordinated Bidding

The use of stochastic programming methods for coordinated selling of electricity
across multiple markets has been motivated by the goal to hedge the risk of selling now
at volatile prices or in advance on future or options markets [13]. Over the years, this has
been extended with the coordination of sequential short-term power markets [31], 5] 23].

Motivated by the high complexity of hydro reservoirs and their electricity production,
stochastic dual dynamic programming has been developed and evolved to the de-facto
standard solution technique in hydropower reservoir management where multi-stage de-
cisions with time-coupling constraints over a longer time span require advanced solution
methods [30, 34, B35]. Plazas et al. [31I] and Fleten & Kristoffersen [I1] link market co-
ordination to the solution method of SDDP in the hydropower sellers’ problem under
price uncertainty. Since then, many authors have investigated the complicated rela-
tionship between price and weather uncertainty by coordinated bidding using stochastic
programming with a gradual improvement of methodology in the literature. Lohndorf
et al. [27] added an exogenous Markov process that allows, in coordination with SDDP,
an approximation of the value function of multiple connected hydro reservoirs. The tech-
nique, named approximate dual dynamic programming (ADDP), significantly increased
computational performance.

An increase in computational resources and refining of the methodology over time al-
lows the inclusion of more markets and stages. Boomsma et al. [5] consider a hydropower



producer in the Nordics with coordination of bids in the DA and balancing market in
the Nordics in 2010 with sequential dependencies of balancing prices on spot prices. The
properties of the balancing market they describe share similarities with the ID market we
know today. Ottesen et al. [28] extend coordination efforts to three sequential markets
for selling demand-side flexibility but simplify the decision space by creating new models
sequentially each time information is revealed and consolidating the number of stages to
three for tractability. As a consequence, inter-market trading is limited. The influence of
the gradual revealing of information with the ability to react between decisions becomes
apparent with Wozabal & Rameseder [38] describing the time gap and complex inter-
play between markets and stages based on the flow of information. Léhndorf & Wozabal
[26] explicitly model the coordination value at different examples of storages, including
grid-connected battery storage, for two spot markets as a major extension for modelling
a battery’s complicated time coupling constraints.

Despite the vast amount of literature, there is no consensus on the monetary benefits
of coordination. Studies by Wozabal & Rameseder [38] and Lohndorf & Wozabal [20]
find that a value for coordinating bids over markets exists and can be up to 20%. In
turn, Kongelf et al. [21] find only a small gain from coordination and further describe a
dependency on portfolio size. Unwanted incentives for coordination exist, too. Boomsma
et al. [5] find that under a two-price balancing setup (down-regulation balancing price,
upregulation spot market price), it is financially beneficial to hold back capacity under
some market conditions by providing down-regulation.

One element missing in the literature is coordinating short-term battery storage op-
erations across spot and reserve markets while obeying the complex decision structure
between bidding and execution. We aim to investigate this in the current work. With
a three-day planning horizon, we position ourselves between daily operational and long-
term models. Furthermore, we coordinate across a total of three markets.

2.2. Price Modelling

With interactions between reserve and spot market prices, a correct representation
of price movements is important to train effective trading strategies under a reason-
able computational effort. While spot markets and their respective prices have received
considerable attention (see, e.g. [28] [38 26]), academic research on balancing market
prices, like the FCR, is sparse. The few contributions point out difficulties in modelling.
Baetens et al. [3] highlight the challenges associated with calibrating forecasting models
while Backe et al. [2] question the significance of predictive information with balancing
markets from historical data. Other works on bidding in balancing markets consider mar-
ket structures different to what is used now in Germany: Kleeboe et al. [I9] benchmark
various models for predicting prices and volumes of the Norwegian balancing market,
some in combination with spot prices. Their depiction of balancing markets in Norway
at the time shares properties with the ID market of today. The authors find that price
calibrations are complex and conclude: "[...| the volume and the premium in the balanc-
ing market are random. In fact, it could be interpreted as a sign of an efficient electricity
market that it is impossible to predict the balancing market price " [19]. Boomsma et al.



[5] find strong autocorrelations and cross-correlations between the spot and balancing
markets. Specifically, the German balancing market seems to suffer from additional in-
tricacy, as it "is known for hardly explainable prices, supposedly due to a high market
concentration" [23].

Another aspect is the choice of methodology for analysing and constructing scenarios
from historical data. Previous works have explored various methods, including Autore-
gressive Integrated Moving Average (ARIMA) models [19], Seasonal Autoregressive In-
tegrated Moving Average (SARIMA) models [5, [3], Seasonal Auto-Regressive Integrated
Moving Average with exogenous factors (SARIMAX) [22], neuronal networks [22] and
fixed prices approach [16] EI

2.3. Contribution

The paper makes a threefold contribution to the field. It introduces a (1) multi-
stage stochastic decision model for dispatchable battery storage. We add a
balancing service to the two distinct spot markets (e.g., the FCR, DA and ID markets)
and effectively coordinate among them. To maintain computational tractability, we repli-
cate the real-time bidding processes at a reduced resolution. We derive decision policies
under uncertainty by using SDDP as a solution method. The advantage of this method
is that it helps mitigate the curse of dimensionality of stochastic programming while we
are significantly more training data-efficient than big-data approaches.

As a prerequisite for sound decision-making, we construct and calibrate (2) econo-
metric models for price processes. These price models are calibrated on the difficult
market circumstances of the year 2022 data and prove that a good representation of
stochastic price behaviour is possible from a small amount of data. By separating mar-
ket environment from intrinsic stochasticity, we ensure broad applicability, which can
serve as a blueprint for related studies.

The developed approach can be used for (3) valuation of model battery eco-
nomics with multiple revenue streams. While arbitrage operations within or across
spot market segments are discussed in the literature at length, this paper provides in-
sights into the operation and trading strategies when considering more than two market
segments. We compare profits within individual markets and explore the additional value
generated through coordinated operations. Thereby, we model realistic trading behaviour
under uncertainty and do not rely on perfect foresight assumptions. The method can be
used to determine the value of coordination for a battery over time and across markets,
shedding light on multi-market battery business models. The German market in our
case study serves as an illustrative example, but the application can be generalised and
applied to short-term markets worldwide.

'Price modelling success might be dependent on the training data. It is therefore important to
mention that even recent works by the authors of Baetens et al. [3], Kraft et al. [22] exclusively used
a now obsolete German market scheme, lasting until July 1st, 2020, that involved daily availability
auctions rather than the more recent four-hour interval structure. The recent market regime change
means that there is a scarcity of training data to calibrate advanced models for this market.
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Figure 1: Considered market sequence with reserve markets segments as well as DA and ID spot markets.

3. Coordinated Battery Trading

The battery storage operation problem involves deciding on the markets, quantities,
and timing of bids to maximise revenue. Unlike traditional assets, batteries have no
long lead times for operation, making battery storage highly flexible to react to price
changes. From market bidding to real-time, there lies a significant variation in the
best available information. This leads to market volatility and uncertainty that flexible
assets, such as battery storage, can exploit economically. Figure [I| shows the schedule
of electricity markets. Power can be reserved in the FCR balancing market before any
energy market closes. The DA market opens after and is typically cleared from 1 p.m.
to 2 p.m. daily. DA price quantity pairs are available for each hour of the next day.
Updated information, mostly influenced by weather and RES proportion [I7], requires
the market participants to correct their DA position. These adjusted quantities are traded
in the ID market until 30 minutes before delivery. The complexity of the problem stems
from its multidimensional nature, arising from the complex interplay between markets,
time coupling constraints of the battery, and the multi-day optimisation horizon. To
cope with the market sequence’s complexity, traders can simplify decision-making by (1)
focusing only on a subset of markets, (2) making sequential decisions following the market
schedule, (3) limiting the foresight and planning horizon, (4) neglecting information about
uncertainty or (5) expanding the market intervals to fewer decision periods. Our trading
model builds on three coordinated markets on a three-day planning horizon, does not
decompose the problem sequentially, considers a realistic representation of uncertainty
and only shortens the market’s intervals to four hours.



Markov State

DA - State ID - State

QX"*}\%
=N

i

bidding . . clearing

04 : s : a1z : 216 : 1620

Timestep 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1

Day | |

Figure 2: Exemplary visualisation of the stochastic process for the two markets of ID and DA

3.1. Market Structures

This Section describes the relationship between individual markets and the funda-
mental model assumptions. We use a Markov Chain [I8] to model prices, where a finite
number of states are interconnected by conditional probabilistic movements called state
transitions. A state is a discrete point in time containing available information (prices
in our case). Only one state can be visited at a time, and the process is memoryless,
meaning that the transitions depend solely on the currently active state.

Our model emphasises the correct timing of the German electricity market schedule
but can easily be adapted to other use cases. The lowest common denominator of all
markets is the four-hour resolution of the FCR market. Sub-stages for both other markets
are possible but not considered in this work. A 24-hour operational day d is divided into
six four-hourly time blocks f € {1,...,6}, where f = 1 represents the interval 00:00-04:00,
f = 2 the interval 04:00-08:00, and so on. A combination (d, f) defines a stage ¢ of the
decision problem. The model starts at midnight, with no commitments for the DA and
FCR markets before their first clearing since we do not consider a possible deterministic
pre-clearing from the previous day. We do not allow bidding on the FCR and DA markets
on the last day of the planning horizon to avoid running into end-of-horizon distortions.
The individual markets m € {DA, ID, FCR} are modelled as follows:

1. FCR Market: At day d — 1, in block f = 3, the FCR market takes capacity
bids on a four-hour resolution for the next day d. The market is then cleared at
t = (d—1,4). Bidding and clearing are done for the whole next day with all six
four-hour blocks.

2. DA Market: The DA market follows the same structure as the FCR market. At
day d — 1, in block f = 4, we bid for all six blocks of day d. We defer the market
clearing to f = 1 the next day d. E|

2This modelling choice is motivated by the dependency of ID prices on DA prices; ID price selection



3. ID Market: The ID market’s price is modelled as a price spread compared to
realised DA prices. At a given four-hour block f — 1, bidding takes place for the
following block f, with realization and delivery of the implied commitment in f.
The market consists of three levels: one level at the mean of the distribution against
DA prices, one level above and one level below the given price. This is similar to
the discrete intra-stage price process in [27].

Figure[2]shows a simplified Markov chain with transitions for two of the three markets.
The DA stochastic process changes states from bidding in f = 4 in d — 1, revealing
the uncertainty in f = 1 in d. The implied cost of an operator’s decisions may enter
the objective function with a delay between bidding and clearing, which makes optimal
decision-making more complex. We assume no inherited DA and FCR commitments
before the first clearing. Until then, only ID market actions are allowed on the first day.

3.2. Price Modelling

The electricity market prices in Europe have been experiencing significant fluctuations
in recent years, largely due to geopolitical tensions. We argue that simple time series
analysis alone is insufficient to accurately represent stochastic movements of prices when
exposed to external shocks. Using more ordinary price years to train the models might
lead to a poor fit in exceptional years. Our goal is to construct effective trading strategies
in any price environment. As such, we have developed a method that first normalises
the data. We divide the prices into two components: a predictable part that adjusts
to macroeconomic conditions and a stochastic part. For the predictable component,
we use fundamental models that have provided accurate estimations in the past and
can capture non-linearities [29]. We build relative price scenarios from the stochastic
components and combine these scenarios with forecasts from our fundamental models for
the final market bidding. The relative stochastic price movements, relevant for short-term
market price changes, can predominantly be explained by variations in weather, load,
plant unavailability and market conditions. In practice, battery operators might consult
commercial forecasts with prediction tools or specialised companies for macroeconomic
regressors while keeping the relative scenario generation in-house.

In this section, we develop fundamental price models for the different markets and use
them to extract the stochastic components, which are then used to estimate the Markov
chain of price transitions. We start by visually inspecting the time series of prices for
the three markets of DA, ID and FCR market prices, observing a high price level with
increased volatility throughout the year 2022 (Figure , especially compared to 2021
(Figure [A.16). We selected residual load, Gas Title Transfer Facility (TTF), and CO,

price as explanatory variables based on their statistical significance and the resulting

requires the current DA state. An early clearing (for the next day) would overwrite the DA state needed
for ID prices of the current day. Unlike variable values, we can not temporarily store Markov chain
movements. By extending the clearing to midnight, we preserve the location of the policy graph at
the cost of not revealing the freshly cleared quantities two steps before the next day. We assume that
possible trading gains from ID actions until DA clearings are minor.



adjusted R?. Figure [3| depicts the evolution of these explanatory variables throughout
the year, showing seasonal (gas TTF and C'O3) and daily variations (residual load).

In the next step, we reduce the DA and ID time series from hourly to 4-hour resolution
by calculating the mean value within the interval. We then split the DA and FCR. price
time series into a deterministic and a stochastic component by Ordinary Least Squares
(OLS) econometric models. Further, we calculate the 10 % lower- and upper quantiles of
residual load for later usage as explanatory variables in the econometric price separation.
In Section [3.3] we use the stochastic component for estimating the Markov chain. Table[T]
provides descriptions and notation for the explanatory variables used in the subsequent
sections.

Table 1: Variables for the econometric models used and their variable type

Variable Content Variable type

X1 Gas TTF price continuous

Xo Carbon price continuous

X3 Residual Load continuous

Xy Upper quantile residual Load dummy

X5 Lower quantile residual load  dummy

X Weekend dummy

X7 f =1 of the day dummy

Xg f = 2 of the day dummy

Xo f = 3 of the day dummy

X0 f =4 of the day dummy

X111 f = 5 of the day dummy
800+ r102
700+ r92
600 r81
5004 r70

400

300+

Price in [€/MWh]
Price in [€/t]

200+

100

0
Jan 2022 Mar 2022 May 2022 Jul 2022 Sep 2022 Nov 2022

DA prices Carbon prices — Coal prices — Gas TTF prices

Figure 3: Econometric parameters and DA prices in the year 2022



3.2.1. DA Prices

The DA price P4 from the historical time series can be separated into a deterministic
term DP4 and stochastic residual SP4, as defined in the following econometric model.

ppA = pbA 4 gb4, (1)
PP = By + B1X1 + BoXo + B3 X3 Xa + BaX3 X5 + B5Xe + SP4. (2)

Explanatory variables are the Dutch Title Transfer Facility (TTF) natural gas price,
Carbon certificate price and the residual load. The model achieves an adjusted R? of
84.8% in 2022 and 84.9% in 2021. Therefore, it is deemed a good fit to predict price
developments with few explanatory variables. We find strong positive autocorrelations
with a Durbin-Watson value of 0.154.

8.2.2. ID Prices

ID prices can be modelled as a price spread, being dependent on previous DA price
realizations [I5] [33], or as an independent equilibrium between ID supply and demand
[29]. We use the first approach and model ID prices as up- or downward spreads of

forecasting errors from the previously cleared DA price. Hence, ID prices are dependent
on DA clearing prices of the previous Section where P'P = PPA 11D spread.

8.2.3. FCR Prices

Our literature review shows that the FCR market price is particularly challenging to
estimate. However, our trading policy depends on reliable price scenarios that contain
meaningful information rather than just noise. This is important to ensure that our
trading strategy is not adversely affected. In our investigation, we have discovered that
there is hardly a linear correlation between DA and FCR market prices (correlation
coefficient of -0.024). Another argument against the dependency of FCR prices on DA
prices is the timing of these markets, with DA clearings after FCR clearings. It might
be possible to anticipate and behave strategically, but we do not find evidence from the
time series to support this assumption. Therefore, we consider the FCR market to be
price-independent of other markets and estimate it by another linear regression. We use
a separation procedure for broader macroeconomic situations and stochastic movements
in a linear regression similar to that of the DA price model.

pFCR — pFCR | GFCR, (3)

We use dummy variables for the day’s different four h intervals f to capture time-
dependent patterns. Furthermore, we use the log function for the prediction and residual
demand quantiles as independent variables to include scarcity effects.

log(DF Y = Bo+ 51 X1+ Bslog(X3) Xa+Balog(Xs) X5+ 85 Xo-+86 X7+ 87 Xs+Bs Xo+BoX10+510X11.-
(4)

Including residual demand quantiles as a simple regressor significantly improves pre-
dictability. Residual demand refers to the demand that is not met by renewable genera-
tion sources like wind, solar, and hydropower, which have no marginal costs.

10



For further information on how to estimate quantile levels, we refer to the work
of Aneiros et al. [I], Do et al. [§], who achieved good results in short- and long-term
predictions using a functional nonparametric model and quantile regression. For long-
term predictions, Do et al. [§] show that non-electricity market factors from weather and
economic production changes play an essential role and should be included. Estimating
the quantile levels in advance is not within the scope of this work, and we assume they are
known. Simple interpolations on our dataset with residual demand from the year 2021
to 2022 show that correcting the annual sum of demand and renewable share results in
an ~ 8% overestimation of the lower quantile and an ~ 3.4 % underestimation of the
upper quantile. This shows that simple methods are sufficient to support our assumption
for known demand quantiles in practice. In 2022, using the residual load quantile as a
predictor in scarcity situations increased the explained variations in the OLS by a factor
of three, resulting in a 36 % R-squared value. When the same model was applied to the
data in 2021, the R-squared value was over 53 %. Additionally, there are no significant
signs of autocorrelation in the FCR prices.

3.8. Estimating the Markov Chain

The following explains how we get data from historical time series to input into our
SDDP model. The model requires discrete price states for the individual markets and a
corresponding transition probability lattice to define the Markov chain. Figure[dprovides
a schematic overview of the individual steps involved.

The residuals of the econometric models are input for the clustering of stochastic
price components. Three successive days form a sequence for the later SDDP model,
totalling 121 (=363/3) historic price combinations. The last two days of the year are
omitted to make the allocation integral. The FCR and DA markets require a prediction
for six consecutive 4-hour intervals of the next day. We reduce these 121 sequential price
movements by employing a multivariate Euclidean k-means clustering approach. We then
achieve a reduced number of representative clusters, consisting of six consecutive four-
hour data points, for each of the three days of the planning horizon. Figure [f] presents
elbow plots to determine the number of necessary clusters. We observe two slight elbows
at a cluster count of 3 and 5 clusters. Based on this, we proceed with five clusters as
discrete descriptions of stochastic price levels. The same procedure is applied to the
FCR market, with clusters depicted in Figure [J] We decide on three clusters based on
the elbow plot in Figure

Figure [p] shows the probability density functions of ID deviations for the different
DA clusters. The probability density function is characterised by long tails of deviations
in both directions, particularly in the positive price direction. Tests for normality of
the ID deviations were rejected in all DA clusters despite desirability from an efficient
market theory perspective. We discovered that the distribution of ID spreads differs in
mean and variance depending on the DA price cluster. We take advantage of this and
derive the ID price as a cluster-dependent difference to DA prices with PcIlfsmr DA =
P,{igt orical Pcll)u‘iter pa- Based on the distributions of the differences, we define three
discrete ID price levels for each of the five DA levels and the respective probabilities: the
mean and the 15 and 85 percentiles of each ID distribution.

11
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Next, we calculate the transition probabilities between Markov states based on the
discrete cluster allocation of historical prices and their changes over time. Once we
have the cluster allocation for a sequence of days, we can analyse the allocation of the
preceding and succeeding sequences to calculate the transition probabilities. This is done
by counting the transitions and weighting the counts appropriately based on the cluster
allocation.

In the last step, we built a prediction for the investigated period shortly before market
participation. We use the dependent variables of the OLS model (TTF gas, carbon
price, and residual load) and assume that market participants have access to in-house-
or external forecasts from specialised firms. The forecasted fundamentals and clustered
stochastic residuals are then merged into a Markov chain, representing the current market
situation with stochastic market uncertainty. Based on these prices, the SDDP model
can be trained, resulting in an optimal policy that a battery operator can use for his
trades.

A comparison of the discrete prices in the Markov chain (green) to the historical

prices (blue) in an exemplary period is visualised in Appendix [Appendix A.4]

3.4. Mathematical Model

In this section, we explain our coordinated multi-market battery storage trading
model. In the model formulation, we make use of a step-function 1 4(z) returning one if
x € A and 0 otherwise. Moreover, Table [2]lists parameters, variables and sets.

Table 2: Designated sets, parameters, and variables of the
mathematical framework.

Sets

M Set of markets: m € {DA,ID,FCR}
N Set of price levels: nyy,

D Set of days: d

F Set of 4 hour blocks within a day: f

T =D x F Set of time stages indexed by t = (d, f)

Parameters

Q Storage capacity of the battery

Qstrert Start- and end storage level of the battery
L Rated power of the battery

p Penalty term for the usage of slack variables

Random Variables
P Cleared market price in market m at time stage ¢ in four hour block f (in €/MW)

State Variables
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SoCy State of Charge in time stage ¢ (in MWh)

:Efffn Bid quantities in market m, at price level n for block f in time stage ¢ (in MWh)
Uit (Offset corrected) committed market quantities for market m at time stage ¢ for block f (i
A Helper variable for offset correction at time stage ¢ and for block f (in MWh)

Local Variables
Yit Market clearing quantities at the time of clearing for market m and block f in MWh
St Slack variable

8.4.1. Objective Function

The objective function maximises the profit from trading on the FCR, DA and ID
markets by summing the products of prices and quantities. The FCR and DA markets
clear daily in periods f = 4 and f = 1, respectively. We add a penalty term for storage
level violations.

max Ly (f) - Y PRy + 10y (F) ) PR+ PIPyiP + psi, t=(d, f) e T.
fer feF
(5)

3.4.2. Constraints

Equation @ is the main market clearing constraint. Each market is cleared according
to quantity bids on discrete price levels, matching the discrete levels in the Markov states.
The step-function 1(_, p[?)(S?}n) returns 1 if the price of the bid is lower than or equal

to the sampled market price (S < P) and 0 if higher (S > P).

VP = 3 Vs (PR pu = pat)e £ € Fit € TS0 m € M. (6)
’I’LE./\/‘m

Bids for the ID and FCR markets are submitted one timestep before respective market
clearing, with the DA market submitting bids in block four each day. We follow the
approach of Fleten & Pettersen [12], Lohndorf et al. [27], and Wozabal & Rameseder [38]
to model the bidding function: quantity bids are implemented on the discrete price levels
as monotonically increasing bid curves, as ensured by Constraint [7]

o1y < Tipey nEN,fEF tE Tctearing 4y ¢ M. (7)

ID constraints We limit ID bidding quantities to quantities not exceeding storage
constraints, including previously cleared markets. This is not expected to limit the quality
of the solution since it only excludes non-optimal parts of the solution space. Special
care has to be taken to the last period each day T7gs*r*cted = {(d,f):d € D, f = 6}
where the restriction applies to bids, instead of cleared quantities. We have verified the
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validity of this assumption in Section [Appendix A.3|

x{ﬁ—b < SOCt+1 - g(lt)_fl)’f - ggfg7fa ne {N} 7f € f’t € T\ TITDeStriCted7
(8)

m € ID.

x{ﬁl > SoCii1 — Q — jF) t+1 - g{;fﬁf, ne{l},feF,teT\TE" Y meID.
(9)
a:tfn < SoCiqq — gﬁl%f,n — gjgfﬁf, n e {N} Jf € F t € TEES™ered i € ID.

(10)

vl > S0Ci1 — Q= F(3y) s — Uity mE {1}, f € Fot € TEST%4 m € ID.

(1)

Offset constraints The offset between market clearing timing and real-time de-
liveries requires caching of commitments in additional variables for the FCR market.
Otherwise, the cleared quantities for the rest of the day would be overwritten with new
quantities. We ensure correct values by caching variables: At the time of clearing, com-
mitments for the first part of the next day (until the next clearing) are updated as
described in Equation . The commitments for the second part of the day are cached
as in Equation . At the start of a new day, Equation then inserts cached
commitments into the actual commitments. The information is passed on for all other

periods, as given in Equation ([12¢) and (13b)).

?J% f cF \ I_‘fnache’ te Tclearlng c {FCR} 7 (12&)

Uit = %ifs f € Feache t ¢ Dx {1},m € {FCR}, (12b)
Jt—1yp> ~ otherwise. (12¢)

m_ yr, f e Feacke ¢ TClATIE ) ({RCORY, (13a)
tf (1) f> otherwise. (13b)

We have that Fgashe = {4,5,6}, Tron ¢ = {(d, f) : d € D, f = 4}, and x is used to
denote the Cartesian product of two sets.

The state of charge should always stay within boundaries set by the capacity of
the battery, reduced by capacity reservations for the FCR, ¥, fCR We assume that the
reserved power in the FCR market is available in both directions, and we need to ensure
that the respective power is covered by an appropriate SoC level. Hence, we reserve the
respective up and down capacities. Slack variables, which are penalised in the objective,
relax these constraints and ensure the SDDP algorithm’s feasibility. We assume no
efficiency losses for the battery since our focus is on a short-term operation where the
high-efficiency rates of commercial battery racks are considered to be neglectable for
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operational decisions.

SoCy = SoCy—1 — (y'P + QgcA), teT. (14a)
G — s < SoCy < Q — G + 54, teT. (14b)
SoCy + s = Q"™ te{0,T}. (14c)

Domains. Trading of the battery in all markets and for all variable types is restricted
by the battery’s rated power and storage capacity. Bidding volumes in the ID and DA
markets are limited by the battery’s rated power, while the FCR bids are limited to half
the battery’s rated power as a conservative assumption. SoC is limited by the battery’s
capacity, and slack variables are not limited.

—L<y"y <L, teT,feF,meM. (15)
—L <2z <L, teT,feF,meM. (16)
~L <y <L, teT,feF,meM. (17)
—L <, <L, teT,feF,ne N" me{DAID}. (18)
0 <y, <05L, teT,feF,neN" me{FCR}. (19)
0 < SoC: <Q, teT\{0,T}. (20)
st € R, teT. (21)

4. Case Study and Implementation

We have implemented a case study on a 10MW /10MWh battery storage located in the
German electricity market zone and used data from EpexSpot for the year 2022. While
spot markets haven’t seen many regulatory changes in recent years, the FCR market
structure has recently changed. At the time of writing, reservations are cleared in a
pay-as-cleared remuneration system. The market is intended for small imbalances and
therefore procured as a symmetrical product with at least 1 MW power and 30 seconds
of activation timeﬁ Unlike other balancing markets, only the provision of capacity is
reimbursed without a price for energy since positive and negative activations are expected
to balance out on average.ﬁ The demand for the reserve is determined by a potential
outage of the largest two power generators in the synchronous region and split across the
participantsﬁ Activation quantities for similar products are described in the literature as
negligible, like the Fast Frequency Response (FFR) and disturbance (FCR-D) products
in the Nordic synchronous area [37]. Saretta et al. [36] state that FCR activations are
not energy intensive, and activation payments can be negligible.

3Frequency Containment Reserve by regelleistung.net, the official market portal for Germany, ac-
cessed: 20.11.2023

“Definition Frequency Containment Reserve (FCR) by Nextkraftwerke, accessed: 20.11.2023

51 s

ibid.
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Based on this, we create a case to make the power available to the FCR market for
each of the six daily four-hour blocks. We model bids as a symmetrical product, with
half of the battery power in the positive direction and the other half in the negative
direction since we don’t know in which direction we might get activated beforechand. An
appropriate filling of the storage ensures that activations in both directions are feasible.
For the two days that we can participate in the market, we have a maximum cumulative
volume of 60 MW. We model no activations and assume balanced activation quantities
at a low volume during each four-hour interval. Unused capacity can be used for spot
market trading. We impose no limits on the allocation ratio of each market and let the
model determine the optimal ratio.

The problem is implemented in Julia, where we utilise the sddp.jl package by [9].
We calculate an optimal trading policy based on the mathematical problem formulation
presented in Section (3.4 and the approximated Markov chain from Section [3.3] From the
data curation, we have 1081 individual price level combinations and 73 state variables,
which implicitly define the Markov chain’s approximately 4 billion price paths. The
SDDP algorithm takes about 45 minutes to estimate the optimal policy for a subset of
3-10° combinations, using 18,000 iterations (forward and backward passes of the SDDP
algorithm) with an Apple M1 Pro notebook processor. We found a CPU utilization
of around 10% in serial operation, indicating room for improvement by parallelising
the training algorithm. Parallelisation requires a full model in working memory for
each instance, which quickly reaches the hardware limits of the notebook. Moving the
calculations to a server is possible and recommended for more detailed implementations.
For the multi-market optimisation, we add a stopping criterion to the SDDP algorithm,
which stops the algorithm if the upper bound improves with an absolute of less than 0.1
over the last 3000 iterations after an initial 5000 iterations. Otherwise, the algorithm
runs until 18,000 iterations. The first trading day contains only the ID market actions
and is omitted for a fair comparison of markets in the result tables.

To illustrate the model’s functioning, we simulate the obtained policy in a simulation
on fundamentals of the exemplary time period from 05.07.2022 to 08.07.2022. We tested
multiple random periods and found consistent patterns with only minor variations in
revenue and shares between markets that can be attributed to different arbitrage poten-
tials for the prevailing prices. The 05.07.2022 - 08.07.2022 period sees relatively high
volatility, which is favourable for spot-market participation.

5. Results

In this section, we describe the quality of the trained policy from the SDDP algorithm
and analyse the achieved trading strategy across markets.

5.1. Policy Fvaluation

We start by evaluating the computational performance of the most general policy,
considering all markets. Figure [10] shows the convergence of the SDDP algorithm as a
function of the number of iterations. We observe that the policy quality improves with
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Figure 10: Objective values and storage violations Figure 11: Battery SoC development at different
at different iteration counts. stages with 18,000 iterations

a higher number of iterations used in the training, resulting in a smaller gap between
the true upper bound and simulations, as shown in Figure We achieve a tight opti-
mality gap after around 6,000 iterations. Storage violations are already below 1% after
approximately 4,000 training iterations with less than 5% of the storage volume. From
12,000 iterations on, storage violations no longer exist, and the model solely focuses on
optimising the trading strategy. Further training improvements flatten out with higher
iteration counts, while the marginal computational costs increase. Exemplary storage
changes of a policy with 18,000 iterations with 10,000 simulation runs of simulated data
are visualised in Figure [II] Based on the assessment of storage violations, the conver-
gence of the true upper bound and the mean simulated revenue, we decided to continue
with 18,000 iterations. The mean revenue of all simulations from three days of trading
converges to an upper bound of 10,415€.

5.2. Multi-Market Coordination

To assess the value of multi-market participation, we construct a range of policies
considering different market combinations. Since only ID operations are possible on the
first day (only bid submissions for the other markets), we compare the last two days of
operation. The revenues and balances of policies with different market participation are
presented in Table [3| and Figure Figure [12] The operational results show that a policy
that exclusively bids in the FCR market outperforms all other policies in terms of revenue.
In the FCR market only case, the SDDP algorithm converges quickly to a policy that
reserves all available capacity in that market. Policies that add the DA market or DA
and IF market result in similar revenues at higher volumes from additional spot market
cycling. The single DA market operation and the combination of DA and FCR markets
result in the highest penalty costs, stemming from uncertainty in the clearing. When
combined with ID operation, these penalties can be effectively reduced. We observe that
combinations of FCR with ID and DA markets neither see the exclusive allocation to the
FCR market nor increased revenues. Nevertheless, they achieve reasonably close revenues
while still having a small optimality gap.

The computational complexity increases by adding markets. When combining the
FCR market with spot markets, the corner solution (only participating in the FCR
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Table 3:

Revenue and market balance from two days on 10,000 in-sample simulations with a
3,000€ /MWh penalty for SoC and system-end-state violation

‘ Market configuration ‘ FCR ‘ ID ‘ DA ‘ FCR, DA ‘ ID, FCR ‘ ID, DA ‘ FCR, ID, DA ‘
DA Revenue [€] - - 3092.4 | 500.3 - 2066.0 -1037.7
Volume [MW/MWH1] | - - 69.8 13.6 - 63.3 107.1
Balance [MWh] - - 0.0 0.0 - 1.2 -4.9
ID Revenue - 2705.9 | - - -351.4 892.6 1099.4
Volume - 65.9 - - 20.1 65.3 106.3
Balance - 0.0 - - 0.0 -1.2 4.9
FCR Revenue 7384.1 | - - 6907.1 6818.5 - 6954.7
Volume 60.0 - - 52.8 51.3 - 53.0
Penalty Cost [€] 0.0 0.0 105.6 | 238.9 0.0 0.0 0.5
Total Revenue 7384.1 | 2705.9 | 2986.8 | 7168.5 6467.1 2958.6 7015.9
Volume 60.0 65.9 69.8 66.4 71.4 128.6 266.4
Revenue
W FCR 7,000 281
D
DA 6,000 241
B Penalty
Volume 5,000 201 3
m FCR W 3
= ID S 4,000 161 =
DA g =
S 3,0001 121 £
3 g
2,000 tso 3
o
>
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Figure 12: Revenue and market balance from two days on 10,000 in-sample simulations. The volume
for FCR represents the reserved battery capacity in MW, whereas the volumes on DA and ID indicate
traded volumes in MWh. These can contain opposite positions in DA and ID that do not go in physical
delivery. Therefore, the configurations with both DA and ID markets show significantly larger traded
volumes.
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Figure 13: Revenue distribution of 10,000 simulations

market) is not picked up, and the model picks a near-optimal solution. Additional tests
showed that the optimality gap between pure FCR operation and a combination with
spot markets reduces for higher iterations.

The combination of ID and FCR markets introduces trading losses by ID participation
and serves as an exception where coordination is non-beneficial. The addition of the ID
market sometimes struggles to deliver additional value. However, this is not a surprise
given the unpredictability and limited cycling potential on the four-hour time slices of
our model compared to the 15-minute intervals in reality.

Further insights into the distribution of revenues over the policy simulations are pre-
sented in Figure ID operation increases the upper and lower tail of the revenue
distribution. Pure DA operation shows symmetrically bell-shaped revenues around its
mean, with a long tail for negative revenues. Some simulations yield a substantial nega-
tive revenue due to penalised storage violations. Moreover, we observe that considering
multiple markets can increase revenues in the tails well above the revenue of individual
markets.

Trading volumes increase significantly when combining markets. We observe opposing
trading patterns of ID and DA markets, indicating that the policy exploits arbitrage
trading strategies. We approximate arbitrage trading with two different metrics. The
direction metric is defined as:

DoteT Ui

direction = , (22)
doteT (ytDA + ytID)
where
: DA| |, ID e DA ,ID
min ; if . <0,
- {lye s e ™1} v fe T (23)
0 otherwise,

The intuition behind this metric is that the minimum of both trades with opposing signs
is covered by the other market and doesn’t affect the storage balance and is therefore
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arbitrage between markets. Moreover, the feasibility metric calculates the storage-bound
violations caused by DA and FCR trades that must be balanced in the ID:

DieT Yt

feasibility = , (24)
DoteT (ytDA + ?/tID)
where
yP + y{f — SoC; yPA 4 yFOR _ S0, > 0,
yit = IL+yPA = yFOR —SoCy| L+ yPA—yfCR —S0C, <0, teT.
0 otherwise,
(25)

Our results show that across all simulations, on average 39.6 % of the combined volume of
both markets corresponds to arbitrage trading, using the direction metric and on average
39.5% of the combined market volume using the feasibility metric. The shifted volumes
from the DA to the ID market are significant, resulting in a surplus of 3.87 MWh sold
in the ID over the three days.

5.8. Reduced FCR prices

For the given input data and a four-hour time resolution, we found that the optimal
policy was to trade solely on the FCR market. However, we would expect multi-market
trading strategies to be optimal under different market conditions. We acknowledge
that our approach, which considers the same temporal resolution for all markets, differs
from the real-world market setup. In reality, the DA and ID markets have finer time
resolutions, capturing more volatility and price spreads. This can smooth out short-term
fluctuations and narrow observed price spreads, potentially reducing profitability. To
address this and provide a clearer view of the potential benefits of coordinated bidding,
we create a new test instance with reduced FCR price levels by 50 %. This adjustment
ensures that our comparative analysis to a larger extent considers the intrinsic market
dynamics and compensates for reduced cycling on the spot markets, thus providing a
clearer view of the benefits of coordinated bidding. The results are shown in Table [f] and
Figure [T4]

We see that the profitability ranking of the single markets remained intact, with ID,
DA, and FCR markets in ascending order. The revenues and volumes of arrangements
containing only DA and ID markets see little impact from the price changes and stay at
the original cases’ levels. Policies that include the FCR market obviously show reduced
revenues caused by lower prices.

Most strikingly, we observe that multi-market policies now outperform single-market
policies. Multi-market policies see a higher volume allocation to both spot markets
and a lower allocation to the FCR market, leading to increased revenues. Combining
DA and ID markets with the FCR market sees additional value from coordination over
individual market participation. The combination of FCR and DA markets results in
additional revenue of 530.8€, or 12.5 %, compared to the FCR market alone. Considering

22



Table 4: Revenue and market balance from two days trading at a 50 % reduced FCR. prices on 10,000
in-sample simulations with a 3,000€/MWh penalty for SoC and system-end-state violation

| Market configuration |FCR |ID |DA |FCR, DA |ID, FCR |ID, DA | FCR, ID, DA |
DA Revenue [€] - - 3073.4 | 1852.1 - 2079.0 -40.6
Volume [MW/MWH] | - - 69.5 45.1 - 63.4 82.7
Balance [MWh] - - 0.0 0.0 - 1.2 -3.1
D Revenue - 2705.9 | - - 1493.3 879.9 1740.8
Volume - 65.9 - - 52.6 65.3 81.4
Balance - 0.0 - - 0.0 -1.2 3.1
FCR Revenue 3689.9 | - - 2484.2 21244 - 2298.5
Volume 60.0 - - 31.7 25.0 - 28.0
Penalty Cost [€] 0.0 0.0 43.8 115.6 0.0 0.0 18.5
Total Revenue 3689.9 | 2705.9 | 3029.6 | 4220.7 3617.7 2958.9 3980.3
Volume 60.0 65.9 69.5 76.8 7.6 128.7 192.1
Revenue
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Figure 14: Revenue and market balance from two days on 10,000 in-sample simulations on 50 % decreased
FCR prices
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Figure 15: Revenue distribution of 10,000 simulations on 50% decreased FCR. prices
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all markets resulted in a revenue increase of 5.7 %. When all markets are combined, we
see a decrease in storage violation penalties and reduced negative income from the ID
market. However, consistent with the base case, there is no value in coordinating the
ID and FCR markets. The arbitrage volume between the ID and DA market reduces
significantly to 28.5% or 25.5 %, depending on the approximation.

6. Discussion

This section analyses our findings on model performance and practical usability. We
discuss the implications of our assumptions and configuration decisions and highlight
future investigations in the following five categories.

Value of Coordination. In line with Kongelf et al. [2I], we find no significant coordi-
nation values in expectation at the chosen modelling resolution but notice higher spikes
at both ends of the revenue distribution. We also find significant volume shifts between
DA and ID markets, indicating arbitrage trading between markets. Contrary to [26], we
find no increases in profits from the increased volatility of trading on the ID market.
However, for a different price environment with lower FCR, prices, we observe additional
value in coordinating spot and balancing markets. These lower FCR prices bring rev-
enues from capacity reservation and revenues from time arbitrage of spot markets closer
together. This showcases a main dilemma of modelling battery storage revenues: the
choice of model resolution can critically influence model performance. Increasing the
resolution might make the problem very challenging to solve in a reasonable amount of
time (or at all), even with advanced stochastic optimisation approaches such as SDDP.
Strengthening the argument of coordinated bidding instead of allocating capacity in the
FCR market alone is that the FCR size in Germany is only 600MW and will soon be
saturated as a revenue stream with an increase of large battery projects, whereas DA size
and ID size are not expected to be saturated in the near future. That means that canni-
balisation effects with decreasing prices will leave no alternative to splitting up revenues
the shares of the battery and stack revenue streams.

Resolution and Battery Properties. Our choice of methodology is appropriate to cap-
ture the broader market environment and the joint stochasticity of the market, and the
solution methods can handle the complexity in a time frame that is appropriate for prac-
titioners. However, a four-hour resolution underestimates the revenue potential in the
wholesale markets in the case study’s data. Spot market revenue depends on time arbi-
trage when filling storage at a low price and selling at a high price. Limiting this cycling
by a low time resolution limits spot market revenues. Reserving capacity in the balancing
market is cycling independent and yields higher profits. We also use average prices for
the four-hour intervals, which smoothened price spikes, especially in the ID market. The
battery’s power rating is high enough to complete a full cycle within an hour, but an
operator would then need to focus more on the technical properties of the battery, like
degradation, temperature and losses caused by heavy cycling. An even faster cycling
in the 15-minute ID market with periodic (and storage level dependent) fast charging
could further improve revenues but comes at the expense of high computational costs and
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additional (technical) constraints. In that regard, the battery’s power/capacity configu-
ration (10MW /10MWh) can also influence the revenues of the different markets. Larger
power ratings favour flexibility provision in capacity markets, i.e. FCR. A battery in a
0.5C configuration (10MW/20MWh) would make the same FCR revenues but consider-
ably higher revenues on the spot markets. The power and capacity ratio can thus be
investigated as a sensitivity parameter in future work.

Solution Method. A general shortcoming of SDDP as a solution technique for large-
scale optimisation problems is that stochastic scenarios from the Markov chain are sam-
pled, and the cost-to-go function is approximated. This can lead to some price paths not
being evaluated, resulting in close-to-optimal solutions. Our example shows that partic-
ipation in the FCR market is the best solution in expectation, even when combined with
other markets. However, the model does not pick up on this single market solution but
finds market combinations that are close to optimal. We tested increased iterations and
found that they improved the expected revenue further by closing the gap to the optimal
solution but never reached it. Given the high complexity of the problem and the curse of
dimensionality that makes it practically impossible to visit all possible combinations, we
navigate by SDDP and solve at most 5,107,075 of the Markovian price paths (0.000124 %
of all combinations). The achieved optimality gap of 5% compared to the single FCR
market solution is deemed acceptable. Another limitation may apply to imbalances of
the battery’s storage energy from capacity activations in the FCR market. Although
at a low probability and with little energy content, this can lead to disturbances in the
battery’s energy balance, triggering costly short-notice buy actions on the market. It is
interesting to see how these additional costs rebalance the allocation of volumes between
the markets against the high expected revenues. To our best knowledge, no publicly
available data exists on FCR activations, rendering it difficult to perform a critical vali-
dation. Furthermore, we want to point out that slack variables for stabilising the SDDP
algorithm to stay within the storage constraints might have adverse effects. The results
showed that a small number of simulated policies caused substantial negative revenues by
capacity violations. This highlights the dilemma between achieving a policy that returns
feasible actions (regarding storage violations) and keeping within a realistic cost frame-
work. In reality, our fixed imbalance penalty might be too conservative compared to a
short-notice ID settlement or the risk of imposed balancing costs from the grid operator.
Therefore, the penalty term might cut off trades too early when the storage constraint
is violated.

Storage as a Price Taker. In addition, the price-taker assumption on markets with
limited liquidity requires special attention. While the DA market is characterised by
its high liquidity, this is not necessarily the case for the ID and FCR markets, where
the price can be influenced towards lower volatility and consequently reduced revenueﬂ
Investigating a price impact requires SDDiP, which is significantly more computationally

SThere exist market analyses for the DA in grey literature that question if the price taker assumption
holds in reality. See for example: regelleistung-online: Preiseffekte durch den Ausbau von Batteriespe-
ichern — Teil 3: Arbitrage in der Day-Ahead Auktion, accessed 2023-07-08)
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expensive. We note that the volume of the asset in the case study consists of a battery
with a storage size that is not large enough to expect a significant price impact from its
market participation, given the liquidity of the markets in Germany. To analyse larger
storage assets and their price impact, we refer to [4].

Scenario Generation. Next, we want to emphasise that using more advanced data
preparation and scenario reduction techniques could enhance revenues when construct-
ing the Markov chain. Employing k-means clustering may overlook complex patterns
within the underlying data. For example, it becomes apparent from Figure [0 that in
weekday three, cluster four in the second time step, higher and lower values around the
mean even out. We tried to capture these dependencies on time with our econometric
models and time variables, but limitations apply in some cases. Since these variations
ended in the stochastic component, further pattern recognition with advanced clustering
algorithms, like Density-based spatial clustering of applications with noise (DBSCAN),
can be investigated in future work.

7. Conclusion

In this work, we extend the literature on the coordinated trading of a battery storage
operator in electricity markets. We included the two spot markets of DA and ID, as well
as the FCR balancing market, which has received little attention so far. Our research
highlights the challenges of time coupling constraints of a battery and its high complexity
and serves as fundamental research for further real-world applications. We implemented
a case study on coordinating a 10MW /10MWh battery storage in Germany across three
markets. To achieve this, we developed a stochastic multi-market bidding model and
solved it using SDDP within reasonable computational times while adhering to time
coupling and storage boundary constraints. Additionally, we developed and calibrated
econometric price models for the FCR, DA, and ID markets to coordinate bids effectively.
Introducing quantiles of residual demands as a regressor for scarcity effects notably en-
hanced our econometric models, particularly in the FCR market. Our stochastic bidding
model consistently yields profits in expectation across all markets and configurations.
Notably, the FCR. balancing market, in the singular configuration, dominated expected
revenues compared to combinations of wholesale markets. A profit-maximizing operator
would prefer this corner solution over market coordination, although spot market trading
is impacted by the four-hour temporal resolution of our model. However, an instance
with a reduced FCR price level demonstrated coordination benefits between spot and
balancing markets of up to 12.5 %.

Further research attention on multi-market coordination in battery storage trading is
needed. Our findings shed light on the complexities arising from interdependencies and
the high-dimensional nature of the problem. Moreover, our results can be used to pro-
vide valuable insights into the economic feasibility of energy storage deployment within
the German energy sector, offering a forward-looking perspective on the role of storage
technologies in the evolving energy landscape. We recommend future research focus on
higher resolution intervals following market developments, the interaction between of-
fered volumes and prices and extending coordination to multiple products. In practice,
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increasing coordination by battery storage might further motivate investigations into in-
centive compatibility of the current market setup since capacities contracted in the FCR
balancing market are unavailable in both spot markets for shifting supply and demand
and smoothing price peaks.
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Appendix A. Appendix

Appendiz A.1. Market prices in the investigated period

Market prices for the three markets of DA, ID and FCR in Germany are listed below

for the years 2021 (Figure[A.16]) and 2022 (Figure|A.17)). They show a strong increase in

the

price level from the second half of 2021 and a general increase in volatility throughout

2022.
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Figure A.17: Prices of the DA, ID and FCR market
Figure A.16: Prices of the DA, ID and FCR market of the year 2022 in Germany
of the year 2021 in Germany

Appendiz A.2. Selection of the Penalty Term
We have tested different configurations of storage violation penalties, including 100,000

€/MWh (Figure [A.18)), 10,000 €/MWh (Figure [A.18)), and 3,000 €/MWh (Figure [10),
along with varying iteration counts. All configurations increase the storage violation
penalty term and increase losses within simulations, especially at fewer iterations. Af-
ter about 8,000 iterations, a violation magnitude of about 1% for each violation can
be observed. However, these minor violations occur more often. Notably, less-trained
policies result in higher negative revenues due to storage limit violations, and we observe
reduced convergence. The resulting policy at high iteration counts is comparable with
lower penalty terms; therefore, we conclude that our lower penalty term of 3,000 €/MWh
is sufficient and continue the rest of the investigation with it.
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Figure A.18: Objective values and storage viola-
tions at different iteration counts at a penalty of
10,000€/MWh

Appendiz A.3. Removing the ID Constraint

Figure A.19: Objective values and storage viola-
tions at different iteration counts at a penalty of
100,000€/MWh

Convergence is reached with an upper bound at 10,500 € but with significant penalty
terms, even at higher iteration counts. This leads to higher storage violations, in absolute
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occurrence and relative strength of the violation, as observable in Figure[A:20] In Figure
A.21] we can see more storage violations, especially small fluctuations up and down of
the storage limits. We find the general trading patterns unchanged.
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Figure A.20: Objective values and storage viola-
tions at different iteration counts in the absence of
constraints.
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Appendiz A.4. Price Paths of the Markov Chain in the Investigated Period
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