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Abstract—We develop a bidding strategy for a hybrid power
plant combining co-located wind turbines and an electrolyzer,
constructing a price-quantity bidding curve for the day-ahead
electricity market while optimally scheduling hydrogen produc-
tion. Without risk management, single imbalance pricing leads
to an all-or-nothing trading strategy, which we term “betting”.
To address this, we propose a data-driven, pragmatic approach
that leverages contextual information to train linear decision
policies for both power bidding and hydrogen scheduling. By
introducing explicit risk constraints to limit imbalances, we move
from the all-or-nothing approach to a “trading” strategy, where
the plant diversifies its power trading decisions. We evaluate
the model under three scenarios: when the plant is either
conditionally allowed, always allowed, or not allowed to buy
power from the grid, which impacts the green certification of
the hydrogen produced. Comparing our data-driven strategy
with an oracle model that has perfect foresight, we show that
the risk-constrained, data-driven approach delivers satisfactory
performance.

Index Terms—Hybrid power plant, single imbalance price,
linear decision policies, bidding curve, hydrogen.

I. INTRODUCTION

The optimal bidding decision-making problem for renew-
able energy sources in the day-ahead electricity market under
dual imbalance pricing is often framed as a “newsvendor”
problem [1]. In this context, any production imbalance, i.e.,
a deviation from the day-ahead schedule in real time, incurs
a penalty. This creates a strong incentive to bid as closely
as possible to the forecasted power production, despite the
inherent uncertainty in these forecasts at the day-ahead stage.
To effectively model and manage this uncertainty in the
newsvendor framework, a variety of trading strategies have
been developed. These include approaches such as proba-
bilistic forecasting [1], two-stage stochastic optimization [2],
robust optimization [3], distributionally robust optimization
[4], linear decision policies [5], and online learning [6].

However, most European countries have transitioned to
single imbalance pricing, in line with the European Balanc-
ing Guideline 2017/2195 [7]. In Denmark, for example, the
imbalance pricing system was initially dual but switched to
single pricing in November 2021. Single imbalance pricing
introduces arbitrage opportunities between the day-ahead and
balancing markets, enabling market participants to profit by
forecasting which market will have a higher price. However,
this strategy requires accurately predicting the direction of grid
imbalance—whether the system operator will face a power

surplus or deficit in real time—a task that is complex, if
not impossible. As a result, the power trading problem under
single imbalance pricing for a trader seeking to exploit these
arbitrage opportunities becomes a “betting” problem, where
the producer commits to selling all-or-nothing of its power in
the day-ahead market based on the expectation that the day-
ahead price will be either higher or lower than the balancing
market price in the same hour. This high level of risk highlights
the need for methods to mitigate exposure in energy trading,
raising the critical question: how can a power producer avoid
falling into betting behavior when trading in the electricity
market?

Classical risk minimization typically incorporates a risk
measure, such as conditional value-at-risk (CVaR) [8], into
the objective function to mitigate risk within the optimization
process. However, this approach often preserves the all-or-
nothing trading strategy, only adjusting the critical threshold
for the expected price difference at which the trader shifts
its entire position from one market to another. While this
reduces risk exposure, it does not necessarily eliminate the
binary nature of the decision-making process. For example,
[9] develops risk-constrained strategies that mitigate risk by
adjusting the outputs. However, these strategies still result
in binary trading outcomes and require detailed information
about both day-ahead and balancing prices, as well as the
system state (whether it is long or short).

In contrast, we propose an approach that explicitly enforces
risk constraints to limit the feasible imbalance settlement
space, effectively reducing exposure. To the best of our knowl-
edge, this is the first paper to apply risk constraints in a way
that eliminates the all-or-nothing “betting” strategy under sin-
gle imbalance pricing, transforming it into a “trading” strategy.
This allows market participants to diversify their power trading
decisions and, crucially, removes the binary nature of trading
decisions typically seen under single imbalance pricing.

As a case study, we consider the optimal bidding strategy
decision-making problem for a hybrid power plant (HPP) that
combines co-located wind turbines and an electrolyzer. The
HPP operator aims to maximize profit by making optimal
bidding decisions in electricity markets, either selling (or, if
allowed, buying) power, while also selling hydrogen through
bilateral contracts with hydrogen off-takers. We examine three
operating scenarios: the HPP operator is either allowed to buy
power from the grid, restricted to only selling to the grid, or
subject to a conditional buying constraint. The primary sources
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of uncertainty in this problem are wind power generation and
electricity market prices.

Building on [10], which develops a data-driven trading
model for an HPP under dual imbalance pricing, we imple-
ment linear decision policies [11] that directly map available
contextual information to the trading decision variables. While
conventional decision-making methods under uncertainty, such
as stochastic and robust optimization, can be complex and
often require probabilistic forecasts, linear decision policies
offer a more practical approach for practitioners. These poli-
cies are simple, easy to implement, computationally efficient,
and transparent for operators, all while effectively addressing
the complexities of uncertainty. Additionally, linear decision
policies are highly scalable, making them suitable for any
portfolio size. In contrast to [10], which focuses on dual im-
balance pricing, our study considers single imbalance pricing,
where a betting strategy typically emerges. To mitigate the
risks associated with such strategies, we incorporate explicit
risk constraints into our data-driven approach, transforming the
all-or-nothing behavior into a more diversified trading strategy.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: Section II
provides an overview of the proposed framework. Section III
details the training process. Section IV outlines the testing
procedure and how a feasible solution is restored, if neces-
sary. Section V presents the numerical results, and finally,
Section VI concludes the paper.

Note: In the following, symbols with a hat (̂.) denote
realizations, while those with a tilde (̃.) represent forecasts.
Bold symbols denote vectors, symbols with a breve (̆.) define
subsets of vectors, (.)⊤ denotes the transpose operator, |.|
represents the cardinality of a set, lower-case symbols denote
variables, and upper-case or Greek symbols represent input
data.

II. OVERALL FRAMEWORK

The HPP consists of co-located assets, including wind
turbines, which are coupled behind-the-meter with an alkaline
electrolyzer. The hydrogen produced by the HPP is sold at a
fixed price under a bilateral agreement. We enforce a minimum
daily hydrogen production requirement as part of the bilateral
contract, which, for example, could be determined by the daily
loading of tube trailers used to transport the stored hydrogen to
customers. The hydrogen production curve of the electrolyzer,
which shows the amount of hydrogen produced as a function
of consumed power, is inherently non-convex. However, we
model it using a linear approximation, represented by a set
of linear cuts (an outer approximation). This linear relaxation
method is provably exact for common operating conditions
[12]. For simplicity, we assume that the electrolyzer is always
operational, meaning there is a non-zero minimum power
consumption and no ramping constraints.

In the day-ahead stage, the HPP operator must make
decisions on electricity market bids and schedule hydrogen
production with the goal of maximizing total profit from the
sale of both electricity and hydrogen. The operator can sell
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Fig. 1. The overall framework of the proposed model: The feature vector xt

and the uncertainty realization vector yt during the training period t ∈ Htrain

are used to determine the optimal linear policies for power trading (qDA)
and hydrogen scheduling (qH). In the testing period τ ∈ Htest, a subset of
the feature vector, x̆τ , is used to construct a bidding curve (power trade as
a function of day-ahead electricity price) to be submitted to the day-ahead
market, as well as to determine the hydrogen production schedule. If these
outcomes are infeasible during testing, a feasible solution is restored. Once the
realizations yτ of wind power production, day-ahead prices, and imbalance
prices are available during the testing phase, the accepted power bid p̂DA

τ ,
the hydrogen schedule p̂Hτ and the final profit are calculated.

wind power in the day-ahead market, while the option to buy
power from the grid is subject to three possible operating
conditions:

1) Buying permitted: Buying power from the grid is
allowed, with no restrictions.

2) Buying not permitted: Buying power from the grid
is not allowed, meaning the decision-making process is
restricted to selling only (referred to hereafter as res).

3) Buying conditionally permitted: Buying power from
the grid is conditionally allowed, under specific circum-
stances (referred to hereafter as cond). This condition
aligns with the “E.U. policies for Renewable Hydrogen”
published in 2023 [13].

While the hydrogen produced under the second and third oper-
ating conditions can be labeled “green”, this is not necessarily
the case in the first operating condition.

The HPP operator must make electricity market bidding
decisions for all hours of day D on the day before, typically
by noon on D-1 in the Nord Pool market. However, at the time
these decisions are made, the actual wind power production
for day D remains uncertain. Any deviations from the day-
ahead power quantity schedule must be settled in the balancing
market, which follows a single imbalance pricing mechanism,
as is commonly applied in most European countries today.



A pragmatic way to manage uncertainty is to use (linear) de-
cision policies, where the HPP operator learns from historical
data how to form an optimal policy that connects available
contextual information at the time of decision-making to
the corresponding bidding decisions. This information builds
a set of features, which can serve as input for training a
machine learning model to make predictions. Hereafter, we
will use the terms “features” and “contextual information”,
interchangeably. These features can include any data that
exhibits spatial or temporal linear correlation with the deci-
sion variables, such as aggregated wind power forecasts and
electricity price forecasts. We refer the interested reader to
[14] for a comprehensive overview of contextual optimization
methods for decision-making under uncertainty.

We develop a data-driven model for the HPP operator
that leverages available contextual information. Our proposed
framework, as illustrated in Fig. 1, consists of three main steps:
(1) model training through optimization using the training
data during the training period t ∈ Htrain, which includes the
feature vector xt and the uncertainty realization vector yt. This
step determines the optimal linear decision policies for power
trading qDA and hydrogen scheduling qH; (2) model testing
during the testing period τ ∈ Htest, which constructs a bidding
curve based on the given policies and a subset of the feature
vector x̆τ ; and finally, (3) feasibility restoration of the model
output if necessary. Using the uncertainty realization yτ , the
final accepted power bid p̂DA

t , hydrogen production schedule
p̂Ht and profit can be calculated. It is worth mentioning that
both the training and testing steps rely on available historical
data, so the testing phase can be seen as a form of back-testing.
The following sections describe the concepts behind each step,
beginning with Step (1) in Section III, and Steps (2) and (3)
in Section IV.

III. TRAINING STEP

A. Feature Set

Linear decision policies can be viewed as a form of linear
regressors used to fit the optimal decision in an N -dimensional
feature space. This is achieved by training the model on
historical data, which includes both the features and the
uncertain parameters. We first define the feature vector for
hour t ∈ Htrain as:

xt =
{
xt,1, ..., xt,N−1, 1

}
∈ RN , (1)

consisting of N -1 features, as well as a constant feature 1
added as the N th element, xt,N , to account for the intercept.
As illustrated in Fig. 1, our feature vector for hour t includes
the realized day-ahead electricity price λ̂DA

t , the forecasted
day-ahead price λ̃DA

t , the forecasted wind power, P̃W
t , and

the constant feature 1. For the forecast-based features, we can
include various additional forecasts, such as different price
and wind forecasts from multiple vendors, as well as the local
wind power forecast for the HPP and the aggregated regional

and national wind power forecasts. Note that the realized day-
ahead price is intentionally included in the feature vector to
construct a bidding curve during the testing phase.

B. Linear Decision Policies

Let pDA
t , pHt ∈ R, both in MW, represent the day-ahead

power trade and the power consumption of the electrolyzer in
hour t, respectively. Given the feature vector in (1), we define
the linear decision policies by:

pDA
t = qDA

j,k x⊤
t ∀t ∈ Htrain (2a)

pHt = qH
j,k x⊤

t ∀t ∈ Htrain, (2b)

where k ∈ K represents the index for the power price
domains. For example, consider two predefined power price
domains: (0,100) and (100,1000) C/MWh, with |K| = 2.
The price thresholds for these domains can be viewed as
hyperparameters that must be carefully tuned. Note that t is the
index for all hours in the historical training data, which may
span multiple days or even months, e.g., two months, where
t ∈ {1, ..., 1440}, while j = (t−1) mod 24+1 ∈ {1, ..., 24}
represents the hours within a single day. Accordingly, we
define the power trading policy vector qDA

j,k ∈ RN and the
hydrogen scheduling policy vector qH

j,k ∈ RN for each hour
j and price domain k. For example, consider a historical
data point for t = 25, where the realized day-ahead price is
C150/MWh. This data point contributes to learning policies
for j=1 (the first hour of the day) and k=2 as the realized
price falls into the second price domain of (100,1000). By
defining such policies for each hour j and price domain k, we
introduce an additional degree of freedom into the learning
model. Moreover, as mentioned earlier, obtaining policy values
across price domains enables the construction of a price-
quantity bidding curve. The training optimization problem to
determine optimal policies, corresponding to Step (1) in Fig. 1,
is provided in the following subsection.

C. Betting

We begin with the betting model without any risk con-
straints, where the HPP operator makes all-or-nothing trading
decisions in the day-ahead stage. The operator aims to maxi-
mize profit from trading power pDA

t in the day-ahead market
at price λ̂DA

t ∈ R+, by selling hydrogen ht ∈ R+, in kg, at
a fixed price λH ∈ R+, in C/kg, and settling power deviation
∆pt ∈ R in the balancing market at the single imbalance price
λ̂B
t ∈ R+. Note that pDA

t and ∆pt are positive when selling
power, but take negative values when buying power from the
grid, if allowed. The resulting linear program is:

Maximize
Ω

∑
t∈Htrain

pDA
t λ̂DA

t + htλ
H +∆ptλ̂

B
t (3a)

s.t. (2a)-(2b) (3b)

P̂W
t ≥ pDA

t +∆pt + pHt ∀t ∈ Htrain (3c)

pDA
t ≤ P

W ∀t ∈ Htrain (3d)



PH ≤ pHt ≤ P
H ∀t ∈ Htrain (3e)

ht ≤ Asp
H
t +Bs ∀s ∈ S, ∀t ∈ Htrain (3f)

24(d+1)∑
t=24d

ht ≥ D ∀d ∈ Dtrain, (3g)

where Ω = {pDA
t ,∆pt, ht, p

H
t ,q

DA
j,k ,q

H
j,k} is the set of deci-

sion variables. The objective function The objective function
(3a) incorporates three revenue terms from the day-ahead
electricity market, hydrogen sales, and the balancing market.
Constraint (3b) defines the structure of the linear decision
policies, as explained earlier. Constraint (3c) enforces the
power balance of the HPP, where the parameter P̂W

t represents
the realization of wind power. This value must be greater
than or equal to the power traded in the day-ahead and
balancing markets, as well as the power consumed by the
electrolyzer. This inequality allows for the curtailment of wind
power if necessary. Constraint (3d) sets the upper bound for
the traded day-ahead power pDA

t to be equal to the installed
wind capacity, P

W
. Constraint (3e) defines the operating range

for the electrolyzer’s power consumption, pHt , to lie between
PH and P

H
. Constraint (3f) enforces a set of linear cuts,

indexed by s∈S, where the parameters As and Bs represent
the slope and intercept of cut s, respectively. These cuts
linearize the hydrogen production curve of the electrolyzer,
which is originally non-convex. For further details on this
linear relaxation method, see [12]. Finally, (3g) enforces the
minimum hydrogen production requirement, D, for each day
d ∈ Dtrain within the training period.

We now introduce additional constraints to (3), based on the
underlying operating conditions related to buying power from
the grid. As noted in Section II, we consider three possible
conditions: buying permitted, buying not permitted (res), and
buying conditionally permitted (cond).

1) Buying permitted (B): We formulate the training model
for betting under an operating condition in which buying
power from the grid is permitted. For this, we add the
following constraint:

pDA
t ≥ −P

H
, ∀t ∈ Htrain. (4)

This constraint specifies that the lower bound of pDA
t is

equal to the negative of the electrolyzer’s capacity. In
other words, the maximum power that can be bought
from the grid is constrained by the electrolyzer’s max-
imum consumption level. Note that ∆pt can also be
negative, but it is not necessarily bounded by P

H
, as this

is already constrained by (3c). Therefore, no additional
constraint is required for ∆pt. The resulting model,
i.e., the optimization problem (3) with the additional
constraint (4), is referred to as the betting model B,
where buying power from the grid is allowed.

2) Buying not permitted (Bres): To prevent buying power
from the grid in both the day-ahead and balancing stages,

we introduce the following two constraints:

pDA
t ≥ 0, ∀t ∈ Htrain, (5a)

∆pt ≥ 0, ∀t ∈ Htrain. (5b)

The resulting betting model, Bres, includes (3) with two
additional constraints, as specified in (5).

3) Buying conditionally permitted (Bcond): According to
the “E.U. policies for Renewable Hydrogen” [13] pub-
lished by the European Parliamentary Research Service
in 2023, the hydrogen produced can still be labeled
as green when buying power from the grid, provided
the electricity price is lower than or equal to λS =
e20/MWh. To model this price condition, we introduce
the auxiliary binary variable bt ∈ [0, 1] and add it to the
variable set Ω, which indicates when this price condition
holds. We then add the following constraints with Big-
Ms:
λS−λDA

t

M
≤bt≤

λS − λDA
t +M−ε

M
, ∀t ∈ Htrain, (6a)

∆pt ≥ (−P
W − P

H
)bt, ∀t ∈ Htrain, (6b)

pDA
t ≥ −P

H
bt, ∀t ∈ Htrain. (6c)

Constraints (6) represent the condition that the green
electricity grid requirement is met when bt = 1, while
bt = 0 indicates the opposite. The parameter M is
chosen to be the maximum of the realized day-ahead
price, i.e., M = max(λDA

t |t ∈ Htrain), and ε > 0
is a very small constant. Adding constraints (6) to the
optimization model (3) results in the betting model
Bcond. Note that the introduction of the binary variable
transforms the resulting model Bcond into a mixed-
integer linear program, while the models B and Bres

remain linear programs.
It is important to note that we introduce two additional

non-negative slack variables in the models Bres and Bcond

to ensure feasibility, as power consumption from the grid is
restricted. The first slack variable is added to the constraint
enforcing the minimum power consumption of the electrolyzer,
as specified in (3e). This variable takes a non-zero value when
there is insufficient wind power production to meet the elec-
trolyzer’s minimum operating power requirement. The second
slack variable is introduced to the constraint enforcing the
minimum daily hydrogen production requirement, as specified
in (3g). This variable takes a non-zero value on days with
insufficient wind power to meet the production target. These
two slack variables are penalized in the objective function
(3a) by multiplying them with large constants, ensuring that
their optimal values remain zero unless absolutely necessary
to maintain feasibility.

D. Trading

To avoid a betting strategy characterized by all-or-nothing
bidding decisions in the day-ahead stage, we enforce three
distinct sets of constraints to limit the magnitude of the
power imbalance to be settled in the balancing market. We



refer to these as risk constraints, as they help transition from
the betting models to trading models by diversifying trading
decisions in the day-ahead stage. These risk constraints limit
either the expected value, CVaR, or the maximum amount of
power imbalance (either short or long) in the balancing market.

We first introduce the new auxiliary variable ∆pABS
t ∈ R

to be added to the variable set Ω. This variable represents the
absolute value of the imbalance in the balancing market and
is defined by the following linear constraints:

∆pABS
t ≥ ∆pt, ∀t ∈ Htrain, (7a)

∆pABS
t ≥ −∆pt, ∀t ∈ Htrain. (7b)

With this, the three different risk constraints can be formulated
as follows:

1) Mean imbalance (Tmean, T res
mean, T cond

mean): Here, we aim
at limiting the mean of ∆pABS

t such that:∑
t∈Htrain ∆pABS

t

|Htrain|
≤ ∆P

mean
, (8)

where the parameter ∆P
mean

represents the given
upper limit for the mean of ∆pABS

t . The model that
incorporates the risk constraint (8) into the optimization
problem (3) is referred to as the trading model with the
mean constraint. Depending on the specific operational
condition related to the permissibility of buying power
from the grid, this leads to three possible trading
models: Tmean when buying is allowed, T res

mean when
buying is not allowed, and T cond

mean when buying is
conditionally allowed.

2) CVaR (TCVaR, T res
CVaR, T cond

CVaR): Here, we limit the
CVaR of ∆pABS

t such that:

V aR +
1

(1− α)|H|
∑

t∈Htrain

ξt ≤ ∆P
CVaR

, (9a)

ξt ≥ 0, ∀t ∈ Htrain, (9b)

ξt ≥ ∆pABS
t − V aR, ∀t ∈ Htrain, (9c)

with the left hand side of (9a) being equivalent to the
CVaR, constrained by the given parameter ∆P

CVaR
.

The new auxiliary variables V aR ∈ R and ξt ∈ R must
be added to the set of variables Ω. Depending on the
underlying operational condition on the permissibility
of purchasing power from the grid, three possible
trading models arise: TCVaR (buying is allowed),
T res
CVaR (buying is not allowed), and T cond

CVaR (buying is
conditionally allowed).

3) Extreme imbalance (Text, T res
ext , T cond

ext ): Here, we
enforce a limit on the maximum imbalance ∆pABS

t such
that:

∆pABS
t ≤ ∆P

ext
, ∀t ∈ Htrain, (10)

with the parameter ∆P
ext

being the given upper limit
on the extreme imbalance. Similarly, we end up in three
trading models with extreme imbalance constraints: Text
when buying power from the grid is allowed, T res

ext when
it is not allowed, and T cond

ext when it is conditionally
allowed.

E. Curve Structuring and Interpretation

Recall that the feature vector for every hour t includes
the realized day-ahead electricity price as its first element,
xt,1 = λ̂DA

t . Let us denote qDA
j,k = {qDA

j,k,1, . . . , q
DA
j,k,N}

and qH
j,k = {qHj,k,1, . . . , qHj,k,N}. We also define subsets

q̆DA
j,k = {qDA

j,k,2, . . . , q
DA
j,k,N}, q̆H

j,k{qHj,k,2, . . . , qHj,k,N}, and x̆t =
{xt,2, . . . , xt,N}. This enables the calculation of the day-ahead
power bid and the electrolyzer power consumption from (2) for
each hour and price domain as a linear function of the day-
ahead electricity price λDA, i.e., f(λDA) and g(λDA), such
that:

pDA
t = f(λDA) = a1λ

DA + b1, (11a)

pHt = g(λDA) = a2λ
DA + b2, (11b)

with the slopes a1 = qDA
j,k,1 and a2 = qHj,k,1, as well as the

intercepts b1= q̆DA
j,k x̆⊤

t and b2 = q̆H
j,k x̆⊤

t .
To ensure that the resulting curve is non-decreasing in price,

as required by most real-world electricity markets, we enforce
the following additional constraints:

qDA
j,k,1 ≥ 0, ∀k ∈ K, ∀j ∈ [1, ..., 24]

(12a)

(qDA
j,k+1,1 − qDA

j,k,1)λk+

(q̆DA
j,k+1 − q̆DA

j,k )x̆t ≥ 0, ∀t ∈ Htrain, ∀k ∈ K,
(12b)

where λk is the price threshold between price domains k and
k+1. For example, in the case of two price domains, (0, 100)
C/MWh and (100, 1000) C/MWh, λk=100. Constraint (12a)
enforces the resulting bidding curve to be non-decreasing with
respect to the price in each specific price domain k. Addi-
tionally, (12b) ensures that the curve remains non-decreasing
from price domain k to the next one, k + 1. In other words,
it guarantees that the corresponding quantity bid in the next
price domain will be at the same level or a higher level than in
the current price domain. Examples illustrating how these two
constraints function are provided in Fig. 2a. Curve 1 represents
a sample bidding curve within price domain k, while curves
2, 3, and 4 depict possible bidding curves for domain k + 1.
Constraint (12a) prevents the formation of curve 3, which has
a negative slope, while (12b) prohibits curve 4, where the
bidding curve in price domain k + 1 is lower than in price
domain k.

Adding the curve formation constraints (12) and the dif-
ferent risk constraints added to our three betting models {B,
Bres, Bcond}, we end up in a set of 9 trading models {Tmean,
TCVaR, Text, T res

mean, T res
CVaR, T res

ext , T cond
mean , T cond

CVaR, T cond
ext }. A

full overview of all proposed betting and trading models can
be found in Table I.



Fig. 2. Bidding curve examples: Plot (a) illustrates the transition from one price domain k to the next price domain k + 1. Plot (b) shows the discretization
(gray triangles) of the bidding function (11) and the resulting bidding curve (orange). Plot (c) visualizes the feasibility restoration of the resulting bidding
curves. The original curve (black) is modified to stay within the feasible space for the different models T , T res, and T cond.

TABLE I
AN OVERVIEW OF ALL PROPOSED MODELS

Buying Buying not Buying conditionally

permitted permitted permitted

(.) (.)res (.)cond

B (3),(12),(4) (3),(12),(5) (3),(12),(6)

Tmean (3),(12),(4) (3),(12),(5) (3),(12),(6)
(7),(8) (7),(8) (7),(8)

TCVaR (3),(12),(4) (3),(12),(5) (3),(12),(6)
(7),(9) (7),(9) (7),(9)

Text (3),(12),(4) (3),(12),(5) (3),(12),(6)
(7),(10) (7),(10) (7),(10)

IV. TESTING AND FEASIBILITY RESTORATION

A. Testing Step

We now discuss the testing phase, which corresponds to
Step (2) in Fig. 1. Recall that the linear decision policies
qDA
j,k and qH

j,k are fixed to the values obtained in the training
phase. Starting with (11), the linear bidding curves are derived
based on the feature vector x̆τ , which excludes realized prices.
Remember that the first elements of the policies, qDA

j,k,1 and
qHj,k,1, determine the slope of the bidding curves, while the
remaining elements, q̆DA

j,k and q̆H
j,k, are used to calculate

the intercepts. This results in the formation of power trades
pDA
τ and electrolyzer consumption schedules pHτ during the

training period, both as functions of the day-ahead electricity
price λDA. Discretizing these functions with respect to λDA

generates piecewise linear price-quantity curves for both the
power bid and the electrolyzer consumption schedule.

These curves are plotted with the day-ahead price λDA on
the y-axis and the power bid or the electrolyzer consumption
on the x-axis, following the standard format used in energy
markets, such as Nord Pool. An example of the resulting
bidding curve for day-ahead power bids is shown in Fig. 2b.
Similarly, a bidding curve can be plotted for the electrolyzer’s
power consumption. Negative power bids correspond to buying
quantities, while positive bids represent selling quantities.

The final quantity of electricity bought or sold is determined
by the realized day-ahead electricity price λ̂DA

τ . To illustrate
this, let us refer to Fig. 2b, which shows five price examples
for λ̂DA

τ , labeled A to E. If λ̂DA
τ = A, , the HPP operator will

sell power to the grid at full capacity, 10 MW, in the day-
ahead market. If λ̂DA

τ = B, the operator will sell only part
of its capacity, specifically 5 MW, which is less than the full
10 MW. If λ̂DA

τ = C, the operator will neither sell nor buy
power. If λ̂DA

τ = D, the operator will buy 5 MW of power
from the grid, and if λ̂DA

τ = E, the operator will buy power
at full capacity, 10 MW. In all cases, the HPP operator will
settle any potential imbalances ∆pτ in the balancing market,
based on the realized wind power P̂W

τ and the realized single
imbalance price λ̂B

τ . This allows the calculation of the final
profit for each training hour τ .

B. Feasibility Restoration Step

The model outputs pDA
τ and pHτ in the testing phase are not

necessarily feasible given the feature vector x̆τ . To ensure
a feasible solution, we consider the feasibility restoration
step, referred to as Step (3) in Fig. 1. The objective is
to find the closest feasible solution if a specific constraint
is violated. In practice, this is achieved by modifying the
resulting bidding curves and projecting them onto the nearest
feasible curve, as illustrated in Fig. 2c. Assume that the black
bidding curve represents the output from the training stage.
The first adjustment is to correct the bidding curve to ensure
it is always increasing, thereby guaranteeing compliance with
(12). Based on our numerical results, we have observed that
violations of this constraint are rare. For the trading models
T = {Tmean, TCVaR, Text}, we further adjust the bidding
curve to ensure it stays within the maximum buying and selling
quantities (blue). For the trading models T res = {T res

mean,
T res
CVaR, T res

ext }, where power purchase from the grid is not
allowed, we remove all negative power bids, setting them
to 0 MW (green). For the trading model T cond = {T cond

mean ,
T cond
CVaR, T cond

ext }, which includes a price condition for power
purchase permission, negative power bids with a price of
C20/MWh or more are adjusted to 0 MW (orange). Similarly,
feasibility restoration can be applied to the electrolyzer’s



Fig. 3. The distribution of realized hourly trades p̂DA
τ made by the HPP operator under models B (plot a) and TCVaR (plot b) is shown for three hydrogen

prices: C2/kg, C4/kg, and C6/kg. Plots (a) and (b) display the results obtained from the proposed learning method, while plots (c) and (d) show the results
in hindsight, assuming perfect foresight into future realizations.

power consumption, ensuring that the output remains within
the feasible operating range.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

This section presents a numerical analysis of the proposed
framework. All source codes are publicly available in [15].

For our study, we use synthetic data generated by [10],
which is based on historical data from the wind farm in
Roedsand, Denmark. The dataset includes forecasted and
realized wind power production, forecasted and realized day-
ahead prices, and aggregated wind forecasts. Additionally, we
incorporate single imbalance prices obtained from Energinet1.
For training, we use historical data from the year 2019, and for
testing, we use data from 2020. In this case study, the model
is trained once on the entire training dataset; however, it is
also possible to retrain the model periodically, for example,
on a daily basis.

The wind farm has a capacity P
W

of 10 MW, which is
also considered to be the capacity of the electrolyzer P

H
. The

minimum consumption level of the electrolyzer, PH, is set at
15% of its capacity. The electrolyzer’s production is modeled
with two linear segments (|S| = 2), where the first segment
connects production at minimum power consumption to the
production at maximum efficiency, and the second segment
connects maximum efficiency to production at maximum

1www.energidataservice.dk

power consumption. The minimum hydrogen production re-
quirement, D, is set to 880 kg per day, which corresponds to a
daily electrolyzer consumption of approximately 5 MWh. For
the linear policies, we choose 10 price domains (|K| = 10),
with each boundary placed at the 10% quantiles of the historic
day-ahead prices.

A. Betting vs. Trading
We illustrate how the day-ahead trading decisions of the

HPP operator become more diversified when transitioning
from a betting to a trading model. We consider an opera-
tional condition where the HPP operator is allowed to buy
from the grid without any limit. In the trading model, we
specifically focus on the case where the imbalance magnitude
is constrained by CVaR constraints. Thus, we compare two
models: B (the betting model) and TCVaR (the trading model
with CVaR constraints). The parameter ∆P

CVaR
in (9a) is set

to 30% of the CVaR value obtained from the optimal solution
of the betting model, where no explicit constraint limits the
magnitude of the imbalance.

Fig. 3a and Fig. 3b show the distribution of realized hourly
trades p̂DA

τ made by the HPP operator under models B and
TCVaR, respectively, during the training period, which covers
all hours of 2020. Both models were trained using data from
2019, which was included in the feature vector xt and the
realization vector yt. The linear decision policies were derived
from this data and treated as fixed parameters during the
testing phase. In the testing phase, the feature vector x̆τ is



Fig. 4. Impact of hydrogen price on the profit obtained in both the training
and testing phases, as a percentage of the profit in hindsight, for the trading
model TCVaR.

provided based on 2020 data, feasibility restoration is applied
if necessary, and the realized trades are determined based on
the realized day-ahead prices from 2020. These plots display
three distinct distributions corresponding to three different
hydrogen prices (λH): C2/kg, C4/kg, and C6/kg.

The realized day-ahead power trades in model TCVaR are
more diversified than in model B. This diversification can be
further adjusted by tuning ∆P

CVaR
. In model B, the majority

of realized trades are 10 MW, either buying or selling, resulting
in a binary decision in many hours. In model TCVaR, a higher
hydrogen price (C6/kg) leads to more power being purchased
in the day-ahead stage, as it becomes more profitable to
produce additional hydrogen. Conversely, when the hydrogen
price is lower (C2/kg), the HPP operator adopts a more selling-
oriented position in the day-ahead electricity market. It is
worth noting that the distribution shift between C2/kg and
C4/kg is more significant than between C4/kg and C6/kg,
suggesting a critical hydrogen price in the C2–C4 range. This
price threshold incentivizes maximum hydrogen production,
making it more profitable. As a result, there are barely any
selling bids from model TCVaR for hydrogen prices of C4/kg
or C6/kg.

To verify their ex-post performance, we present the trades
in hindsight for both models, B and TCVaR, as illustrated in
Fig. 3d and Fig. 3e, respectively. In hindsight, the models
hypothetically have access to the realizations yτ at the time
of day-ahead decision-making, allowing them to make optimal
decisions without the need for training or linear decision
policies. According to Fig. 3d, the trading decisions in the
betting model are fully binary in nature, whereas this is not
the case in Fig. 3e. The trading decisions shown in plots (a)
and (b) differ to some extent from those in hindsight in plots
(c) and (d), illustrating the potential regret the HPP operator
may experience and highlighting the potential opportunity to
further improve the proposed learning models in future work.

Fig. 5. Comparison of all nine trading models in terms of their profit during
the testing period divided by their profit in hindsight.

B. Impact of the Hydrogen Price

In the following, we discuss the impact of hydrogen price
on: (i) the profit discrepancy between hindsight and the
training/testing phases, and (ii) the profit discrepancy between
the training and testing phases. We focus solely on the trading
model TCVaR. Recall that the profit in the training phase
is the optimal value obtained from (3a), the profit in the
testing phase is the value calculated after feasibility restoration
and observing realizations, and the profit in hindsight is the
maximum profit that the HPP operator would earn if it had
perfect insight into future realizations at the time of day-ahead
decision-making. We vary the hydrogen price from C2/kg to
C6/kg.

Fig. 4 illustrates both profit discrepancies discussed above.
The blue and orange bars represent the profit ratio (left y-
axis), which is the profit in the training/testing phase divided
by the profit in hindsight. Additionally, the difference between
the blue and orange bars is indicated by the black curve (right
y-axis). As expected, we observe a higher ratio in the training
phase compared to the testing phase, as the training model did
not have access to the testing data.

The profit ratio in the testing period increases from 0.5 at a
hydrogen price of C2/kg to 0.83 (a 66% increase) at C6/kg.
At the same time, the black curve decreases from 0.22 to
0.07 (a 68% decrease). This trend can be explained by more
straightforward decision-making when the hydrogen price is
relatively high. In such cases, the electrolyzer operates at full
capacity, consuming local wind power, and, if wind power
is insufficient, power purchased from the grid. As a result,
the share of profit from hydrogen sales increases, while the
profit share from selling wind power in the day-ahead or
balancing markets decreases. Conversely, when the hydrogen
price is comparatively low, the HPP operator must find an
optimal trade-off between hydrogen and wind power sales,
which complicates decision-making.

C. Comparison of Nine Trading Models

Finally, we compare the performance of all nine trading
models {Tmean, TCVaR, Text, T res

mean, T res
CVaR, T res

ext , T cond
mean ,



T cond
CVaR, T cond

ext }. Recall that they are different in terms of their
permission to buy power from the grid and how the imbalance
magnitude is restricted. As in the previous subsection, we use
the profit ratio as our benchmark for comparison.

To ensure a fair comparison, we set the binding limits for
all three types of risk constraints, i.e., ∆P

mean
, ∆P

CVaR
,

and ∆P
ext

, to 50% of their corresponding values in the
unconstrained betting model, B. This means, for instance, that
in model Tmean, ∆P

mean
is set to 50% of the expected value

of imbalance settled in model B. The hydrogen price is fixed
at C6/kg.

Fig. 5 presents the numerical results for the comparison. The
first observation is that the three types of risk constraints show
only minor differences in performance, with all discrepancies
in the profit ratio being smaller than 0.5%. In this context,
one may conclude that it is sufficient to choose any one
of these risk constraints, as they yield nearly equivalent
results. However, generalizing this conclusion would require
further investigation across different case studies. The second
observation is that the best performance, in terms of profit
ratio, close to 0.83, is achieved for the unrestricted buying and
selling models Tmean, TCVaR, and Text. When the models are
restricted to only selling power ( T res

mean, T res
CVaR, T res

ext ), their
profit ratio drops to around 0.79. For the conditional buying
models (T cond

mean , T cond
CVaR, T cond

ext ), the profit ratio improves
slightly to approximately 0.81. Hence, the lowest performance
is observed for the most restricted model.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we develop bidding strategies for day-ahead
trading and hydrogen scheduling for a hybrid power plant,
which avoid the risky all-or-nothing decisions under single im-
balance pricing scheme by enforcing explicit risk constraints
to limit the imbalance magnitude. We show how this approach
encourages a more diversified distribution of day-ahead trading
decisions. To account for uncertainties at the time of decision-
making, we employ linear policies as a practical solution,
training them to serve as decision-making guidelines. Ad-
ditionally, we explain how a feasible bidding curve can be
derived from these linear policies using contextual information
as input.

We evaluate the model under three operating conditions:
when the plant is conditionally permitted, always permitted,
or not permitted to buy power from the grid—factors that
influence the green certification of the hydrogen produced.
By comparing the proposed data-driven bidding strategy in
hindsight with perfect information, we show that the data-
driven trading models with risk constraints deliver robust and
satisfactory performance.

A promising direction would be to explore the limitations of
linear decision policies and identify ways to further improve
model performance, with the goal of closing the gap between
the proposed approach and the hindsight model. Potential
improvements could include enhanced feature selection or the
integration of non-linear features, while still maintaining a

linear model structure. Additionally, it would be valuable to
explore opportunities for participation in other trading plat-
forms, such as intraday markets. For the electrolyzer modeling,
it is important to gain further insights into whether additional
physical and technical details should be considered, such as
different operational states, degradation and ramping rates.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

We gratefully acknowledge the Danish Energy Technol-
ogy Development and Demonstration Programme (EUDP) for
supporting this research through the ViPES2X project (Grant
number: 640222-496237), and the Innovation Fund Denmark
for supporting our work through the PtX Markets project
(Grant number: 150-00001B). We would also like to thank
Siemens Gamesa Renewable Energy for providing us with his-
torical forecast data. Additionally, we thank Shobhit Singhal
(DTU) for providing valuable feedback on the manuscript.

REFERENCES

[1] P. Pinson, C. Chevallier, and G. N. Kariniotakis, “Trading wind gen-
eration from short-term probabilistic forecasts of wind power,” IEEE
Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 1148–1156, 2007.

[2] J. M. Morales, A. J. Conejo, and J. Perez-Ruiz, “Short-term trading for
a wind power producer,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 25,
no. 1, pp. 554–564, 2010.

[3] X. A. Sun and A. J. Conejo, Robust Optimization in Short-Term Power
System Operations. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2021, pp.
239–279.

[4] P. Pinson, “Distributionally robust trading strategies for renewable
energy producers,” IEEE Transactions on Energy Markets, Policy and
Regulation, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 37–47, 2023.
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