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Abstract

Coordination of day-ahead and real-time electricity markets is imperative for cost-effective

electricity supply and also to provide efficient incentives for the energy transition. Although

stochastic market designs feature the least-cost coordination, they are incompatible with

current deterministic markets. This paper proposes a new approach for compatible coordi-

nation in two-settlement markets based on benchmark bidding curves for variable renewable

energy. These curves are optimized based on a bilevel optimization problem, anticipating

per-scenario responses of deterministic market-clearing problems and ultimately minimiz-

ing the expected cost across day-ahead and real-time markets. Although the general bilevel

model is challenging to solve, we theoretically prove that a single-segment bidding curve

with a zero bidding price is sufficient to achieve system optimality if the marginal cost of

variable renewable energy is zero, thus addressing the computational challenge. In prac-

tice, variable renewable energy producers can be allowed to bid multi-segment curves with

non-zero prices. We test the bilevel framework for both single- and multiple-segment bid-

ding curves under the assumption of fixed bidding prices. We leverage duality theory and

McCormick envelopes to derive the linear programming approximation of the bilevel prob-

lem, which scales to practical systems such as a 1576-bus NYISO system. We benchmark

the proposed coordination and find absolute dominance over the baseline solution, which

assumes that renewables agnostically bid their expected forecasts. We also demonstrate

that our proposed scheme provides a good approximation of the least-cost, yet unattainable

in practice, stochastic market outcome.
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Nomenclature

Sets and Indexes

Λ: Set of transmission lines, indexed by (n,m), where n/m is sending/receiving end of a

transmission line

Ω: Set of VRE generation scenarios, indexed by ω

I: Set of conventional units, indexed by i or j

IFS: Subset of I with fast-startup generation units

ISL: Subset of I with slow-startup generation units

K: Set of VRE generation units, indexed by k

N : Set of grid buses, indexed by n

T : Set of market operation time slots, indexed by t

S: Set of VRE bidding curve segments, indexed by s

(·)n: mapping of (·) into the set of buses

Parameters

Ci: Variable generation cost of conventional units

C0
i : No-load cost of conventional units

CSU
i : Start-up cost of conventional units

Csh: Cost of load shedding (value of lost load)

C
U/D
i : Real-time up-/downward re-dispatch costs

Fn,m: Transmission line capacities

Ln,t: Day-ahead load forecast

Ln,t,ω: Real-time demand realization

P i: Maximum generation capacity of conventional units

P i: Minimum generation capacity of conventional units

R
U/D
i : Upward/downward ramping capacity of conventional units

W̃k,t,ω: Real-time VRE power realization
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W k: VRE power capacity

xn,m: Transmission line reactance

Decision Variables

δDA
n,t : Day-ahead voltage angle

cDA
i,t : Day-ahead start-up cost of conventional units

pCi,t: Day-ahead generation of conventional units

pWk,t,s: Day-ahead generation of VRE units

uDA
i,t : Day-ahead commitment status of conventional units

CW
k,t,s: Day-ahead bidding cost of VRE units over bidding curve

Wk,t,s: Day-ahead bidding quantity of VRE units over bidding curve

δRTn,t,ω: Real-time voltage angle

cRTi,t,ω: Real-time start-up cost of conventional units

lshn,t,ω: Real-time shedding of electrical loads

pW,cr
k,t,ω : Real-time VRE power curtailment

r
U/D
i,t,ω : Real-time up-/downward re-dispatch of conventional units

uRTi,t,ω: Real-time commitment status of conventional units

1. Introduction

1.1. Background and Motivation

The transition to zero-carbon power systems is driving the large-scale integration of

variable renewable energy sources (VRE) in restructured electricity markets. In the United

States, for example, the New York Independent System Operator (NYISO) and the Cal-

ifornia Independent System Operator (CAISO) are implementing measures to align with

state policies mandating that 100% of electricity come from zero-carbon sources by 2040

(NYISO, 2022) and 2045 (CAISO, 2022), respectively.

Despite these efforts, current electricity market designs remain rooted in the technical

and economic frameworks developed for dispatchable fossil-fueled generators. Short-term
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electricity markets typically operate in two settlements or stages (Kirschen and Strbac,

2018): a day-ahead market (DAM), cleared before actual operations, and a real-time market

(RTM), which addresses imbalances closer to delivery. Dispatchable fossil-fueled generators

are generally capable of meeting DAM commitments with minimal RTM adjustments.

However, the increasing penetration of VRE introduces greater risks to electricity supply

due to its inherent variability and uncertainty, posing significant challenges for efficiently

managing RTM imbalances (Zhou et al., 2022).

Since the DAM scheduling will determine RTM redispatch, efficiently scheduling VRE

in the DAM is of vital importance to achieving market efficiency. Notably, VRE basically

has zero marginal costs with uncertain outputs. If VRE producers bid with the true

marginal cost, their bids will be dispatched in priority in the DAM based on the merit

order. However, although VRE has zero marginal cost in the DAM, their uncertain output

may lead to significant RTM re-dispatch costs. To reflect the RTM re-dispatch cost, some

electricity markets allow VRE producers to bid prices higher than zero. For example,

VRE producers can submit multi-segment bidding curves to indicate price and quantity

preferences in NYISO (NYISO, 2023). These bidding curves are usually private decisions

of VRE producers. However, if these curves are not properly constructed to reflect the

true cost in DAM and RTM, they may jeopardize market efficiency.

The above considerations motivate this work to study the key question: What are

optimal DAM bidding curves for VRE producers in two-settlement electricity markets to

achieve the expected least system cost?

1.2. Main Contributions

To answer the above question, we formulate and analyze a bilevel optimization frame-

work that jointly optimizes bidding prices and quantities of multi-segment bidding curves.

We explore the solution method to solve the problem for large-scale systems. Specifically,

we make the following four contributions:
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1. Bilevel optimization framework for bidding curves: To the best of our knowledge,

this is the first work to optimize the bidding curves for VRE in the two-settlement

electricity market, which aims to achieve the minimum system cost. We present a

bilevel optimization framework to optimize DAM bidding curves, which anticipates

the real-time redispatch cost induced due to VRE uncertainty and minimizes the

expected system cost of day-ahead and real-time dispatch.

2. Optimality guaranteed by single-segment bidding curves: The bilevel problem that

jointly optimizes prices and quantities of bidding curves is challenging to solve. How-

ever, we prove theoretically that from the system perspective, a single-segment bid-

ding curve with a zero bidding price and optimal quantity is sufficient to achieve

optimality.

3. Simulations on large-scale systems: VRE producers in practice can be allowed to bid

multi-segment curves with non-zero prices. Given bidding prices, we test the bilevel

framework for single-segment and multi-segment bidding curves, respectively. We

adopt our previously proposed method of strong duality and McCormick envelopes

(Zhao et al., 2024) to relax the bilevel optimization problem into a linear program

(LP), which can solve at scale, e.g., a 1576-bus NYISO system.

4. Practical insights: Although VRE producers can bid with different prices under

single- or multi-segment bidding curves in the DAM, we demonstrate that the bilevel

framework can effectively adjust the bidding quantities corresponding to the bidding

prices and achieve good performance in terms of the system cost. Hence, our pro-

posed bilevel framework can potentially serve as a tool to guide or regulate VRE

producers’ bidding strategies.

1.3. Related Work

To enhance coordination between DAM and RTM operations, extensive literature has

proposed various stochastic dispatch methods, integrating stochastic optimization, chance-
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constrained optimization, and robust optimization into electricity market clearing to ad-

dress uncertainties. Studies such as (Wong and Fuller, 2007; Zavala et al., 2017; Kazempour

et al., 2018; Exizidis et al., 2019) employ scenario-based stochastic optimization to clear

electricity markets. This approach generally ensures minimal expected system costs but

relies on precise probability distributions of uncertain parameters. Furthermore, scenario-

based stochastic optimization often struggles to guarantee revenue adequacy and cost re-

covery for individual scenarios (Morales et al., 2012). Some studies, including (Kuang

et al., 2018; Dvorkin, 2019; Mieth et al., 2020), have explored market mechanisms based

on chance-constrained optimization. While chance constraints offer a straightforward way

to control risk tolerance, their reformulation assumptions—such as the linear dependence

of optimization variables on forecast errors—are restrictive, potentially leading to conser-

vative and suboptimal solutions (Dvorkin et al., 2023). Other works, such as (Cobos et al.,

2018; Velloso et al., 2019), have applied robust optimization to electricity market clearing.

This approach does not require explicit probability distributions of VRE but it optimizes

solely for the worst case, potentially leading to poor performance under typical operating

conditions.

The stochastic dispatch approaches in the above literature cleared the day-ahead and

real-time operations in a joint manner. Despite achieving optimal coordination between

the day-ahead and real-time stages, this design is not directly compatible with existing

market structures, where day-ahead and real-time markets are cleared independently in a

deterministic manner. To address this issue, the work (Morales et al., 2014) proposed an

adjustment of DAM wind-energy quantities using bilevel optimization, which approximates

the stochastic market solution within the sequential deterministic energy-only market de-

sign. Follow-up work in (Dvorkin et al., 2018; Delikaraoglou and Pinson, 2019; Viafora

et al., 2020) extended this bilevel approach to reserve and energy co-optimization. More

recently, some literature has focused on informing forecast models on the cost of forecast

errors, also leading to enhanced temporal coordination between day-ahead and real-time
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markets. The works in (Zhang et al., 2023, 2024; Dvorkin, 2024) developed machine learn-

ing algorithms that yield cost-informed predictions to minimize the cost of real-time re-

dispatch. The work (Zhang et al., 2023, 2024) focused on a bilevel optimization problem

from the system perspective while the work (Dvorkin, 2024) solved a game-theoretic model

leveraging VRE producers’ strategic behaviors.

Our work also adopts the bilevel framework to coordinate the DAM and RTM to mini-

mize the expected system cost, but it differs from (Morales et al., 2014; Dvorkin et al., 2018;

Delikaraoglou and Pinson, 2019; Viafora et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2023, 2024) in several

crucial ways: First, all the above works have both LPs at the upper level and lower level, fo-

cusing on the quantity adjustment of generation units. Our bilevel model jointly optimizes

bidding quantities and prices, which involves a bilinear objective at the upper level, but

we can prove that the optimality can be achieved through a simplified bilevel model under

a single quantity segment with a zero bidding price. Second, the works (Morales et al.,

2014; Dvorkin et al., 2018; Delikaraoglou and Pinson, 2019; Viafora et al., 2020) solved

bilevel optimization problems by formulating mixed-integer linear programming (MILP)

problems based on Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) conditions. However, these methods were

only tested on small-scale systems, such as a 24-bus system (Morales et al., 2014). Although

(Zhang et al., 2023, 2024) adopted a learning method to solve the bilevel problem, it was

only tested on a small 4-generator system. In our previous work (Zhao et al., 2024), we

proposed a method based on strong duality (Boyd et al., 2004) and McCormick envelope

(McCormick, 1976), which can relax the bilevel optimization problem into an LP problem

and be applied to large-scale systems. However, our previous work (Zhao et al., 2024) only

focused on the single-segment bidding curve under zero bidding prices. In this work, we

will apply this approach to the single- and multi-segment curves under different bidding

prices. We demonstrate that this more general approach can still achieve good scalability

and accuracy results on large-scale systems. e.g., a 1576-bus NYISO system.

In terms of bidding curve optimization for VRE producers, the literature (Dai, 2017;

8



Ghavidel et al., 2019; Zhao et al., 2019; Hu et al., 2021; Zhao et al., 2023) focused on the

perspective of suppliers, which aims to optimize revenues or profits based on price-taking

or price-making models. To the best of our knowledge, no literature studies the optimal

bidding curve of VRE in the two-settlement electricity market, with a focus on minimizing

the system cost. Our work addresses this research gap.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We first introduce the market-clearing

model in Section 2. Then, we formulate a general bilevel framework for VRE bidding curve

optimization in Section 3 and show that the optimality is achieved by a simplified bilevel

model in Section 4. We provide numerical demonstrations for the case when bidding prices

are given in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 concludes.

2. Electricity Market Model

This section presents models for day-ahead and real-time market clearing, aligned with

the foundational structure of the U.S. electricity market. Regarding modeling assump-

tions, the network topology is included considering linear DC power flows. Conventional

generation units are modeled with linear operating costs. We assume that system demand

is inelastic and assigned a high Value of Lost Load (VoLL) to reflect the penalty for un-

served demand. To preserve convexity in the market-clearing models, we relax binary unit

commitment (UC) decisions, resulting in a simplified UC formulation (Kasina et al., 2014;

Kazempour and Hobbs, 2017). Additionally, the model distinguishes between fast-start

and slow-start generators but omits minimum on- and off-time constraints for simplicity.

We denote the operation horizon for market clearing by T and the set of VRE producers

by K. To address system uncertainties, we introduce a scenario set Ω, capturing the discrete

probability distribution of real-time VRE generation and system demand variations.1

1We do not include energy storage in the current model. On one hand, the bidding curves of energy

storage are not trivial to set up. On the other hand, the inter-temporal constraints may significantly increase

the computation time of the bilevel model. It is interesting and challenging to optimize the bidding curves
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Figure 1: Bidding curve example for VRE producer.

Next, we introduce the model of VRE bidding curves and formulate market-clearing

optimization models.

2.1. Bidding Curves of VRE

We assume that VRE producers can bid multi-segment curves with non-negative prices

to reflect the RTM re-dispatch cost. For conventional generation units, we assume that

they just bid the true cost and capacity in the market.

We model the bidding curve of each VRE producer at each hour and each bus, which

consists of multiple segments of prices and quantities. One example of a bidding curve

with 4 segments is shown in Fig. 1. Suppose an S-segment bidding curve with the set of

segments denoted by S. For each segment s ∈ S of VRE supplier k ∈ K at hour t ∈ T ,

we denote the bidding price2 by CW
k,t,s and the bidding quantity by Wk,t,s. Without loss of

generality, we let 0 ≤ CW
k,t,1 ⩽ CW

k,t,2, ...,⩽ CW
k,t,S ⩽ C̄W, where C̄W is an upper bound that

of energy storage and VRE jointly and we leave it as future work.
2This work only considers the nonnegative prices. In this work, we empirically set the bidding price for

each segment, e.g., by approximating the aggregate supply cost curves of conventional units in the current

market.
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is sufficiently large. We let (CW,W ) = (CW
k,t,s,Wk,t,s,∀s ∈ S, t ∈ T , k ∈ K). We assume

that the number of segments S is given as a parameter.

2.2. Day-Ahead Market

The DAM market-clearing problem minimizes the day-ahead system cost, which takes

the following form:

min
ΦDA

fDA(ΦDA) :=
∑
t∈T

∑
k∈K

∑
S∈S

CW
k,t,s · pWk,t,s

+
∑
t∈T

∑
i∈I

(Ci · pCi,t + uDA
i,t · C0

i + cDA
i,t ) (1a)

s.t.
∑
i∈In

pCi,t +
∑
k∈Kn

∑
s∈S

pWk,t,s − Ln,t

−
∑

m:(n,m)∈Λ

δDA
n,t − δDA

m,t

xn,m
= 0 : λb

n,t, (1b)

− Fn,m ⩽
δDA
n,t − δDA

m,t

xn,m
⩽ Fn,m : λn,m,t, λn,m,t, (1c)

∀n ∈ N , ∀(n,m) ∈ Λ, ∀t ∈ T ,

0 ⩽ pWk,t,s ⩽ Wk,t,s : λ
W
k,t,s, λ

W
k,t,s, (1d)

∀k ∈ K,∀s ∈ S, ∀t ∈ T ,

uDA
i,t · PC

i ⩽ pCi,t ⩽ uDA
i,t · PC

i : λC
i,t, λ

C
i,t, (1e)

0 ⩽ uDA
i,t ⩽ 1 : λU

i,t, λ
U
i,t, (1f)

CSU
i · (uDA

i,t − uDA
i,t−1) ⩽ cDA

i,t : λS1
i,t , (1g)

0 ⩽ cDA
i,t : λS2

i,t , (1h)

pCi,t − pCi,t−1 ⩾ −uDA
i,t−1 ·RD

i : λR
i,t, (1i)

pCi,t − pCi,t−1 ⩽ uDA
i,t ·RU

i : λ
R
i,t, (1j)

∀i ∈ I, ∀t ∈ T .

Here, the total dispatch cost fDA accounts for the variable, no-load, and startup costs

of conventional generation units, along with the bidding costs of VRE producers. The
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decision variable set ΦDA includes the day-ahead decisions, i.e., pCi,t (generation output),

uDA
i,t (commitment schedule), cDA

i,t (start-up cost), and VRE generation at each bidding seg-

ment, i.e., pWk,t,s. Additionally, the set includes voltage angles δ
DA
n,t for each bus. Constraint

(1b) ensures the power balance in the day-ahead market, while constraints (1c) enforce

power flow limits. Constraints (1d) and (1e) impose the generation limits of VRE and con-

ventional generation units, respectively, with the latter accounting for the UC decisions.

Lastly, constraints (1f)–(1j) model the relaxed UC decisions, UC costs, and ramping limits.

Here, the subscript t = 0 denotes the initial state.

Since we later focus on the bidding strategies of VRE, We denote by XDA(W ) the

constraint set constructed by (1b)-(1j) and parameterized by VRE bidding quantity W in

the bidding curves. We assume that the true marginal cost of VRE is zero. Hence, we

denote the actual DAM cost function as fDA
0 (ΦDA), i.e.,

fDA
0 (ΦDA) :=

∑
t∈T

∑
i∈I

Ci · pCi,t + uDA
i,t · C0

i + cDA
i,t . (2)

2.3. Real-Time Market

Closer to real-time operations, any deviation from the day-ahead schedule ΦDA⋆ is

managed by balancing actions. For a specific realization ω ∈ Ω of VRE generation W̃k,ω,t

and demand Lk,ω,t, the system operator determines the optimal re-dispatch by minimizing

the re-dispatch cost fRT
ω . The cost includes the upward/downward adjustment cost of

conventional generators, startup cost and fixed operational cost of new online generators,

and the cost of lost load:

min
ΦRT

ω

fRT
ω (ΦRT

ω ,ΦDA⋆) :=
∑
i∈I

∑
t∈T

(
CU
i rUi,t,ω − CD

i rDi,t,ω

+ C0
i · (uRTi,t,ω− uDA⋆

i,t )+cRTi,t,ω

)
+

∑
n∈N

∑
t∈T

Cshlshn,t,ω (3a)

s.t.
∑
i∈In

(
pC⋆
i,t + rUi,t,ω − rDi,t,ω

)
+

∑
k∈Kn

(
W̃k,t,ω − pW,cr

k,t,ω

)
−

∑
m:(n,m)∈Λ

δRTn,t,ω − δRTm,t,ω

xn,m
= Ln,t,ω − lshn,t,ω, (3b)
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− Fn,m ⩽
δRTn,t,ω − δRTm,t,ω

xn,m
⩽ Fn,m, (3c)

∀n ∈ N ,∀(n,m) ∈ Λ,∀t ∈ T

uDA⋆
i,t ⩽ uRTi,t,ω ⩽ 1, uDA⋆

j,t = uRTj,t,ω, (3d)

∀i ∈ IFS, ∀j ∈ ISL, ∀t ∈ T ,

− uRTi,t,ω · P i ⩽ pC⋆
i,t + rUi,t,ω − rDi,t,ω ⩽ uRTi,t,ω · P i, (3e)

cRTi,t,ω + cDA⋆
i,t ⩾ CSU

i · (uRTi,t,ω − uRTi,t−1,ω), (3f)

− uRTi,t−1,ω ·RD
i ⩽ pC⋆

i,t + rUi,t,ω − rDi,t,ω

− (pC⋆
i,t−1 + rUi,t−1,ω−rDi,t−1,ω) ⩽ uRTi,t,ω ·RU

i , (3g)

cRTi,t,ω ⩾ 0, rUi,t,ω ⩾ 0, rDi,t,ω ⩾ 0, (3h)

∀i ∈ I,∀t ∈ T (3i)

0 ⩽ pW,cr
k,t,ω ⩽ W̃k,t,ω, ∀k ∈ K, ∀t ∈ T , (3j)

0 ⩽ lshn,t,ω ⩽ Ln,t,ω, ∀n ∈ N , ∀t ∈ T . (3k)

The decision variable set ΦRT
ω include the real-time re-dispatch variables of each conven-

tional unit, i.e., rUi,t,ω, r
D
i,t,ω, u

RT
i,t,ω, c

RT
i,t,ω, curtailment of VRE generations, i.e., pW,cr

k,t,ω , and shed

load lshn,t,ω. Additionally, it includes the real-time voltage angles δRTn,t,ω. Constraint (3b) en-

sures the power balance in real time while constraint (3c) enforces transmission limits. The

first entry in constraint (3d) permits fast-start generators that were not committed in the

DAM to be dispatched in the RTM. In contrast, the second entry in (3d) ensures that

the commitment status of slow-start generators in the RTM remains unchanged from their

DAM commitment. Constraint (3e) restricts the real-time generation of conventional gen-

erators, while (3f) yields the startup costs in real time. Constraint (3g) enforces ramping

limits. Additionally, constraints (3j), (3h), and (3k) guarantee the feasibility of VRE cur-

tailment, the upward/downward adjustment of conventional generators, and load shedding,

respectively.

We denote by XRT
ω (ΦDA) the constraint set constructed by (3b)-(3j), which is parame-
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VRE forecast W̃ω:

Probability distribution

Bilevel framework:

Bidding curve optimization for VRE

(minimize the DAM and expected RTM costs )

Day-ahead market clearing

VRE bidding curve S

Real-time re-dispatch

DAM schedule

Figure 2: Bid optimization and market-clearing timeline

terized by day-ahead schedule ΦDA.

3. A General Bilevel Framework

Conventionally, VRE producers bid zero cost with the day-ahead forecast values in the

DAM. However, this strategy cannot account for potential re-dispatch costs caused by VRE

uncertainty, which cannot guarantee market efficiency. Building on the sequential DAM

(1) and RTM (3) problems, this work develops a bilevel stochastic framework (BiD) to

reveal the optimal bidding curves of VRE producers to improve the economic coordination

between the two markets.

As illustrated in Fig. 2, we introduce this framework ahead of the DAM clearing. The

obtained optimal bidding curves of VRE in the bilevel framework will be incorporated into

the DAM scheduling. The RTM is then cleared accordingly. Notably, this bilevel model

will not change the sequential DAM and RTM clearing structure.

Now, we go into the detail of the bilevel framework BiD, which is based on a bilevel

optimization problem. In the upper level, the system operator decides the day-ahead VRE

14



bidding curves S, i.e., the price and quantity pair (CW,W ). In the lower level, the DAM

schedule ΦDA is optimized under the VRE bidding curves S provided from the upper level.

Sourcing the optimal DAM dispatch ΦDA from the lower level, the system operator in the

upper level also optimizes the RTM re-dispatch ΦRT
ω for different uncertainty realizations,

so as to minimize the expected cost. The overall goal is to minimize the total system cost,

i.e. the sum of DAM and expected RTM costs. The bilevel problem takes the following

form:

Problem BiD: Bilevel optimization problem for day-ahead VRE bidding

curves

SBiD := min
ΦRT

⋃
(CW,W )

fDA
0 (ΦDA⋆) + Eω∈Ω

[
fRT
ω (ΦRT

ω ,ΦDA⋆
ω )

]
s.t. ΦRT

ω ∈ XRT
ω (ΦDA), ∀ω ∈ Ω,

ΦDA⋆ ∈ arg


min
ΦDA

fDA(ΦDA)

s.t. ΦDA ∈ XDA(W )

 .

Once the optimal bid curve (CW*,W ⋆) is obtained from Problem BiD, the system

operator first clears the day-ahead market (1) using (CW*,W ⋆), and then, closer to real-

time, clears the RTM (3) for a particular realization of renewable generation. The expected

system cost is denoted by SBiD.

Note that this bilevel framework focuses on the system perspective to establish bench-

mark bidding curves for VRE in a centralized manner. We expect that this bilevel frame-

work can serve as a tool to guide, monitor, or regulate the bidding strategies of private

suppliers. For example, by comparing the benchmark results with the forecast values, a

risk score can be developed as a coordination mechanism to adjust and guide how much

suppliers should bid under the bidding prices (Sur et al., 2024). Another interesting future

direction is to develop incentive mechanisms to guide VRE producers’ bidding strategies,
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ensuring alignment with the optimal outcomes of the centralized framework.

4. A Single-Bidding-Segment Model Achieving Optimality

Problem BiD is challenging to solve when jointly optimizing the bidding price and

bidding quantity for each segment, as the number of corresponding bilinear terms in the

objective function increases in the number of segments. However, we find that a simplified

case can guarantee optimality.

We consider a simplified case of bidding curves as follows: There is but one segment of

the bidding curve and it has a zero price, i.e., C1 = 0 $/MWh for all the hours and VRE

producers. Note that zero is the true marginal cost for VRE. The bilevel problem then

only optimizes the quantity of that single segment. We denote this bilevel optimization as

Problem BiD-q, which is presented in detail as follows.

Problem BiD-q : Bilevel optimization problem for quantity-only adjust-

ment

min
ΦRT

⋃
W

fDA
0 (ΦDA⋆) + Eω∈Ω

[
fRT
ω (ΦRT

ω ,ΦDA⋆
ω )

]
s.t. ΦRT

ω ∈ XRT
ω (ΦDA), ∀ω ∈ Ω,

ΦDA⋆ ∈ arg


min
ΦDA

fDA
0 (ΦDA)

s.t. ΦDA ∈ XDA(W )

 .

The next result shows that from the system perspective, the quantity-only adjustment

under zero bidding prices achieves the same expected system cost as the original Problem

BiD.

Theorem 1. Problem BiD and Problem BiD-q achieve the same expected system cost.

We present the proof in the appendix. Next, we posit the following corollary.
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Corollary 1. Considering multi-segment bidding curves, i.e., S ⩾ 2, as long as one seg-

ment is set by a zero price, the bilevel framework will achieve the same expected system

cost as the original Problem BiD.

However, if the bidding prices are not zeros, the expected system cost under the bilevel

framework may be higher. For example, in the extreme case of the very expensive single-

segment bidding curve, no VRE will be dispatched in the DAM, which is typically not

cost-optimal for the system.

In the next section, we leverage these theoretical results in the interest of numerical

experiments. Since only zero price is needed to ensure optimality, we will simulate the

results of the bilevel framework when the bidding prices are given in the bidding curves.

5. Case study

VRE producers in practice are allowed to bid multi-segment curves with non-zero prices.

Here, we test the bilevel framework for single- and multi-segment bidding curves, respec-

tively, for the case where bidding prices are fixed inputs. For simplicity, we still call those

bilevel optimization models as Problem BiD. Before introducing simulation results, we

present our solution method of solving the bilevel model for large-scale systems.

5.1. Solution Method

When the bidding price is given, the upper- and lower-level formulations in Problem BiD

are LPs. The conventional method is to substitute the lower-level problem with its KKT

conditions and leverage the Big-M reformulation of complementarity slackness(Morales

et al., 2014). While this method works well on a small-scale system (e.g., IEEE 118-bus

system), it does not scale well for real-life applications (e.g., NYISO) (Zhao et al., 2024).

As a solution, our prior work developed a method based on the strong duality and

McCormick-envelope relaxation (Zhao et al., 2024). With the KKT conditions of the lower-

level problem, the idea is to first substitute the complementarity slackness constraints with
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the strong duality condition, and then address the resulting bilinear terms, i.e., λ
W
k,t,s ·Wk,t,s,

with McCormick envelopes. In this way, we relax the KKT conditions of the lower-level

problem into linear constraints, and thus relax the whole bilevel optimization problem into

an LP. The new LP can be efficiently solved at the scale of the 1576-bus NYISO system.

The details can be found in the paper (Zhao et al., 2024).

5.2. NYISO System

The tested NYISO system we use has 1576 buses, 2359 transmission lines, 1564 loads,

345 conventional generation units, and 27 wind farms (Greene, 2022). We use the wind and

load data of August 2, 2019. We generate 20 joint scenarios for the probability distribution

of wind and load forecasts using PGscen (Carmona and Yang, 2022). We increase the wind-

energy capacity so that its average generation amounts to 40% of the total demand.

For illustration, we adopt a short operation window, e.g., from 7:00 am to 10:00 am, as

the simulations on 24-hour operations and a large number of scenarios are computationally

challenging. The 24-hour schedule results can be approximated through the computation

over 4-hour rolling horizons.

5.3. Benchmarks

We consider two benchmarks for the Problem BiD : [1] Myopic dispatch (MyD): Each

VRE producer k offers the expected value of the forecast for a one-segment bidding curve,

i.e., Wk,t = Eω∈Ω[W̃k,t,ω] in (1d). We denote the expected system cost as SMyD including

the costs of DAM and RTM. [2] Stochastic dispatch (StD): Stochastic co-optimization of

the DAM and RTM schedules by minimizing the total expected costs across. Although

least-cost, this solution is not compatible with existing market designs. In terms of system

costs under StD, BiD and MyD, the system costs always satisfy SMyD ⩾ SBiD ⩾ SStD

(Zhao et al., 2024).
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5.4. Single-Segment Biding Curves

We now consider the single-segment bidding curves with non-negative bidding prices.

Since zero bidding prices can already achieve the system optimum (see Corollary 1), we

will vary the bidding price to demonstrate its impact.

Fig. 3 shows that under the bilevel framework, varying bidding prices within a certain

range will not significantly change the system cost and wind producers’ aggregate profits

due to the dynamic bidding quantity adjustment and conservative bidding in the DAM.

However, under MyD, the bidding price can have significant cost and VRE profit impacts.

Specifically, Fig. 3(a) shows that when the bidding price is lower than 26$/MWh, the

system cost under BiD does not change much, and is close to the least-cost benchmark

StD. However, the system cost under MyD can be much higher than BiD. Note that when

the bidding price is low, MyD tends to bid much more wind energy than BiD as shown in

Fig. 3(b). This poses a higher shortage risk in the RTM and leads to a high system cost.

Thus, the increasing bidding price will reduce the DAM wind schedule amount under MyD

and reduce the system cost. However, when the bidding price is higher than 26$/MWh,

the system cost will increase for both BiD and MyD. After the 36$/MWh price threshold,

no wind will be dispatched in the DAM for both BiD and MyD as shown in Fig. 3(b),

which leads to the same high system cost for both BiD and MyD.

Fig. 3(c) further reveals that under BiD, the DAM and RTM prices do not change much

when the bidding price increases. When bidding higher than 26 $/MWh, the DAM prices

will increase as less wind energy is dispatched in the DAM. The RTM prices decrease since

less wind energy in the DAM yields lower shortage risks in the RTM. In contrast, under

MyD, the DAM prices and RTM prices vary significantly with an increasing bidding price.

Accordingly, in Fig. 3(d), under BiD, the expected aggregate profit of wind producers

remains almost the same when the bidding price is lower than 26 $/MWh. The profit sees

a drop when the bidding price approaches 36 $/MWh because fewer revenues are collected

in the DAM. However, under MyD, the profit can be very low at negative values when the
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Figure 3: Results (per hour) of BiD vs MyD : (a) System cost; (b) Wind schedule amount; (c) Load-

weighted LMP; (d) Aggregate profits of all wind farms.

bidding price is low, which is due to the high shortage payment in the RTM.

5.5. Multi-Segment Bidding Curves

Although the single-segment zero-price bid achieves the system optimum, VRE produc-

ers can bid multi-segment curves in practice. We demonstrate that the proposed bilevel

model can be used to set up the benchmark bidding quantity for each segment so as to

approximate the system optimum.

For the bidding curve settings, we consider the case when the zero price is included in the

bidding curve. We empirically set prices for 6-segment bidding curves, which are denoted by

0 = CW
1 < CW

2 , . . . , < CW
6 . We examine the supply curve for all conventional generations

based on the operational cost and accumulative capacity. We set CW
1 = 0$/MWh, CW

2 =

2$/MWh, CW
3 = 22$/MWh, CW

4 = 30$/MWh, CW
5 = 32$/MWh, CW

6 = 350$/MWh.
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(a) (b)

Figure 4: (a) Wind farm 1 at hours 7 (blue), 8 (red), and 9 (green). (b) Wind farms 1 (blue), 2 (red), and

8 (green) at hour 7. The circle markers show the expected generation amount. The triangle markers show

the DAM schedule.

(a) (b)

Figure 5: DAM schedule (highlighted-color solid curves) vs. bidding curves (light-color solid curves). (a)

Wind farm 1 at hours 8 (red) and 9 (green); (b) Wind farms 2 (red) and 8 (green) at hour 7. The horizontal

curves show the LMPs of the buses where the wind farm is located.

CW
2 to CW

5 are set based on the costs of the first 20%, 40%, 60%, and 80% of the total

conventional capacity. CW
6 is set at a price higher than the maximum cost of the exiting

units. We apply the BiD framework to compute the bidding quantity Wk,s,t for each wind

producer k, segment s, and time t.

We will demonstrate optimal bidding curves from our bilevel model and evaluate the

system cost.

Bidding curves: Fig. 4 displays the optimized bidding curves of selected wind farms

at selected hours. The optimal curves, which vary for different hours and wind farms, are
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significantly affected by the expected wind power forecasts (in circles). As expected, a

higher forecast amount can lead to more right-shifted bidding curves, and thus the DAM

scheduled amount of wind energy (in triangles) may be higher.

DAM scheduled wind energy based on bidding curves: Fig. 5 reveals how much wind

energy gets dispatched under the optimal bidding curves. It is observed that, although

we construct multiple segments, usually the first three segments will be dispatched in the

DAM. Also, as shown by the horizontal curves in Fig. 5(a) and (b), the bidding curves of

wind energy may or may not set the LMPs at its located bus.

System cost evaluations: Finally, we report the following expected dispatch costs:

SMyD = $430k, SBiD = $275k, SStD = $263k

where the multi-segment optimized bid demonstrates a significant cost-saving potential

with respect to the myopic strategy, and efficiently approximates the stochastic dispatch

solution. The single-segment curves with zero price report the cost at SBiD = $276k, which

is almost the same as the above case of multiple segments.3

6. Conclusion

This work formulates a bilevel optimization framework to optimize DAM bidding curves

of VRE producers. The proposed framework internalizes the cost of real-time re-dispatch

into day-ahead bidding curves, resulting in the minimum expected dispatch costs across

the market timeline. Although the bilevel model is challenging to solve, we prove that

from the system perspective, the single-segment bidding curve with zero bidding price is

sufficient to achieve optimality if the true marginal cost of VRE is zero. We test the bilevel

framework for single- and multi-segment bidding curves at scale on the 1576-bus NYISO

system, revealing the impacts of DAM bidding curves on the overall market outcomes.

3Although theoretically the multi- and single-segment curves achieve the same system cost, the simula-

tion results can have slight differences.
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Specifically, the optimized biding curves allow for a 36% (−$155k) reduction in hourly sys-

tem costs with respect to the baseline, where VRE producers bid their expected forecasts.

Moreover, this cost-saving result is very close to that under the scenario-based stochas-

tic market clearing, which provides the ideal coordination yet remains incompatible with

existing market practices. Overall, our proposed framework can inform system-optimal

VRE bidding strategies. Moreover, it can potentially serve as a tool to guide, monitor, or

regulate VRE bids, e.g., through risk scores (Sur et al., 2024).

Our current model does not account for energy storage and demand response. These

resources can be crucial for supporting deeply decarbonized electricity markets and we

plan to incorporate these aspects in future work. Additionally, our existing bilevel op-

timization framework employs a centralized approach. In the future, we aim to develop

incentive mechanisms to guide VRE producers’ bidding strategies, ensuring alignment with

the optimal outcomes of the centralized framework.
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Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 1

Since Problem BiD-q is a special case of Problem BiD, we always have SBiD ⩽ SBiD-q.

We thus only need to prove SBiD ⩾ SBiD-q to arrive at equality. The idea is to show

that given the optimal solution to Problem BiD, we can always find a feasible solution to

Problem BiD-q, which achieves the same system cost as Problem BiD.

First, we define some notations for the optimal solution to Problem BiD. We denote the

optimal bidding curve as (CW⋆,W ⋆), the optimal DAM dispatch solution as ΦDA⋆. The
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latter includes VRE schedule pW⋆
k,t,s for any k, t, s. We denote the DAM dispatch solution,

except VRE schedule pW⋆ = (pW⋆
k,t,s,∀k, t, s), as ΦDA⋆

−W , i.e., ΦDA⋆ = (pW⋆,ΦDA⋆
−W ).

Second, we construct feasible solutions for Problem BiD-q based on the optimal solution

to Problem BiD. Note that the bidding prices satisfy C⋆
k,t,1 ⩽ C⋆

k,t,2, ...,⩽ C⋆
k,t,S . Thus, in

terms of optimal solutions to Problem BiD, there exists an s′ such that for any 1 ⩽ s ⩽ s′,

pW∗
k,t,s ⩾ 0, and for any s′ + 1 ⩽ s ⩽ S, pW∗

k,t,s = 0. We now construct feasible solutions W †

and ΦDA† for Problem BiD-q. We let

W †
k,t = pW†

k,t =
∑

1⩽s⩽s′

pW⋆
k,t,s, (A.1)

ΦDA†
−W = ΦDA⋆

−W . (A.2)

The constructed solutions W † and ΦDA† =
(
pW†,ΦDA†

−W

)
satisfy the constraint ΦDA ∈

XDA(W †) in the lower-level problem of Problem BiD-q.

Third, we prove by contradiction that ΦDA† =
(
pW†,ΦDA†

−W

)
is an optimal solution to

the following lower-level problem under the bidding quantity W † in Problem BiD-q.

min
ΦDA

fDA
0 (ΦDA) (A.3a)

s.t. ΦDA ∈ XDA(W †). (A.3b)

To begin with, we assume that the optimal DAM dispatch solution to the above problem

(A.3) is ΦDA‡ =
(
pW‡,ΦDA‡

−W

)
. Note that pW‡

k,t ⩽ W †
k,t = pW†

k,t . If p
W‡
k,t = pW†

k,t , we easily have

ΦDA‡
−W = ΦDA†

−W .

Then, suppose
(
pW†,ΦDA†

−W

)
is not an optimal solution to the problem (A.3), i.e., we

can assume that there exist kα and tα such that pW‡
kα,tα

< pW†
kα,tα

= W †
k,t. Thus, we have

fDA
0 (ΦDA‡) < fDA

0 (ΦDA†) = fDA
0 (ΦDA⋆). (A.4)

The latter equality in (A.4) is because fDA
0 is only related to ΦDA

−W and we have ΦDA†
−W =

ΦDA⋆
−W .
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Now, back to Problem BiD, there will exist Sα and p̃W‡
k,t,s such that (i) p̃W‡

kα,tα,sα
<

pW⋆
kα,tα,sα

, ∀sα ∈ Sα; (ii) If k ̸= kα or t ̸= tα or s /∈ Sα, p̃
W‡
k,t,s = pW⋆

k,t,s; and (iii)
∑

1⩽s⩽s′ p̃
W‡
k,t,s =

pW‡
k,t . Thus, we have a new feasible solution Φ̃DA‡ =

(
p̃W‡,ΦDA‡

−W

)
satisfying the lower

problem constraint XDA(W ⋆) under Problem BiD. Based on (i), (ii), and (A.4), we have

fDA
0 (Φ̃DA‡) +

∑
t∈T

∑
k∈K

∑
S∈S

CW⋆
k,t,s · p

W‡
k,s,t

< fDA
0 (ΦDA⋆) +

∑
t∈T

∑
k∈K

∑
S∈S

CW⋆
k,t,s · pW⋆

k,t,s.

This contradicts the fact that ΦDA⋆ is the optimal solution to

min
ΦDA

fDA(ΦDA)

s.t. ΦDA ∈ XDA(W ⋆).

Therefore,
(
pW†,ΦDA†

−W

)
is an optimal solution to the problem (A.3), i.e.,

(
pW†,ΦDA†

−W

)
is feasible to Problem BiD-q. Note that we have fDA

0 (ΦDA†) = fDA
0 (ΦDA⋆) shown in (A.4).

Based on (A.1) and (A.2), the constraint ΦRT
ω ∈ XRT

ω (ΦDA†) of Problem BiD-q will be the

same as ΦRT
ω ∈ XRT

ω (ΦDA⋆) of Problem BiD. Therefore, the objective, i.e., the expected

system cost, of Problem BiD-q under
(
pW†,ΦDA†

−W

)
is equal to that of Problem BiD under(

pW⋆,ΦDA⋆
−W

)
, meaning that we always have SBiD ⩾ SBiD-q.
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